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ABSTRACT

The Nationa Football League (NFL) has encouraged league host cities to construct new
gadiums. As an inducement, the NFL has offered some reluctant cities an opportunity to host the
Super Bowl, the leegue championship game. Part of the NFL’ s gpparatus of persuasion involves
commissioned studies which assert a Sgnificant boost to metropolitan and regiona economies from the
Super Bowl. Thelatest NFL Super Bowl impact study estimates that taxable saesin South Horida
increased by more than $670 million dollars from the Game. Are the economic impact estimates
published by the NFL credible?

Our study indicates that the NFL has exaggerated the impact of the Super Bowl by afactor that
in some ingtances could approximate ten. The economic hyperbole is explained by severd factors.
Fird, the sudiesin generd fall to recognize that some of the spending that occurs in conjunction with the
Game smply substitutes for spending that would occur in its absence. Second, the studies generdly do
not consider the leskages that are particularly acute for events provided by suppliers who are not
resdents of the metropolisin which the eventisheld. Third, the studies generaly ignore how the Game
affects the spending of the resdents of the host community and contiguous communities.

Our study concludesthat cities that currently host a NFL team should be wary of claims made
by the league about the economic impact of the Super Bowl. The evidence does not suggest that the
Super Bowl increases economic activity by an amount that would justify the hundreds of millions of
dollarsthat stadiums typicaly cogt.



Introduction

A joint study conducted by the Nationa Footbal League (NFL) and the Sport Management
Research Ingtitute (SMRI) of Westin, Florida estimated an economic impact of $396 million from Super
Bowl XXXIII on the South Floridaeconomy (NFL, 1999). If those numbers are accurate, “ Super” is
an gpt adjective for the event. Only the Summer Olympic Games can serioudly propose an impact of
such magnitude for a short-term sporting event. Reasons for skepticism, however, abound, and one
may well need look no further than the NFL’s motivation for making such lofty claims. Can a study
either commissioned or performed by the NFL be objective if the NFL is using the promise of afuture
Super Bowl as an enticement for citiesto build new stadiums? Modern sports facilities require some
form of public funding, and the NFL at least indirectly rationdizes public financid support on the
grounds that the economic impact from a single Super Bowl gpproximates the cost of building anew
gadium. Coincidence? The purpose of this study isto estimate the economic impact of Super Bowls
from 1973 through 1999. The resultsindicate that the economic impact of the Super Bowl islikely on

average one-tenth or less the magnitude of the most recent NFL estimate.

Review of Super Bowl Economic Impact Studies
The economic impact estimates for the Super Bowl extend from oneintellectua end zone to the
other. The NFL-SMRI study is the most optimistic appraisa attributing a $670 million increasein
taxable sdesin South Horida (Miami- Dade, Broward, and Palm Beach counties) to the event (NFL,

1999). The NFL-commissioned study envisions a horde of affluent spendthrifts descending on the



three-county area. Jm Steeg, the NFL’s Vice President for specid events since 1977, put the Super
Bowl at the center of the mega-event universe.

The Super Bowl isthe most unique of dl specid events. Extensve sudies by host

cities, independent organizations and the NFL dl try to predict the economic impact the

big game will have on acommunity. They tak to tens of thousands of attendees, loca

businessmen, corporate planners, media and loca fans -- looking to see how they are

effected.

These studies have provided irrefutable evidence that a Super Bowl isthe most

dramatic event in the U.S. Super Bowl patrons are sgnificantly more affluent, spend

more and have more spent on them, and influence future business in the community

more than attendees of any other event or convention held in the U.S. (Steeg, 1999).

The NFL understands that it is competing for the sports entertainment dollar, and the League
believes that stadiums factor prominently into consumer decisions relating to leisure spending. The NFL
expectsthat 22 of their stadiumswill be renovated or replaced during the 1992-2002 period (NFL,
1999). Thissubgtantid transformation of NFL infrastructure has been accomplished in part through
league incentives to include hosting a Super Bowl in some cases and using League shared club seet
revenues to help finance stadium construction.”  In light of the NFL strategy, Steeg’s claims warrant

further scrutiny.

Scholars not directly connected to the NFL disagree on the economic impact of the Super

! At the March 1999 NFL mestings, the teams agreed to alow teams to qualify for up-front
loans in an amount equa to 34 to 50 percent of the private contributions for stadium projects. The
specific amount would be determined by the size of the project and the market the stadium would serve.



Bowl. Inassessing the impact of Super Bowl XXVII1 on the City of Atlantaand the State of Georgia,
Jeffrey H. Humphrey estimated that the event created 2,736 jobs and had an impact of $166 million on
the Georgia economy (Humphreys, 1994). Of the $166 million, Humphreys estimated direct and
indirect economic impact of $76 and $90 million, respectively. The direct impact was derived from
estimating the number of “vidtor days’ (306,680) and multiplying that statistic by the average estimated
per diem expenditures per vigtor ($252). Theindirect or induced economic impact was estimated using
the Regiond Input-Output System (RIMS I1) modd devel oped by the Bureau of Economic Analyss. A
portion of the $230 million difference between the estimates for Super Bowls XXXIII and XXVIII is
explained by price increases, but most of the difference is atributable to the number of visitors and the
daily spending attributable to each of them.

On the other end of the scholarly debate, Phil Porter used regression andlysis to determine that
the economic impact of the Super Bowl was Satidicdly inggnificant, thet is not measurably different
from zero (Porter, 1999). After reviewing short-term data? on sales recaipts for several Super Bowls,
Porter concluded:

Investigator bias, data measurement error, changing production relationships,

diminishing returns to both scae and variable inputs, and capacity condraints anywhere

aong the chain of sdlesreationslead to lower multipliers. Crowding out and price

increases by input suppliersin response to higher levels of demand and the tendency of

suppliersto lower prices to simulate sdes when demand iswesk lead to overestimates
of net new sdles dueto the event. These characteristics done would suggest that the

2 Porter’ s use of monthly sales recaiptsisimportant. I the researcher can compressthe time
period, thenitislesslikely that the impact of the event will be obscured by the large, diverse economy
within which it took place. The use of annud data has the potential to mask an event’simpact through
the sheer weight of activity that occursin large economies over the course of ayear unless seps are
taken to isolate the event.



estimated impact of the mega-gporting event will be lower than the impact andyss

predicts. When there are perfect complementsto the event, like hotel rooms for

vigtors, with capacity constraints reduced to zero (Porter, 1999).

Billions of dollars of public funds are being spent on professona sports infrastructure. The
NFL has offered the Super Bowl as an inducement to convince otherwise reluctant cities that the
congtruction of anew stadium makes economic sense. Some scholars have taken issue with the NFL

clams, and their more sober gppraisas are buttressed by elementary economic theory whichis

discussed in the next section of the paper.

Theoretical |ssues

There are sandard techniques for estimating economic impact that have evolved over time, but
in genera represent an goplication of basic macroeconomic theory from the point of view of a
metropolis. Technicaly speaking, an expenditure or incomes gpproach could be used to estimate the
economic impact. The expenditure approach requires as afirst step estimates of direct expenditures
attributable to the event or project. Thesefirgt-round, or direct expenditure changes are then used to
edimate indirect expenditures through “multiplier” anadysis. Briefly, multipliers are based on the notion
that one person’s spending becomes income for others who in turn spend a portion of that new income
creating income for gtill others. The indirect spending converges to some amount because only a
fraction of any income increment received as a consequence of someone' s spending is spent again. In
other words, some of the money leaks from this system through savings, taxation, or money spent

outside the host economy (imports). Using thistechnique, if amistake is made in estimating direct



expenditures, those errors are compounded in estimating indirect expenditures. The secret to generaing
credible economic impact estimates using the expenditure approach isto estimate precisely direct
expenditures.

Precisdly measuring changesin direct expenditures is fraught with difficulties. Most prominent
among them is an assessment of the extent to which spending in conjunction with the event would have
occurred in the absence of it. For example, if an estimate was sought on the impact of professond
gport on aloca economy, congderation would have to be given to the fact that spending on sports may
well merdly substitute for spending that would occur on something else in the absence of professiond
goort. Therefore, if the fans are primarily indigenous to the community, sport may Smply yidd a
redllocation of leisure spending while leaving tota spent intact. This digtinction between gross and net
gpending has been cited by economists as a chief reason why professional sports does not seem to
contribute as much to metropolitan economies as boosters claim (Baade, 1996).

One of the attributes of amegarevent isthat gross and net spending changes induced by the
event are more likely to converge. Spending at amega-event is more likely to be categorized as export
pending Snce mog of it is thought to be undertaken by people from outside the community. Skilled
researchers will often iminate the spending undertaken by loca resdents at a mega-event because it is
likely to be inconsequentid rdative to that consumption which is undertaken by those foreign to the host
community (Humphreys, 1994).

Eliminating the spending by residents of the community would & first blush gppear to diminate a
potentidly sgnificant source of biasin estimating direct expenditures. Surveys on expenditures by those

attending the event, complete with a question on place of residence, would gppear to be a



sraightforward way of estimating direct expenditures in amanner that is statisticaly acceptable.
However, while surveys may well provide indght on spending behavior for those patronizing the evert,
such atechnique offers no data on changes in spending by residents not atending the event. It is
conceivable that some residents may dramaticaly change their spending during an event in order to
avoid the congestion in the venue ssenvirons. In generd, afundamenta shortcoming of economic
impect sudiesis not with information on spending for those who are included in a direct expenditure
survey, but rather with the lack of information on the spending behavior for those who are not.

A second potentidly significant source of bias in economic impact sudies relaes to leakages
from the circular flow of spending. For example, if the host economy isat or very near full employment
or if thework requires specidized kills, it may be that the labor essentid to conducting the event
resdes in other communities where there is alabor surplus or unemployment overdl or within a specific
labor market. To the extent that thisis true, then the indirect spending that congtitutes the “multiplier
effect” must be adjusted to reflect this leskage of income and subsequent spending.

Labor is not the only factor of production that may repatriate income. |f hotels experience
higher than normd occupancy rates during a mega-event, then the question must be raised about the
fraction of increased earnings that remain in the community if the hotel is anationally owned chain.® In

short, to assess the impact of mega-events, a baance of payments gpproach must be utilized. Sincethe

% |t is not atogether clear whether occupancy rates increase during mega-events. It may be that
the most popular convention cities, those most likely to host the Super Bowl, would experience high
occupancy even if they are not successful in hosting the event. Evidence, however, suggests that room
rates increase substantially during the Super Bowl, but questions regarding the final destination of those
additiona earnings remain.



input-output models used in the most sophisticated ex ante andyses are based on fixed relationships
between inputs and outputs, such models do not account for the subtleties of full employment and
capital ownership noted here.

As an dterndive to estimating the change in expenditures and associated changes in economic
activity, those who provide goods and services directly in accommodating the event could be asked
how their activity has been dtered by the event. In summarizing the efficacy of this technique Davidson
opined:

The biggest problem with this producer gpproach is that these business managers must

be able to estimate how much “extra’ spending was caused by the sport event. This

requires that each proprietor have amode of what would have happened during that

time period had the sport event not taken place. Thisis an extreme requirement which

severdy limits this technique (Davidson, 1999).

An expenditure gpproach to projecting the economic impact of mega-eventsislikdy to yidd the
most accurate estimates, and, and as a consequence we will be comparing results generated by our

modéd to the estimates of others that were derived using an expenditure gpproach. In the next section of

the paper, the modd that is used to estimate the impact of the Super Bowl is detailed.

TheMode
The economic activity generated by the Super Bowl islikely to be smdl relative to the overdl
economy, and isolaing the event’ simpact, therefore, is not atrivia task. In congtructing amode to

estimate the impact an event has had on a city, severa gpproaches are possible and suggested by past



scholarly work. Previous modd s used to explain metropolitan economic growth have been summarized
by Millsand McDondd (1992). They identified five theories: export base, neoclassical growth,
product cycle, cumulative causation, and disequilibrium dynamic adjustment. Our task is not to replicate
explanations of metropolitan economic growth, but to use past work to help identify how much growth
in metropolitan employment is attributable to the Super Bowl. To this end we have selected explanatory
variables from past models to help establish what employment would have been in the absence of the
Super Bowl and then compare that estimate to actuad employment levels to estimate the contribution of
the Game. The success of this approach depends on our ability to identify those variables that explain
the mgority of observed variation in growth in employment in those cities that have hosted the Super
Bowl.

To isolate the Game' s impact, both externa and internd factors need to be considered.
Externd factors might include, for example, arelocation of people and economic activity from the
“rust/frost belt” to the “sun belt,” changes in the disposition of the federd government toward revenue
sharing, and changes in the demographic character of urban America Internd factors might include a
change in the attitude of local politicians toward fiscd intervention, anatura disaster, or unusua
demographic changes. One technique would be to carefully review the history of citiesin generd and
particular and incorporate each potentidly sgnificant change into amodd. An dterndive is to represent
adatidic for acity for aparticular year as adeviation from the average vaue for that Satistic for cohort
citiesfor that year. Such arepresentation over time will in effect “factor out” genera urban trends and
developments. For example, if we identify a particular city’s growth in employment as 10 percent over

time, but citiesin generd are growing by 5 percent, then we would conclude that this city’ s pattern



deviates from the norm by 5 percent. It isthe 5 percent deviation that requires explanation and not the
whole 10 percent for our purposesin this study.*

In modeling those factors that are unique to individud cities, it is helpful to identify some
conceptua deficiencies characterizing the demand Sde of ex ante and ex post modd s that exaggerated
economic impact estimates. Many progpective economic impact studies fall to make a distinction
between gross and net spending changes that occur as a consequence of hosting a mega-event. In ex
post studies, failure to factor out the city’s own secular growth path could embellish an estimate of the
contribution of the Super Bowl. Ex ante studies even in very sophisticated forms are based usudly on
the premise that important economic relaionships remain unchanged. Itis, after dl, historical
experiences that defines the statistics upon which prospective impact estimates are based. However, if
the event is Sgnificant in a datistica sense, will not the event modify historica experience? We cannot
clam aggnificant impact, and a the same time claim that history will be undtered. Our modd,
therefore, in various ways “factors out” the city’s historical experience. To continue with our example
from above, if higory tdls usthat acity that experiences a growth in employment that is 5 percent above
the nationd average, before and after a mega-event, then it would be misguided to attribute that
additional 5 percent to the mega-event. If after the Game, the city continued to exhibit employment

increases 5 percent above the nationd norm, the logica conclusion is that the Super Bowl smply

* |t should be remembered that our intent here is not to focus on what accounts for al growth in
cities. Rather our task is to determine how much the Super Bowl contributesto a city’s economy. Itis
true that trend-adjusting does not provide any economic insght about those factors responsible for
metropolitan growth, but adjusting for trends enables us to focus attention on a smaller component of
growth for a city which the Super Bowl may help explain.

10



supplanted other economic developments that contributed to the city’ s above-average rate of growth.
The dterndtive to the technique outlined to this point, would be to carefully review the higtory of
citiesin generd and particular, and explicitly incorporate each potentidly significant change into the
model. Thistechnique has practica limitations to which past udies attest. Economists who have
sought to explain growth using this technique have followed traditiond prescriptions, and have
developed demand- or supply-centered modes through which to explain growth.®> Some scholars have
combined both demand and supply arguments.® Both supply and demand mode's have strong
theoreticd underpinnings. Those who utilize a demand gpproach with some verson of employment as
the independent variable base their theory on the notion that the demand for labor is ultimately derived
from the demand for goods and services. Those who favor a supply approach would argue that cost

factors are the most critica in explaining employment in ametropolitan atistical area (MSA) or region.

Given the number and variety of variables found in regiona growth models and the inconsstency
of findings with regard to coefficient sze and sgnificance, criticisms of any single modd could logicaly
focus on the problems posed by omitted variables. Any critic, of course, can claim that a particular
regression suffers from omitted-variable bias, it is far more chalenging to address the problems posed
by not including key variablesin the andyss. In explaining regiond or metropolitan growth peatterns, at

least some of the omitted variable problem can be addressed through a careful specification of the

® To assess the relationships between costs and growth see: Mills and Lubuele (1995), Terkla
and Doeringer (1991), and Goss and Phillips (1994).

® See, for example, Duffy (1994) and Wasylenko (1985).
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dependent and independent variables. As noted above, representing relevant variables as deviations
from city norms, leaves the scholar amore managesble task, namely that of identifying those factors that
explain city growth after accounting for the impact of those forces that generdly have affected regiond
or MSA growth. For example, avariableis not needed to represent the implications of federa revenue
sharing, if such a change affected cities in ways proportionate to changes in demographic characterigtics,
e.g. population, used to calibrate the size of the revenue change for any particular city. Of course
instead of representing the MSA dependent variable as a deviation from a nationa mean and its own
secular growth path, a nationa mean and the MSA’ s growth path can be represented as independent
variables. In fact, we chose to represent the mean rate of employment growth for MSAs and the city’s
growth path for employment for the previous three years as independent variables.

Following the same logic, other independent variables should dso be normdized, that is
represented as a deviation from an average value for MSAs or as afraction of the MSA average. Itis
important, for example, to model the fact that relocating a business could occur as a consequence of
wages increasing in the MSA under study or adower rate of wage growth in other MSAs. What
mattersis not the absolute level of wagesin city i, but city I’'swage relative to those of dl citieswith
whom it competes for [abor and other resources. What we propose, therefore, is an equation for
explaining metropolitan employment growth which incorporates those variables that the literature
identifies asimportant, but specified in such away that those factors common to MSAs are implicitly
included.

Everything discussed in this section of the paper to this point is intended to define the regresson

andysisthat will be used to assess changes in employment attributable to the Super Bowl in host cities
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between 1973 and 1997. Equation (1) represents the model used to predict changes in employment for

hogt cities.
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where for each time period t,
MN{ =% changein employment in the ith metropolitan statisticd area (MSA),
N =number of citiesin the ssample,
Pop/ = log of the population of theith MSA,
Vi =red per capitapersona incomein the ith MSA as a percentage of the average
' for dl dtiesin the sample,
W = nomind wagesin theith MSA as a percentage of the average for dl citiesin
. the sample,
T = date and locd taxesin theith MSA as a percentage of the average for dl

~ ditiesinthe sample,
OB/ ~ =adummy variable for oil boom and bust cycles for selected cities and years,
REG{ = dummy variables for eight geographical regions within the United States,
3)th = dummy variable for the Summer Olympic Games,
MSA' = dummy varigblefor ith MSA,
TR' =annud trend,
e = gtochagtic error.
For the purposes of our analysis the variables are specified as percentage changes unless
otherwise indicated, and the functiond formislinear in dl the variablesincluded in Equation (1).
As mentioned previoudy, rather than specifying al the varigbles that may explain metropolitan
growth, we atempted to smplify the task by including independent variables that are common to cities

in generd and theith MSA in particular. In effect we have devised a structure that attempts to identify
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the extent to which the deviations from the growth path of citiesin generd (SMN' /n,) and city i’s
secular growth path (MN'..1, MN',, and MN'.3 )’ are attributable to deviations in certain costs of
production (wages and taxes), demand related factors (population, rea per capita personal income),
and dummy variables for the oil bust and region in which the MSA islocated. Equation (1) was used to
predict the growth path for employment, and this predicted vaue was compared to the actud growth in
employment to formulate a conclusion with regard to the effect the Super Bowl had on employment in
Super Bowl hogt cities between 1973 and 1997. Of course, the credibility of this procedure depends
on arobust equation for predicting employment growth.

Relative values of population, red per capitapersond income, wages, and tax burdens are all
expected to help explain a city’s growth rate in employment as it deviates from the nationa norm and its
own secular growth path. As mentioned above, past research has not produced consistency with
respect to the sgns and significance of these independent variables. We do not have as a consequence
a priori expectations with regard to the signs of the coefficients. That should not be construed as an
absence of theory about key economic relationships. As noted earlier, we included those variables that

previous scholarly work found important.

’ Growth rates for enployment in the three previous years were used to account for estimation
problems created by a single aberrant year that could occur for avariety of reasonsto include a natura
disagter or achange in politica parties with accompanying changesin fisca srategies. Technicaly
gpesking the model was most robust with this specification, and the values for the cross correlation
coefficients did not suggest a multicolinearity problem.
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The Results

Fifty-seven cities congtituted our sample, representing al MSAs that were among the fifty
largest by population in the United States in either 1969 to 1997.8 The results for aregresson for the
city of New Orleans using equation 1 are represented in Table 1. While each Super Bowl city will have
dightly different regression results, New Orleans was used for illustrative purposes as the 1997 Super

Bowl in New Orleansin 1997 was the last Super Bowl for which we had a complete data set.

8 Wewill providealistof the citiesthat constituted our sample upon request.
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TABLE 1

Regression Resultsfor Pooled M SA Data for A
New Orleans Super Bowl

Statistic/Vaue? Coefficient Vaues and (t-statistics)
by (constant) -.436 (-3.91)*
by (MN; MSMN /ny) 884 (32.75)*

by (MN{' MMN',.,) 381 (17.69)*

bs (MN; MMN'..2) -.113 (-4.84)*
b (MN; MMN'..3) 128 (6.82)*

bs (MN, MPop;' ) -.0084 (-5.03)*
bs (MN;' /My:) -.00001 (.00)

by (N MW) -.0076 (-1.97)**
bg (MN{' MT') .0048 (1.40)

be (MN;' /MOB,) .0185 (8.33)*
bio (MN! MREG{)? -.005 (-3.24)*
byz (MN;' MNew Orleans) .0075(2.38)*

bys (MN{ MTR) .00025 (4.39)*
R? 706

Adjusted R? 702

F-datistic 184.37*

* Result was sgnificant at the 99% leve.
** Result was Sgnificant at the 95% leve.

We examined the economic impact of twenty-five Super Bowls over the period 1973 through
1997. Inonly three years (New Orleans, 1975; Detroit, 1982; and San Jose 1985) did the Super
Bowl emerge as a gtatigticaly sgnificant event, and only in the case of New Orleansin 1975 wasthe
sgn for the hogt city dummy varidble postive. The sgns for the coefficients for the host city dummy
variable were approximately evenly divided between postive (12) and negetive (13).
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The key statistic for our purposes, the difference between the actua growth in jobs and that
predicted for the city hosting the Super Bowl, showed anet gain of 537 jobs on average. Therefore,
while the Super Bowl did contribute jobs to the local economy, job creation attributable to the Game
fell consderably short of that predicted in studies commissioned by the NFL. 1n 1999, the average job
in the United States paid $40,000 in wages and fringe benefits on an annua basis (Department of
Commerce, 1999). If we multiply our average estimated jobs created (537) by the average annual
compensation for each job ($40,000), we obtain a figure of $21.48 million. Since labor income
accounts for approximately two-thirds of earned income, and if we add another third to $21.48 million,
then the Super Bowl contributes on average $32.1 million to the host city’s economy. This represents
approximately 8 percent of the $396 million dollar impact the NFL estimated Super Bowl XX XIII
exerted on the South Florida economy.

There are taxable sales data that permits further scrutiny of the NFL claims with regard to the
impact Super Bowl XXXI11 had on the South Florida economy. Indeed, the NFL reported:

Thanks to Super Bowl XXXII1, there was a$670 million increase in taxable sdlesin

South Florida compared to the equivaent January-February period in 1998 (NFL

Report, 1999).

Congder Grgph 1 below for the growth in taxable sales for the three-county areathat is
identified as South Horida (incdluding Broward, Dade, and Palm Beach counties) in January-February
1999 compared to the same period in 1998. Absent the impact of a mega-event such as the Super
Bowl, one would expect taxable salesin the South Florida region to increase naturaly dueto inflation,

population growth, and increasesin real income associated with economic conditions besides the
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presence of the Super Bowl. Assuming inflation in South Florida matched that of the rest of the United
States in between January 1998 and January 1999, inflation should have caused taxable sdesto
increase by $154 million. Population growth in the area should have added another $187 million in
taxable sdes while red income growth attributable to favorable economic conditions that existed
nationwide in 1998 would be responsible for another $262 million in taxable sdes.

If after accounting for the impact of inflation, population growth, and redl income, dl remaining
taxable sales increases were attributable to the Super Bowl, then South Florida experienced at mogt, a
$36.9 million impact from Super Bowl XXXIII. Interms of magnitude, thisisin kegping with our
estimate of an economic impact on average for Super Bowls in the neighborhood of $30 million, about
one-tenth the impact the NFL attributes to the Game. (Note the discrepancy in totas is due to the fact
that the Florida Department of Revenue reported that taxable sdesincreased by only $640 million in the
three county region, not the $670 million reported by the NFL.)

Of additiond interest is that fact that if taxable sales are further broken down by county, both
Broward and Palm Beach counties actually experienced lower than expected taxable salesin 1999 (by
$14 and $16 million respectively) despite the presence of the Super Bowl. Only Dade county (the
actud location of the Super Bowl) experienced an increase in taxable sdes (of $67 million) beyond
expectations. Thisis further evidence that mega-events merely tend to shift resources from one areato

another rather than generating new economic activity.
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Graph 1

South Florida Taxable Sales Increases by Source
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Conclusions and Policy Implications
The Nationd Footbd| League has have used the promise of hosting aleague championship as
an incentive for cities to construct new stadiums at considerable public expense. Recent NFL studies
have estimated that Super Bowls increase economic activity by hundreds of millions of dollarsin cities
fortunate enough to host them. Our andyssfailsto support NFL clams. Our detaled regresson
analysis reveded that over the period 1973 to 1997, on average Super Bowls created 537 jobs and

accounted for approximately $32 million in increased economic activity at best.
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In analyzing the impact of the most recent Super Bowl, a Smple comparison of taxable saes
datafor South Florida for January/February 1998 and reved s that Super Bowl XXXII1 could not have
contributed, by any reasonable standard, more than $37 million to the South Florida economy. This
represents approximately 5 percent the impact the NFL attributed to the Game.

Citieswould be wise to view with caution Super Bowl economic impact estimates provided by

the NFL. It would appear that padding is an essential element of the game both on and off the field.
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