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Introduction 
·The purpose of this study is to estimate the actual economic 

impact brought to the community by fall sport teams of a 
regional state institution in Kentucky --Utilizing short -term 
economic impact approach

·The true economic impact of sports refers to the net change in 
regional output, earnings and employment generated by the 
ÔÅÁÍÓȭ ÏÒ ÅÖÅÎÔÓȭ ÎÅ× ÄÏÌÌÁÒÓ ÂÒÏÕÇÈÔ ÆÒÏÍ  ÏÕÔÓÉÄÅ ÒÅÇÉÏÎÓ 
(Humphreys & Plummer, 1995).

· Discern the magnitude and popularity of college sports 



Review of Literature (Part 1)

·NCAA Final Four games could bring at least 50,000 visitors 
and $29.5M of economic impact to host site(ICVA, 2001).

·Each year college sports draw 50 million fans and produce 
an economic impact of $6.6 billions-- average spending of 
$41 per fan (Federal Highway Administration, 2008).

·Mega sport events such as the Super Bowl and NBA All-
Stars Games claimed to generate more than $200M for the 
host cities. 



Review of Literature (Part 2)
·Past studies did not support that college sports had a 

large economic impact on the local economy (Baade 
Baumann & Matheson, 2007; Matheson & Baade, 2003). 
However, big times programs were different.

·University of Nebraska: $114.3M (Bureau of Business 
Research Report, 2005)

·University o Tennessee: $104M (Center of Business and 
Economic Research, 2004). 

·Economic impact analyses are difficult to conduct  and are 
not error -proved (Echenfelder& Li, 2007; Howard & 
Crompton, 2003) 



Methodology (Part 1)
Morehead State University Study

·Participants
·172 spectators (males = 86, 50%; females = 86, 50%) who 
ÔÒÁÖÅÌÅÄ ÔÏ ÓÕÐÐÏÒÔ ÔÈÅ ÓÕÒÖÅÙÅÄ ÉÎÓÔÉÔÕÔÉÏÎÓȭ ÏÐÐÏÎÅÎÔÓȢ !ÌÌ  
resided in a ZIP code different from the one of the surveyed 
institution. 

·Instrumentation
·The NCAA Economic Impact Analysis Worksheet (Mullins, 

Hardin, & Sutton, 2002)
·The 13-items survey questionnaire contains two parts: 
· (a) traveling related information (total spending, travel 

arrangement and transportation, etc.); 
· (b) demographic information (gender, race, affiliation, and 

personal income, etc.)



Method (Part 2)
·Procedure
·Random selection of participants from five football (n = 

72), 11 soccer (n = 44), and 14 volleyball (n =56) home 
games for the 2009 season. The average attendance of  
football, volleyball, and soccer games was 4,752, 358, and 
276. 
·Calculation formula of generated income from the 

visiting fans
(a) Incomes = (average total spending for each event per 

individual) x (average attendance of visitors) x (total 
number of home games). 

(b) The economic impact of the fall sport teams is 
equaled to the total incomes from all three sports 
multiple by the selected multiplier. 



Results (Part 1)
·4ÙÐÉÃÁÌ ÐÁÒÔÉÃÉÐÁÎÔÓȭ ÃÈÁÒÁÃÔÅÒÉÓÔÉÃÓȡ  

·Caucasian (86.0%), married (55.8%), with a college 
degree (84.9%), annually income above $45,000 (65.1%)

·Participants  were relatives or friends of the athletes 
(65.1%), and traveled with 2-3 other members (54.7%) or 
alone (37.2%).

· Participants made their own travel plan (90.7%); drove 
a car to the event (91.9%); spent an average of 1.55 days 
on their visiting trip.

·Average expenditure of each participant was $212.9. 

·4ÈÅ ÉÎÓÔÉÔÕÔÉÏÎȭÓ ÆÁÌÌ ÓÐÏÒÔ ÔÅÁÍÓ ÇÅÎÅÒÁÔÅÄ Á ÔÏÔÁÌ ÏÆ Η 
160,747= an economic impact of $266,840 (with a 
coefficient multiplier of 0.4). 



Results (Part 2)

·The football program brought in more revenue to the 
community than either volleyball or soccer (due to 
more visiting fans). However, football fans normally 
spent less than soccer fans ($172.5 vs. $303.4).

·If our study included the local fans and used a greater 
multiplier: The economic impact could be  $9.6M. 

·If we used the national average spending per 
individual ($41) in our study, the estimation could be  
as large as $2.2M.



Average Spending of Football 
(Spending per game: $51.25)

Category Spending

Food and Beverage $10.00

Lodging $0.00

Transportation $12.50

Entertainment $0.00

Event relatedCost $18.75

Retail shopping $0.00

Miscellaneous $10.00



Average Spending of Soccer 
(Spending per game: $213.63)

Category Spending

Food and Beverage $58.75

Lodging $91.0

Transportation $54.38

Entertainment $6.25

Event relatedCost $2.00

Retail shopping $0.00

Miscellaneous $1.25



Estimated Income Infused to the 
Community by Visiting Fans

Sport Avg. 
Spending 
per Game 

Avg. 
Attendance 
Per Game 

Number of 
Home 
Games 

Total 

Football $172.5 78 5
$67,275

Soccer $303.4 17 11
$56,736

Volleyball $164.0 16 14 
$36,736

Grand total 
and Avg. 

$212.9 $160,747



Different Methods for Projecting the 
Economic Impact

Premise Spending Economic Impact

Only actual visiting 
participants were 
counted

($172.5*78*5)+($303.4
*17*11)+($164*16*14) 
= $160,747

$160,747*(1+0.4+0.1
6+0.06) = $266,840

All game attendees: 
With surveyed average 
spending per person 
($212.9)

($172.5*4752*5)+($303
*276*11)+($164*276*1
4) = $5.8M

$5.8M*(1+0.4+0.16+
0.06) = $9.6M

All game attendees : 
With National average 
spending per person 
($41)

($41*4752*5)+($41*27
6*11)+($41*276*14) = 
$1.3M

$1.3M(1+0.4+0.16+0.
06) = $2.2M



Conclusions & Discussion (Part 1)
·The results of the economic impact analysis seemed to 

concur with the results of past studies (Baade, Baumann & 
Matheson, 2007; Matheson & Baade, 2003). 

·)Ô ÓÈÏ×Ó ÔÈÁÔ ÃÏÌÌÅÇÅȾÕÎÉÖÅÒÓÉÔÙȭÓ ÓÐÏÒÔ ÐÒÏÇÒÁÍ ÄÉÄ ÎÏÔ 
ÃÏÎÔÒÉÂÕÔÅ Á ÈÕÇÅ ÅÃÏÎÏÍÉÃ ÉÍÐÁÃÔ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÓÃÈÏÏÌȭÓ 
community.

·Many studies used the spending of all attendees and 
inflate the impact. 

·Large economic impact may only be created by certain 
popular mega events or popular sports by certain powerful 
f lagship institutions (i.e., the Ohio State, Georgia, and 
Michigan, UCLA).



Conclusions & Discussion (Part 2)

·4ÈÅ ÅÃÏÎÏÍÉÃ ÉÍÐÁÃÔ ÇÅÎÅÒÁÔÅÄ ÂÙ ÔÈÅ ÉÎÓÔÉÔÕÔÉÏÎȭÓ ÆÁÌÌ 
ÓÐÏÒÔ ÔÅÁÍÓȭ ×ÁÓ ÒÅÌÁÔÉÖÅÌÙ ÓÍÁÌÌ ÁÓ ÃÏÍÐÁÒÅÄ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÄÁÔÁ ÏÆ 
past research. 

·4ÈÅ ÏÎÌÙ ȰÍÁÉÎ ÓÈÏ×ȱ ÉÎ ÔÏ×Îȟ ÉÎ ÒÅÁÌÉÔÙ ÄÉÄ ÎÏÔ ÅÑÕÁÌ ÔÏ Á 
big economic impact to the community. 

·This study showed that different methods for calculating 
the economic impact of fall sports yielded a huge 
discrepancy in the results. 


