BLOSSOM: 
World Cup 2010: Soccer unites South Africa
June 9, 2010 3:56 PM CDT  BY PEPE LOZANO
If there was one sport that helped South Africans overcome a racially segregated society that kept Blacks down under the country’s apartheid system – it was soccer. And as South Africans prepare to host the 2010 World Cup, once again its soccer that continues to unite the entire nation.
Soccer in South Africa dates back at least to the 1860s, when white soldiers and civil servants played matches in Cape Town and Port Elizabeth. And by 1880, Black and Indian clubs were active.
The whites-only South African Football Association was formed in 1892 and Black leagues were taking root by the 1920s. In 1935, the first official interracial tournament was launched.
Those early interracial matches had historic significance. The African National Congress – which became the main force challenging the apartheid system (1948-94) – got involved in soccer as a match sponsor and as a way to fight for civil rights.
Many ANC leaders, including Nelson Mandela, played soccer in their dusty prison yard on Robben Island as a way to keep up their spirits and camaraderie.
After an intense international campaign, Mandela won his freedom in 1990, and later was elected the country’s first black president in 1994, in the nation’s first democratic elections in its history.
Mandela is credited in bringing the country together during his support for the nearly all-white national rugby team when it won the World Cup in 1995. His support for the team was a remarkable gesture on national unity given the sport was most cherished by the white Afrikaners who had created and maintained the apartheid system.
The governing body of international soccer, FIFA, admitted South Africa as a member in 1952, but suspended it in 1961 because of its segregation policies. The team was expelled in 1976 after several hundred black youth were killed by apartheid police in nationwide protests against apartheid, known as the Soweto uprisings.
The South African national team was eventually reinstated in 1992, as apartheid was crumbling.
Today, excitement and hope has swept across the country as the national team known as Bafana Bafana, “the Boys” in Zulu, prepares to open the World Cup in a match against Mexico on Friday, June 11.
For the first time the World Cup is being hosted on African soil giving South Africa an unparalleled opportunity to showcase its rich culture, pride and progress since the oppressive days of apartheid.
Although many agree the time has come for South Africa to shine, the country continues to struggle with extreme challenges such as rampant poverty and disease.
Unemployment hovers around 27 percent and the average monthly income is less than $400. Most of the country’s avid soccer fans earn far less. HIV/AIDS, tuberculosis, malnutrition, crime and homelessness are a daily reality for millions. To top it off soccer experts predict that Bafana Bafana, ranked 83rd in the world, will most likely not make it out of the first round. 
But despite predictions, good or bad, South Africa has overcome so many obstacles in its path, and many believe at the end of the day the country and its people are already winners.
So much so that the country’s largest union federation, the Confederation of South African Trade Unions has urged employees to let their staff off early on opening day to celebrate and soke in the glory.
“This is a once in a lifetime opportunity and workers should be allowed to be with their families to watch the opening game,” the union’s Cape Town branch said in a statement.
Others note that neither soccer nor the World Cup will eradicate poverty or cure terrible diseases, but the sport can have a significant impact in how such challenges can be tackled.
South African President Jacob Zuma speaking at a state banquet welcoming the FIFA family recently said opening week of the World Cup marks a historic moment in the life of the nation and the African continent as a whole.
“The journey that we traveled to achieve our freedom and democracy is marked by the struggles and sacrifices of many South Africans,” he said. “We now proudly say that we are one nation united in its diversity, with a Constitution which declares that South Africa belongs to all who live in it.”

Zuma summed up the spirit of the country, “The nation is celebrating like never before. South Africa has come alive, and will never be the same again after this World Cup.”
Source: https://www.peoplesworld.org/article/world-cup-2010-soccer-unites-south-africa/ 

FIFA should pay workers harmed in building World Cup venues
NOVEMBER 30, 20248:00 PM ET

After years of outcry over the human rights abuses against migrant workers during the 2022 World Cup in Qatar, a FIFA-commissioned report concluded that FIFA, soccer's world governing body, "has a responsibility" to compensate those who suffered.
Billions of people watched the World Cup in Qatar, where Argentina's soccer team triumphed and Lionel Messi claimed his first World Cup title. But the competition was also marred by allegations of mistreatment and exploitation — including wage theft and thousands of unexplained worker deaths.
Some of those concerns were addressed in an independent study made public on Friday night. The report was commissioned by FIFA's subcommittee on human rights and social responsibility and developed by a business and human rights advisory firm, Human Level.
It found that FIFA took "steps to seek to meet its responsibility to respect human rights" but "severe human rights impacts did ultimately occur in Qatar from 2010 through 2022."
Those consequences included deaths, injuries, unpaid wages for months, and crippling debt for workers and their families, who had to pay back fees related to obtaining jobs in Qatar.
The report said the main responsibility fell on the workers' direct employers, as well as the Qatari government, but added that "a credible argument can be made that [FIFA] contributed to some of the impacts."
The study advised FIFA to use its Qatar legacy fund "in full or in part to further strengthen the competition's legacy for migrant workers." But there are already questions about how FIFA will follow through.
Two days before the report was released, FIFA announced that the fund — which totals $50 million and was financed by a portion of the World Cup's revenue — will be dedicated to international development projects in collaboration with the World Health Organization, World Trade Organization and the United Nations' refugees agency.
On Saturday, a FIFA spokesperson said in a statement that FIFA officials considered all the recommendations in the report, adding: "While all recommendations could not be met, practical and impactful elements were retained. It should be noted that the study did not specifically constitute a legal assessment of the obligation to remedy."
According to the spokesperson, FIFA viewed the legacy fund as a means to support programs that will help people around the world, adding that a separate Workers' Support and Insurance Fund was established by Qatari authorities, which has provided over $350 million to workers who experienced late or non-payment of wages.
The report on migrant workers in Qatar comes as FIFA considers Saudi Arabia's unopposed bid to host the men's World Cup in 2034. On Friday, FIFA also released an evaluation of the Saudi bid, calling it a "very strong all-round proposition."
The report also assessed the Saudi Arabia's human rights risk to be "medium."
"There is good potential that the tournament could serve as a catalyst for some of the ongoing and future reforms and contribute to positive human rights outcomes for people in Saudi Arabia," the report said.
A 2021 investigation by The Guardian found that at least 6,500 migrant workers died during the construction of World Cup venues and infrastructure in Qatar — some were ruled as workplace accidents and others were ruled suicides. Workers also endured dangerous heat, poor living conditions, and a visa system that prevented them from leaving the country if they wanted to.
Since the tournament ended, human rights groups have continued to sound the alarm about workers' mistreatment.
On Saturday, Amnesty International's Head of Labour Rights and Sport Steve Cockburn said the FIFA report "validates what human rights organisations, trade unions, fans, and now even FIFA's own human rights sub-committee have been saying – it is time for FIFA to pay up."

"Unless FIFA finally takes action to compensate workers and Saudi Arabia introduces real human rights reforms, history will repeat itself and workers will again pay the price," Cockburn added.
Source: https://www.npr.org/2024/11/30/nx-s1-5211297/soccer-qatar-world-cup-saudi-arabia-human-rights 


Get Ready for a Massive World Cup Hangover, Brazil

The stadium 'Arena da Baixada' under construction in Curitiba, Brazil, December 14, 2013.Marcus Brandt—picture-alliance/DPA/AP
By Andrew Zimbalist

Jun 27, 2014 10:52 PM HKST
Nobody expected the United States to emerge out of the group stage in this month’s World Cup. Yet by compiling a 1-1-1 record against Ghana, Portugal and Germany, they squeaked by thanks to FIFA’s score differential rule. Hundreds of thousands of fans of the U.S. team celebrated long and hard Thursday night. Around the globe, hundreds of millions of soccer fans have been doing the same.
Brazil is throwing a party that, in the end, will cost it somewhere between $15 billion and $20 billion, according to a report in Sports Business Journal. FIFA keeps the revenue from TV rights, tickets, corporate sponsorships and marketing. Brazil gets to keep, in my estimate, around $500 million from tourist spending. That’s not a very favorable equation.
South Africa spent around $6 billion for the 2010 World Cup. Germany (2006), France (1998) and the United States (1994), with developed infrastructure and modern stadiums, spent less than a billion each. When they co-hosted in 2002 and built new facilities, South Korea spent $2.5 billion and Japan $5 billion.
Here’s part of Brazil’s problem: FIFA requires that each host country have eight modern stadiums with at least 40,000 capacity, one of which seats 60,000 for the opening match and another with 80,000 capacity for the final contest. That threshold alone would have been difficult enough to meet, but Brazil decided to do one better: in the hopes of exposing 12 of its cities to the world, Brazil committed to having 12 venues, each with a minimum capacity of 40,000.
In 2009, the Brazilian Football Confederation initially estimated the 12 stadiums being refitted or built for the World Cup would cost about $1.1 billion. The total stadium budget eventually rose to more than $4.7 billion. Nine of the stadiums were new, and of these seven were built on the site of existing stadiums that were demolished. Four stadiums were built in cities with no football team in the first division of Brazil’s soccer leagues. In Manaus, there is a second division team with an average attendance of around 1,500 per game. Manaus now has a new stadium with a capacity of 42,374, at a cost of $325 million. It will be used for a grand total of four games during the World Cup.
The Mane Garrincha National Stadium cost a reported $900 million to build and has a capacity of more than 70,000. Fortaleza, Recife and Salvador all have football teams in the first division, but the average attendance per game is around 15,000, with an average ticket price of $10. Recife already had three large, multi-purpose stadiums. The populations in these cities do not come close to having the purchasing power to pay ticket prices high enough to maintain those stadiums, let alone to service the construction debt.
In São Paulo, the venerable Morumbi Stadium was excluded from the World Cup because it didn’t meet FIFA’s standards. The local organizing committee for the World Cup decided to build a new stadium rather than refurbish Morumbi. After its overview visit to Brazil in May 2011, FIFA required enhancements to the new facility’s design. Those upgrades carried an estimated price tag of $650 million, a 30% increase in the total cost. The construction was disrupted in early 2014 when a crane collapse destroyed a good section of the stadium; a work stoppage followed.
At the famous Maracanã Stadium in Rio, which was originally built for the 1950 World Cup, there was a $200 million renovation for the Pan American Games in 2007. That renovation was not sufficient in FIFA’s judgment, so subsequent to the Pan American Games, Maracanã Stadium was partly demolished and then rebuilt for more than $500 million. Part of the rebuild required the demolition of the Indigenous Cultural Center (the first indigenous museum in Latin America), a school and a gymnasium to allow for a parking garage. A nearby water park was also leveled.
The land was slated to become a parking lot, but, as the World Cup matches began on June 12, 2014, there was no lot there. Seven-hundred families had been displaced. The first 100 were removed at gunpoint and resettled two hours away in a western suburb of Rio. The remaining families protested and sued, and eventually received better treatment.
The non-sport infrastructure investments for the Cup principally involve the construction of rapid bus lanes to transport officials, athletes and fans from the airport and hotels to the stadiums and new airport runways or terminals. Security costs likely will rise above $1 billion.
Apart from an estimated 250,000 poor Brazilians who have been relocated from their homes, the country suffers from highly deficient public health and education systems and woefully inadequate public transportation. It is little wonder that massive demonstrations and strikes accompanied the build-up to the World Cup.
It will all be over in a few weeks and the Brazilian government will have a massive bill to pay – both to its bondholders and to its people. The party’s hangover is coming.
Andrew Zimbalist is the Robert A. Woods Professor of Economics at Smith College. His latest book is The Sabermetric Revolution: Assessing the Growth of Analytics in Baseball.

Source: https://time.com/2930699/world-cup-brazil-spending/ 

The 2022 World Cup: 
Forced Labor of Migrant Workers
by Sarah Hamill | Jan 15, 2019

“We have worked hard and just want what is due to us and to go home. We are stuck now in cramped accommodation, with poor food and no clean drinking water. We are treated like animals.”1

This Nepalese construction worker in Qatar is not alone in his story. So many others like him have been recruited to Qatar for low-skilled jobs building the infrastructure for the 2022 World Cup. They were promised a job with good pay to support their families. Upon arriving in Qatar, however, employers confiscated their passports and changed their contracts. Their living and working conditions were appalling. They had no option but to continue working for their employer and endure abusive treatment, as they could not return home without their travel documents. This treatment of migrant workers in Qatar occurred long before Qatar began preparing to host the 2022 World Cup,2 but winning the bid in 2010 brought this abuse into the spotlight and created a call to action on behalf of the migrant workers undergoing forced labor.3

Forced Labor—A Promise of Work Turns into Profits Generated from Slave Labor

The Palermo Protocol defines trafficking in persons “as the recruitment, transportation, harboring or receipt of persons, by means of coercion, abduction, deception or abuse of power or of vulnerability, for the purpose of exploitation.”4  Common indications of trafficking include coercive or deceptive recruitment, abusive or dangerous working and living conditions, and employers who restrict freedom of movement, confiscate identity documents, withhold wages, and force overtime.6

The International Labor Organization (ILO) has estimated that victims of forced labor generate approximately $51 billion in annual profits worldwide.7 Of that $51 billion, about $34 billion is generated from the construction, manufacturing, mining, and utility sectors.8 In the 2018 Trafficking in Persons Report, the United States Department of State reported that at least 98 countries have forced labor in their construction industries.9 Furthermore, the ILO has noted that construction sites are some of the most hazardous environments for workers.10 And while the construction industry has promised an enticing avenue for employment for many migrant workers,11 the industry can be extremely dangerous when not properly regulated.
Major sporting events have seriously contributed to the exploitation of construction workers across the globe. The World Cup, the Olympics, and other sporting events require immense infrastructure, which may facilitate forced labor. Stadiums, hotels, roads, and more must be built in order to host these events. With the 2022 World Cup set to take place in Qatar, terrible human rights abuses have come to light, especially the use of slaves to build stadiums.

Qatar: an Oasis in the Desert, but a Graveyard for Migrant Workers

In Qatar, migrant workers make up more than 90 percent of the workforce, 40 percent of which are from Nepal.12 Many migrant workers have been recruited to help build the stadiums, roads, ports, and hotels for the 2022 World Cup.13 Many of these workers have reported that their identification documents have been confiscated and they have not been paid for months, preventing the workers from being able to return home or get out of the terrible working conditions.14 On the worksite, employers have denied workers access to free drinking water, and the living and working conditions are “repulsive.”15 In Qatar, migrant workers are subject to the kafala sponsorship system.16 This system binds workers to a single sponsor who must also be their employer.17 Workers are not allowed to change jobs without the permission of their sponsors, which is extremely difficult because the sponsors have no incentive to allow the workers to work for someone else.18 Under this system, the sponsors control much of the workers’ lives including where they can work, when they can leave the country, where they can live, and the working conditions to which they will be exposed.19 In 2014, the United Nations called on Qatar to abolish this system.20 The International Trade Union Confederation (ITUC) is trying to negotiate an agreement with Qatar to end the kafala system, but the progress in this regard is unclear.21 Furthermore, the ITUC has expressed concern that Qatar’s labor laws are not helping ensure safety for migrant workers.22

As of 2015, an estimated 500,000 more workers were expected to be recruited to build the 2022 World Cup facilities.23 Unfortunately, for many migrant workers in Qatar, their labor has proved fatal.24 In 2013, an average of 20 Indian migrants died each month.25 By 2014—just four years after Qatar won the World Cup bid—at least 1,200 Nepalese and Indian workers had already died due to the working and living conditions.26 In 2015, the ITUC estimated that another 7,000 deaths were likely to occur before the 2022 World Cup.27 The root cause of these deaths is the squalid living and working conditions.28 Whether a work accident, a heart attack caused by heat stress, or diseases caused by the living conditions,29 employers could prevent these deaths by changing the workers’ situations.

FIFA’s Response

With the increased number of workers specifically in Qatar for the World Cup, FIFA also has a responsibility to ensure the labor conditions meet both Qatari and international standards. In 2011, the secretary-general of FIFA stated, “FIFA upholds the respect for human rights and the application of international norms of behavior as a principle and part of all our activities.”30 However, FIFA has tried to distance itself from the forced labor Qatar is using to build the World Cup infrastructure. In 2017, FIFA released a statement which highlighted that most of the construction being done in Qatar is not specifically for the World Cup.31 In the same 2017 statement, FIFA noted it was working closely with Qatar’s Supreme Committee for Delivery and Legacy to help oversee the construction for the World Cup.32 Despite these claims, it does not appear that FIFA has done much to combat the forced labor being used to build the World Cup’s infrastructure.33 The ITUC has noted that the Supreme Committee’s Workers’ Welfare standards fall below what they should be and are nevertheless not enforced.34 Accordingly, FIFA, Qatar, and companies like the national football associations will continue to gain immense profits at the expense of the migrant workers who are treated like slaves.

Source: https://traffickinginstitute.org/the-2022-world-cup-forced-labor-of-migrant-workers/ 

FIFA World Cup 2026: 
Economic benefits beyond the pitch
17 JUN 2026




FIFA World Cup 2026 is not merely the largest football tournament ever organized; it is also one of the most significant economic events in the world.

According to FIFA and several independent economic analyses, the 2026 World Cup could generate between $40 billion and $80 billion in global economic activity, making it the most economically impactful sporting event in history. FIFA alone expects revenues exceeding $11 billion, significantly surpassing previous tournaments.  
Tourism as a catalyst for growth
One of the most immediate economic benefits of major sporting events is tourism. Millions of football fans are expected to travel across North America during the tournament, creating substantial demand for hotels, restaurants, transportation services, retail businesses, and entertainment venues.
Host cities benefit directly from increased visitor spending. Hotels experience higher occupancy rates, restaurants expand operations, local businesses gain new customers, and public transportation systems generate additional revenues. The World Cup provides a unique opportunity for cities to showcase their attractions to a global audience, creating long-term tourism benefits that can continue years after the final whistle.  
For many destinations, the World Cup serves as the most effective international marketing campaign imaginable. Cities such as Toronto, Dallas, Mexico City, Los Angeles, and New York will receive unprecedented global exposure that traditional advertising budgets could never achieve.
Job creation and employment opportunities
Large-scale sporting events stimulate employment both directly and indirectly. Preparation for the tournament requires investments in stadium operations, transportation systems, security services, hospitality, event management, media production, and tourism-related sectors.
Economic impact assessments estimate that tens of thousands of jobs will be created or sustained across the host countries. Canada alone projects more than 24,000 jobs linked to World Cup activities and an economic output of approximately CAD 3.8 billion.  
Although many positions are temporary, the event provides valuable work experience, skill development, and business opportunities for local communities. Small and medium-sized enterprises often benefit from contracts related to logistics, catering, accommodation, and event services.
Infrastructure and urban development
Historically, major sporting events have accelerated infrastructure development. Airports, roads, public transportation networks, telecommunications systems, and urban facilities often receive upgrades that might otherwise take years to materialize.
The 2026 World Cup follows a somewhat different model because most stadiums already existed. Nevertheless, significant investments have been made in transportation improvements, digital infrastructure, security systems, and fan experience facilities. These improvements remain long after the tournament concludes, contributing to future economic productivity and urban competitiveness.  
The most successful sporting events are those that leave a lasting legacy rather than simply creating short-term excitement.
Global exposure and national branding
In today’s interconnected world, visibility matters. The World Cup offers participating and host nations an extraordinary platform to promote themselves to investors, tourists, businesses, and international organizations.
Sports diplomacy has become an increasingly important component of economic development strategies. Countries use major sporting events to strengthen their international image, attract foreign direct investment, and demonstrate organizational capabilities.
For host nations, every televised match becomes an opportunity to showcase infrastructure, culture, hospitality, and economic potential. The value of such exposure is difficult to quantify precisely, but numerous studies suggest that positive international visibility can influence future tourism and investment decisions.  
Business opportunities across multiple sectors
The economic impact of the World Cup extends far beyond football itself. Multiple industries benefit from increased consumer activity:
1. Hospitality and tourism
2. Airlines and transportation
3. Food and beverage industries
4. Retail and merchandising
5. Broadcasting and media
6. Digital platforms and social media
7. Event management services
Advertising and sponsorship sectors
Media companies are expected to generate hundreds of millions of dollars in additional advertising revenues due to record viewership figures. Consumer spending on food, beverages, sports merchandise, and entertainment also rises significantly during major tournaments.  
Lessons for smaller countries
For countries such as the Republic of North Macedonia, hosting a FIFA World Cup remains unrealistic. However, the economic lessons are highly relevant. Even smaller-scale sporting events can generate measurable economic benefits when integrated into broader development strategies.
International tournaments, European championships, youth competitions, regional events, and sports tourism initiatives can stimulate local economies, increase international visibility, and strengthen national branding. The key is to view sport not merely as recreation, but as an economic sector capable of attracting investment, creating jobs, and supporting sustainable development.
The other side of the story
Despite the significant opportunities, economists caution against exaggerated expectations. Research consistently shows that some projected benefits of mega-events are often overstated. Infrastructure costs, security expenses, and public spending can reduce net gains. In some cases, host cities bear substantial costs while international organizations capture much of the revenue.  
Therefore, successful hosting requires careful planning, financial discipline, and a clear legacy strategy. The true value of a sporting event lies not only in the revenues generated during the competition but also in the long-term economic, social, and infrastructural benefits that remain afterward.
Conclusion
The FIFA World Cup 2026 demonstrates that modern (contemporary) sport is far more than competition. It is a global economic phenomenon capable of stimulating tourism, creating employment, attracting investment, enhancing international visibility, and accelerating development.
For policymakers, business leaders, and sports administrators, the message is clear: sport should no longer be viewed solely as entertainment. When managed strategically, it becomes a powerful instrument of economic growth and national development.
The greatest victory of the FIFA World Cup may ultimately occur not on the football field, but in the economic opportunities it creates for communities, businesses, and nations around the world.

Source: https://www.sportanddev.org/latest/news/fifa-world-cup-2026-economic-benefits-beyond-pitch 



Brazil's World Cup facelift 'militarizing' the favelas
Susan Ormiston
On the army map, red is for drug zones, pink for stolen cars, black for the shootouts
A convoy of military jeeps snakes up a hill in one of Rio de Janeiro's rougher neighbourhoods, passing by a sculpture of a giant soccer ball and a broken down abandoned soccer pitch.
Thirty Brazilian soldiers are on alert, their automatic rifles pointed outward, ready for an attack.
"Our main mission here is to stabilize the area, take out the drug dealers, get people back to normal life," says Col. Alex Correa, in near perfect English; he did some of his training at Canadian Forces College in Toronto.
The military has occupied the favela known as Mare de Complexo in the north part of Rio for the last two months. Tanks and troops patrol the narrow web-like streets, and sometimes residents throw stones at them, angry at the militarization of their community.
Over a million people live in poor, unregulated settlements like these — known as favelas — some of which have been hot zones for drug wars and violence.
Militias and gangs control many still, but with the World Cup bearing down on Rio, and the Olympics just two years away, the Brazilian government felt compelled to do something about its favelas, especially as some were close to tourist areas.
Col. Correa points to a neighbourhood map speckled with coloured dots — red for drug zones, pink for stolen cars and black for shootouts.
But when asked about his mission's relationship to the World Cup, he says "nothing to do with the World Cup, no," though conceding the timing is suspect. His operation officially concludes in July, just as soccer's grand tournament wraps up.


'False sense of security'
Mare, with its 130,000 people, is strategically squeezed between three main highways funnelling international visitors into the city centre. Local police had either lost control or been corrupted into ceding control to criminal leaders, officials say.
However, Adriano Rodrigues, a 35-year-old local photographer who has lived in Mare his entire life, scoffs at the army's rationale.
"This is the eve of the World Cup," he says. "For our leaders, the most important thing is to create a false sense of security. For all those who pass by, they need to have the sensation they're safe and won't be hit by a stray bullet."
Still, as he sees it, "everything that happened before in the favela is still happening since the occupation, only in a disguised way."
Rodrigues has documented the often violent demonstrations against the World Cup over the past two years. One photo shows a man cradling a child against his body as police and criminals shoot at each other.
The majority of favela residents are not running drugs or involved in other crimes, but they are vulnerable to the ongoing violence. And they also have other priorities — like better schools, sanitation and health care.
That helps explain, perhaps, why support for hosting the World Cup here in Brazil has plummeted to less than 50 per cent of those surveyed, according to a poll taken near the end of May.
Brazilians appear bitterly disappointed with the cost of playing host — $11 billion for a country where 16 million people live on less than $360 a year.
Every one of the 12 stadiums that have been newly built or refurbished for the tournament has soared above budget, some with a paper trail of inflated construction invoices.
Construction firms biggest scorers
The World Cup was sold to Brazilians as a golden opportunity for much needed investment in roads, airports and other transportation links, and even for improvements in the favelas, like sewers and clean water.
But the money has been mostly devoured meeting the demands of soccer's governing body, FIFA, for first-class stadiums and facilities. Construction firms could be the biggest World Cup winners.
"I think the population is very divided," says Patricia Vianna, executive director of REDES, a non-profit community group in Mare. "A lot of people love soccer of course, but because of a lot of disappointments they're not that excited about" the World Cup itself.
In April, the Brazilian government topped up its $860-million security budget by $100 million for Rio alone. Last week, it suddenly decided to add army reinforcements to protect hotels hosting soccer teams.
Infantry troops were sent to the Brazilian team's training camp after the team bus was set upon by protestors who plastered it with stickers saying "Whose World Cup."
Some of the visiting teams are staying in hotels just a few hundred metres from favelas like Vidigal, which is perched on a mountainside overlooking a sweep of Rio's stunning beaches.
But in Vidigal, security was tackled two years ago as part of an initiative called police pacification, which is a combination of SWAT teams and community police.
Over time it has pushed the drug dealers out, community leaders say, and gentrification is slowly creeping in. Rumour has it that soccer great David Beckham has just bought a cinderblock house here, presumably to turn into something more impressive.
For those without Beckham's wealth, but still seeking a taste of Brazil's wilder side, there are cheap rooms to book in what some would still call a slum.
The 'Favela Experience'
On a potholed winding street with a canopy of hot-wired electrical cables you will find a welcoming hostel called the Favela Experience.
Eliot Rosenberg, an American living in Rio, leads us up three sets of steep stairs to what can only be described as a million dollar view, a sweeping vista of the Atlantic ocean lapping against Leblon and Ipanema beaches.
It's the common room for guests. Rooms here can cost as little as $15 for a single, except during the World Cup where you will pay $50 a night. The house is owned by a local community group and two thirds of the rental profits will go back to the charity for work inside the favela.
"A lot of the guests we have had said they feel safer inside the community instead of outside," says Rosenberg.
Brazil can't escape its violent reputation — 56,000 murders in 2012, considered an epidemic by UN standards. "If it's any consolation," says Rosenberg, "most of those are criminal against criminal or police."
A different pitch
From the terrace at Favela Experience we get a glimpse of a small cement soccer field ringed by walls covered in graffiti.
A vigorous game is in play, the boys booting around a dirty soccer ball with a few of its seams unravelling.
These 12-17 year olds are one of the better teams inside the favela. Their parents can't afford putting them in one of Rio's established soccer clubs, which develop young talent.
They sure can't afford tickets to the World Cup. But the young players are still excited.
"It's marvellous," says Caio Rodrigues, a lanky teenager, sweating from the exertion. "It's our pride because we never have anything."
Still, asked whether the money spent to bring the world's best soccer here was worth it, they shake their heads emphatically no.
"It wasn't worth it because there are a lot of people suffering in hospitals," says Rodrigues.
The soccer boys from the favelas will watch the games on television or on big screens set up on the beach. They won't get close to Rio's legendary Maracana Stadium even if Brazil makes the final.
As one of them quietly chimed in before we left, "They won't leave anything for us. If they were going to leave anything better for us, well, look at our field."
Source: https://www.cbc.ca/news/world/brazil-s-world-cup-facelift-militarizing-the-favelas-1.2662090 

Why The Carbon Footprint of the 2026 FIFA World Cup Could Be Double That of the Qatar World Cup
Jun 4, 2026 9:20 PM HKST
by Simmone Shah
The 2026 FIFA World Cup is expected to be the biggest tournament in FIFA history—with 48 teams playing 104 matches in 16 cities across North America. Yet as FIFA moves to make the event bigger and better, according to a new report one thing may have been swept to the sidelines: sustainability. 
An independent assessment published by the global carbon accounting platform Greenly estimates that the 2026 FIFA World Cup could generate 7.8 million metric tons of carbon dioxide—more than double the official reported emissions for the 2022 FIFA world cup in Qatar and equivalent to that of Sierra Leone. 
“The bigger an event, the more people attend, the more that fly to the different venues, the higher it emits,” says Alexis Normand, co-founder of Greenly. “That’s the reason the U.S., Mexico, and Canadian World Cup is going to be basically a record setter [emitter], because it'll have nearly three times more spectators than the previous World Cup, and they're going to be traveling across much larger distances.” 
The Greenly team drew on publicly available data to predict the 2026 World Cup’s total greenhouse gas footprint—covering team flights, spectator travel, stadium operations, renovations, accommodation, logistics, and waste.
One of the emissions sources few people think about is spectator travel; 87% of emissions are expected to come not from stadiums or logistics, but from the spectators’ journeys. Though international fans will likely account for 35% of attendances, they are expected to generate 74% of travel-related emissions, Greenly’s research estimates. 
Despite overall higher expected emissions, there are some categories in which the 2026 World Cup is expected to be less carbon intensive than 2022. While Qatar built seven entirely new stadiums, causing infrastructure to account for 24.6% of its total footprint, the 2026 tournament will use a number of existing venues, bringing that figure down to just 3.1%. U.S. hotels are also roughly six times less carbon-intensive than those in Qatar, which relied on continuous industrial air conditioning to combat desert heat.
The 2022 World Cup faced criticism for its carbon footprint, after falsely advertising the event as “carbon-neutral.” According to FIFA’s own calculations, which many watchdogs say are underestimated, emissions for those games reached 3.8 million metric tons—greater than the emissions generated by Iceland for the whole of that year. 
In 2021, at the annual U.N. climate conference, COP26, FIFA committed to cutting emissions by 50% by 2030 and reaching carbon neutrality by 2040 under the U.N. Sports for Climate Action Framework. But while its sustainability strategy for 2026 covers energy efficiency, waste, and logistics, it does not set a carbon target for the tournament, and when it comes to spectator travel, it states it will: “Encourage relevant entities to set up efficient air travel routes that reduce distances.”. FIFA did not respond to TIME’s request for comment ahead of publication.
Global sporting competitions like the World Cup could, however, be the perfect chance for cities to make climate-forward investments that pay off even beyond the games—if they're willing to seize the opportunity. Paris, for example, used the 2024 Olympics as an excuse to update the city’s infrastructure—and reserved tickets for local residents to reduce the amount of out-of-town visitors. 
“They used the event as an opportunity to decarbonize their own infrastructures, they renovated their railway networks, they renovated their stadiums to be less emissive, and use less energy,” Normand says. 
It’s a model other cities and events organizers should look to follow, Greenly argues. “You have this huge spending surplus that results from essentially organizing a world-class event,” Normand says. “Use it as a Marshall Plan for upgrading your infrastructures for the future net-zero economy. But for that to happen, you actually have to think of the problem, which unfortunately hasn't happened.”

Source: https://time.com/article/2026/06/03/carbon-emissions-2026-fifa-world-cup/


Domestic Abuse Rises by 38% When England Loses: The Devastating World Cup Statistic Every Briton Needs to Know
By Christelle May Napiza
Published 24 June 2026, 10:22 PM BST
Every time England lose a World Cup match, reported domestic abuse in England and Wales surges by 38 per cent that same night, according to police data.
That figure is not projection. It is documented fact, drawn from crime reports spanning three World Cup tournaments and peer-reviewed by academics at Lancaster University. As the FIFA World Cup 2026, hosted across the United States, Canada and Mexico, gets under way, prosecutors, police and local authorities have issued one of their starkest public warnings yet. For millions of people watching at home, the beautiful game has a brutal shadow.
What The Research Conclusively Shows
The foundational study on this issue was published in 2014 in the Journal of Research in Crime and Delinquency by researchers Stuart Kirby, Brian Francis and Rosalie O'Flaherty of Lancaster University. Analysing police data across the 2002, 2006 and 2010 FIFA World Cups, the researchers found that domestic abuse reports increase by 38% when England loses, by 26% when England wins or draws, and remain 11% higher than average on the day after a match, regardless of result.
A subsequent study, published in Social Science and Medicine and conducted by Anna Trendl, Neil Stewart, and Timothy Mullett of Warwick Business School, deepened that picture considerably. Using ten years of crime data from West Midlands Police, the second largest force in England, the researchers found that reported alcohol-related domestic abuse cases increase by 47% following an England football victory, with a 95% confidence interval of 26% to 71%.

The time pattern was precise: the increase in alcohol-related cases began during the three-hour window of the match itself, peaked in the three-hour period immediately following the final whistle, and gradually declined over the subsequent 24 hours. No equivalent increase was found in non-alcohol-related domestic abuse, pointing directly to binge drinking culture around match days as the decisive factor.

The Toll On Policing And Support Services
The Euro 2024 tournament, England's most recent major tournament before this World Cup, provided the most comprehensive real-world test of these findings. All 43 police forces across England and Wales collectively recorded 351 domestic abuse incidents identified as football-related between 14 June and 14 July 2024. That compares to 193 incidents recorded during the equivalent period of the 2021 Euros, an 82% rise in reported football-linked offences between the two tournaments.
The NPCC was categorical that those figures almost certainly understate the true scale. Many victims do not disclose the football link to officers, some officers do not record it, and domestic abuse itself remains vastly under-reported in all contexts. Respect, the UK charity working to stop perpetrators of domestic abuse, recorded a 24% increase in calls to its Men's Advice Line and a 39% increase to its Respect Phoneline during Euro 2024 alone.
Leeds Women's Aid, tracking calls in real time during the 2024 Euros, reported a 22% increase in calls received within the first week of the tournament, a 19% rise compared to the same period in June 2023. Ninety-five per cent of callers were women. Leeds Women's Aid chief executive Nik Peasgood said at the time: 'We've seen over the last few years the closures of pubs. Research shows that people generally tend to watch more football at home now; often women will be in their home and they can't escape. Survivors bear the brunt of that anger, rage and joy.'
The Warnings Issued For 2026
With the 2026 World Cup now live, authorities have co-ordinated an early and unusually direct public response. The Crown Prosecution Service issued a formal press release on 23 June 2026 urging victims to come forward, with CPS National Stalking Lead Olivia Rose stating: 'While the World Cup is a cause for celebration for many, we know it can also be a time of increased risk for victims of domestic abuse. Prosecutors tell us they see a rise in domestic abuse incidents around major football tournaments, and we are deeply concerned by the patterns we see.'
Rose was explicit that football is not itself a cause: 'Football does not cause domestic abuse. But factors linked to major football events, like increased alcohol consumption and heightened emotions, can make situations worse. There is never any excuse for this.'
The Local Government Association warned that the Lancaster University research also identified a broader tournament effect, with domestic abuse incidents increasing cumulatively as tournaments progressed, meaning the risk to victims is not confined to a single match day, but builds over weeks. Hertfordshire Constabulary announced it is supporting a county-wide campaign called 'We Won, I Lost', run in partnership with the Herts Domestic Abuse Helpline and local football clubs Watford FC and Stevenage FC.
The System Behind The Statistics
The CPS's latest data shows that in domestic abuse cases referred by police where a charging decision is made, 4 in 5 cases are charged, a rate of 81.1%, based on figures from Q3 2025/26. The CPS works with police under the Domestic Abuse Joint Justice Plan, aligning investigation and prosecution strategy from the earliest stages of a case.
Assistant Commissioner Louisa Rolfe, national policing lead for domestic abuse, said: 'Our priority throughout the tournament is to support and protect anyone who may be at risk of domestic abuse. Police and prosecutors are working closely together to use all available powers to identify and arrest offenders, secure evidence and bring those responsible to justice.'
The statistics, accumulated across three decades of tournament data, carry an unmistakable message: for some people in Britain, the final whistle is not the end of the danger, it is the beginning of it.
Source: https://www.ibtimes.co.uk/world-cup-domestic-abuse-england-1804889 
The dark side of the 2026 World Cup: Record-breaking emissions and thousands of flights
By Christina Thykjaer
Published on 05/06/2026 - 5:31 GMT+2•Updated 16:00
A report warns that the tournament in the US, Canada and Mexico could produce twice the emissions of previous editions.
The 2026 World Cup, to be held in the US, Canada and Mexico, could become the most polluting tournament in football history. That is the warning from FIFA's Climate Blind Spot, a report outlining how the expanded format, geographical spread and reliance on air travel will sharply increase its climate impact.
According to the study, produced by the New Weather Institute, this year's World Cup will generate at least nine million tonnes of CO₂ equivalent, almost double the average for tournaments held between 2010 and 2022, which was around 4.7 million. In broader scenarios, that figure could rise to 15 million tonnes, making the event one of the most polluting in the history of sport.
More teams, more matches, more emissions
One of the key factors is the change in format. The 2026 World Cup will feature 48 teams and 104 matches, a 63 per cent increase on previous editions. This expansion means more travel, more fans and greater pressure on infrastructure. The report stresses that this growth will lead to a significant increase in emissions, especially from air travel, which is already the tournament’s main source of pollution.
The most critical issue is logistics. Unlike other tournaments concentrated in a single country, the 2026 World Cup will be played in 16 cities spread across the North American continent, separated by thousands of kilometres. This will mean that teams, journalists and millions of fans will depend almost entirely on planes. In fact, the report estimates that air travel will generate more than 7.7 million tonnes of CO₂.
In addition, emissions linked to flights could rise by between 160 per cent and 325 per cent compared with previous tournaments, cementing transport as the event’s main climate problem.

A model that is hard to justify
Although the tournament will not require the mass construction of new stadiums, which partly reduces its impact, the report argues that the real problem is structural: a competition model that is ever larger, more global and more dependent on long-distance travel.
This is compounded by the lack of sustainable alternatives. Unlike Europe or Asia, North America does not have extensive high-speed rail networks that would help cut the carbon footprint of transport.
The report also questions FIFA’s climate strategy, accusing the body of having a "blind spot" when it comes to the environmental crisis. According to the authors, there is a clear gap between the organisation’s sustainability pledges and the reality of its decisions, such as expanding the tournament or choosing widely scattered host cities.
They warn that the 2026 World Cup could worsen the climate crisis, at a time when the world is calling for urgent cuts in emissions.
What does FIFA say?
The Fédération Internationale de Football Association (FIFA), for its part, insists that the 2026 World Cup will be accompanied by a sustainability strategy focused on reducing environmental impacts and leaving a "positive legacy" in the host cities. On its website, the organisation says it will promote sustainable construction standards in stadiums and temporary infrastructure, encourage the use of public transport and seek to cut waste, energy consumption and emissions associated with the tournament.
It also maintains that the host cities will be key to implementing long-term climate measures and promoting more sustainable practices beyond the competition itself. However, the report, produced in partnership with Scientists for Global Responsibility, Environmental Defense Fund and The Sport for Climate Action Network, warns that these measures are unlikely to offset the tournament’s structural impact.

Source: https://www.euronews.com/2026/06/05/the-dark-side-of-the-2026-world-cup-more-flights-more-emissions-more-climate-crisis 


World Cup Could Cost Employers $17 Billion in Lost Productivity, UKG Says
Key Points:
· Global survey finds employees — and managers — plan to skip work, show up tired or hungover, and push the limits of what their bosses will allow
· Workplace frustration could become a retention risk: 1 in 5 employees say they would consider looking for a new job if work or a manager hurts their World Cup experience
· With 37% of employees planning to change their schedules, labor planning, practical flexibility, and clear communication can turn the World Cup into a performance catalyst for people and businesses
LOWELL, Mass.--(BUSINESS WIRE)--The FIFA World Cup™ is a global celebration that will also be a multibillion-dollar test of workforce agility. New UKG research of 8,000 employees across Australia, Canada, France, Germany, Mexico, the Netherlands, the U.K., and the U.S. estimates the tournament could drive at least US $17 billion1 2 in lost productivity, including $11.7 billion in the U.S. alone.
Providing one of the most in-depth views into the World Cup’s global impact on workplaces to date, the survey shows individual contributors and frontline managers plan to skip work, clock in hungover, follow matches while on the clock, and push for levels of flexibility many employers may not be prepared to support.
“What makes the World Cup so relevant is that it reflects a challenge that organizations face every day: work changes by the hour in frontline-heavy organizations, and static planning creates an execution gap,” said Suresh Vittal, Chief Product Officer at UKG. “The World Cup is more than a global cultural event people want to be part of. It is a real workforce planning test that can strain performance, productivity, communication, and even retention if it is not proactively managed.”
Analysis by UKG found significant hidden lost productivity costs caused by absenteeism and presenteeism during the World Cup, including:
	Australia: $653 million
Canada: $479 million
France: $749 million
Germany: $1.34 billion
	Mexico: $369 million
Netherlands: $388 million
U.K.: $912 million
U.S.: $11.7 billion




Hangovers and Secret Streams to Disrupt Workplace Action
According to the survey, 37% of employees globally plan to adjust their work schedule because of the tournament, and more than a quarter (27%) are likely to miss work by coming in late, leaving early, or skipping entirely.
There are more consequential risks in play: 26% of employees admit they plan to push the limits of what their manager will tolerate, including secretly streaming matches and highlights (14%). One in 5 employees (22%) expect to clock in while tired or exhausted and 11% admit they’ll even be working while hungover.
“When absenteeism and presenteeism hit at scale, the effect is immediate and expensive. Productivity drops, customer experience suffers, and morale takes a hit as the rest of the team is left to cover the gaps,” said Vittal. “Leaders with frontline teams need to plan today with the ability to manage disruption quickly, adapt coverage in real time, and use flexibility as a strategy to protect both employee trust and the bottom line.”

Retention Risks, and the Middle-Manager Dilemma
Many employees (39%) say they don’t believe their employer will care about the World Cup, and 1 in 5 (19%) report that they will consider looking for a new job if their work schedule negatively impacts their World Cup experience.
Compared with non-managers, managers were significantly more likely to plan a day off (42% vs. 24%), request schedule changes in advance (50% vs. 34%), and ask for last-minute flexibility (45% vs. 28%). One-third of everyone surveyed (33%) say they will take at least one day off during the World Cup.

Creating a Flexible Game Plan
While the World Cup takes place once every four years, it lasts for 39 days and only some of the matches are known in advance. This makes costly World Cup-related disruptions partly predictable and plannable, and partly unknown until the tournament unfolds.
“The World Cup is a test of how well organizations can respond when conditions change fast,” added Vittal. “Employers do not need to trade productivity for flexibility. They need the discipline to plan ahead, the insight to act as every shift unfolds, and the execution muscle to convert pressure into performance, just like the world’s top soccer stars.”

Source: https://www.businesswire.com/news/home/20260602114727/en/World-Cup-Could-Cost-Employers-$17-Billion-in-Lost-Productivity-UKG-Says 


Why Domestic Violence Can 
Rise During the World Cup
JUN 20, 2026 AT 09:40 AM EDT
By Marni Rose McFall

The 2026 World Cup is now in full swing, with the biggest tournament in history taking place across the United States, Mexico and Canada.
For many, the World Cup is a time of huge excitement and a moment for celebration. Images of jubilant scenes have already flooded out from the host cities since the tournament officially began on June 11. However, for survivors of and those experiencing domestic violence, large football tournaments like the World Cup can have an entirely different meaning.
For years, instances of domestic abuse have risen during major footballing tournaments. A global handbook from United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO) and UN Women found that in some communities, police reports of domestic violence rise by more than a third during sporting events like the World Cup.

Joanna Otero-Cruz, executive director and president of Women Against Abuse, a Philadelphia-based nonprofit, told Newsweek, “Major sporting events don't cause domestic violence, but the heavy alcohol consumption, emotional stress, and broader sports culture that accompanies them can put victims at greater risk.”
As the 2026 World Cup continues to play out across 16 host cities, Newsweek spoke to experts about why domestic violence can rise during the World Cup and how the scale of tournaments could influence the abuse experienced.

World Cup 'Can Exacerbate Existing Conditions and Inequalities'

A 2022 paper published in Health & Social Care in the Community titled “Major sports events and domestic violence” found that there is a “strong correlation” between “major sporting events and DV,” but noted more research is needed to understand the relationship between the two.
That study found that while gender inequality is the core driver of domestic violence, additional risk factors can be “harmful masculinities or male behaviors that involve poor attitudes towards women” that are exacerbated in certain settings, including sports.
Maïssa Hubert, the executive director of Equis: Justicia para las Mujeres, a Mexico-based nonprofit organization that works to combat gender-based violence and discrimination, told Newsweek, “The World Cup does not create forms of violence that did not previously exist. Rather, it can exacerbate existing conditions and inequalities."
Hubert added: "In Mexico, seven in 10 women have experienced some form of violence during their lifetime, and an average of eight women were killed every day last year, meaning the tournament is taking place in a context where gender-based violence is already widespread.”
According to data published earlier this year by the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC), Intimate Partner Violence (IPV) is common in the U.S. More than one in three women experienced violence, physical violence, and/or stalking by an intimate partner during their lifetimes.
A 2012 study by economists David Card and Gordon Dahl looked specifically at National Football League (NFL) games and found that in places where the home team was expected to win by at least four points, an “upset loss” can correspond with a roughly 10 percent rise in male-on-female IPV Immediately after the game.
Reports also vary by location. Research from the University of Lancaster in 2014 found that incidents of domestic violence during the England World Cup rose by 38 percent when they lost, and 26 percent when they won.
Kaitlin Geiger-Bardswich, the director of communications and advocacy for the Canadian nonprofit Women's Shelter's Canada (End VAW CA), told Newsweek that they anticipate an increase in domestic violence during the World Cup.
“We’ve seen increased police reports in Canada around major sports events in the past,” Bardswich said. Newsweek also spoke to Rebecca Goshawk, the business development director of Solace Women’s Aid in the United Kingdom, who said, “We are always thinking about survivors who are already in relationships where they're worried about further aggression, or new victims at these heightened times. We are often preparing for surges in domestic abuse for a number of reasons across the year, and the World Cup is always one of those.”

The Risk Factors

Otero-Cruz reiterated to Newsweek that “major sporting events do not cause domestic violence," adding that it's "all about power and control."
"But major sporting events can escalate tension and trigger violence in relationships where abuse is already an issue,” she said.
Bardswich shared a similar sentiment, telling Newsweek that major sporting events are not to blame: “Abusers are always solely responsible for the violence they perpetrate.”
But major sporting events can “create conditions that exacerbate violence, such as alcohol-fueled environments, large crowds, and heightened emotions.”
Hubert echoed this. “The influx of visitors—many of them men gathering in highly masculinized sport environments—may create conditions that facilitate other forms of gender-based violence.”
She added: “Hosting major events can heighten emotions, increase alcohol and substance use, and disrupt daily routines through changes in mobility and work arrangements. These pressures can add stress to households and, in some cases, contribute to violence in the home.”
Many experts point to alcohol as a risk factor for domestic violence. Ahead of the 2026 World Cup, multiple U.S. states extended bar hours and loosened alcohol restrictions.
Asked if these changes could pose a risk, Goshawk told Newsweek, “Alcohol can exacerbate abuse and create the conditions for abuse to take place. Knowing that there's more access to alcohol, longer licensing laws, etc., does present a risk factor.”
When asked if the scale of this year’s tournament could also pose a risk factor for a rise in domestic violence, Goshawk added: “I think recognizing that there are now 48 countries who will be watching intently as their countries compete, there's a concern that some of the impacts we see in England are going to be replicated across a wider range of countries across the globe.”

Looking Ahead

As organizations look to support those who may be impacted by domestic violence, visibility and the sharing of resources are key. Multiple charities across the globe have launched campaigns to raise awareness. “It’s really a time where you should be looking at how you can support those around you who you think might be in fear,” Goshawk told Newsweek. But experts also point to the broader need for key systemic changes. “Major events like the World Cup highlight the need for deeper, sustained investments in proven interventions, including emergency shelter, hotlines, legal services, housing support, and prevention programming,” Otero-Cruz told Newsweek. “It's so important that communities invest not only in crisis services like hotlines and shelters, but also in prevention efforts that help stop violence before it starts.”

Hubert told Newsweek that a proactive approach remains missing. “Authorities should focus on bringing information, reporting mechanisms, protection measures, and support services closer to women who may be at risk, rather than waiting for violence to occur before responding. This also requires paying special attention to areas where risks are known to be higher, including entertainment districts and hotels,” she said. “The goal should be to identify and address violence before it escalates.”

Source: https://www.newsweek.com/world-cup-2026-domestic-violence-abuse-surge-12096701


Rights group estimates "hundreds of workers have died to make" Qatar World Cup possible
By Holly Williams
Updated on: November 18, 2022 / 9:51 AM EST / CBS News
It may only be about the size of Connecticut, but huge oil reserves have made the Middle Eastern nation of Qatar one of the wealthiest in the world. The riches enabled the tiny nation to pour more than $200 billion into eight state-of-the-art, air-conditioned soccer stadiums and accompanying infrastructure to host more than a million spectators for soccer's 2022 World Cup.
But to build its World Cup legacy, Qatar has relied on an army of migrant workers, mostly from South Asia and Africa. Thousands toiled for years in temperatures up to 120 degrees, crammed into crowded, squalid residential camps near the venues they were building.
"They're like anyone else in the world," Mustafa Qadri, founder of the Equidem organization, which investigates labor abuses, told CBS News. "You want to have a better life than your parents. You want your children to go to college to have a better life than you. So, you're desperate for an opportunity."
Opportunity presented itself when Qatar's bid with international soccer's governing body FIFA controversially won, and the Arab nation was awarded the 2022 World Cup.
Qadri said that has made it a tournament "dependent on migrant workers, because they're cheap. And migrant workers are cheap because they're being exploited."
He told CBS News that he was arrested in Qatar while researching conditions for the migrant workers there, which he said included forced labor, workers going unpaid for months at a time, and unsafe work sites — with deadly results.
"I think hundreds of workers have died to make this World Cup possible," Qadri said, though he admits it's impossible to determine a precise figure.
Emran Khan came from Bangladesh to find his opportunity in Qatar, but he told CBS News that he found himself working shifts of up to 48 hours straight on buildings including Lusail Stadium — where the World Cup final will be held.
"I had no choices," he said. "Workers had no choice. No rights."
He told us he was paid about $350 per month — half of what he was originally promised, but if he made any complaints against the contractor who hired him, "they just say 'go back, pack your clothes and go back'" to Bangladesh.
Budhan Pandit left his home in Nepal to build roads in Qatar. He had been sending money back to his family, before he was killed in an accident last year.
His widow Urmila told us in a video call from her home that her family received no compensation, just her husband's body. They've fallen deeper into poverty, she said, and sometimes can't afford food. 
Labor and human rights groups want Qatar to set up a fund to compensate injured and unpaid workers, and the families of those who have been killed.
Amnesty International and Human Rights Watch have demanded that FIFA and Qatar both sign up to a $440 million workers' compensation fund.
For the past decade #FIFA relied on migrant workers to build the games for #Qatar2022 World Cup, but many migrant workers suffered abuses, including death. Join our campaign to call on @FIFAcom to set aside funds to remedy serious abuses #PayUpFIFA @hrw https://t.co/dbjggvY2ZQ pic.twitter.com/fXGZjIwG94
— Rothna Begum (@Rothna_Begum) May 19, 2022
"The legacy of this World Cup 2022 depends on whether Qatar remedies with FIFA the deaths and other abuses of migrant workers who built the tournament, carries out recent labor reforms, and protects human rights for all in Qatar — not just for visiting fans and footballers," Human Rights Watch researcher Rothna Begum told French news agency AFP.
This month, Qatar rejected that suggestion of a compensation fund as "publicity stunt." The country has claimed to be the a victim of a "smear campaign" based on Western arrogance and "misinformation" since it won the bid to host the championship more than a decade ago.
The first game of the 2022 World Cup is on Sunday, between Qatar and Ecuador.
Qadri said it was "really conflicting... knowing that we're going to watch our teams that we love play, and at the same time, this is all made possible because of this incredible exploitation."
Source: https://www.cbsnews.com/news/2022-qatar-world-cup-migrant-labor-deaths-abuse/ 


Football is coming home but your partner might not be. How your relationship can survive the World Cup
Football might bring the nation together, but for some couples, it's a source of arguments, loneliness and even debt
23 Jun 2026, 13:45 | Updated: 1d ago

The sun is out, the pubs are full, and the streets are charged with an energy that only one uniting force can bring.
Football. And that can only mean one thing. World Cup season is here.
For some people, the return of the tournament means weeks of cancelled plans, interrupted conversations and relationships temporarily taking a back seat to “the beautiful game”.
This is known as the “World Cup widow" phenomenon, a global uniting force which sees the non-football-obsessed party proverbially shunned into a corner, quietly enduring the ghost of their partner until the season ends.
When I told a friend about the phenomenon, they replied, “Isn’t this every relationship ever, babe?”
But for one widow - 22-year-old Chrissy - it’s her female best friend she loses during the World Cup, as she explains, "I don’t watch football, I genuinely don’t like it".
But for Chrissy's best friend, it's an obsession. She says, “The second it's football season, all of our lives just change. There's no more going out - it's just pub, pub, pub - no matter if you want to be there or not."
She explains, "If we planned a girls' night out with our friends, she'd say, 'Actually, this team is playing, so come with my boyfriend and me to watch it at the pub.'
"All of a sudden, all of your plans are restricted to the pub and the best screens, no matter if it's inconvenient for people, or no matter if it's something that people want to be doing."
For Daniela, who is married with two children, football has been the source of the biggest rows in her marriage.
"I genuinely don’t like football", she says, but for her husband, it's a religion.
During one particularly painful chapter, Daniela's husband lost his job but "still kept buying football tickets using all his savings".
"When I challenged him on it he said it was saving his mental health, and he sacrificed other social things just to get to matches,” she explained.
"We have loads of debt now”, she explains.
"I don't mind the relationship space which football provides, but it shouldn't come at the expense of things like family holiday budgets”.
For Joe, whose girlfriend is indifferent to football, the frustration goes the opposite way.
"She can't stand it whenever I talk about football, so she's dreading the World Cup," he says. "I'm gonna go out of my way to make sure she knows all the stats."
Asked whether it bothers him that his girlfriend isn’t interested, Joe admits: "A bit.
"I'm a bit jealous of my friends with girlfriends who will at least pretend to like football, but I get it's not for everyone”, he explains.
“She sees it as boys kicking leather around, but if someone you're close to can explain all the storylines and tactics, it can be easier to appreciate it sometimes.”
Research has shown that couples who actively engage with their partners' interests last longer.
Relationship researchers often point to the "bird test", a simple experiment in which couples are presented with a bird, and when one person points it out, the quality of the other person’s response can reveal a lot about the health of the relationship.
Couples who actively engaged and responded positively to their partner's attempts to share interests, observations and moments of excitement were less prone to resentment and thus lasted longer.
Joe insists that the compromise is a two-way street.
"I do take an interest in her stuff”, he says. “She has fairly interesting hobbies, so it isn't hard to take an interest, but we give each other plenty of space to do our own thing”
He hopefully adds, “Maybe by the end of the World Cup, she’ll be an England fan. I’ll let you know!”

Source: https://www.lbc.co.uk/article/football-coming-home-relationship-world-cup-opinion-5HjdbyR_2/ 

The economics of the FIFA World Cup: Ticket pricing, tourism revenue, and costs explained
Written by Karl Montevirgen
Updated: June 26, 2026

The FIFA World Cup is the world’s premier international men’s football (soccer) tournament. Held every four years and watched by audiences around the globe, the World Cup is much more than a championship. It’s also a temporary economy.
For a month, host cities become stages for one of the largest sports spectacles in the world. Hotels, restaurants, transit systems, security services, advertisers, media, local businesses—all are pulled into the tournament’s orbit. This brief, yet potent burst of economic activity can significantly transform, accelerate, or strain local economies.
Although the World Cup is often viewed as a profit machine, it’s not a single economic engine. It’s made up of two closely linked yet distinct parts: FIFA’s global revenue system and a host city’s regional economy.
Even when the two are closely coordinated, their outcomes can differ sharply. FIFA may generate a more direct stream of revenue from ticket sales, broadcasting rights, sponsorships, and licensing. But the host city often experiences a more complicated mix of visitor and tourism revenue, public costs, infrastructure pressures, and post-tournament challenges.
All the world (cup) is a stage
World Cup matches take place within stadiums, but the tournament’s economic and experiential reach extends far beyond the arena. The surge in international visitors, global media attention, and commercial activity turns the host city into part of the event.
After years of logistical preparation behind the scenes, the city’s transformation becomes visible almost immediately as the event commences.
· Hotel rates rise due to a surge in demand.
· Traffic flow in designated streets is reorganized to accommodate the influx of vehicles and pedestrian activity.
· Staffing is expanded for police, security, and other emergency response units.
Also, stadiums, whether publicly or privately owned, often require modifications to host matches and to comply with FIFA’s “clean site” regulations, which aim to guarantee exclusivity for official sponsors by removing unauthorized branding and commercial advertisements.
Who really benefits from (and who pays for) the World Cup?
The World Cup’s economic effects travel across a vast global chain—from stadium concessions to hotel bookings, sponsorships, and licensing deals. But its regional impact is uneven, and doesn’t usually end after the last transaction. It comes with externalities, positive or negative, whose consequences can linger long after the event. And in this particular economic dynamic—one that runs on two very different ledgers—those effects can fall unevenly.
The Infantino model—bigger revenues, bigger redistribution
Under FIFA president Gianni Infantino, FIFA justifies its commercial growth by emphasizing how World Cup revenues help fund the development of the sport worldwide. Its FIFA Forward Development Programme accomplishes this mission by redistributing revenue to national member associations for operations, infrastructure, and competitions supporting the development and expansion of the sport. For instance, during the 2023–26 cycle, FIFA Forward 3.0 provided up to $8 million per member association.
But the program also plays a role in FIFA’s political economy. While FIFA argues that it reinvests its profits to support the game on a global and distributed scale, some critics note that the same member associations receiving funding also vote in FIFA elections—a dynamic that’s legal, but not without complications.
The upside and downside for FIFA
FIFA’s business model allows it to monetize the same event across vast markets and multiple commercial channels. It can generate revenue by selling media rights to broadcasters, sponsorship rights to brands across the globe, tickets to fans, hospitality and VIP packages to corporations and wealthy attendees, and licensing agreements to merchandising partners.
For example, during FIFA’s 2019–22 cycle, culminating in the 2022 World Cup held in Qatar, FIFA’s revenue reached a record $7.57 billion.
	Revenue category
	Revenue amount
	Approximate share

	Source: FIFA

	Television and broadcasting rights
	$3.426 billion
	45.3%

	Marketing rights; sponsorships
	$1.795 billion
	23.7%

	Ticket sales and hospitality
	$949 million
	12.5%

	Licensing
	$769 million
	10.2%

	Other revenue
	$629 million
	8.3%

	Total revenue and other income
	$7.568 billion
	100%



FIFA’s monetary benefits have historically outweighed its risks, but its potential downsides are not purely financial. They often appear as ethical, political, reputational, or commercial challenges. For instance:
· The 2022 Qatar World Cup prompted accusations of sportswashing, as critics claimed the tournament deflected scrutiny from human rights concerns. Qatar lacked existing World Cup–class infrastructure. But it had enough capital to bid aggressively and spend an estimated $220 billion to host the event, making it the most expensive World Cup in history. Qatar viewed this as an investment in the country’s reputation, which, as critics claimed, diverted attention away from its controversial policies regarding human rights, namely, its allegedly poor treatment of migrant workers. Their case study highlights the question: To what extent can the World Cup be used to obscure internal controversies?
· The use of dynamic ticket pricing for the 2026 World Cup sparked fan criticism over ticket affordability and pricing transparency.
Meanwhile, host cities often bear the tournament’s most visible costs and potential disruptions.
The upside and downside for host cities
The economic benefits host cities experience are spread across many businesses. Hotels, bars, restaurants, and other vendors see a boost in traffic and potential sales. Cities get a monetary lift from local tax receipts. Infrastructure upgrades, tourism exposure, and global visibility can boost a city’s reputation and its civic pride.
One of the most transformative examples was the 1994 U.S. World Cup, which drew more than 3.5 million spectators, averaging nearly 69,000 fans per match. With more than 50 matches held in nine host cities, the tournament not only demonstrated that the United States could host soccer on a global scale, but also helped raise the sport’s cultural profile across the country.
Its clear advantage, however, was that it relied on existing stadiums, which reduced the risk of post-tournament underutilization. The tournament’s biggest legacy was arguably that it led to the launch of Major League Soccer in 1996, laying the groundwork for professional soccer’s long-term infrastructure as a new market in the U.S. It also generated a financial surplus that helped seed the U.S. Soccer Foundation.
But economists have argued that the economic gains for host cities were often overstated. The 1994 World Cup was not necessarily a case of event-driven local wealth creation. Despite the tournament’s successes, some researchers have argued that the economic benefits accruing to host cities were modest relative to the costs they incurred. For example, in a widely cited study, economists Robert Baade (Lake Forest College) and Victor Matheson (College of the Holy Cross) estimated that the tournament’s economic impact fell between $5.5 billion and $9.3 billion short of pre-tournament projections.
This makes the 1994 World Cup a more nuanced kind of success story: one that created a new sports market and potential economic engine on a national scale, while leaving open questions about the economic returns realized by individual host cities.
Any potential benefits, sustained or short-lived, come at a steep price, as World Cup events are often exceedingly expensive to host. And in many cases, a city’s financial gains—a mere fraction of FIFA’s—can result in a breakeven scenario or a loss. 
Moreover, a host city often has to start spending long before it knows whether a payoff will materialize. Up-front costs can include stadium modifications, expanded sanitation services, private security, police overtime, transit support, public communications, crowd control measures, street closures, and emergency planning.
The resulting benefits arrive later, indirectly, or not at all. Business risks remain. Hotels may not fill as expected. Some local businesses may not benefit, due to reduced public access. Residents face congestion, price increases, and general disruption. While FIFA receives the majority of the financial benefits, local governments pay the majority of the operating costs. And such costs may extend well beyond the scope and duration of the tournament.
Brazil 2014: A cautionary tale
Brazil’s 2014 World Cup is a compelling cautionary tale of how a tournament can succeed as a spectacle while failing as a public investment. The massive construction efforts undertaken in preparation for the World Cup were highly controversial from the start, as local governments oversaw projects resulting in the widespread displacement of residents. But the deeper problem was Brazil’s decision to host two major global events—the World Cup and the Summer Olympics in Rio de Janeiro—just two years apart during a period of economic recession and political turmoil.
The goal seemed largely symbolic, as it announced Brazil’s arrival as a major global power. But for many Brazilians as well as those who looked beyond the spectacle itself, both events were viewed as a case of misplaced priorities.
Brazil spent an estimated $11.5 billion in preparation for the World Cup. That total covered not only new stadium construction and stadium renovations, but also airports, ports, urban mobility projects, security, tourism, telecommunications, and other event-related facilities. Although estimates vary, about 85% of these expenditures were reportedly funded by the public.
Public frustration began to rise before the tournament began. According to a Pew Research poll in 2014, approximately 61% of Brazilians said hosting the World Cup was not a wise use of public funds, especially at a time when 72% expressed dissatisfaction with the state of the economy.
Many critics argued that the creation and renovation of the 12 stadiums constituted “white elephants”—ambitious projects whose expense far outweighed their return on investment. While several of these venues were used more than expected after the tournament, low profitability, corruption allegations, and lingering displacement controversies raised serious doubts about their true long-term value.
Brazil’s mega-event burden didn’t end with the World Cup. As the tournament came to a close, preparations for the 2016 Summer Olympics in Rio were intensifying. By the time the country hosted the Olympics, it was deeper into recession and mired in political crisis and corruption investigations that led to the impeachment of President Dilma Rousseff.
It’s important to note that neither the World Cup nor the Olympics caused Brazil’s political and economic turmoil. But together, they highlight a larger question: What happens when national ambition, global spectacle, and public money collide during a period of economic insecurity?
Taken together, the U.S. and Brazil examples complicate the assumption that World Cup events produce lasting local economic benefits. While the United States benefited from new market creation and professional soccer infrastructure, Brazil gained global visibility and new or renovated infrastructure. In both cases, however, the economic returns realized by host communities remain a subject of debate. 
While Brazil stands as an extreme case, it’s not an isolated one. Other host cities have faced similar concerns at smaller scales. In Canada, projected costs for the 2026 World Cup raised similar questions as to whether the expected economic gains might justify public spending. In Foxborough, Massachusetts, a small town of 18,000 residents, officials raised concerns about traffic, transit strain, and the estimated $7.8 million needed for local public safety costs tied to seven matches at Gillette Stadium.
The goal seemed largely symbolic, as it announced Brazil’s arrival as a major global power. But for many Brazilians as well as those who looked beyond the spectacle itself, both events were viewed as a case of misplaced priorities.
Brazil spent an estimated $11.5 billion in preparation for the World Cup. That total covered not only new stadium construction and stadium renovations, but also airports, ports, urban mobility projects, security, tourism, telecommunications, and other event-related facilities. Although estimates vary, about 85% of these expenditures were reportedly funded by the public.
Public frustration began to rise before the tournament began. According to a Pew Research poll in 2014, approximately 61% of Brazilians said hosting the World Cup was not a wise use of public funds, especially at a time when 72% expressed dissatisfaction with the state of the economy.
Many critics argued that the creation and renovation of the 12 stadiums constituted “white elephants”—ambitious projects whose expense far outweighed their return on investment. While several of these venues were used more than expected after the tournament, low profitability, corruption allegations, and lingering displacement controversies raised serious doubts about their true long-term value.
Brazil’s mega-event burden didn’t end with the World Cup. As the tournament came to a close, preparations for the 2016 Summer Olympics in Rio were intensifying. By the time the country hosted the Olympics, it was deeper into recession and mired in political crisis and corruption investigations that led to the impeachment of President Dilma Rousseff.
It’s important to note that neither the World Cup nor the Olympics caused Brazil’s political and economic turmoil. But together, they highlight a larger question: What happens when national ambition, global spectacle, and public money collide during a period of economic insecurity?
Taken together, the U.S. and Brazil examples complicate the assumption that World Cup events produce lasting local economic benefits. While the United States benefited from new market creation and professional soccer infrastructure, Brazil gained global visibility and new or renovated infrastructure. In both cases, however, the economic returns realized by host communities remain a subject of debate. 
While Brazil stands as an extreme case, it’s not an isolated one. Other host cities have faced similar concerns at smaller scales. In Canada, projected costs for the 2026 World Cup raised similar questions as to whether the expected economic gains might justify public spending. In Foxborough, Massachusetts, a small town of 18,000 residents, officials raised concerns about traffic, transit strain, and the estimated $7.8 million needed for local public safety costs tied to seven matches at Gillette Stadium.
The 2026 World Cup: One event spread across three countries
The 2026 World Cup’s economic profile is a departure from tournaments past. For the first time, the event is taking place across three countries: the United States, Canada, and Mexico. With participants expanding from 32 to 48 teams, the three-country format helps distribute the financial, logistical, and infrastructure pressures created by the larger tournament.
The new format also changes the event’s risk profile. Unlike Brazil in 2014, which required major stadium construction and renovation, the 2026 tournament is relying on existing major sports venues in all three countries. This reduces the financial risk tied to new construction of venues that may have limited use once the tournament ends.
Nevertheless, the cost of hosting the World Cup remains substantial. Even existing venues had to be repurposed, often requiring natural grass installation, field dimension adjustments, and other modifications to meet FIFA’s commercial and “clean site” standards.
On a city level, municipal services—from street closures and transit planning to emergency services—all exert pressure on the public ledger. The planning burden for a temporary event is still relatively large and costly.
That burden was visible in the months leading to the 2026 tournament. In the U.S., FEMA awarded $625 million in security funding to the 11 host cities. Local officials in Foxborough, Massachusetts, raised around $7.8 million for public safety costs at Gillette Stadium, a figure to be covered by Boston Soccer 2026 with financial backing from Kraft Sports & Entertainment, as local taxpayers adamantly refused to foot the bill. In Canada, Toronto’s cost estimates rose from tens of millions to roughly $380 million. And even in Mexico, the lowest-cost host city of the three, hotel rates spiked nearly 1,000% in certain cities as the tournament approached.
These aspects are what make the 2026 World Cup distinctive. In addition to avoiding the risk of overbuilding, it also mitigates risk by spreading it across several ledgers. However, it remains difficult to measure the costs and spillover effects of a singular event spread across several international locations, agencies, and jurisdictions. All the while, FIFA’s revenue stream—ticket sales, media rights, sponsorships, hospitality, and licensing—remains centralized.
The legacy of mega-events: World Cups, Olympics, and world’s fairs
The FIFA World Cup belongs to a family of mega-events that include the Olympics and world’s fairs (now called World Expos). Hosting these events is usually justified by the appeal of legacy: global visibility, civic pride, tourism, new infrastructure creation, and long-term economic development.
Sometimes, the legacy is a lasting one. One such legacy landmark is the Eiffel Tower, built for the International Exposition of 1889 in Paris. Originally intended as a temporary structure, it ended up becoming one of the world’s most recognized and visited monuments.
In the case of mega sporting events, the calculus is similar. The construction and renovation of large venues and transit projects can sometimes serve residents long after the event. Barcelona’s 1992 Olympics and Los Angeles’s 1984 Games are often cited as cases in which the host cities emerged stronger. Hence, the enduring notion that mega-events are a catalyst for civic improvements.
But legacy can also become a liability. Expensive civic upgrades and construction projects can remain costly to maintain, underused, and unprofitable—factors which, over time, can yield damaging consequences, economically as well as politically.
While the success of a mega-event such as the World Cup can be measured by the economic activity taking place during its short duration, its longer-term legacy and effects on the region cannot.
The final whistle doesn’t close the books
The World Cup is, by any measure, one of the greatest shows on the planet. For one month, it commands the attention of billions, gathering sports fans across the globe in a moment of unity and celebration. But the ledger that opens when a host city wins a bid doesn’t close when the final whistle blows. FIFA’s balance sheet differs from that of the host city. And the gap between them is where the real economics of the World Cup resides.
Source: https://www.britannica.com/money/economics-of-the-FIFA-World-Cup 
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Economics of the FIFA World Cup
The FIFA World Cup occurs every four years since 1930 and a different host country is chosen each time. It is one of the largest sporting events of this century and billions of people watch it around the world. Host countries hope that the World Cup will increase tourism, employment, and international stature. Research also suggests a home advantage for the host country's team. However, analysis shows mixed results when it comes to economic outcomes.[1] The FIFA World Cup is said to have a significant impact on the host country's economy. Even though the cost of hosting the competition is significant, the money brought in from tourism and the jobs created are major plusses. Since 1970, the revenue gained by hosting a FIFA World Cup has been similar to the Olympics. For example, when Qatar hosted the FIFA World Cup in 2022, it made an estimated profit of $17 billion.
Italy (1990)
Italy had been hit by a global economic crisis in the late 1970s which continued to affect the country's economy through the 1980s. There were hopes that the FIFA World Cup of 1990 would strengthen the country's economy and international reputation.[3] Italy invested 362.87 million USD into building a stadium in Turin, as well as more money to renovate other stadiums for the mega-event. Italy was the first example of a country overspending on a World Cup. The country had budgeted 2 billion USD but spent about 3.69 billion USD, which led to further indebtedness for the country. The Italy 1990 World Cup is also the first example of the event becoming truly commercialized. The game had an official soundtrack, video games, and associated product lines. It was the first World Cup to be considered a "mega-sporting event."[4] Analysis shows that the World Cup was correlated with increased property crime (such as bag-snatching, pick-pocketing, and shoplifting) in hosting provinces.
United States (1994)
In the United States was, as usual, hosted in a number of cities. In Los Angeles, site of the final, there was a total economic profit of $623 million that went directly into the metropolitan economy.[citation needed] In comparison, in the same year the Super Bowl only accounted for $182 million (Nodell). These figures were calculated over just the one-month period in which these games took place. In California alone, reports from the Pasadena Convention and Visitors Bureau conclude that 1,700 part-time jobs became available during the preparation and duration of the event (Deady). New York City, San Francisco, and Boston received combined revenue of $1.045 billion.[6] The overall increases from the previous year on hotels and on food and beverages were 10% and 15%.[7] This money spent on hotels and restaurants helped the entire U.S. economy.
In addition to the direct impacts of the 1994 World Cup, there were also indirect impacts: in order to host the Cup the United States had to develop a national soccer league, resulting in the formation of Major League Soccer (MLS) in 1996. Construction of new facilities, sponsorship of new teams, and the revenue of the ticket sales all resulted in economic boosts. The newly introduced professional league engendered one of the fastest growing youth sports in the country. Youth soccer took off and the selling of apparel and gear for the sport was an opportunity for private businesses.
France (1998)
France experienced a 13.4% decrease in overnight hotel stays by non-residents during the 1998 World Cup, compared to June the year before. There was no significant impact observed on retail sales in France during the World Cup. The "couch potato effect" argues that local residents may have felt the desire to stay home and watch the games on television to avoid crowds. This could partially explain the limited retail sales. France kept its spending comparatively low on the World Cup (less than 500 million USD) by mostly renovating existing stadiums and only building one new one, the Stade de France.[9] A significant positive impact on employment in hosting regions was observed starting in 1996, due to the start of construction on facilities for the World Cup.[10]
Large portions of the profits from the World Cup did not go to France, but instead went to multinational organizations such as ISL, Sony, and FIFA itself. In the past, much of the tournament's revenue had come from physical ticket sales, but by 1998 most of it was coming from television. The French stadiums were small compared to previous ones, so less physical tickets could be sold. The going-rate for European television rights to cover the World Cup was 1.12 billion Euros. Global coverage of the event led to massive incentives for corporate sponsors. Income from corporate sponsors was over 240 million Euros. FIFA predicted the total revenue from the 1998 World Cup to be 20 billion Euros. French organizers had very limited control over television rights, which had been sold before they were made the host. Due to a sponsorship deal with Coca Cola, hotels hosting FIFA members could not sell Pepsi products.[11]
South Korea / Japan (2002)
In the 2002 World Cup, several other advantages were discovered when the competition was split between Japan and Korea. This was the first time the tournament had been hosted in two countries, with 32 matches played in each country and a total of 64 matches.[citation needed] With the three million live spectators ticket sales were 1.2 billion dollars. FIFA promised each country $110 million for hosting and all revenue from their ticket sales.[12] Each country expanded their 20 soccer facilities, with a total investment of $4.7 billion.[12] A host country can also see value in the national exposure, with so many people viewing and attending the event.
It was predicted prior to the 2002 Cup that the England team's absence[clarification needed] would cost the economy $4.7 billion in lost output, or about 0.3% of their GDP (Gross Domestic Product) were they to win the entire tournament. Should the England team lose in just the first two weeks however, the losses were only expected to reach a total of 1.8 billion.[citation needed]
Germany (2006)
The 2006 World Cup was judged a success comparable to that of the 1994 US World Cup.[citation needed] The German government reported that tourism revenue over the month of the World Cup was up roughly 400 million dollars. They made about 3 billion more dollars in retail such as jerseys and other paraphernalia regarding the Cup. Lastly, a reported 500,000 new jobs were yielded in preparation for the tournament. This impact sends ripples through an economy. Restaurants and bars were full to capacity at all hours of the tournament, and 15 million more spectators arrived in Germany than was expected.[13]
This success drew attention to the German professional league, the Bundesliga.[citation needed] As a result, sales of tickets and team paraphernalia have increased dramatically. Many global corporations witnessed the craze in Germany during the World Cup and in recognizing the country's passion for the sport they have begun to sponsor many more German teams than prior to 2006. The global viewing of Bundesliga games has increased as well, helping these sponsors and German telecasters the profits they were expecting.[citation needed]
The 2006 World Cup had an operating budget (for staging the event, not inclusive of capital infrastructure costs) of €425 million. The German Football Association announced a profit before tax of €135 million. After tax and repaying the FIFA contribution of €40.8 million - the net profit was €56.6 million which was distributed to the German Football Association and the German Football League.[14]
For Germany 2006 that the host country was entitled to the gross receipts of all ticket sales. In October 2007 FIFA announced : reassumed responsibility for ticket sales and will establish a company named '2010 FIFA World Cup Ticketing Ltd' to this end.".[15]
South Africa (2010)
The 2010 FIFA World Cup was held in South Africa, for the first time in the tournament's history. Even though it may not have attracted as many foreign visitors as the US and Germany World Cups, it did have an economic benefit due to the location and already emerging economy.[citation needed]
Any predictions about the economic impact of the 2010 FIFA World Cup on South Africa had to take into account the state of the South African economy, which still has one of the largest disparities between the rich and the poor.[citation needed] One main factor for South Africa is attracting international investors. To increase the international trade and foreign direct investment, South Africa must have stability throughout their whole region in their economy and government. If this is achieved then South Africa could be in the top choices for foreign direct investment and collect the potential benefits of the 2010 FIFA games.[16] Because FIFA gathers all of its finances through marketing tournaments such as the World Cup, they aim to ensure the event's success, and assist the hosting country accordingly. Since South Africa is still a developing country, FIFA will have an important role in funding the tournament. Along with other developing countries that host mega-events, the investment of larger capital investment is required.[16]
The projected[clarification needed] total direct economic value for GDP is approximately R 21.3 billion. Also, 159,000 new jobs are predicted, including full- and part- time jobs, both permanent and temporary. The government also plans to spend millions on upgrading stadiums and building a new international airport. The tournament will host 32 teams with an average of 50 people per team, 14,500 VIPs and dignitaries, 500 officials and 10,500 media. A projected number of half a million foreign visitors (located outside of Africa) are expected and staying an average of 15 days.[17]
Brazil (2014)
In 2014, the FIFA World Cup was hosted in Brazil. This decision was based on location and close evaluation through various economical models. After years of unnecessary construction, eminent domain and countless protests, Brazil was found to be in a worse state than before. Costs of the tournament totalled $11.6 billion,[18] making it the most expensive World Cup to date,[19] until surpassed by 2018 FIFA World Cup which cost an estimated $14.2 billion.[20] FIFA was expected to spend US$2 billion on staging the finals,[21] with its greatest single expense being the US$576 million prize money pot. That money could have been allocated to other departments of the inner communities of this country including health care and education to name a few.
Russia (2018)
Russia's official budget of 678 billion rubles spent on projects for the tournament is less than the $15bn spent by Brazil on the 2014 World Cup. FIFA has budgeted spending $791m on teams and players - including prize money, compensation, insurance for players injured on national-team duty, and the preparation costs for the 32 featured teams.
2018/2022 World Cup winning bids
On 2 December 2010, Russia and Qatar were awarded the 2018 and 2022 World Cups, respectively.The United States was a bidder for the 2018 and 2022 World Cups, although questions were being raised about the US bid and whether its economic impact on the US would in fact be as favorable as promised.[23] A new report argues that the US World Cup in 1994 lost billions of dollars despite a positive economic impact estimate, noted that the same company is creating the estimate for the current bid, and predicts that a 2022 US World Cup could again lose billions of dollars in lost in revenue.
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Understanding the Economic Impact of Hosting the FIFA World Cup
Introduction
When the FIFA World Cup comes around, the eyes of the world are on the host country. And while the World Cup brings with it a lot of excitement and celebration, it also has a significant economic impact on the host country.
In this article, we’ll take a closer look at what that impact is and how it varies from country to country. We’ll also explore some of the pros and cons of hosting the World Cup. By the end, you’ll have a better understanding of what to expect when your country is chosen as the host.
What Economic Effects Does the FIFA World Cup Have on Its Host Country?
Hosting a FIFA World Cup can bring about both short-term and long-term changes for the host country. On the one hand, there are the short-term effects such as an increase in construction activity and tourism. On the other, countries must meet tough conditions imposed by FIFA in order to be chosen as a host, and these can have long-term impacts on areas such as infrastructure and the economy.
Initially, it was thought that the 2022 FIFA World Cup would bring in $20 billion for Qatar. However, a recent study by The Economist has revised this figure to $17 billion. This lower amount is due to the fact that many of the stadiums that were planned have been canceled and that Qatar is now in the midst of an economic slowdown.
Despite these lower estimates, it is still expected that Qatar will incur significant expenses in preparing for the World Cup. These will include high-quality infrastructure as well as investments in transport, telecommunications and energy.
An Overview of FIFA World Cup Economic Impacts
When FIFA awarded the 2022 World Cup to Qatar, it was estimated that the country would make as much as $20 billion in revenue. However, what has transpired is something far different. Various reports have shown that the World Cup has been an absolute economic disaster for the small country.
To be fair, Qatar has not been without its share of economic benefits from hosting the World Cup. For example, foreign investment in Qatar has increased by 400% in recent years. However, many experts believe that this increase will not have a long-term positive effect on Qatar’s economy. The reason for this is that most of the foreign investment is coming from countries such as China and Russia, which are looking to invest in Qatar’s oil and gas resources.
Short-Term Impacts of Hosting the FIFA World Cup
If there was ever any doubt that hosting a major sports event, like the FIFA World Cup, would have a significant and positive impact on the host country’s economy, those doubts have surely been put to bed. The numbers simply don’t lie.
Take Qatar for example. When they were initially awarded the right to host the World Cup in 2022, it was thought that the event would generate $20 billion in economic activity. However, a recent report has revised that figure down to $17 billion. Regardless of the exact number, it’s clear that hosting the World Cup will have a significant positive impact on Qatar’s economy.
In fact, it’s been calculated that the World Cup will generate $5 billion in total short-term economic activity. That’s money that will be injected into the local economy and should help to boost construction and tourism sectors in particular.
Long-Term Impacts of Hosting the FIFA World Cup
When it comes to the long-term economic impact of hosting the FIFA World Cup, the host country can expect both positive and negative effects. For instance, some host countries may experience a rise in tourism, leading to increased revenue from tourist spending. On the other hand, there is an increased cost of living due to inflation — people’s incomes are not necessarily rising at the same rate as the cost of goods and services.
Moreover, some host countries may experience an increase in government debt due to large-scale investments in infrastructure. However, this investment could lead to better infrastructure in the future, which can ultimately benefit future generations.
All in all, hosting the FIFA World Cup offers several short and long-term economic benefits for its host countries. These include increases in tourism and revenue from ticket sales and TV rights, as well as better infrastructure for future generations. Although there are challenges with staging such a major event, there is no doubt that these challenges can be overcome with careful planning and budgeting.
Discrepancies Between Expectations and Realities
Research has repeatedly shown that the economic gains associated with hosting a major sporting tournament, such as the FIFA World Cup, are often lower than what was initially expected. Although some data does suggest a positive impact on GDP growth and job creation, there are other important details to consider.
For instance, countries increasingly rely on private sectors and public investment to pay for hosting events like the World Cup. This can result in debt that outweighs any of the short-term economic benefits. Moreover, many of the jobs created in host countries are short-term or tourism jobs with little to no progression or long-term economic benefits.
It is also important to factor in opportunity costs associated with hosting an event like the World Cup. For example, host countries may choose to invest funds into traditional infrastructure like roads or hospitals instead of spending them on hosting stadiums and other requirements for a major tournament. Ultimately, it is essential to recognize discrepancies between expectations and realities when assessing the economic impacts of hosting a large sporting tournament such as this one.
Best Practices for Host Countries to Maximize Beneficial Impact
Hosting the FIFA World Cup can have positive effects on the local economy. In order to maximize those benefits, there are certain best practices that host countries should follow. First, it’s important to remember that hosting the World Cup brings in new types of tourists: football tourists. It’s therefore important to plan for this influx with specific tourism initiatives and accommodations. Second, hosting the World Cup creates short-term jobs in the country before and during the tournament. These temporary jobs can be a great boost to local economies, so it’s important to ensure that enough jobs are created to make a meaningful difference. Finally, when it comes time to plan out construction projects, host countries should look for environmentally-friendly options that will help reduce their carbon footprint and limit their impact on the environment. This will not only help alleviate any potential damage caused by years of construction projects, but will also create a more sustainable environment for future use.
Conclusion: The bottom line is that the FIFA World Cup has a massive economic impact on its host country. The tournament brings in billions of dollars in revenue and creates thousands of jobs. It also has the potential to boost tourism and help to grow the country’s economy. However, there are also some risks associated with hosting the World Cup. These include the cost of building stadiums and infrastructure, the risk of crime and violence, and the possibility of a country’s currency being devalued. 
Source: https://angeloueconomics.com/understanding-the-economic-impact-of-hosting-the-fifa-world-cup/ 

US host cities made transit improvements a World Cup goooooooal
From Seattle to Atlanta, host cities used the tournament to speed up rail and bus upgrades years in the making — while trying to avoid the mistakes of past World Cups.
he latest addition to Seattle’s already impressive public transit system opened to great fanfare this spring when more than 200,000 people rode the Crosslake Connection light rail line.
Its March 28 debut was second only to the parade that followed the Seahawks’ Super Bowl victory as Sound Transit’s busiest day ever. Trains now glide across Lake Washington on what is believed to be the world’s first electric rail line that spans a floating bridge, linking the city with Bellevue and Redmond, and doubling the frequency of stops in the heart of Emerald City.
Bottom of Form
Those same tracks will carry tens of thousands of fans downtown to Lumen Field for the six World Cup matches the city will host between June 15 and July 6. Kirk Hovenkotter, who leads the transit advocacy organization Transportation Choices Coalition, has no doubt that Seattle’s sustained commitment to public transit helped it become a host city.
This summer’s spotlight follows an earlier snub. When the World Cup came to the United States in 1994, Seattle hoped to host matches at Husky Stadium but came away empty-handed.
In the 32 years since, the metropolitan area has grown from 2.5 million people to more than four million. Its transportation infrastructure has boomed as well. Steady investment that began with voter approval of the Sound Move transit package in 1996 helped launch light rail in 2008 and turn Seattle into one of the country’s most ambitious builders of public transit. This summer’s World Cup became the deadline for opening the Crosslake Connection.
“Our region hasn’t been preparing for the World Cup for 18 months,” Hovenkotter said. “It’s been preparing for 18 years.” 
Seattle is one of 16 cities, 11 of them in the U.S., that will host matches in a tournament FIFA, the sports’ sanctioning body, expects to draw more than five million fans. Several are using the event as an opportunity to open rail lines, redesign bus networks, and make other changes that will benefit residents long after the final match. Some cities used the tournament as a deadline. In others, it helped build support for projects or push delayed efforts over the goal line. 
These investments come as rail and bus systems nationwide continue recovering from the steep ridership decline sparked by the pandemic while confronting aging infrastructure and a dire financial outlook. In a country that is less supportive of mass transit than other nations, the World Cup has become an unusual catalyst for change.
Plenty of stadiums remain disconnected from public transportation, of course. But what’s happening in places like Seattle and Atlanta shows that a mega-event like the World Cup can strengthen transit systems — if the investment starts long before kick-off.
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The World Cup’s infrastructure legacy has often been more cautionary than celebratory. Past tournaments have raised questions not only about human rights violations and environmental harm, but about whether host cities deliver the public benefits they promise. Brazil and South Africa, for example, failed to fulfill the mass transit commitments they made.
Such disappointments often reflect a broader problem: Host cities plan first for the event, then for the people who live there, said Simon Kuper, who wrote World Cup Fever and has attended nine World Cups. He likens it to hosting a wedding. “Let’s say it’s at the house,” he said. “You paint the house, you fix the toilet, you fix the door that wasn’t working, you redo the kitchen.” 
But the transit needs of 80,000 fans differ from those of residents. “You risk overinvesting in the route to the stadium and not in what makes residents’ lives better every day.”
Seattle followed a different plan. The $1 billion Crosslake Connection was not built for the World Cup –– the money came from a funding package voters approved in 2008, 14 years before Seattle’s selection as host city ––  but Sound Transit used it as a deadline for finishing a project that was three years behind schedule.
“It was like, ‘We’re going to do everything. We’re going to move heaven and earth. We’re going to be working every shift to make sure that when the world is here, our flagship bridge and our double capacity are ready to run passengers,’ and they were,” said Henry Bendon, a public information officer with the agency. 
Building infrastructure matters, but so does helping people use it. Brian McCullough, who lived in Seattle from 2014 until 2020 and is now an associate professor of sport management at the University of Michigan, said communication will be key to the system’s success. 
Here, too, Seattle has a blueprint. When it hosted the 2018 Special Olympics USA Games, McCullough helped with a campaign encouraging athletes, coaches, and caretakers to use alternative transportation. The plan included providing them with free rides on the city’s expansive light rail system. It worked: Initially, 78 percent of participants planned to rent a car, but in the end, only 7 percent did. Sound Transit has an extensive messaging campaign geared toward soccer fans, including signage in the languages of the countries playing in Seattle.
That lesson is shaping preparations for the World Cup that could further benefit residents, too. Sound Transit expanded its airport bus service to provide 24-hour rides to and from Seattle. The Legislature funded an intercity bus between Pasco, a city in the state’s rapidly growing southwestern corner that is hosting a tournament event, and Spokane, which is hosting an Egyptian team with one of the sport’s biggest stars. It also increased frequency on other routes throughout the state. Hovenkotter hopes those improvements are here to stay. 
“It’s going to be hard to disinvest in this once these start running and people start benefiting from it,” he said.

Some 2,600 miles to the southeast, another city is preparing for an influx of soccer fans. The Metropolitan Atlanta Rapid Transit Authority, or MARTA, is rolling out a major redesign of its bus network and preparing new railcars with expanded capacity, moves that will move more people more often during the event — and long after it.
Like Seattle, Atlanta did not make the list of 1994 World Cup host cities. But two years later, it faced a bigger transportation challenge: the 1996 Summer Olympics. MARTA added 7 miles of rail to ensure everyone got around efficiently. 
Today, the system, which typically carries more than 5 million passengers per month, has 48 miles of track and more than 1,500 miles of bus network.
Soccer fans will discover a system overhauled first and foremost to serve residents. Beginning in 2021, MARTA started working with the community on the first revamp in 40 years. The remake launched in April, and although it cut the number of bus lines from 113 to 81, the agency said the change increased the number of residents who live within a quarter mile of a stop. It also nearly tripled the number of residents living near a route with buses that arrive every 15 minutes, according to MARTA.
MARTA also added a rapid transit line in downtown Atlanta and introduced 12 on-demand “microtransit zones” in which vans provide short rides within each zone.
The rail system saw similar changes. MARTA plans to update all 224 train cars, some of which have been in service since the 1980s, with more spacious interiors starting in June. Each four-car train will carry 752 passengers, a 13 percent increase. That will be a boon during the tournament, given that four stations are within walking distance of Mercedes-Benz Stadium. 
The World Cup provided an incentive to move quickly. “Folks around here figured out if I want to get my projects some priority … I need to say ‘I want to do this for the World Cup,’” said Rhonda Allen, the agency’s deputy general manager. 
Not everyone is convinced these projects will benefit the community, however. Bakari Height, co-founder of the transit advocacy group MARTA Army, said transit has stagnated since the Olympics, with only two stations added. He called the new trains a “subtle upgrade” and the bus redesign a “sour point” because it cut routes. He doubts the system will handle the World Cup. 
“I don’t know if they’re really ready,” he said, “and for sure, not ready for these crowds.”
In some cities, the changes are smaller, but still practical.
The Massachusetts Bay Transit Agency will open an expanded station near Gillette Stadium in Foxboro this month. The $35 million project adds an additional platform that improves accessibility and allows the station to handle more cars. Caitlin Allen-Connelly, executive director of the advocacy group Transit Matters, said the upgrades will benefit people headed to New England Patriots games and concerts long after the tournament ends. “There was definitely a need to make beautification and accessibility standards to be able to accommodate this level of service for the World Cup,” she said.
That said, moving all those soccer fans around will impact residents.  The MBTA is also reducing commuter rail service on most lines during the tournament. The transit agency said it has “made some minor reductions and adjustments” to service on non-game days to account for the need to reconfigure trains and make other changes to suit the influx of riders to the stadium to watch matches.
Kansas City Streetcar extended its southern service by 3.5 miles last fall and opened a 0.7-mile northern extension in May. While the line does not reach Arrowhead Stadium, it will help soccer fans reach the “Fan Fest” events that accompany matches. Shuttle buses will carry fans from there to the stadium. Tom Gerend, executive director of the Kansas City Streetcar Authority, said the city highlighted the growing system in its host-city bid and that the tournament provided additional pressure to finish projects. “We’re certainly using the World Cup as motivation to make progress and to have these services up and running in time,” he said.

Whether transit projects for the World Cup provide lasting gains often depends on who pays for them — and whether cities keep investing after the tournament ends.
So far, the federal government has done little to help host cities with this. The Department of Transportation allocated $100 million in March, or roughly $10 million per city — far too little to transform most transit systems. FIFA does not contribute anything toward transportation costs. That’s forced cities to seek funding elsewhere, including the fare box. The Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority plans to charge $80 for round-trip train tickets to each World Cup match in Boston, while NJ Transit will charge $98 for round-trip tickets to games in New York.
Balsam Nehme, director of sustainability at Sidara Collaborative, a firm that advises on large-scale infrastructure and sustainability projects, said the World Cup can bolster greener transit if cities use it to test new ideas and accelerate existing plans. That can mean short-term fixes like shuttle buses or long-term investments like light rail, she said, so long as they fit broader sustainability goals. The priority, she said, should be “long-term system-level thinking.”
For Gerend, the most important question was what would be useful after the fans left. Kansas City, he said, avoided spending big on permanent event services with little long-term value. That meant using the World Cup as a deadline, not a blueprint. “Let’s invest our resources in permanent solutions that are part of a long-standing, regional plan that will have staying power.”
Source: https://grist.org/cities/world-cup-host-cities-bet-on-transit-improvements-that-outlast-the-tournament/ 


The Economic Promise and Paradox of Hosting a FIFA World Cup
  
UCFB academic and football finance expert Professor Rob Wilson has been speaking about the impact hosting a FIFA World Cup can have on a nation’s economy, looking at factors such as tourism, infrastructure and commercialism.
Rob is UCFB’s Dean of Education, Faculty and Resources, and has more than 25 years of experience in higher education and remains an active scholar and commentator on sport economics, finance, and governance, with expertise in football and professional sport systems.
See what he said below on the impact hosting a mega event, such as the FIFA World Cup, can have on host nations.

Hosting a FIFA World Cup is often framed as a once-in-a-generation economic opportunity. Governments bid on the promise of tourism booms, infrastructure upgrades, inward investment and the soft power that comes with staging the world’s biggest sporting event. But the economics of mega-events are rarely straightforward. As ever in sport finance, the truth lies somewhere between the rhetoric of legacy and the reality of cost.
The immediate economic upside is easiest to identify in tourism. A World Cup acts as a powerful demand shock, attracting millions of visitors, stimulating hotel occupancy, food and beverage spending, retail activity and wider visitor economy benefits. During the 2022 World Cup, Qatar welcomed over 1.4 million visitors, while Germany’s 2006 tournament was widely regarded as having generated billions in tourism-related expenditure and a sustained uplift in destination perception. The multiplier effects here matter. Spending by visitors circulates beyond host cities, supporting SMEs, jobs and tax receipts.
Yet tourism gains are often overstated. Economists have long warned of substitution effects with regular tourists staying away because of congestion or inflated prices,and displacement effects where local consumers simply reallocate spending that they would have made anyway. The World Cup generates tourism revenue; we can be confident in that. Yet like many challenges in professional sport, the real question is whether that revenue exceeds the opportunity cost of hosting.
Infrastructure is where the calculus becomes more contested. Transport investment is often justified as legacy-led economics. Airports, rail links, roads and urban mobility systems can generate productivity gains long after the final whistle. The 2026 FIFA World Cup across the US, Canada and Mexico will test this model in a multi-host format, where leveraging existing assets reduces some traditional hosting risk.
Yet transport economics also exposes some tensions. Consider New Jersey, where concerns over event-time pricing and transport surcharges around the New York/New Jersey host cluster have already prompted debate. Dynamic pricing in rail, tolls and accommodation may be rational from a demand management perspective, but it also reveals how mega-events can transfer costs to consumers while amplifying accessibility concerns. This matters because affordability is increasingly part of the event economics conversation. If mobility becomes exclusionary, the social legitimacy of hosting starts to erode.
Then there are direct hosting costs. Stadium construction and upgrades often dominate public debate, but security, event operations, technology, public services and governance costs are substantial and often underappreciated. South Africa 2010 cost an estimated $3.6 billion. Brazil 2014 exceeded $11 billion. Russia’s tournament reportedly surpassed that. In many cases, economic impact projections made during bidding have struggled to withstand post-event scrutiny.
This is why the strongest case for hosting is rarely the short-term income statement. It is the balance sheet effect, or rather, the long-term value created through infrastructure, urban regeneration, investment attraction and global positioning. Done well, a World Cup can accelerate projects that may otherwise take decades. Barcelona’s Olympic effect remains the benchmark, even if football tournaments differ structurally.
There is also a growing recognition that modern hosting economics are evolving. Shared hosting models reduce capital intensity. Temporary venues and modular infrastructure mitigate white-elephant risk. Commercial rights values continue to rise, and host nations are increasingly using tournaments as catalysts for broader economic agendas, whether tourism diversification, place branding or strategic diplomacy.
But hosting success depends on discipline. The economics improve significantly when countries avoid building for four weeks and instead invest for forty years.
Perhaps the biggest gain is often intangible but economically meaningful by way of location confidence. Global visibility can strengthen trade relationships, attract business tourism, support foreign direct investment and reinforce national reputation. These outcomes are difficult to model, but not trivial to dismiss.
Ultimately, hosting a World Cup is neither the economic panacea advocates claim,nor the fiscal folly critics often portray. It is a strategic investment decision, and like all investments, returns depend on structure, governance and execution.
That, perhaps, is the central lesson from sport finance. Mega-events should never be designed to generate economic miracles. They should amplify whatever economic fundamentals already exist, and should do so based on sound strategic thinking. For nations with a clear legacy strategy, a World Cup can be transformative. For those chasing prestige without planning, it can be very expensive theatre.

Source: https://www.ucfb.ac.uk/news/the-economic-promise-and-paradox-of-hosting-a-fifa-world-cup/ 
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Does hosting a World Cup 
make economic sense? 
In his argument against hosting mega sporting events, economist Andrew Zimbalist lists examples of the white elephants left barely used in host cities once tournaments have ended. Before the 2010 World Cup in South Africa, low-income residents living in settlements near tournament sites were reportedly evicted in an attempt to improve the country’s image on the national stage, leading many to question whether the money would have been better spent on improving impoverished communities instead.
Brazil’s most expensive World Cup stadium is now a parking lot, and the country’s preparations for the World Cup cost an estimated $11-14 billion. The National Court of Auditors of Brazil concluded that public spending on the World Cup would be "enough money to pay the entire country’s annual Bolsa Familia [social welfare] bill twice over". When measured against an expected economic impact of $3-13 billion, it’s hard to argue that taxpayers saw a fair return on their investment.
Changing Tourism Patterns
Major sporting events certainly attract thousands of sports fans. But they may disrupt established tourist flows and end up driving traffic away from popular sites and attractions. As to whether these tournaments boost overall tourist numbers, the evidence may point to the contrary.
In both Beijing and London, year-on-year visits decreased in their Olympic years, in 2008 and 2012 respectively, while the UK’s most popular museum, the British Museum, saw 22% fewer visitors during the month that the games were held. The British government's own evaluation after the Olympic Games concluded that "there was substantial displacement of regular visitors who were deterred by the potential for overcrowding, disruption and price rises".
Even when tourism does increase, it doesn’t necessarily produce a pareto gain, because there is a spend associated with attracting visitors. Before the 2010 World Cup in South Africa, it was predicted that around 450,000 tourists would enter the country for the tournament. In the end, only two thirds showed up. Despite the reduced numbers, visitor spend increased by almost a quarter, but at a cost of acquisition to the South African government of up to $13,000. For roughly the same amount, the country could have paid the wages of the entire working age population for a week.
Indeed, it’s hard to determine where the money that tourists spend ends up. Hotel prices rise during sell-out events, but wages of service workers do not necessarily go up by the same amount, meaning the returns to capital are likely greater than those to labour. Looking ahead to Russia, analysts anticipate that economic gains from hosting the 2018 World Cup will mainly benefit the tourist industry, but have described them as being so negligible that they are "equivalent to that of a statistical error".
Increasing Share of Revenue Going to Governing Bodies
Advanced economies should have the edge in generating a financial surplus from competitions, given that their existing sporting, hospitality and mobility infrastructure usually requires only minor upgrades. The 1984 Olympics in Los Angeles are frequently cited as a successful and profitable competition, and the London Olympics produced $5.2 billion in revenue.

There are multiple revenue streams that exist for organizers, including gate receipts, merchandise sales, sponsorships and licensing agreements, but by far the biggest income flow comes from television rights. However, the governing bodies behind sporting events are taking an increasing share of these spoils, making it harder for even the most efficient local organizers to make money.

The Economist shows that the International Olympic Committee (IOC) now takes more than 70% of television revenue from the Games, up from 4% between 1960 and 1980. Soccer’s governing body FIFA generated almost $5 billion in revenue from the 2014 World Cup, about half of which came from television rights, despite them contributing nothing to the costs of staging the tournament.
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The Flip Side
All this doesn’t mean that hosting World Cup is completely pointless. Major sporting events are one of the few things that really bring the planet together. Sport is a powerful tool to bridge societal divides. The most recent Winter Olympics showcased the ability of sport to mend differences when athletes from North and South Korea marched under a common flag.
And it’s not completely fair to reduce these events to hard numbers and statistics. Tournaments have a feelgood factor, and inspiring stories of success can encourage children and adults to take up sport. Goldman Sachs has even shown that the stock market goes up in both the host country and the country that wins the World Cup - at least in the short term.
Ultimately, many sporting hosts are not too focused on the cost of the events. They use a World Cup or an Olympics to send a signal to the rest of the world. China, for example, is developing its sports industry as an extension of its diplomatic policy. As its economy diversifies, its role in the international arena is growing. A process that started with the 2008 Olympics was followed by huge investment in Chinese football, and will continue long beyond the 2022 Winter Olympics, which Beijing is hosting.
There is even a suggestion that this might work, with one study showing that nations hosting an Olympic Games experience an increase in trade. But even countries that bid to host but lose see their trade go up, suggesting that the message they are open for business, rather than the tournament itself, is what really counts.
For Russia this summer, it’s hard to work out whether its role as World Cup host is part of a nation-building strategy or simply a matter of circumstance. When the country began bidding to host this year’s tournament, its capital Moscow had just hosted the Champions League final and the national team had advanced to the semi-finals of the European Championship. Could it be that President Vladimir Putin simply got caught up in the buzz?
In the end, as in football, whether you think the World Cup is worth the expense might come down to whether your heart rules over your head. As for who will win it? As former England midfielder Paul Gascoigne said: “I never predict anything and I never will”.
Edited by Shawn Chou
Source: https://www.weforum.org/stories/2018/06/world-cup-football-smart-investment-russia-host/ 


How the 1994 World Cup Forever Changed the Game
By Clemente Lisi ’97 | 6 Mins Read | June 11, 2026

The summer of 1994 arrived with a strange notion. Could soccer—long dismissed as a foreign game—finally take root on U.S. soil?
Doubters were not hard to find when the World Cup kicked off in NFL stadiums from New Jersey to California on June 17. But five days later, the U.S. scored a stunning 2-1 upset over Colombia before nearly 94,000 spectators at the Rose Bowl.
The U.S. team, featuring the flamboyant Alexi Lalas, advanced to the round of 16, narrowly losing to eventual champion Brazil on the Fourth of July.
Looking back, it was a watershed moment for U.S. Soccer, but the real story of the 1994 FIFA World Cup extends far beyond the American squad’s unexpected success.I had just completed my first year at Fordham. The World Cup was a major topic of discussion on campus and throughout New York City, especially in immigrant communities. After years of watching Italian soccer on TV with my family every Sunday, the World Cup was coming to me. The prospect was thrilling.
FIFA, the game’s world governing body, gambled on expanding soccer’s reach outside of Europe and Latin America by granting U.S. Soccer the rights to host the tournament. The decision raised concerns in part because the U.S. lacked pro teams. The short-lived North American Soccer League made a splash in the 1970s with Pelé, star of the New York Cosmos, but ultimately drowned in a sea of red ink in 1984. While U.S. Soccer agreed to launch a new league, the initial focus was on staging the largest sporting event ever. “We had to break down a lot of barriers,” recalled former U.S. star John Harkes. “Especially in the days where people didn’t even accept that the Americans played the game.”
A Hit with Fans
From the start, packed stadiums and a festival atmosphere shattered the assumption that the U.S. lacked an appetite for the sport. Venues such as Soldier Field in Chicago hosted crowds rarely seen for soccer in this country. The tournament reached a total attendance of 3.59 million—still the highest in World Cup history.
Harkes grew up in Kearney, New Jersey, an anomaly dubbed “Soccer Town, U.S.A.,” where the sport has been part of the local culture since the 1870s thanks to generations of immigrants. Kearney produced not only Harkes but also two other key members of the 1994 U.S. team: goalkeeper Tony Meola and midfielder Tab Ramos.

Less than six miles away from Kearney, Giants Stadium hosted crowds that created unforgettable environments—especially for the Italy-Ireland game on June 18. The vibe in and around the stadium that day was punctuated by national pride, with two of the region’s largest immigrant communities facing off. The stadium was awash in green, with Irish fans singing and roaring from kickoff to final whistle. When Ray Houghton scored the winning goal early on, the noise became relentless as Ireland defended heroically against a favored Italian side, winning 1-0.
A New Commercial Model is Born
The monthlong tournament featured many other memorable performances, culminating in a final that saw Brazil beat Italy on penalty kicks. But the 1994 World Cup is also famous for proving that soccer could succeed in the U.S.
Against all odds, the tournament inaugurated a new model for global sporting events. By the early 1990s, sports had become big business. U.S. Soccer helped fuel this trend, generating massive revenue through sponsorships. McDonald’s and American Airlines invested heavily in advertising campaigns, including stadium branding. Organizers also enlisted celebrities like pop diva Diana Ross and produced an explosion of merchandise to promote the tournament.
The World Cup’s financial success convinced FIFA that future tournaments could serve as the centerpiece of a global business. After 1994, FIFA expanded commercial partnerships, a model that has since influenced events like the Olympics. And the kind of fan experience at the Italy-Ireland match inspired FIFA to expand public viewing areas at future tournaments, keeping fans engaged beyond the stadiums.

A Lasting Legacy
Since 1994, the U.S. has seen a surge in participation in soccer, from 2 million to 21 million today, according to U.S. Soccer. Organizers made good on their promise to launch a professional league. Major League Soccer (MLS) began with 10 teams in 1996 and has since expanded to 30 teams through the construction of soccer-specific stadiums and a youth development program.
The 1999 FIFA Women’s World Cup, hosted and won by the U.S., further fueled the sport’s popularity. The arrivals of global stars David Beckham in 2007 and Lionel Messi in 2023 cemented it. “When I arrived in the U.S., the game felt like it was just waking up,” said former Colombia midfielder and early MLS star Carlos Valderrama.
This summer, the World Cup is back in North America, co-hosted by the U.S., Mexico, and Canada. While organizers are confident the groundwork laid 32 years ago will make this tournament the biggest ever, the lucrative business model born in 1994 has led to sky-high ticket costs that price many fans out of the stadiums.
Nonetheless, the current soccer landscape is one I never could have imagined three decades ago. Soccer is baked into U.S. sports culture, and dozens of games can be seen on TV every weekend. I plan to chronicle this World Cup, like I have the past four, with the same excitement and enthusiasm I experienced as a Fordham student in the summer of ’94. 
Source: https://now.fordham.edu/fordham-magazine/how-the-1994-world-cup-forever-changed-the-game/ 
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World Cup economic impact

Initial expectations that the World Cup might bring a big boost to Brazil’s economy
have been replaced by more sober forecasts, with around 64% of planned
investment executed.
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