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Welcome to the inaugural issue of Sport & Entertainment 
Review (formerly the Journal of Venue and Event Man-

agement). This is the first issue we organized as the new editor 
and associate editor, so we thought that in addition to high-
lighting the articles and authors we recruited to join the journal 
this year, we could also share with the readers our vision for the 
journal. This journal is built around the following pillars:

1. Sport is not always entertainment, and entertainment is 
not always sport, yet they can be symbiotic.

The title of this publication might confuse some people as 
it treats sport and entertainment as two separate entities, 
which to some extent they are, yet to some extent they are 
not. In essence, sport is a form of entertainment, very similar 
to music, acting, art, and most other forms of leisurely activi-
ties or games that are not essential to our survival, yet enrich 
it nonetheless. All of these different cultural outlets offer two 
ways to experience it: We (actively) engage with them as par-
ticipants or administrators, or we (passively) watch others, 
often the very best or youngest, in performing that activity 
to display their skills and enjoyment within participation. 
While this active or passive engagement with the activity is 
grounded in the entertainment value, the mere act of doing 
so allows the individual or community to receive benefits 
that are potentially beyond the activity itself.

In his 2006 article, Laurence Chalip stated that many view 
that “sport is not merely about play and entertainment, but 
also a means to some of our most revered policy objectives” 
(p. 4). He provides five legitimations for the view that sport’s 
value extends beyond entertainment: 1) health, 2) salubrious 
socialization, 3) economic development, 4) community de-
velopment, and 5) national identity. 

Editors’ Note
Bob Heere, University of South Carolina
Chad Seifried, Louisiana State University

It is important to note that Chalip is very careful not to 
assume that sport automatically provides these benefits, and 
managers should be well aware that sport could have both 
positive and negative effects on any of these legitimations. 
For instance, while playing sport can be healthy, it also causes 
many injuries, and watching sports can contribute to a sed-
entary lifestyle and/or questionable moral conduct. Further-
more, while sport can contribute to a stronger community, 
it can also divide communities, or allow people to become 
involved with communities that are not beneficial to their 
host societies (e.g., hooliganism).

Yet, as Chalip was writing for a sport audience, he did not 
discuss the fact that none of these legitimations are unique 
to sport, and that the value of all kinds of entertainment 
also extends beyond “entertainment” itself. Each of the five 
legitimations could be attributed to music, acting, art, vid-
eo games, or other leisurely activities as well. For instance, 
playing music can contribute to emotional well-being, can 
be physically exhausting, allows people to join or form com-
munities, has an enormous economic value to our society, 
and is intertwined with our perception of national identity. 
At the same time, like sport events, music can contribute to a 
sedentary lifestyle and questionable moral conduct; many of 
its top performers have (or had) strong linkages with alcohol 
and drugs usage; certain music (and movies) are perceived to 
promote a violent culture, and so on. As such, sport is simply 
a form of entertainment that could be beneficial to its active 
or passive participants. 

This was the reason why the former title of this publica-
tion had a primary focus on venues and events; it allowed us 
to focus on both sport and other forms of entertainment that 
needed the use of venues or events, yet in doing so, it only hit 
on one of the symbiotic qualities of sport and entertainment. 
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ment research; his intent was entirely different. Inspired by 
leading management scholar Henry Mintzberg, Weese stat-
ed: “[Mintzberg] suggested that academicians need to more 
effectively communicate the implications of their research to 
a wider audience” (p. 238). This is not just a call for sport 
marketers to work closely with teams, athletes, or other busi-
ness entities (as Newman seems to suggest), this is a call for 
all sport managers to work closely with non-academic or-
ganizations, whether they are businesses, non-profit sport 
organizations, government, or non-sport organizations who 
benefit from the use of sport to accomplish their objectives. 
Second, by citing Mintzberg, Weese states our field should 
do a better job “communicating” those efforts and achieve-
ments to the outside world. We believe that two decades after 
this call, sport management scholars have been successful in 
working with the industry. 

This first issue of Sport & Entertainment Review (SER) 
supports this view, as the authors who contributed to this 
first issue have worked with organizations as diverse as pro-
fessional sport teams, universities, governments, non-prof-
it organizations, and advocacy groups, both nationally and 
internationally. In fact, both editors made a round of calls 
when initatiating the idea of this journal, and found that all 
of their colleagues (with no exceptions) were working with 
(sport) organizations in some capacity to conduct research 
and/or consult non-academic organizations on management 
issues. It made us realize that sport management scholars 
have taken up the challenge of Weese and are working close-
ly with practitioners, yet it seems that we are hardly aware 
of these efforts as we have failed to answer the call on the 
second point. We believe that so far, the field of sport and 
entertainment management has yet to find an outlet to com-
municate our research efforts with the industry to the out-
side world, and in a style and language that is open and in-
viting for practitioners to read. This gap is most notable in 
our graduate teaching, where we are still lacking appropriate 
content to share with our students. 

Graduate students have outgrown the need for textbooks, 
often written for bachelor students who still need to learn 
how to execute basic managerial tasks, yet are unprepared 
(and uninterested) in the data-based articles that are framed 
in the academic methods/results model. Sport & Entertain-
ment Review has been founded to address this gap. In this, 
SER is not unique. Within management, Harvard Business 
Review has been filling this need for almost a century (al-
though the widespread contribution of the journal did not 
occur until the 1980s), and to some extent, our journal is 
imitating their format, style, and mission. In doing so, we 
finally follow up on Weese’s call for a “parallel journal [to the 
Journal of Sport Management] for the practitioner, […]. The 
content must assist practitioners with meeting their day-to-
day challenge and opportunities” (p. 241). 

By rebranding the journal, with a broader reference to sport 
and entertainment, we hope to invite scholars from all en-
tertainment fields to explore other ways in which sport and 
entertainment are symbiotic.

We believe that the different fields of entertainment can 
learn from each other, and that an integrative publication 
would prevent too many fields re-inventing that same wheel. 
Having stated that, many of the early contributors are likely 
to originate from the field of sport management (the home 
discipline for the editor and associate editor). Sport manage-
ment has evolved over the last few decades into a mature ac-
ademic field throughout the world, with many research-ori-
ented programs that place high expectations on the research 
activities of their faculty members. As such, it is more likely 
that they have conducted enough research within the indus-
try to write articles that speak to the practitioner and allow 
them to inspire or challenge them.

Other entertainment management disciplines, such as 
music management, arts management, etc., are starting to 
develop their own academic discourse, evidenced by the 
emergence of journals such as the International Journal of 
Arts Management (founded in 1999), the Journal of the Music 
& Entertainment Industry Educators Association (founded in 
2000), and the International Music Business Research (found-
ed in 2012). It is our hope that many of the scholars who are 
publishing in journals such as these will find their way to this 
journal as well. Hence, we would like to put out a strong call 
for publications from contributors from other fields, such as 
music management, art management, and more traditional 
fields such as leisure and recreation. Furthermore, we would 
like your assistance in recruiting potential submissions to 
our journal so that scholars of entertainment management 
can share reviews of their important work with us all.

2. “If we are not serving practitioners, we are not serving 
anyone.”

The above statement serves as a title to a much discussed ar-
ticle written by Jim Weese and published in the Journal of 
Sport Management in 1995 and its thesis is that in order to 
validate an academic field, scholars need to produce research 
that is of value to the industry. Some of the scholars in the 
field of sport management have criticized this view of sport 
management and have argued it has caused a monoistic and 
commodified view on sport, in which sport is the industry, 
the performer (athlete) is the commodity, the organizer/pro-
ducer (team) is the brand, and the fan is the consumer (New-
man, 2014).

Whether Newman is right to acuse sport management re-
search to fall victim to extreme neo-liberalism is worthy of 
debate, yet not our focus, as we strongly disagree with his 
interpretation of Weese’s argument in the first place. Weese 
never called for a more commodified view of sport manage-



Editors’ Note

Heere, Seifried Volume 1 • Number 1 • 2015 • SER   5

rights. Not only do they provide a wonderful discussion of 
how their work impacted society, it also underlines the diver-
sity in the field of sport and entertainment management, and 
highlights the importance of embracing different paradigms 
in our field. This presentation of their work serves to address 
Weese’s second point to communicate achievements and the 
utility of scholarly activity to affect the world.

Finally, we hope you will understand the importance of 
supporting this initiative. We hope that this peer-reviewed 
journal will inspire not only practitioners, but also scholars 
and their students inside and outside the classroom. As a re-
minder to potential contributors, this journal is somewhat 
unique in our field and our submission process is different as 
well. We do not require scholars to submit a full manuscript 
for review. Instead, we ask them to pitch an idea to the ed-
itors within 500 to 750 words, emphasizing how their work 
would benefit the senior manager in the workplace. For more 
detailed information on the submission process, please see 
the Submission Guidelines in the back of this journal or view 
them online at http://www.fitinfotech.com/SER/SERsubmis-
sionguidelines20149.pdf

Thank you for your part in this inaugural issue of Sport 
& Entertainment Review and we hope you enjoy the journal!

Bob Heere & Chad Seifried

About the Editor

Bob Heere joined the faculty at the University of South Car-
olina in 2013 as an associate professor and PhD Program 
Director in the Department of Sport and Entertainment 
Management. Prior to joining SPTE, he held academic ap-
pointments at the University of Texas at Austin, Florida 
State University, The Cruyff Institute for Sport Studies (the 
Netherlands), and Auckland University of Technology (New 
Zealand). He received his PhD from Florida State University 
(2005).

Heere’s research expertise is on the social impact of sport 
on society, with a particular focus on social identity theory 
and community development. To that end, he has conduct-
ed research on five different continents, cooperating with 
researchers from China, Korea, Japan, New Zealand, Serbia, 
United Kingdom, Netherlands, Brazil, and South Africa. 
His research allowed him to work with organizations such 
as the Beijing Olympic Games Organizing Committee, the 
Fulham FC Foundation, the University of Texas at San An-
tonio Roadrunners athletic department, the Circuit of the 
Americas, the World Golf Foundation, and the Multicultural 
Refugee Coalition Austin. His research has been published 
in leading sport management journals such as the Journal 
of Sport Management, Sport Management Review, European 
Sport Management Quarterly, and Sport Marketing Quarterly, 
and several of his articles are among the most cited in the 

3. Don’t discuss how you planted your tree, but show us 
how you grew your forest. 

One of the biggest barriers for communicating our expertise 
to the outside world is the format of the traditional peer-re-
viewed data-based journal articles that require us to write ex-
tensively about our methods and data analysis, and present 
results in a dry manner, often all in service of discovering a 
new small piece to a puzzle of which we spend decades to put 
together. For practitioners, this approach is not only burden-
some as they might lack the expertise to understand what 
the academician did to “plant their tree,” they also lack the 
interest, as the “tree” itself often does not help them in their 
daily decision-making process. This is the key challenge of 
communicating our research efforts to the industry.

Typically, academicians provide a separate report to the 
organization they worked with, and take the data to publish 
in an academic journal, of which the primary audience is 
other scholars. Once the publication is accepted, they move 
(or already have moved) on to the next project. However, 
once a scholar has done several data collections, and has 
put several pieces of the puzzle together, they start to see the 
overall picture of what the puzzle is meant to represent. Their 
planted trees (i.e., research projects) become a forest capa-
ble of commentary. It is for those “Aha!” moments that we 
created Sport & Entertainment Review: An opportunity for 
scholars to review a line of research they have been involved 
in for years, and have conducted multiple data collections in. 

We would like those scholars to communicate the essence 
of that research to the outside world. This review does not 
have to discuss how the trees were planted, as other articles 
have already addressed that. Instead, it can focus on the ideas 
the scholars had that drove their research and how it would 
or has benefitted practitioners. The contributors of our first 
issue did just that.

David Berri conducted decades’ worth of statistical anal-
ysis to better understand how to evaluate top performers in 
sport entertainment. Daniel Rascher and Michael Goldman 
rely on over 50 economic impact studies to focus on what 
decision makers in this field should take into consideration 
when deciding on funding sport and entertainment proper-
ties/events, and Bob Heere worked with many organizations 
around the world to develop a checklist for developing enter-
tainment communities.

To truly get this idea of communicating the essence of 
research across to our readers, in each issue we will invite 
a scholar (and their collaborators) to provide a narrative of 
how they engaged the “real world” throughout their careers 
and how they used their scholarly expertise to provide value 
to them, under the section titled Practice in the Field: Beyond 
the Publication.

For our first issue, we are delighted to have Mary Hums 
and Eli Wolff discuss their work as scholar advocates, and 
narrate their work in disability sport, and sport and human 

http://www.fitinfotech.com/SER/SERsubmissionguidelines20149.pdf
http://www.fitinfotech.com/SER/SERsubmissionguidelines20149.pdf
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field over the last decade. He has also published in business 
journals such as the Journal of Marketing Theory and Practice 
and the Journal of Business Ethics. In 2013, the North Amer-
ican Society for Sport Management (NASSM) awarded him 
the status of NASSM Research Fellow. In 2012, he published 
his first book, Het Olympisch Speeltje, a critical account of the 
Dutch ambition to host the 2028 Summer Olympics.

About the Associate Editor

Chad Seifried received his PhD from The Ohio State Uni-
versity (2005), where he studied sport management with an 
emphasis on sport history. He has taught for both Ohio State 
and his current institution, the Louisiana State University, 
overseeing the development of its PhD program that was es-
tablished in 2010. Seifried is currently the editor of the Jour-
nal of Issues in Intercollegiate Athletics and is on the editorial 
boards for Management Decision, Sport History Review, the 
International Journal of Sport Management, and the Journal 
of Applied Sport Management.

Seifried’s overall academic credentials include approx-
imately 85 peer-reviewed papers, five book chapters, and 
70 conference presentations. He was also recognized as the 
Reviewer of the Year for both the Academy of Management 
Conference (2012- Management History) and the Southern 
Management Association (2013 and 2014- Management 
History, Education, & Information Technology). Further, 
Seifried has served as a section head for the North American 
Society for Sport Management Conference in Management/
Leadership and completed guest speaking opportunities at 
a variety of institutions throughout the United States on his 
work and how studying history can inform management 
scholars and practioners. Seifried also actively uses his re-
search to help various institutions of higher and secondary 
education. For example, his historical training has provid-
ed him the opportunity to complete work for university ar-
chives, athletic departments, and his own home department 
with respect to building construction, university develop-
ment/fundraising, and alumni relations.

References
Chalip, L. (2006). Toward a distinctive sport management discipline. Jour-

nal of Sport Management, 20, 1-21.
Newman, J. I. (2014). Sport without management. Journal of Sport Man-

agement, 28, 603-615.
Weese, W. J. (1995). If we’re not serving practitioners, then we’re not serv-

ing sport management. Journal of Sport Management, 9, 237–243.
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Think You Know Basketball? 
You Need to Know the  
Numbers to Know the Game
David J. Berri, Southern Utah University

David J. Berri, PhD, is a professor in the Department of 
Economics and Finance. His research primarily examines 
the economics of sports, with a specific focus on behavior-
al economics, worker productivity and compensation, and 
competitive balance.

Correspondence should be sent to:
David J. Berri
Department of Economics and Finance
Southern Utah University
School of Business Building #318
351 West University Blvd.
Cedar City, Utah 84720
Email: berri@suu.edu

Critical to the success of any (sport) entertainment orga-
nization is its ability to evaluate talent and recruit the 

best performers. Entertainment is a star-driven industry and 
the success of a team, event, or entertainment product (such 
as a movie, theater show, or concert) is often dependent on 
the ability of the organization to select the right perform-
er for their entertainment property (Elberse, 2013). Among 
all forms of entertainment, sport might have it the easiest 
in recruiting and evaluating talent, as unlike other forms of 
entertainment, the performance of athletes is grounded in 
quantifiable actions. Nevertheless, as we demonstrated in 
The Wages of Wins (2006), many sport organizations strug-
gle with the task of selecting talent. 

The book reviewed research I had completed with various 
co-authors (primarily Martin Schmidt and Stacey Brook—
the two co-authors on the book) across the previous decade. 
This research covered a variety of topics including the im-
pact of labor disputes in professional sports, the link be-
tween team spending and success, competitive balance, and 
the measurement of performance in football and basketball. 
With respect to this last topic, we spent a few pages (certainly 
less than 10) discussing Allen Iverson. 

A few weeks after our book appeared, Malcolm Gladwell 
graciously reviewed our work on the pages of The New York-
er. Despite the aforementioned list of topics, Gladwell’s re-
view focused primarily on our analysis of Iverson. As Glad-
well correctly surmised, what we said about Iverson captured 
much of what we were trying to say in the book. For example, 
consider the final paragraph of his review:

“One can play basketball. One can watch basket-
ball. One can both play and watch basketball for a 
thousand years. If you do not systematically track 
what the players do, and then uncover the statis-

mailto:berri@suu.edu
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PIE and NBA Efficiency are actually quite similar to the 
TENDEX model, developed by Dave Heeran in 1959.2 So 
this approach, which involves simply adding the positive ac-
tions a player takes and subtracting the negative, is perhaps 
the oldest attempt to aggregate the statistics tracked for an 
individual basketball player into a single number.

Unfortunately, neither PIE nor NBA Efficiency is correlat-
ed with team wins. A simple regression of a team’s winning 
percentage on a team’s NBA Efficiency reveals that only 34% 
of the variation in a team’s winning percentage is explained 
by this measure. If one considers NBA Efficiency per pos-
session employed, the explanatory power rises to 0.67.3 This 
seems rather low for an “advanced” stat. But if we turn to 
Player Efficiency Rating (PER), which NBA.com says is com-
parable to PIE, we see a similar problem. Relative to NBA 
Efficiency, PER appears to be much more complex.4

Player Efficiency Rating (PER) = (League Pace/Team Pace) * 
(15/League Average) *(1/Minutes Played) *

 [3FGM + AST*0.67 + (FGM*{2-[(team AST / team  
 FGM)*0.588]}) 
 + (FTM*0.5*{1+[1+(team AST/team FGM)] +   
 (team AST / team FGM)*0.67]})
 - (VOP * TO) – (MSFG * VOP * league DRB%) 
 - {MSFG*VOP*0.44*[0.44 + (0.56*league DRB%)]}
 + [DRB *VOP*(1-league DRB%)] + (ORB *VO  
 P*league DRB%) + (STL*VOP)
 + (BLK*VOP*league DRB%) 
 - {PF * [league FTM per PF – (league FTA per PF *  
 0.44*VOP)]}]                               (1)
 
where
 PACE = [(Offensive Possessions + Defensive  
 Possessions) * 48] / (Minutes Played/2)
 Possession = FGM + 0.44*FTM + TO – ORB
 League Average = Average PERs value
 3FGM = Three point field goals made
 MSFG = Missed field goals
 VOP= Average Points Scored per Possession for the  
 League 
 leagueDRB% = Average Defensive Rebounds  
 divided by Average Total Rebounds

PER is certainly looks much more complicated than NBA Ef-
ficiency. But this complex model can be simplified by a mod-
el Hollinger called “Game Score.” 

Game Score = PTS + 0.4 * FGM - 0.7 * FGA - 0.4*(FTA-FTM) 
+ 0.7 * OREB + 0.3 * DREB + STL + 0.7 * AST + 0.7 * BLK - 
0.4 * PF – TO                                              (2)

Although Game Score appears quite different from PER, 
Game Score per 48 minutes and PER have a 0.99 correlation 

tical relationship between these actions and wins, 
you will never know why teams win and why they 
lose.”

This quote does capture the story that we tried to tell. 
Watching sports is not enough. To understand what is hap-
pening, one has to understand the numbers. And when we 
look at the numbers from basketball, it becomes clear that 
many people who spend countless hours watching the game 
don’t seem to understand why teams win or lose. 

Measuring Performance in the NBA

Why do economists study sports? Economist Lawrence 
Kahn (2000) articulated: “There is no research setting other 
than sports where we know the name, face, and life history of 
every production worker and supervisor in the industry”  (p. 
75). The “life history” Kahn refers to allows researchers to do 
something that is very difficult in most industries. In sports, 
we have data that allows us to measure the productivity of 
the individual worker. 

The data on individual workers in baseball goes back to 
the 19th century. And most of the early empirical work by 
economists with sports data focused on baseball. When I 
first started doing research into the economics of profession-
al basketball, in the mid-1990s, I realized I needed to mea-
sure how players impacted wins (i.e., a measure of a player’s 
productivity). Unfortunately, unlike what we see in baseball, 
the measures created by non-academics were not particular-
ly good measures of a player’s contribution to team success.

Consider the Player Impact Estimate (PIE) reported at 
NBA.com. The numerator for PIE, as noted below, primarily 
involves adding together the positive factors a player takes on 
the court (PTS, DREB, OREB, AST, STL, and BLK) and sub-
tracting missed shots, TO, and PF. Other than only counting 
½ of OREB and BLK, the numerator is the same as the NBA 
Efficiency formula that used to be reported at NBA.com.1

[PTS – (FGA - FGM) – (FTA – FTM) + DREB + 0.5*OREB 
+ AST + STL + 0.5*BLK – PF – TO]

[TmPTS – (TmFGA - TmFGM) – (TmFTA – TmFTM) + 
TmDREB + 0.5*TmOREB + TmAST + TmSTL + 0.5*TmBLK 
– TmPF – TmTO]

where

PTS = Points scored FGA = Field Goals Attempted 
FGM = Field Goals Made FTA = Free Throws Attempted
FTM = Free Throws Made DREB = Defensive rebounds 
OREB = Offensive rebounds AST = Assists
STL = Steals BLK = Blocked shots  
PF = Personal Fouls TO = Turnovers 
TM = the team’s accumulation of this factor  

NBA.com
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(Berri & Bradbury, 2010). In addition, Game Score and NBA 
Efficiency also have a 0.99 correlation (Berri & Bradbury, 
2010). Given this result, it is not surprising to see that a team’s 
Game Score explains only 33% of the variation in team win-
ning percentage.5 The primary problem with each of these 
measures actually is how each measures a player’s shooting 
efficiency. For example, consider the approach taken by both 
NBA Efficiency and PIE. Each of these argue that a player’s 
value rises when a point is scored and declines when a play-
er misses a shot. As Berri and Bradbury (2010) noted, all of 
this means that a player who converts on 33% of his/her two-
point field goal attempts will break-even. From three-point 
the range, the break-even point is 25%. When we turn to 
Game Score, the break-even points are even lower. Berri and 
Bradbury reported that on two-point shots the break-even 
point is 29.2% while on three-point shots it is 20.6%. 

An average NBA player makes 49% of shots from two-
point range and 35% from beyond the arc. So the break-even 
points employed by the above metrics are well below average. 
And that means that these measures argue that an immense-
ly inefficient scorer could actually help a team by simply 
taking more shots. Of course, that can’t be correct. Thus, we 
should not be surprised to learn that the link between wins 
and these measures is quite poor. However, perhaps surpris-
ingly, PER is probably the most frequently cited measure of 
player performance in the NBA.

The problem with each of these measures is that they are 
entirely arbitrary. No effort is really made to ascertain how 
the various box score statistics impact wins. This problem 
can be solved, though, by simply turning to the standard 
toolkit of economics. When economists wish to understand 
how various factors relate to an outcome, economists typical-
ly run a regression. And if we apply this standard approach to 
the study of basketball performance, it results in a model that 
a) explains wins and b) allows us to see how a player impacts 
outcomes in basketball.

The specific model employed is labeled Wins Produced. 
Earlier versions of this approach were detailed in other work 
I participated in such as Berri and Brook (1996), Berri and 
Brook (1999), Berri (1999), and Berri and Krautmann (2006). 
These earlier works took the standard approach in econom-
ics and employed a regression to uncover the link between 
wins and the box score statistics. But the specifications were 
never entirely satisfactory.

In writing The Wages of Wins, most of what we know as 
“Wins Produced” was developed. This book, though, was 
written for a general audience and avoided presenting equa-
tions. For all the math, we can turn to Berri (2008).6 Within, 
I detailed the following steps:
1. Regress team winning percentage on each team’s offensive 

and defensive efficiency.7 This regression allows us to see 
the impact on wins of PTS, FGA, FTA, OREB, Opp.FGM, 
Opp.FTM, Opp.TO, DREB, Team Rebounds (that change 
possession), PF, STL. 

2. Additional regressions are employed to ascertain the value 
of BLK and AST.

3. With the value of each factor ascertained, a player’s Wins 
Produced can be calculated. This calculation involves tak-
ing into account the diminishing returns aspect of defen-
sive rebounds, incorporating the team factors that are not 
linked to individuals, and adjusting for position played.
The results of these steps are a model where the summation 

of each player’s Wins Produced explains about 95% of team 
wins. In addition, like most models based on the NBA’s box 
score statistics, the Wins Produced model is quite consistent 
across time (Berri, 2012; Berri & Bradbury, 2010; Berri, Da-
vid, & Burke, 2012). And finally, unlike models such as PIE, 
NBA Efficiency, and the Player Efficiency Rating, the Wins 
Produced model employs weights that are entirely based on 
empirical research. In other words, the value placed on each 
box score statistic is not simply assigned, but is derived from 
an empirical model connecting those statistics to team wins.

So the Wins Produced model allows us to objectively con-
nect player performance to team outcomes (Berri, Brown, 
Rascher, Martinelli, & Galletti, 2013; Berri & Krautmann, 
2013). And this connection tells a very clear story about what 
determines wins in the NBA. Teams win in the NBA because 
they are able to
a. gain possession of the ball without the other team scoring 

(i.e., grab defensive rebounds, force turnovers), 
b. keep possession of the ball (i.e., avoid turnovers and grab 

offensive rebounds), and
c. ultimately turn possessions into points (shoot efficiently 

from the field, get to the line and hit free throws).
Now that we see what primarily determines wins, let’s talk 

about the career of Allen Iverson. The following table reports 
Iverson’s career averages (per 48 minutes) with respect to a 
variety of box score statistics. In addition, the average NBA 
performance for point guards and shooting guards (Iverson 
played both positions in his career) are also presented. 

The statistics are listed in three groups. First we have the 
scoring factors. With respect to these factors, Iverson was 
above average with respect to points scored. But when we 
turn to effective field goal percentage and true shooting per-
centage (i.e., two measure of shooting efficiency),8 we can see 
Iverson didn’t score so many points because he was good at 
shooting. The key was his above average shot attempts. But 
because his ability to get those shots to go in the basket was 
below average, the numbers indicate that Iverson was actual-
ly a below average scorer. 

When we turn to the possession factors and help factors, 
we see that Iverson was only above average with respect 
to steals and personal fouls. So relative to a typical guard, 
Iverson was generally below average with respect to almost 
everything. And yet, when we turn to NBA Efficiency and 
Player Efficiency Rating, each metric indicates that Iverson 
was definitely above average in his career. 
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This result illustrates the problems with these measures. 
Although Iverson was below average as a scorer, his efficien-
cy level exceeded the aforementioned break-even points. 
Consequently, because Iverson took so many shots, PER and 
NBA Efficiency argue he was well above average. But when 
we return to what determines wins we realize that isn’t likely. 
Once again, wins are determined by the ability to get and 
keep possession of the ball and then the ability to convert 
those possessions into points. In other words, shooting effi-
ciency really matters. And although Iverson was able to get 
steals, his inability to shoot efficiently from the field didn’t 
help. Consequently, Iverson was actually below average in 
terms of Wins Produced per 48 minutes.

It has been argued that players like Iverson are important 
because they “create” shots. A few months after The Wages of 
Wins was published, though, we were able to see that maybe 
this story isn’t quite right either. In December of 2006, the 
Philadelphia 76ers sent Allen Iverson to the Denver Nug-
gets. Iverson averaged 24.4 field goal attempts per game for 

the Sixers prior to the trade. This 
mark represented more than 30% 
of the team’s 78.1 field goal at-
tempts per game. If one believed 
Iverson “created” those shots, 
then the Sixers would have been 
in trouble without their All-Star 
guard. But after that trade, the 
Sixers averaged 78.2 field goal at-
tempts per game. 

Not only did the Sixers not 
need Iverson to “create” shots, 
they also learned they didn’t need 
him to create wins. At the time of 
this trade, the Sixers were 5-19. In 
return for Iverson, the Sixers were 
given point guard Andre Miller, 
power forward Joe Smith, and 
two first round picks. Miller’s ca-
reer WP48 (prior to the 2014-15 
season) was 0.162 so Miller was 
an upgrade over Iverson. Given 
these additions, I made the fol-
lowing forecast at The Wages of 
Wins Journal when the trade was 
made:9 

“Put it all together and we see 
that this team could win half 
its games going forward. Now 
I am assuming that what 
these players have done so 
far this season will continue. 
And I am assuming that I can 
truly guess how the minutes 
will be allocated. But if both 

my assumptions are correct (and what are the odds 
an economist can get two assumptions right?), then 
the 76ers can expect to win about 30 more games. 
This gives the team a final record of 35-47, which 
should leave them out of the playoffs and with very 
few balls in the lottery hopper.”

The Sixers won their final game of the 2006-07 season. And 
with that win, the team finished with a record of 35-47. So 
yes, without Iverson, the Sixers did improve. Again, this was 
not a surprising result. Missing a large number of shots is not 
actually helpful. So it should not be surprising that removing 
a player like Iverson would actually improve a team’s record.

Evaluating Talent in the NBA

Despite the story told by the data, Iverson was consistently 
treated like a star during his NBA career. In Iverson’s career 
he was the following:

Table 1. Allen Iverson vs. an Average NBA Player

Allen Iverson
Career Average

Average 
Shooting Guard

Average 
Point Guard

Scoring Factors

Field Goals Made 10.81* 8.22 7.14
Field Goals Attempted 25.42* 18.35 16.19
Effective Field Goal Percentage 45.2% 48.6% 47.8%
Free Throws Made 8.14* 4.07 3.64
Free Throws Attempted 10.43* 5.12 4.57
Free Throw Percentage 78.0% 79.6% 79.6%
True Shooting Percentage 51.8% 53.1% 52.5%
Points Scored 31.1* 21.9 19.1

Possession Factors

Offensive Rebounds 0.95 1.51 1.07
Defensive Rebounds 3.38 4.01 3.61
Total Rebounds 4.33 5.51 4.68
Steals 2.53* 1.82 2.09
Turnovers 4.17 2.95 3.52

Help Factors

Assists 7.18 4.91 9.01
Blocked Shots 0.21 0.48 0.28
Personal Fouls 2.27* 3.83 3.74

Performance Metrics

Player Efficiency Rating 20.9* 15.0 15.0
NBA Efficiency per 48 minutes 24.3* 20.5 21.7
Wins Produced per 48 minutes 0.061 0.100 0.100
* - above average numbers
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•	 The	first	player	taken	in	the	1996	draft
•	 He	was	named	Rookie	of	the	Year	and	voted	by	the	coach-

es to the All-Rookie First Team
•	 All-NBA	 First	 Team	 in	 1999,	 2001,	 and	 2005;	 All-NBA	

Second Team in 2000, 2002, and 2003; and All-NBA Third 
Team in 2006.

•	 NBA	Most	Valuable	Player	in	2001
•	 Led	the	NBA	in	minutes	played	in	2003	and	2008
•	 Was	paid	$154.49	million	in	his	career

A collection of studies have looked at player evaluation in 
the NBA and utilized a similar methodology. And when we 
review these studies, we can see why Iverson’s career—from 
the perspective of the above list—was so successful. Howev-
er, those NBA efficiency measures do a poor job of explain-
ing actual performance and much of that has to do with box 
scores being unable to adjust for variations in a true position. 
For example, players are compared against others listed as 
playing the same position without respect to their actual re-
sponsibilities. 

Let’s begin our review with where the career of most NBA 
players begin. Like other North American sports, the NBA 
employs a reverse-order draft. Berri, Brook, and Fenn (2011) 
asked which factors determined where an NBA prospect se-
lected out of college will be chosen. Of the box score statistics 
considered, points-per-minute in college easily had the larg-
est impact.10 In contrast, shooting efficiency in college had a 
relatively small impact, while rebounds and turnovers (i.e., 
possession factors) did not impact draft position.

In addition, these authors found that appearing in the Fi-
nal Four and the age of the player also impacted where a play-
er was drafted. Scoring, Final Four appearances, and age did 
not have much predictive power when the authors looked at 
performance in the NBA; however, shooting efficiency and 
rebounds in college did predict future NBA performance. So 
the study of the NBA Draft revealed a disconnect between 
the factors that determine draft position and the factors that 
actually predict NBA performance.

And this disconnect continues when the player begins 
playing in the NBA. Consider the head coaches voting for the 
All-Rookie teams. Berri, Brook, and Schmidt (2007) looked 
at the coaches voting for this award from 1995 to 2007. The 
results indicate that a 10% increasing in scoring per game 
led to a 22.4% increasing in voting points from the coach-
es. Shooting efficiency, rebounds, and turnovers also were 
found to be statistically significant. But none of these factors 
had the same impact as scoring per game. 

Voting for the All-Rookie team is not the only evaluation 
of coaches examined. Allocating minutes per player is clearly 
a more important decision. But before we get to how coach-
es assign minutes, lets briefly touch on another award. Each 
year the sports writers vote on the NBA’s Most Valuable Play-
er (MVP). Berri, VanGilder, and Fenn (2014) studied this 
vote and, just as was found with respect to coaches and the 
All-Rookie team, scoring also has the largest impact on the 

MVP voting of the sportswriters. Specifically, a 10% increase 
in scoring increases the MVP votes a player receives by 
39.5%. And unlike what we saw for the coaches All-Rookie 
voting, the sportswriters’ vote was not statistically impacted 
by shooting efficiency. 

Awards may or may not be important. So we might ar-
gue that it doesn’t matter how coaches (or the media) votes 
for these. Minutes per game, though, are a different story. 
For example, in a working paper I am part of (i.e., Berri, 
Deutscher, & Galletti, 2014). One of the primary responsibil-
ities as a coach is to determine who should play. And when 
we look at how coaches allocate these minutes, we see that 
personal fouls dominate the decision. But that simply reflects 
the rules of the game. Next on the list is points scored per 
game. And we see that if a player increases their scoring per 
minute by 10%, minutes per game will increase by 3.25%. 
In contrast, a 10% increase in shooting efficiency only leads 
to a 1.4% increase in minutes per game. And the impact of 
rebounds is even smaller. 

Of course, players might be most interested in what gets 
them paid. Berri, Brook, and Schmidt (2007) looked at the 
NBA free agent market from 2001 to 2006. This basic model 
was also employed in Stumbling on Wins and then in Berri, 
Leeds, and Von Allmen (2015). This latter worked considered 
veteran players who signed multi-year contracts in the NBA 
from 2001 to 2011. Although a variety of independent vari-
ables were employed, we are, once again, focused on the story 
told by the box score statistics. And once again, the player 
statistic that has the largest impact on a player’s wage is points 
scored. A 10% increase in points per minute was found to 
increase a free agent’s salary by 4.28%. In contrast, as 10% in-
crease in shooting efficiency and rebounds per-minute only 
increased wages by 2.42% and 2.1%, respectively. 

All of these studies illustrate why Iverson was treated so 
well in his career. Iverson averaged 25.0 points per game 
his last year in college. As an NBA rookie he averaged 23.5 
points per game. And when he won the MVP award in 2001 
he averaged 31.1 points per game. His career ended with an 
average of 26.7 points per game, a mark that currently ranks 
seventh all-time. Given what we know about player evalua-
tion, it is easy to see why Iverson was believed to be a star. 
Unfortunately when we consider the factors that determine 
wins it becomes clear that Iverson was not a very productive 
NBA player.

Concluding Observations

The story of Allen Iverson is hardly unique. As the system-
atic analysis of basketball’s numbers reveals, the factors that 
determine wins (i.e., shooting efficiency and possession fac-
tors) are not the same as the factors that drive player evalua-
tion (i.e., taking shots). Consequently there are other scorers 
in NBA history who did not produce many wins.
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To illustrate, consider the following table. This list of play-
ers each began playing in the NBA after 1973 and as of the 
end of the 2013-14 season had played at least 15,000 career 
minutes and averaged 20.0 points per game. In sum, these 
are the top NBA scorers of the past 40 years.

An average NBA player produces 0.100 Wins per 48 min-
utes. As one can see, most of the above scorers were above 
average in their careers. And 10 of these players produced 
more than twice what an average player offers per 48 min-
utes. But eight of these players—a list that includes Allen 
Iverson—produced less than an average player. And of these, 
Alex English, Bernard King, and Mitch Richmond are in the 
NBA’s Hall-of-Fame. 

All of the analysis we have seen reveals that the game of 
basketball actually consists of two separate contests. One of 
these is focused on the winner and loser of the game the fans 
are watching. But there is another game within the game. 
Players know that the more they score, the better people will 
think of their game. And the players also know that the more 
they shoot, the more they will score. Consequently players 
also compete on the same team for shot attempts. Those who 
win that competition will be rewarded for their victory. But 
the story of those at the bottom of the above list demonstrate 
that if an unproductive player wins the shot attempts game, 
the team that employs the less productive star is less likely 
to win. 

The basketball case study demonstrates that even if firms 
have the data to evaluate the performance of workers, mis-
takes will happen if that data is interpreted incorrectly. Cur-
rently, the incorrect way to evaluate basketball players incen-
tivizes them to perform in a manner that is contradictory to 
the success of the organization (i.e., shooting over passing), 
and basketball is not unique in this sense. Increasingly, firms, 
both inside and outside of sports, are turning to data to make 
better decisions. What the study of basketball illustrates is 
that having the data is only the first step. To make the best 
decisions, this data has to be analyzed properly. 
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Endnotes
1 The NBA Efficiency formula is as follows: 
NBA Efficiency = PTS + OREB + DREB + STL + BLK + AST 
– TO – (FGA-FGM) – (FTM-FTA)
An explanation for the weights on OREB and BLK does not 
appear to be offered at NBA.com. And these weights don’t 

really impact the final evaluation of the players. NBA Effi-
ciency and the numerator of PIE have a 0.99 correlation (this 
result is based on 346 player observations from the 2013-14 
season who played a minimum of 500 minutes with a single 
team). NBA Efficiency has a 0.98 correlation with the player 
evaluation generated from the complete PIE formula.
2  Heeren, Dave (1992). The simple TENDEX formula is as 
follows:
TENDEX = PTS + ORB + DRB + STL + AST + BLK – (FGA-
FGM) – (FTA-FTM)/2 – TO – PF
In evaluating an individual player, one divides TENDEX by 
minutes played. One then also divides by game pace.
TENDEX and NBA Efficiency are also quite similar to the 
Points Created model developed by Robert Bellotti (1996).
Points Created = PTS + ORB + DRB + STL + AST + BLK – 
MSFG – MSFT – TO – PF/2
Bellotti also presents a more complex measure that adjusts 
for game pace. One should note, the denominator in PIE is 
designed to adjust for game pace. So PIE could be thought of 
as reviving the older TENDEX and Points Created models.
3 The specific regression involved regressing team winning 
percentage on a team’s NBA Efficiency. The data utilized 
began in 1987-88 and ended with the 2013-14 season (771 
team observations were employed). PIE divides a player’s 
performance by the team’s performance. We can’t look at the 
team from this perspective (since it would involve dividing 
the team’s performance by the team’s performance). But team 
performance is employed in PIE to account for team pace, 
which can be measured with the possession a team employs 
(as noted below, this is FGA + 0.44*FTA + TO – OREB). 
The numerator of PIE explains 36% of the variation in wins. 
When the numerator of PIE is weighted by team pace it has 
an explanatory power of 0.65. 
4 PER was detailed in Hollinger, John (2002). Hollinger’s 
work can also be found at ESPN.com and at Basketball-Ref-
erence.com.
5 The specific regression involved regressing team winning 
percentage on a team’s Game Score per game. The data uti-
lized began in 1987-88 and ended with the 2013-14 season 
(771 team observations were employed). If we weight game 
score by team possessions, explanatory power rises to 0.61.
6 For a shorter version, one is reviewed to wagesofwins.com/
how-to-calculate-wins-produced/
7 Offensive efficiency = points scored / possessions employed. 
Defensive efficiency = points surrendered / possessions ac-
quired
where
Possessions employed = FGA + TO + 0.445*FTA - ORB
Possessions acquired = Opp.FGM + 0.445*Opp.FTM + Opp.
TO + DRB + TeamRebounds (that change possessions)
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and where FGA = Field Goal Attempts, FTA = Free Throw 
Attempts, FGM = Free Throws Made, and FTM = Free 
Throws Made 
The idea that efficiency metrics explain wins was put forward 
by both John Hollinger (2002) and Dean Oliver (2004). The 
specification of possessions acquired was put forward in Berri 
(2008). This work also noted how the coefficient before FTA 
and Opp.FTM could be estimated. Berri (2008) also noted 
how one estimates team rebounds that change possession (a 
factor not recorded) and how the value of personal fouls (PF) 
and steals (STL) can be derived from the respective values of 
Opp.FTM and Opp.TO.
8 Effective field goal percentage or Adjusted field goal per-
centage = [(PTS-FTM)/FGA]/2
True Shooting Percentage = [(PTS)/(FGA+0.44*FTA+-
TO)]/2
9 http://wagesofwins.com/2006/12/19/first-impressions-of-
the-iverson-trade/
10 Berri, Brook, and Fenn (2011) indicated that a one stan-
dard deviation increase in points-per-minute would improve 
draft position by 6.3 slots. The next most important box 
score statistic was blocked shots per minute. A one standard 
deviation increase in this factor only improved draft position 
by 3.9 slots. 

http://wagesofwins.com/2006/12/19/first-impressions-of-the-iverson-trade/
http://wagesofwins.com/2006/12/19/first-impressions-of-the-iverson-trade/


Tracking the Dollars:  
How Economic Impact  
Studies Can Actually Benefit 
Managerial Decision Making
Daniel A. Rascher, University of San Francisco
Michael M. Goldman, University of San Francisco, University of Pretoria

Sport & Entertainment Review, 2015, 1, 15-19, © 2015 West Virginia University

Daniel A. Rascher, PhD, is a professor and co-director of 
the sport management program. His research interests in-
clude sport economics, sport finance, and sponsorship.
Michael M. Goldman, DBA, is an assistant professor in 
the sport management program and adjunct faculty at the 
University of Pretoria’s Gordon Institute of Business Sci-
ence. His research interests include fan identity, sponsor-
ship, and branding.

Correspondence should be sent to:
Daniel A. Rascher
Sport Management Program
University of San Francisco
241A Kalmanovitz Hall
2130 Fulton St.
San Francisco, CA 94117
Email: rasher@usfca.edu

Almost every month brings another attention-grabbing 
headline about a city or country considering a bid for a 

major sporting or entertainment event. Politicians, business 
executives, and excited fans weigh in about the possible costs 
and benefits, with limited numbers provided about the pos-
sible economic impact, and even less said about how these 
numbers were calculated. Most recently, LeBron James’ re-
turn to Cleveland was estimated by Bloomberg to boost the 
city’s economy by $215 million annually, while Cuyahoga 
County’s projections were more than double this number. A 
concert of Jay-Z and Beyonce in Baltimore in 2013 was esti-
mated by the local newspapers to have an economic impact 
of between $20 million and $40 million. In these cases (as 
with so many others), these numbers were highly debated 
and many of our management colleagues were quick to dis-
miss the estimated size of the impact. Yet, as we get distract-
ed by the discussion of how high the impact of a particular 
sport or entertainment event might be, we lose track of the 
more important question: What lessons can sport and en-
tertainment executives learn from these studies? The first 
author of this article has been involved with over 50 sport 
industry economic impact studies, including analyses of the 
NBA All-Star game, the Dallas Cowboys’ new stadium, the 
NCAA Men’s Final Four basketball tournament, Singapore 
Grand Prix Formula 1 race, and the India Premier League, 
to name a few. 

Throughout this journey, he picked up valuable lessons 
about how we could increase economic impact. Hence, this 
article is not written as a justification for the economic im-
pact, but serves as guidance for those managers who are 
looking for ways to gain a better understanding of the eco-
nomic impact of their event or venue. Thus, based on the 
work we have done, we have come up with five themes we 
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believe event and venue managers and their stakeholders 
should be aware of when assessing the economic impact of 
their event or venue.

Economic Impact Study Themes

1. Event tourists ignore the sunk costs of travel in  
other spending

2. ‘Vacationing at home’ should count
3. Spending inside the facility should not count
4. Spending inside the facility could be used as a proxy
5. Adding on a night really helps

Event tourists ignore the sunk costs of 
travel in other spending

One of the projects the first author was involved in with Mat-
thew Brown, Chad McEvoy, and Mark Nagel on golf tourism 
in Ohio questioned whether the distance golfers traveled to 
play golf affected how much they spent once they arrived. 
A theory proposed by Armen Alchian and William Allen 
back in 1964 (known as the Alchian-Allen Theorem or as the 
Third Law of Demand) suggests that as a fixed cost is add-
ed to the price of two products, the more expensive product 
becomes relatively cheaper compared to the less expensive 
product, and that consumers will then be more likely to pur-
chase the more expensive product. In applying this theory to 
sport tourism, the researchers wondered whether consum-
ers would ignore the sunk costs of travel when making their 
choices about food, hotels, and other expenses. Sports tour-
ism is a great place to study this phenomenon. Their study 
showed high correlations between distance traveled and 
spending on green fees, total golf spending, and total spend-
ing on their trip. Therefore, the authors concluded that the 
theory holds:

The analysis of spending by golf tourists in Ohio 
is not just about the support for the Alchian-Allen 
theorem. It is also about whether golf consumers 
bundle decisions together or separate them out 
sequentially. Here, the customer has a choice re-
garding whether to bundle costs or not. The data 
from this study indicates that most golfers, es-
pecially golf tourists, do bundle the quality costs 
with the intermediate costs of transportation, 
lodging, and food. (Brown et al., 2007, p. 52)

These findings are consistent across other events, whether 
participatory (as with the golfers in Ohio) or spectator events. 
For example, the 2007 Valero Alamo Bowl pitted Penn State 
University against Texas A&M University. An examination 
of the data from the economic impact study conducted by 
the first author and Dick Irwin showed that there is a pos-

itive and statistically significant correlation between miles 
traveled and the amount of money spent on concessions and 
merchandise at the event. The 2006 NASCAR Busch Series 
motorsports event at O’Reilly Raceway Park also showed a 
positive correlation between spending on food and whether 
the fan was from out of state. Similarly, the 2008 Rock ‘n’ Roll 
Marathon in San Antonio exhibited statistically significant 
and positive correlations between whether the participant 
came from out of state, and how much they spent on food, 
beverages, and entertainment while in San Antonio.

Understanding how event tourists behave, and targeting 
customized offers to them based on their sunk cost of travel 
to the event, can therefore provide additional opportunities 
to increase the economic impact of an event. For event stake-
holders tracking this economic impact, categorizing attend-
ees according to their distance traveled may also provide a 
more comprehensive and nuanced analysis of the impact.

‘Vacationing at home’ should count

It is typical in economic impact studies to assume that all 
spending by local residents is substitute spending that would 
have been spent in town on some other forms of entertain-
ment, had it not been spent on the event in question. In other 
words, the spending by local residents is not counted toward 
economic impact. This is done to be conservative—to have a 
measurement of economic impact that is likely to be lower 
than the true measurement (not higher than the true mea-
surement and thus subject to legitimate scrutiny). However, 
this concept often feels at odds with the instincts of event 
owners, who note that many local residents vacation at 
home, and spend their money locally instead of leaving town 
to spend it on some other external vacation.

This concept of ‘vacationing at home’ was analyzed in 
depth by Steven Cobb and Douglas Olberding. Using the 
Cincinnati Flying Pig Marathon, they found that many lo-
cal runners, who account for a significant percentage of race 
participants in many marathons, actually use their home-
city marathon as a substitute for an out-of-town race. The re-
searchers found that the economic impact was actually more 
than 20% higher when accounting for these local residents.

A key element of this type of analysis is that the research-
er should count how much money the local resident would 
have spent had he or she traveled to another location and ran 
a marathon, not how much they actually spent locally related 
to their hometown marathon. The reason for this is because 
the amount they would have spent abroad was not spent and 
is therefore available for them to spend locally, whether it be 
during that same few days or within a reasonable time peri-
od. In other words, the money stayed home and likely would 
eventually be spent at various local businesses.

Following this approach, the study on the 2007 Valero Ala-
mo Bowl found that over 25% of county residents and a third 
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of state residents indicated that they would have attended 
the event had it been hosted outside of Texas. The economic 
impact from spectators of this bowl game on Bexar County 
and the State of Texas was more than 25% higher than was 
measured by the typical methodology of not counting local 
residents at all in measuring economic impact.

Similarly, the 2007 Dr. Pepper Big 12 Championship (col-
lege football game) economic impact study found that approx-
imately 5% of San Antonio residents, 27% of Bexar County 
residents, and 44% of in-state respondents indicated they 
would have attended the event if it were hosted outside of the 
State of Texas. This is highly correlated with those fans who 
said that they were a fan of one of the two teams playing. Al-
most half of the spectators from within the State of Texas (but 
outside of Bexar County, where the game was played) indi-
cated that they would have traveled to a nearby state to watch 
the championship if it had not been held in Texas. The money 
stayed home—the football game helped keep residents of the 
state from taking their money outside of the state. As a result, 
the money that fans would have spent traveling to the game 
outside of Texas should be counted towards the economic im-
pact of hosting the game, as those funds would be available to 
spend within the state on local consumption.

Spending inside the facility shouldn’t count

Many economic impact studies count the money spent by 
visiting spectators inside of a sports or entertainment facility 
as part of economic impact. The rationale is quite straight-
forward—the facility is a business in the community like any 
other business (e.g., local hotel or restaurant) and spending 
by incremental visiting spectators (spectators from outside 
the area, who came to the event because of the event, and 
did not replace another trip with this one) on that business 
ought to count toward economic impact just like it does for 
the other local businesses. It is true that the facility is a local 
business (just like a hotel), but if the goal of the economic 
impact analysis is to measure how 
much money comes into the com-
munity and works its way to the lo-
cal residents, then it might be more 
accurate to measure how much 
money comes out of the facility into 
the community. In other words, of 
the millions of dollars spent inside 
the building by incremental visitors 
because of the event, how much is 
then spent in the community?

This is really the second round of 
spending: the first round being the 
purchase of concessions, parking, 
merchandise, and other items at the 
event; and the second round being 

how the facility/team/event owner spends that money. This 
could equally be applied to the local restaurant in town, al-
though it is usually not possible to determine how much mon-
ey the local restaurant takes in from the incremental visitors 
and then spends in the community. This is the raison d’etre of 
the multiplier effect that is so often controversial in economic 
impact studies. The multiplier effect is based on estimates by 
the federal government on how money flows within a coun-
ty once that money is initially spent in the county on various 
types of businesses (e.g., lodging, restaurants, and retail). If it 
were feasible, standard economic impact methodology would 
measure that second round of spending. 

While we might not be able to do this for a local restau-
rant, for a sport or entertainment venue, this is possible, and 
the first author did just that as part of an economic impact 
study of a major professional sports team and its host facili-
ty. An audit of the sports team’s pattern of expenditures was 
conducted and revealed that about 22% of the expenditures 
by the team took place in the local community. When com-
paring this amount to what is spent by visiting spectators in 
the sports facility, the second round of spending was lower. In 
other words, counting economic impact by measuring what 
visitors spend at the event generally provides an estimate that 
is larger than counting what is thrown off by the event (at 
least for a sports team and its facility). Of course, reporting 
both estimates and explaining the methods and differences is 
probably the most useful analysis. That way the stakeholders 
can know what the estimates are under both conditions, and 
more informed debates could occur about the real impact.

As an example of how this can change economic impact 
estimates, a study for a major professional team evaluated the 
expected impact of a new facility, while critiquing an existing 
economic impact study (Turnkey Sports and SportsEconom-
ics, 2004). The existing study measured $68 million in ticket 
sales, $8.5 million in parking revenues, and $28 million in 
concessions. This direct spending of $104 million led to about 
$155 million in total economic impact on the surrounding 

Ticket Sales                 $68 million
Concessions                $28 million
Parking                        $8.5 million

Total Economic Impact 
$155 million

$$$ Direct Spending
$104 million

Total Economic Impact 
$30 million

With inside 
spending

Figure 1. The Impact of Counting Spending Inside of a Sports Facility 
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city. However, without those revenues inside of the stadium, 
economic impact would fall from $155 million to about $30 
million in the city. This very large decrease influenced the 
decision of one of the prospective cities about whether or not 
to bid to host the new stadium. A key issue is that most of 
the revenue generated inside of a major professional sports 
stadium goes to the major tenant in that stadium. The extent 
to which that tenant then spends the money in the commu-
nity, as part of their normal business operations, should be 
measured as economic impact.

Spending inside the facility can be used as 
a proxy

Event owners and venue managers often have economic im-
pact studies conducted in order to determine how much the 
local community is financially impacted by the event, team, 
or facility in general. However, there are times when the eco-
nomic impact study does not take place, perhaps due to cost 
or planning constraints. Is it possible then to use known in-
formation about an event to help determine how much mon-
ey was likely spent outside of the facility?

Using a set of studies that SportsEconomics (the consul-
tancy firm founded by the first author) conducted in two cit-
ies using the same methodology, it was found that a highly 
statistically significant estimate of outside spending could 
be measured using the amount that was spent inside of the 
event.1 On a per visitor basis, the average amount spent out-
side can be estimated by 
multiplying the number 
of days the event was 
attended (for multi-day 
events) by $224 plus 
nearly $1 spent outside 
for each $1 spent inside, 
minus $290. On aver-
age, a visitor in those 
studies stayed 2.5 days 
for the events and spent 
$96 inside of the event. 
The events in the study 
averaged 3.3 days be-
cause some of the events 
were multi-day festivals 
or were tournaments 
that lasted a number 
of days. Although the 
data from these studies 
is limited, the statistical 
model used held up well 
and suggests that the 

formula could be used to estimate the financial impact on 
the local community.

Adding on a night really helps

In order for an event to really generate substantial economic 
impacts, it needs visitors to stay overnight, causing them to 
spend money on lodging and a number of meals. Those are 
the big-ticket items when it comes to economic impact. Many 
events, however, are single-day events, which may view these 
benefits as out of reach. A solution that we are increasingly 
seeing is to create additional and related event components 
that encourage overnight stay. For example, Elite Racing 
(now owned by the Competitor Group) has turned a one-day 
event into a three-day event. Their Rock ‘n’ Roll Marathon 
series, which is expanding to more and more cities every 
year, requires runners to register at a marathon expo, which 
is hosted the day before the race. That’s two days. Then, at the 
end of the marathon, Elite Racing created a musical event 
that goes late enough into the evening that it’s hard to get on 
a plane and get out of the city until the next morning. That’s 
three days. Based on the economic impact of three Rock ‘n’ 
Roll Marathons in two locations, not only do marathon run-
ners spend a lot per day when they travel to an event (they do 
generally have relatively high incomes, too), but they make a 
mini-vacation out of it and often bring along a friend or two.

Where do spectators and participants spend their money? 
Figure 2 shows where visitors spend their money for a variety 

Disaggregation of Visitor Spending Outside of Event
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of events in the City of San Jose. Three of the events are most-
ly spectator-driven (San Jose Grand Prix, San Jose Sharks 
National Hockey League game, and NCAA Men’s Basketball 
Regionals), and two of them are more participant-driven 
(the Rock ‘n’ Roll Marathon and the CAHA Youth Hockey 
Tournament). As can be seen, lodging, and food and bev-
erage make up over 50% of the spending by visitors to these 
events. Transportation, retail, and entertainment account for 
just over 10% each.

The Importance of Getting it Right

With so much economically, politically, and even social-
ly riding on the decisions to host sports and entertainment 
events, there is growing pressure to develop and use more 
comprehensive and accurate economic impact approaches. 
The traditional economic impact studies are receiving more 
and more criticism, and in order to address those critics, 
we need to continue to advance our understanding on what 
the economic impact of sport and entertainment events and 
events truly is. As we continue to work on this, two addition-
al questions should be considered, which have received very 
little attention to date. Fiscal impact analysis, which is the 
measurement of the tax impact of an event on local govern-
ment coffers, often fails to account for the full set of possible 
tax impacts. Most studies measure the impact of an event/
team/facility on sales, hotel, and maybe rental car taxes. Yet, 
these typically make up less than 25% of a local government’s 
tax revenue sources. What about franchise fees, utility tax-
es, licenses and permits, or property taxes? While an event 
might or might not pay taxes directly into these sources, the 
businesses that support the event and make money off of the 
event (i.e., the recipients of the economic impact spending) 
do pay into these sources and may pay more because of the 
event itself. Also, what about future tourism caused by a ma-
jor event that is covered on television nationally or interna-
tionally? That hardly ever gets measured as part of economic 
impact, but if an event causes people to travel to that area in 
the future, that event is partially responsible for the future 
economic growth of the area. This is extremely hard to mea-
sure, but should not be forgotten. 

Our colleagues in the field of tourism management have 
done considerable work on this, referring to this phenome-
non as destination branding. The media coverage of an event 
is akin to a tourism board taking out an advertisement or 
running a commercial asking the viewer to come and va-
cation in that area or state. While the findings for one-time 
events are not necessarily that encouraging, as they note that 
most outcomes are short-term and the effects of hosting a 
sport or entertainment event wear off quite rapidly, the find-
ings on recurring events or sport (and entertainment) enti-
ties indicate the power of sport and entertainment to create a 
brand for the city. There are many examples of cities around 

the world that have used sport or entertainment to create a 
brand for themselves in a convoluted tourist industry (e.g., 
Augusta – The Masters, Las Vegas – gambling, Orlando – 
amusement parks, Barcelona – FC Barcelona, France – the 
Tour de France, etc.).

The five themes outlined here point to the ongoing ef-
forts to improve the methods employed in this ever-evolving 
field. For event or team owners, facility managers, and gov-
ernment decision-makers, the lessons learned from over 50 
sport industry economic impact studies help make sense of 
the approaches that have been employed, and will most likely 
be employed in the coming years. 
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Keeping up Attendance: 
Building a Community 
Around Our Brand
Bob Heere, University of South Carolina

In an age where we have unlimited access to entertainment 
through television, computers, handheld devices (e.g., tab-

lets, digital audio players), and mobile phones, many enter-
tainment venues are struggling to keep up attendance and 
to differentiate themselves from the living room and mobile 
entertainment experience. Yet, no matter how many people 
are invited to your viewing party, it does not approximate 
the thousands sitting in the venue itself, which provides a 
sensory experience that is unmatched at home, let alone on 
your mobile device. If we think about this for a moment, we 
could make an argument that it is not the actual core product 
(the music performance, the football game, the musical) that 
separates the living room from the venue; on the contrary, 
often the core product is better viewed, or listened to, from 
the couch, but it is the interaction with the other live attend-
ees that makes the event special. We do not necessarily at-
tend hallmark events like the Ashes cricket rivalry, a Rolling 
Stones concert in Hyde Park, London, or a football match 
at the World Cup because we care about the sport or teams 
involved. What motivates us to attend in many instances are 
the other fans and the atmosphere they create through their 
interaction (e.g., singing, chanting, shouting, etc.). 

Many entertainment and sport organizations have been 
very successful in creating such an atmosphere and are 
known as powerful communities in that they allow people 
to come together to experience an exciting event. While at 
the event, attendees become involved in certain rituals and 
traditions that symbolize that particular community. Count-
less examples from around the world can be found of this 
community manifestation, such as the fans of FC Liverpool, 
who sing before the start of every game the song “You’ll 
Never Walk Alone,” the Kentucky Derby goers who wear 
lavish hats and drink mint juleps, or the Japanese baseball 
fans who launch balloons at a game. Underwood, Bond, and 
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Baer (2001) provided a strong account of what characterizes 
these strong communities through the examination of pow-
erful sport fan communities such as the Green Bay Packers, 
Chicago Cubs, and the University of Alabama Crimson Tide. 
They proposed that these communities thrive on group ex-
periences, history, tradition, rituals, and the correct design of 
the physical facility.  Yet, while their work shows the impor-
tance of these characteristics, we still know little of how to 
install them. We all understand that it is great to be the Chi-
cago Cubs, who, despite being unsuccessful on the field, have 
built a loyal following that allows them to remain among the 
highest revenue-generating teams in Major League Baseball. 
However, we still know very little that would help a financial-
ly challenged team such as the Tampa Bay Rays to become 

more like the Cubs, let alone how a music venue or a theater 
could develop a community around their brand. How can 
they create a following that, through their sense of identity 
with the community, feels the moral responsibility and loyal-
ty to continue their engagement with the organization, even 
when the core product is not that great?

In a study I conducted with colleagues in New Zealand, 
we interviewed marketing managers of four new professional 
sport teams in Auckland, the oldest having been in existence 
for a little more than a decade at the time of the data col-
lection. Early on in the study, we decided to drop one team, 
the football team New Zealand Knights, from our study as 
the team was in the midst of dissolving, and the marketing 
manager was unresponsive to our requests. After only two 
seasons, they had to throw in the towel because of lack of 
results, and corresponsive with that, lack of attendance, tele-
vision viewership, and sponsorship. It signaled the crucial 
challenge for many of these new sports teams: As a general 
rule of thumb, they are often quite unsuccessful on the field 
during the first few years, thus their core product is inferior 
to those of the established competition. That the franchise 
folded was not a surprise to us. Based on our own game ex-
periences, they did little to encourage fan interaction or es-
tablish any rituals or traditions that would allow community 
identification. Many of the marketing initiatives they devel-
oped lacked meaning and did not connect with the audience. 
For instance, the Knights had American-style cheerleaders, 
which was a phenomenon unknown to most of the New 
Zealander and European fans in the stands. Our interviews 
with the managers of the other teams confirmed this. Mar-
keters knew very little of how to develop these community 
characteristics and seldom supported them. Worse, because 
of high turnover that is often associated with a new organi-
zation, promising marketing strategies that had a chance to 
develop into a ritual or tradition were often replaced by other 
initiatives by the incoming marketing manager. At one point, 
the rugby league team had a Polynesian drum band playing 
at halftime, which was extremely well received by the crowds 
and had the potential to become an enduring tradition for 
the team’s community identification. Unfortunately, when a 
new marketing manager was hired the year after, the drum 
band disappeared. This leads to our central challenge: How 
can organizations that miss such a community build one? 

Since that study in New Zealand, we have been trying to 
answer that question, and I have been fortunate enough to 
work with students and colleagues around the world and 
gain insight on this issues through our work with sport and 
entertainment organizations. Based on these studies, we 
believe we have identified a list of strategies that marketers 
could use to build a community around their sport or enter-
tainment service. 

Going to the Movies

When my wife proposed last Friday night to go watch a 
movie, I opened the application Flixster on my iPhone 
and checked what movies were playing where and at 
what time. We ultimately decided on the best movie, at 
the best time, and within proximity of our home. The 
quality and atmosphere of the theater itself made little 
difference in our decision, as my wife and I hardly no-
tice any difference between the movie theaters that are 
part of the Cinemark, AMC Entertainment, or Regal 
Entertainment groups. To many of us, the movie the-
ater itself is a medium to watch some of the best on-
screen entertainment, and the success and failure of the 
theater stands or falls with the quality of their movies. 
While a company like IMAX has found a way to differ-
entiate itself through installing very costly technology 
to enhance the consumption of the core product, this 
strategy has been proven to be costly to imitate. Yet, 
when we lived in Austin, Texas, we approached this de-
cision-making process differently and this made me re-
alize that movie theaters have other means to differen-
tiate themselves from their competitors, independent 
of the quality of their movies. Whenever we wanted 
to go watch a movie, we would first check the site of 
the Alamo Draft House Cinema, and see what it had 
to offer. Not only did the Alamo offer food and drink 
services during the movie, it also organized many spe-
cial events, such as ‘sing alongs,’ ‘quote alongs,’ ‘ultimate 
‘90s party,’ and weekly events such as ‘girlie night’ and 
‘music Monday.’ Movie night became less about the 
movie itself, and more about the overall experience that 
allowed us to interact with the crowd around us. The 
Alamo Draft House had created an experience in which 
the quality of the core product became less important 
to the consumer and the overall experience became 
crucial.
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Encourage horizontal relationships  
between consumers that distract  
them from the core product

Attendance to an entertainment event is decided by many 
factors, but similar to our decision to watch a certain mov-
ie, most of us choose to attend an event that offers a good 
quality product, at a good price, and within driving distance. 
However, these basic economic rules do not tell the entire 
story. When we started to examine fans of the Roadrunners, 
a new American football team at the University of Texas at 
San Antonio established in 2011, we came to a startling (yet, 
in retrospect, quite obvious) conclusion. Most of the people 
we interviewed during the pre-game tailgating party (fans 
meeting each other hours before the game in the parking lot 
to share food, drinks, and play games) did not care about 
the Roadrunners at all, and acknowledged they were sim-
ply there because it allowed them to spend time with their 
friends and/or family. In many instances, only the instigator 
of the tailgate party (the person who bought the tickets, the 
parking passes, and brought the food and drink) was a fan 
of the team. Consumer behaviorists in sports are almost al-
ways focused on the decisions of the individuals, yet most of 
our leisure-time decisions are decided through a group deci-
sion-making process, and many of us simply do what the rest 
of the group wants to do. 

These spectators knew little about the Roadrunners, their 
opponents of the day, or the quality of the game. After one of 
the games, we spoke to someone who was extremely proud of 
the win over the other team, not realizing that the Roadrun-
ners, a Division I team of a large public university, just played 
a Division III team with less than a thousand students. It was 
hardly a fair matchup, yet many of these spectators were sim-
ply there because the event allowed them to interact with the 
people they loved, in a setting they enjoyed. Not until their 
second year did the fans start to understand what was going 
on around them and start to develop a personal relationship 
with the team. For them, the horizontal relationships with 
other community members were the most important part of 

the experience, not the actual product. Had those other con-
sumers chosen to go to the beach for a day, their friends and 
family probably would have joined them at the beach.

The cultural phenomenon of the tailgate is one of the most 
powerful marketing strategies available to sport marketers 
because not only does it allow for interaction among fans 
(and non-fans), it extends the game experience and makes 
the core product less important. Regardless of winning or 
losing, the spectators ultimately had a good time, because 
they spend so much time with their friends and family. In 
2006, I provided a series of seminars to the management 
team of AFC Ajax Amsterdam in which I explained the value 
of tailgate parties, a phenomenon unknown to Dutch club 
football. I asked them if they would not want to have a tail-
gate party prior to their home games. One conservative man-
ager yelled from the back: “Our fans show up five minutes 
before the game, and leave right after. They don’t want all this 
hoopla, they just want to watch football.” To my follow-up 
question whether this was a bad thing, because what would 
happen when the team lost, there was only silence. While 
die-hard fans might continue to show up, regardless of how 
poorly their team is doing, it would make it harder for those 
fans to convince their friends and family to accompany them 
to the stadium. After all, in this scenario, a lost game means a 
lost day and a bad experience. Yet, if a team or event is able to 
create a wonderful game experience around the actual game 
in which fans are able to interact and socialize with each oth-
er, it softens the loss, and heightens the win. 

Particularly for new entertainment entities, understand-
ing that a majority of your consumers might not necessarily 
care for your product too much and they are simply viewing 
it as an instrument that allows them to socialize with those 
who care about your product can be quite powerful. For this 
majority, the actual performance does not matter that much; 
it is the interaction before, during, and after the performance 
that matters. For those organizations that are trying to build 
a community, their first question should be: What opportu-
nities do we provide to our consumers to interact with each 
other? 

Provide a platform for empowerment

To understand the importance of empowerment, one would 
only have to take an introductory course on democracy, and 
understand how democracy changed the world of politics. 
Empowerment is often understood as a situation in which 
people have the opportunity to become engaged with the 
creation of a community through voice (voting, protesting, 
etc.), decision-making, and task fulfillment.  In the case of 
democracies, it provided people with a voice and an outlet 
for engagement with their environment, thereby creating a 
sense of national identity. While some people might con-
sider the leap from politics to the world of entertainment a 

Strategies for Community Formation

1. Encourage horizontal relationships between con-
sumers that distract them from the core product

2. Provide a platform for empowerment
3. Create a social space that exudes a sense of ‘home’
4. Create group experiences that are extraordinary
5. Identify what associated community the team rep-

resents
6. Identify and develop rivals, not enemies
7. Co-create marketing strategies that have meaning to 

the fan
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large one, the same principle applies: The more empowered 
people feel, the more likely they are to start identifying with 
your organization and act upon that identification. In a fol-
low-up study with those same Roadrunners fans, we realized 
that many of them had started to develop a sense of identity 
with the other fans and team (i.e., community), because they 
were given small tasks engaging them with the game-day ex-
perience which made them indispensable within the overall 
game experience of others. In the tailgate setting, this was of-
ten associated with preparing particular food or drinks, and 
while these tasks might be seen as mundane and trivial, they 
had an enormous impact on the behavior of the communi-
ty. Once people started contributing to the game experience, 
they never missed a game, while before they had to perform 
tasks, they often did not show up. 

Today, people demand some level of control over their 
leisure times, and those companies that are the most suc-
cessful in providing such control are thriving. One of the 
most powerful examples of this is Netflix, a company that 
thrives because it allows people to watch television shows 
when they want to, not when the network schedules it for 
them. Again, sport organizations have given powerful ex-
amples of the effect of empowerment through the different 
structures they have created. Many European football teams 
created structures, in which the fans enjoy formal power 
and a say in managerial hires, such as the Spanish ‘socios,’ 
who are allowed to elect a president every few years. Simi-
larly, the popularity of the Green Bay Packers in their rela-
tive small market has benefited from a shareholder model 
in which over 350,000 fans possess a share in the team. In 
England, there are several smaller teams that were bought by 
their supporters and are now fully owned by the fans, who 
have power over managerial hires, and often act as a board of 
directors (most famously among these teams perhaps AFC 
Wimbledon). While such empowerment has always existed 
on a small scale, social media has allowed organizations to 
build a communication structure that gives their consumers 
a voice, and allows organizations to sense what kind of in-
volvement their consumers are looking for and how they can 
engage them into co-creating a better overall product. Any 
entertainment organization should (and many do already) 
give consumers a voice in programming of events, playlists, 
and shows to watch.

Create a social space that exudes a sense 
of ‘home’

Underwood and his colleagues pointed out the importance 
of the space in which the community met, and proposed that 
a ‘facility’ was one of the four characteristics of a brand com-
munity. Since their focus was on sport organizations, they 
focused on the stadiums in which these teams play, but it 
is not difficult to expand the applicability of that notion to 

other entertainment properties. The central notion behind 
this idea is that if we identify with an organization, we start 
viewing the facility as a ‘home’ in which we meet with friends 
and family. As such, the facility can be an extremely powerful 
instrument to help the consumer to identify with the orga-
nization and become engaged with the community. The goal 
of an organization is twofold in this sense: First, to tell the 
story of the organization through banners, photos, text, and 
other visual tools that allow the consumer to gain a better 
understanding of the organization. Sport organizations hang 
banners from the ceiling of their stadium displaying the titles 
they won and the retired jerseys of their best players, while 
theaters often have pictures of celebrities playing at their fa-
cility. It is the story of the organization, their founder, their 
most accomplished members, and their successes (and fail-
ures—remember the Alamo!) that allow us to feel like we are 
part of a community.

The second goal is to design the facility in a way that it 
lines up with the identity of the organization through sym-
bols, colors, and architecture. Again, AFC Ajax Amsterdam 
is an unfortunate example as the stadium they play in, De 
Arena, is often criticized for lacking such identity, with a 
name that is generic (the Arena), stands that are painted 
in the colors of the rainbow rather than red and white (the 
colors of AFC Ajax Amsterdam), and the constant desire of 
the facility managers to emphasize that the stadium is mul-
tifunctional and home to many different entertainment or-
ganizations. Vice versa, Camden Yards, the home of the Bal-
timore Orioles, is often complimented for the design of its 
facility that incorporated many different elements that fans 
identified with from the start and something they continued 
to improve on with the addition of six statues of star players 
and murals of the Orioles logo in 2012. 

Create group experiences that are  
extraordinary

This seems like an obvious recommendation and marketers’ 
basic aim is often to make certain all our experiences are ex-
traordinary, yet a recent study conducted by one of my for-
mer doctoral students, Amy Rundio, emphasized how im-
portant a ‘true’ extraordinary experience is, and how difficult 
it might be to create one for a consumer. Rundio interviewed 
students from the University of Texas at Austin who had par-
ticipated in a 4,000-mile (approx. 6,500 kilometers—almost 
twice the length of the Tour de France) bike ride to Alaska 
in order to raise funds to fight cancer. In preparation for the 
ride, students spent two years training and raising funds in 
what became part of what we anticipated would be a very 
strong community. Yet, it was not until the ride itself that 
the community truly thrived and members started develop-
ing friendships that they believed would last a lifetime. The 
hours of practice together, the fundraising campaigns, and 
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the planning meetings all were seen as important, but forget-
table, and did not truly engage the participants with the com-
munity until they started riding their bikes. Once the ride 
started, the intensity and longevity of the experience forced 
the participants to connect at a level they had not done be-
fore, and they truly forged a strong community that allowed 
the participants to identify with each other, the cause, and 
the organization. While it might not be feasible for every 
sport or entertainment organization to plan a 4,000-mile 
bike ride, the essence of an extraordinary experience is to 
create something that far exceeds the expectation level of the 
consumer. Sometimes, this is performance related, and the 
consumer perceives the experience as unforgettable because 
of a last-minute win over a favorite team, or a great version 
of a particular song, yet since many of these moments are far 
and in between, marketers should find other ways to make 
an experience extraordinary. One of the ways organizations 
and artists have gone about this is to offer a certain group an 
experience that far exceeds the costs. Duke University gives 
the best seating in their facility to students, creating the most 
famous fan section in collegiate basketball—the “Cameron 
Crazies.” They are still one of the few collegiate basketball 
programs that offer their students the best seats in their are-
na, knowing that giving them that extraordinary experience 
will make life-long fans out of them. Similarly, Bruce Spring-
steen is known to keep a certain allotment of VIP tickets to 
himself that are distributed by his staff randomly to people 
that bought tickets in the cheaper sections and are given a 
free upgrade. Even though these kinds of initiatives only 
reach a small part of the consumers, they not only turn these 
consumers into life-long fans, they also transform them into 
ambassadors and advocates of the organization, evangelizing 
on behalf of the organization and possibly the host venue. 
Similarly to this approach, sport and entertainment organi-
zations are advised to, every now and then, over-invest in 
one incredible product or performance that consumers will 
associate with the organization for years to come. For a sports 
team, that might be a championship that fans can discuss for 
decades, or for a music hall, it may be an international per-
former that normally would not consider their venue. One 
particular extraordinary experience can bind a consumer to 
an organization or venue for years.

Identify what associated community the 
team represents

Anderson proposed that nations were imagined communi-
ties, too large to experience directly, thus we need symbols 
and smaller institutions to experience it directly. In the 20th 
century, sport and entertainment became one of these insti-
tutions to allow for people to ‘imagine the community,’ and 
one of my earliest realizations as a sport marketing scholar 
was that many fans did not see the team as their focal point 

of identification, but they saw the team as an instrument to 
identify with a larger community that the team was deemed 
to represent. As a foreign doctoral student at Florida State 
University, I was fascinated by the fact that every Saturday 
82,000 people would show up to see a second level Amer-
ican football team (e.g., NFL being seen as the top level of 
American football), and after observing many games I real-
ized that many of these fans were there because they iden-
tified with the university itself, the state of Florida, and the 
city of Tallahassee. In an empirical study that we ultimately 
published in the Journal of Marketing Theory and Practice, we 
calculated that city, state, and university identity explained 
about 60% of the variance in team identity, and collectively 
these identities explained 50% of the variance in self-report-
ed attendance.  The implication of this finding is that many 
sport and entertainment organizations should be aware of 
this symbolic value and ensure that they project the commu-
nities they represent. Over the years, it has surprised me how 
little understanding sport teams have of this phenomenon. 
The Polynesian drum band of the New Zealand rugby league 
was so popular because it allowed their fans to see the sport 
team as an extension of their Polynesian identity. Similarly, 
the fans of the UTSA Roadrunners were never louder than 
when a Mariachi band came to play at halftime. Unfortu-
nately, as with the Polynesian drum band, the Mariachi band 
never returned. Recently, we have begun to work with a local 
theater in Columbia, South Carolina, and what impressed us 
most is the instinctive understanding of the theater director 
that his theater is a focal point for several communities in the 
city (e.g., liberal, LGBT, artistic) and in everything he does. 
Ranging from production to hospitality and marketing, he is 
aiming to fulfill the quest for identity—building with these 
communities. 

Identify and develop rivals, not enemies

There is nothing that makes the concept of we more salient 
then a threat of they. Most sport teams have a rival, often 
a team that puts a claim on the associated community (see 
point 5 above), and maintaining this rivalry has high finan-
cial value. For instance, the highest attended games for the 
New York Yankees in this past season (2014) are still against 
the Boston Red Sox, despite the fact that the Red Sox were at 
the bottom of the division standings. In our work with the 
UTSA Roadrunners, we had several discussions with the 
athletic department about their rival, the Texas State Bob-
cats, located 20 miles further up the road in San Marcos. 
They were unwilling to play them, as there was resentment 
within the department towards the Texas State program, 
which they perceived as an unworthy rival. Yet, the one time 
they were forced to play the Bobcats, attendance increased 
by 10,000 fans compared to their average attendance, and 
the game against the Bobcats was the third-highest attend-
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receiving louder cheers than any try the team scores, and has 
been instrumental in helping the All-Blacks become the most 
popular rugby brand in the world. Similarly, many American 
universities have been able to build powerful communities 
surrounding their sport teams, creating traditions and rituals 
that incorporate the six points proposed in this article. 

What might separate sport teams from non-sport enter-
tainment organizations is that they have been quite success-
ful in allowing their fans to become involved in the produc-
tion of the ‘gameday’ experience, yet non-sport organizations 
should be able to find a lot of inspiration in what sport or-
ganizations have done over the last century, and find ways 
that allow consumers to become engaged in the production 
of the event that is offered. Without this search, finding ways 
to engage consumers that are meaningful to them and allows 
them to become part of a community might be essential to 
the success of such a quest. 

The Importance of Other Consumers

The seven points above are not meant to provide an exhaus-
tive list of ways to build a community around a sport or en-
tertainment organization, yet they could serve as a starting 
point for a manager to begin developing a community around 
the organization and develop engaged consumers who build 
an emotional relationship with the organization and are able 
to identify with it. They serve as a checklist that a manager 
could use to better understand to what extent his or her own 
organization allows for community interaction. Ultimately, 
the goal is to soften the blow of a bad performance or show 
and ensure that, regardless of what is happening on stage, 
the consumer has a great time and is willing to come back. 
In a study we conducted in Japan among fans of a J-League 
football team who signed up for a loyalty card program, we 
asked them to fill out a survey at the beginning of the sea-
son asking them about their attitudes toward the team and 
other fans. Once they filled out a survey, we followed their 
behavior following the information we received through the 
loyalty program. What we discovered is that very few of their 
attitudes toward their team (e.g., service satisfaction, game 
satisfaction, player attachment, sport attachment) were af-
fecting their continued attendance. The one thing that did 
predict their willingness to continue to attend games was 
their attachment to the fan community. I believe this case 
was not unique, and for most of us, the decision to attend a 
sport or entertainment event is a group decision, one that we 
make with the people surrounding us. The stronger sense of 
community we can give this group, the more likely they are 
to stick with us, regardless of the performance of our core 
product. 

ed game in their history, behind the inaugural game and the 
game against Oklahoma State. Yet, whereas American sport 
organizations have been very successful in creating rivalries, 
European football teams have been less successful, and their 
rivals have turned into enemies, in which fan communities 
are literally warring with each other, costing the sport orga-
nizations (or their communities) millions in safety and se-
curity measures. While European teams have done little to 
encourage these wars, they arguably also have done little to 
discourage these bitter rivalries. 

Sport inherently brings out a sense of ‘we versus they’ be-
cause of the competitive nature, yet other entertainment or-
ganizations have many opportunities to do the same—think 
of the competing franchises of Star Trek versus Star Wars or 
the current battle between DC Comics and Marvel Universe 
Comics. Marketers discuss this as oppositional brand loyal-
ty—a dislike consumers build for the competitors of their 
favorite organization and brand, and its value lies in the fact 
that it might discourage people to elope to the competitor. 

Co-create marketing strategies that have 
meaning to the fan

Underwood and his colleagues (2001) and Muniz and 
O’Guinn (2001) discussed traditions, rituals, history, and 
group experiences as characteristics of (brand) communi-
ties, and all of these are important components to the es-
tablishment of a sense of community. Every marketer of a 
sport or entertainment organization is advised to install rit-
uals and traditions, to celebrate history (see point on creat-
ing a ‘home’), and ensure group experiences as part of their 
community. Yet, installing these components is the most ef-
fective when the six points above are taken into consider-
ation, as they provide meaning to the consumers and allows 
them to engage with the community and other community 
members. Several examples given in this article have men-
tioned particular rituals or activities that were successful in 
providing meaning to the consumers, and thus they were 
extremely popular, such as the Polynesian drumband at the 
rugby league game and the Mariachi band at the American 
football game. One of the most effective and valuable rituals 
in modern sport, because it provides deep meaning to their 
consumer, also comes out of New Zealand. It is the perfor-
mance of the Haka by the New Zealand national rugby team, 
the All-Blacks. It is an extraordinary experience that is cele-
brated by the fans, regardless of the performance of the team, 
and allows their fans to identify with the unique multicultur-
al identity of their nation. It allows the fans to engage directly 
with the team, and while the Haka has always been one of 
the most important cultural rituals in the Maori culture, it 
has now become an instrument through which all New Zea-
landers can identify with their imagined community. The 
performance of the Haka is a highlight of any game attended, 
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Research and Advocacy in 
Disability Sport and Sport 
and Human Rights: 
The Journey Along the Road 
to Scholar-Advocacy
Mary A. Hums, University of Louisville & Institute for Human Centered Design
Eli A. Wolff, Brown University & Institute for Human Centered Design

One of the true joys of working in a sport or entertain-
ment management program is the interdisciplinary na-

ture of our fields. As professors, we have a choice to pursue 
interests in related fields such as sociology, psychology, mar-
keting, management, history, political science, or anthropol-
ogy. We may also define ourselves as theoretical research-
ers, practitioner-oriented consultants, administrators, and/
or teachers. Working in academia, we will likely take on a 
number of these roles at different points or our professional 
lives. While we value these roles, the authors of this article 
decided early in our careers that among these roles, above all, 
we wanted to define ourselves as scholar advocates. Scholar 
advocates are those individuals who primarily want to ap-
ply their training and expertise to advocacy for the rights of 
those individuals and/or groups that might lack the power to 
achieve the objectives that other individuals and/or groups 
take for granted. 

How does one come to undertake a life’s work of schol-
ar-advocacy? There are steps along the way that shape who 
we become and the work that we do. This article tells such a 
story for two researchers who came to this topic from very 
different experiences. While this is just one story, and takes 
place within the world of sport, we hope that scholars from 
other fields recognize the challenges and opportunities dis-
cussed in this article, and feel inspired to get involved with 
scholar-advocacy in their own way.

Mary Hums

I learned to fight early on for sporting opportunities for girls 
and women as a high school and college athlete in the days 
immediately after the passage of Title IX. But my interest in 
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sport for people with disabilities came later from very per-
sonal experiences. Being an athlete all my life, I was an avid 
cyclist, even having ridden my bike across the state of Iowa 
in a week back in the late 1980s. When I was the athletic 
director at Saint Mary-of-the-Woods College in 1987, one 
day I went for a bike ride with my colleague and fellow cy-
clist, Wendy Workman. As fate would have it, neither of us 
would come back the same. During that sunny afternoon, 
on a country road in east-central Illinois, a truck crossed the 
centerline, first narrowly missing me as I ditched my bike 
to avoid it, but then colliding with Wendy head-on. The re-
sulting impact left her with a traumatic brain injury and the 
physical and psychological effects that go with that type of 
severe injury. As she recovered as best she could, one thing 
that made a difference was bringing any type of sporting ac-
tivity into her rehab, whether as simple as rolling a soccer 
ball across a table or walking in a swimming pool. What I 
saw during her battles was how simple physical activities 
brought her enjoyment and made her a whole person again 
in what had become an unpredictably fractured life. 

A few years later, when I was teaching in Atlanta at Ken-
nesaw State University, a colleague of mine, Gail Webster, 
asked me to come observe a Saturday morning sport pro-
gram she coordinated for children with disabilities. When 
I saw the participants out there moving, playing, smiling, 
shoving, and shouting—just like children everywhere should 
be able to do—I thought about how physical activity helped 
Wendy, and I knew there was work to be done to make sure 
people with disabilities had access to opportunities to be 
active just as any able-bodied person would! The contacts I 
made through Gail also enabled me to have the chance to 
work the 1996 Paralympic Games in Atlanta. Once I did that, 
I knew I was determined to make sure athletes with disabil-
ities would have the chance to shine. Those Games would 
mark the first of four Paralympic Games I would have the 
opportunity to work. It also opened my eyes to a way to wed 
my academic discipline of sport management with sport for 
people with disabilities. Little did I know that at those same 
1996 Paralympic Games, there was a soccer player on Team 
USA who I would later meet in 2000 and would set out with 
me on our journey of creating opportunities for people with 
disabilities in sport and society. That soccer player, and advo-
cate, was Eli Wolff, and here is his story.

Eli Wolff

I took a course my freshman year of college at Brown Univer-
sity on the topic of Sport in Society, and I really enjoyed the 
course, but I became interested because there was nothing in 
the course about sport and athletes with disabilities. I had a 
stroke at the age of 2, impairing my left side, and I loved to 
play sports, particularly soccer. In college, I had just started 
to get involved with the US Paralympic Team, and was able to 

relate many of my experiences as an athlete with what I was 
learning about in the course. (I would later go on to repre-
sent the US at the 1996 Paralympic Games in Atlanta and the 
2004 Paralympic Games in Athens, Greece.) Arlene Gorton, 
the professor in the course, encouraged me to continue to 
explore my interest in the topic, and she informed me about 
Richard Lapchick and his Center for Sport in Society based 
in Boston at Northeastern University. 

I was also very active in community service and spent a 
lot of my time at the Swearer Center for Public Service ex-
ploring opportunities for Brown University students to or-
ganize physical education opportunities for local youth with 
disabilities in Providence, Rhode Island. The Swearer Center 
had a fellowship program for undergraduate research, and 
I proposed a project to look at the national status of sports 
opportunities for people with disabilities. I received the fel-
lowship, and for the summer I traveled around the country 
interviewing national leaders of the disability sport organi-
zations. 

Additionally, I started to intern each summer at the Center 
for Sport in Society in Boston, working with the Urban Youth 
Sports program. The program director, Art Taylor, introduced 
me to Ted Fay, who was working on his PhD, connecting the 
areas of race, gender, and disability in sport. Soon after meet-
ing Ted, he introduced me to Mary Hums, and the three of 
us started working together, discussing and thinking about 
athletes with a disability in sport. We developed a proposal 
for a Disability in Sport program that could be housed at the 
Center for Sport in Society, and Richard accepted the initia-
tive and welcomed Mary and I as part of the organization. 

And so Mary and I began our shared journey of work in 
disability sport. As we worked, we began to pick up fellow 
travelers on the way, each of whom would contribute to the 
growing line of inquiry and advocacy in sport for people 
with disabilities. Events, projects, publications, collabora-
tions, and advocacy opportunities began to emerge. The fol-
lowing sections highlight some of those, starting with one of 
US sport’s most compelling lawsuits. 

Casey Martin vs. PGA 

The first year after Eli graduated from Brown (2000), he went 
to work for a year at World Team Sports, an organization 
based in Charlotte, North Carolina. All the while, he contin-
ued to work with Mary and Ted on developing our Disabil-
ity in Sport program. At this time, professional golfer Casey 
Martin was entering into a legal battle with the PGA on the 
right to use a golf cart. Thinking back to the case, Martin was 
a PGA Tour golfer with a mobility disability who requested 
the option of using a golf cart when he competed. Needless 
to say, the PGA fought this request literally all the way to the 
US Supreme Court. We read how the PGA was saying that 
changing the cart use rule for Casey Martin would open up a 
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Pandora’s box of many more athletes with disabilities wanting 
rule changes. We discussed that perhaps a contribution from 
national disability sport organizations could clarify this, so 
we reached out to Casey Martin’s legal team, who enthusias-
tically welcomed an amici brief from our community. Two 
attorneys, Anita Moorman from the University of Louisville 
and Lisa Masteralexis from the University of Massachusetts at 
Amherst, were willing to do the legal drafting for submitting 
the brief, and we coordinated input and collaboration from 
the major national disability sport organizations around the 
country. It was a great day when we saw Casey Martin win 
his case at the US Supreme Court, although it was somewhat 
disconcerting to read Justice Scalia’s epic dissent that showed 
us what we were up against in terms of the inclusion of peo-
ple with disabilities in sport at all levels and in all settings. 
As a result of working on the Martin case, we picked up an-
other disability sport advocate along the way—Anita Moor-
man, who was a University of Louisville colleague, friend, 
and attorney. Anita continues to work on many of our shared 
projects, utilizing her legal expertise to fight for the rights of 
people with disabilities to participate in sport.

Olympic and Paralympic Research and 
Publications

After the year in Charlotte at World Team Sports, Eli moved 
back to Boston to work full-time with the Center for Sport 
in Society, and along with Mary and Ted, started to pursue 
more and more research, education, and advocacy projects. 
We also started to collaborate more with Anita and colleague 
David Legg from Mt. Royal University in Canada, who was 
also working in the area of disability inclusion in sport set-
tings. With Anita, we started to look at the legal and policy 
aspects of the Amateur Sports Act and the implications with 
the Olympic and Paralympic relationship. With David, we 
started to engage in research on the organizational relation-
ships between the International Olympic Committee (IOC) 
and the International Paralympic Committee (IPC), and also 
on the relationships between the IPC and International Sport 
Federations. 

One of the first things Mary was able to do to help build 
awareness of sport for people with disabilities in the main-
stream sport management literature came when Colette 
Kelly from Holcomb-Hathaway Publishers discussed writ-
ing a sport governance book with Mary and JoAnne Mac-
Lean as co-authors. Mary told Colette they would write the 
book, but with one condition—the book had to contain a 
chapter on the Paralympic Games. We applaud Colette and 
Holcomb-Hathaway because she never flinched. Now at the 
time, in 2004, no sport management textbook had a chapter 
on the Paralympic Games. We saw this as a way of getting 
athletes with disabilities into the mainstream sport manage-
ment literature. The book would contain chapters on the typ-

ical sport industry segments such as intercollegiate athletics, 
professional sport, scholastic sport, and the Olympic Games. 
This made the Paralympic chapter not something “special” to 
be discussed when covering topics such as diversity in sport. 
Rather, the Paralympic Games was the same as any other in-
dustry segment and should be treated as such. It also allowed 
Mary to bridge theory with practice, something we so often 
discuss in the sport management professoriate. She was able 
to connect her work at the Paralympic Games with manage-
ment and policy development issues facing sport for people 
with disabilities. This is also something Mary brings to her 
classroom. Using real-world examples from management 
experiences at the Paralympic Games provides examples for 
students to see how managing disability sport has many sim-
ilarities to managing able-bodied sport. In the 10 years since 
the first edition of the book was published, the Paralympic 
Games have gained increased publicity and attention. As the 
work gained momentum, partnerships with the sport indus-
try began to evolve. Two examples of this are our work with 
ESPN and also the NCAA.

ESPN and the ESPYs

One of our focus areas since early on has been media repre-
sentation and also awards and recognitions for athletes with 
disabilities as athletes, for athletic performances. Oftentimes, 
media stories about athletes with disabilities are presented 
in sections such as a lifestyles section, rather than the sport 
section. Athletes with disabilities are typically portrayed as 
“inspirational” for having “overcome” a disability. We strong-
ly believe athletes with disabilities should be presented in the 
mainstream media as athletes, not some sort of “special sto-
ry.” What better place to promote this ideal than via ESPN—
the ultimate US sport media engine! We developed a short 
concept proposal for ESPN and the ESPYs to add a category 
for best performance by an athlete with a disability. When we 
asked Richard Lapchick if he might be able to share the pro-
posal, he was very supportive and offered to champion the 
idea. We were not sure how long it would take to implement 
or if it would even happen. To our surprise, within a month, 
we were informed that there was support for the idea. A col-
league at ESPN who is very involved with Paralympic skiing, 
Steve Raymond, also championed and supported the con-
cept. Together we were able to establish this category of the 
ESPYs, and after a couple years we were able to create male 
and female categories. It has been wonderful to see the evolu-
tion of the ESPY awards, and to see what it does in society to 
help contribute to the recognition of athletes with disabilities 
as athletes first. We have also recently hosted a webinar with 
athletes with disabilities and media members to discuss the 
media depiction of athletes with disabilities.
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NCAA

Our work has not just focused on Paralympic athletes. We 
also worked on the inclusion of student-athletes with disabil-
ities into college sports. In the early 2000s, we heard that the 
NCAA had established a diversity and inclusion initiative. At 
the time, the initiative primarily focused on gender and race 
issues, but did not explore athletes with disabilities. We were 
able to collaborate with Mike Frogley from the University of 
Illinois to propose an ad-hoc task force for the inclusion of 
student-athletes with a disability, and since 2006 have taken 
part in the NCAA’s evolving support of student-athletes with 
a disability. 

In January of 2013, our work with the NCAA took on a 
new tenor after the Department of Education issued what 
is known as the Dear Colleague Letter. The Dear Colleague 
Letter contained a set of guidelines for implementing Sec-
tion 504 of the Rehabilitation Act in regards to sport pro-
gramming for students with disabilities at the high school 
and college levels. We had contributed to the drafting of 
this guidance, recognized the parallels to Title IX, and the 
opportunity for student-athletes to have more participa-
tion options in school settings. Some people have declared 
these guidelines to be the equivalent of a “Title IX for people 
with disabilities.” The NCAA recognized that the organiza-
tion would need to come to an understanding of what this 
meant for intercollegiate sport. In October 2013, the NCAA 
invited a think tank group of athletic administrators, dis-
ability resource representatives, and advocates to come to its 
headquarters in Indianapolis to discuss what disability sport 
might look like for college athletes. We were invited partici-
pants, along with Anita (who had a direct role in drafting the 
language of the letter along with Terri Lakowski from Active 
Policy Solutions). It was a first step, and we remain active in 
helping the NCAA move forward with defining opportuni-
ties for student-athletes with disabilities. We were delighted 
when the East Coast Athletic Conference (ECAC) Board of 
Directors voted in early 2015 to offer varsity athletic oppor-
tunities for student-athletes with a disability.

Throughout our work with sport for people with disabil-
ities, there was always an undercurrent that providing these 
opportunities was about more than sport for sport’s sake. 
There was something about sport and physical activity that 
enlivens people, gives them a purpose, and makes them 
more fully human. People with disabilities often live on the 
margins of society, excluded, or selectively included, as de-
fined by able-bodied society. They are left out of educational 
settings and entertainment venues. The physical structures 
of buildings and sidewalks often prevent access. But beyond 
what seems like everyday rights, people with disabilities are 
also often denied basic human rights. Human rights are more 
than civil rights such as the right to free speech. They encom-
pass elements that make us more fully human—the right to 
freely practice religion, the right to clean water, the right to 

food, the right to be healthy. To us, this list should also in-
clude the right to sport and physical activity. To our delight, 
we were provided the opportunity of a lifetime—to join our 
advocacy for sport for people with disabilities with promot-
ing sport as a human right. We were invited to contribute 
to writing the United Nations Convention on the Rights of 
Persons with Disabilities (CRPD).

United Nations Convention on the Rights 
of Persons with Disabilities (CRPD)

Brown University alumni and colleague Jerry White, who 
was the director of the Landmine Survivors Network, was 
very supportive of our Disability in Sport project at the Cen-
ter for Sport in Society. He invited Eli to a meeting in Wash-
ington DC to discuss international disability rights and a 
United Nations international treaty on the rights of persons 
with disabilities that was in the works. Eli was introduced 
to human rights lawyer and educator Janet Lord, who was 
leading the meeting and coordinating efforts for civil society 
to participate in the drafting process of the treaty. Janet sup-
ported us to learn about the United Nations disabilities treaty 
and encouraged us to develop a group focusing on the right 
to sport, recreation, and play for people with disabilities. 

We involved and engaged colleague human rights lawyer 
Elise Roy to collaborate in the drafting of a section on sport. 
We facilitated and coordinated a global process for input and 
support from international disability sport, disability rights, 
and sport organizations. Through this effort, we developed 
an International Disability in Sport Working Group to work 
on the drafting. From 2003 to 2006, when the Convention 
on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities (CRPD) was rati-
fied by the UN General Assembly, we organized side-events, 
meetings, and made statements to emphasize the importance 
and significance of the right to sport, recreation, and play for 
persons with disabilities as part of the overall human expe-
rience. We had great support in particular from the Inter-
national Paralympic Committee, Special Olympics Interna-
tional, and Deaflympics. Developing Article 30.5 to embrace 
the spectrum of opportunity of inclusion in all settings, dis-
ability-specific and mainstream, and also to recognize inclu-
sion in venues, schools, and services was very significant and 
helped to establish a global framework for thinking about 
inclusion and integration in sport. The text of Article 30.5 
follows: 
5. With a view to enabling persons with disabilities to par-
ticipate on an equal basis with others in recreational, leisure 
and sporting activities, States Parties shall take appropriate 
measures:
a. To encourage and promote the participation, to the fullest 

extent possible, of persons with disabilities in mainstream 
sporting activities at all levels;
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b. To ensure that persons with disabilities have an opportu-
nity to organize, develop and participate in disability-spe-
cific sporting and recreational activities and, to this end, 
encourage the provision, on an equal basis with others, of 
appropriate instruction, training and resources;

c. To ensure that persons with disabilities have access to 
sporting, recreational and tourism venues;

d. To ensure that children with disabilities have equal access 
with other children to participation in play, recreation and 
leisure and sporting activities, including those activities in 
the school system;

e. To ensure that persons with disabilities have access to 
services from those involved in the organization of recre-
ational, tourism, leisure and sporting activities.

What an amazing opportunity. Statistics indicate over 600 
million people in the world identify as having a disability. 
Having the chance to write part of this Convention—that re-
defines “impact”—that is legacy. This is our reason for engag-
ing as scholar advocates! 

International Day of Sport for  
Development and Peace

Through the process of working on the CRPD, we were also 
engaged and involved with the broader realm of sport and 
human rights, and sport for development and peace. This 
concept was in its early stages, under the leadership of Right 
to Play, and also the United Nations Office on Sport for De-
velopment and Peace (UNOSDP). We became involved with 
the International Working Group on Sport for Development 
and Peace, highlighting our focus on the inclusion of peo-
ple with disabilities in sport, recreation, and play. As 2005 
was the International Year of Sport and Physical Education, 
we started to discuss and write about the opportunity for an 
International Day of Sport for Development and Peace. In 
2007, we wrote a concept paper on the topic and we perse-
vered with the idea. In 2013, with growing momentum and 
involvement from the International Olympic Committee 
and other stakeholders, the UN General Assembly adopted 
an International Day of Sport for Development and Peace. 
April 6th of each year was chosen because it is recognized as 
the date of the opening of the first modern Olympic Games. 
Inclusion of persons with disabilities has become a pillar of 
the UNOSDP and was also one of the five themes of 2014 
for the first International Day. It was amazing to watch the 
seed of an idea for an International Day come to fruition as 
the field of sport for development, social change, and human 
rights has grown and evolved over the years. 

Athletes for Human Rights and the Ali 
Center Athletes and Social Change Forum

Emerging from our sport and disability work, particularly 
through the CRPD and intersecting with the sport for de-
velopment and peace movement, we started to recognize the 
role of athletes in their roles and platform contributing to 
the field. Through Richard Lapchick, we were familiar with 
athletes like Muhammad Ali, John Carlos, Tommie Smith, 
and others, and thought about how we might develop a proj-
ect focusing on the relationships between sport and human 
rights and athletes and human rights. Following the theme of 
Lawyers for Human Rights and Doctors for Human Rights, 
we developed a concept for Athletes for Human Rights. We 
have been involved in research, education, and advocacy on 
the topic of sport, athletes, and human rights, emphasizing 
the connections between the International Olympic Com-
mittee and the United Nations in their emphasis on the prac-
tice of sport as a human right. In 2012, we were able to form a 
collaboration with the Muhammad Ali Center in Louisville, 
Kentucky, and for the last two years have organized an annual 
Athletes and Social Change Forum, bringing together prac-
titioners, academicians, athletes, and advocates to focus on 
the issues of sport, athletes, human rights, and social change. 

Inclusive Sports Initiative and the Institute 
for Human Centered Design 

In 2010, we transitioned our disability in sport and sport and 
human rights work from Northeastern University’s Center 
for Sport in Society to the Institute for Human Centered De-
sign (IHCD) in Boston, Massachusetts, and formed the In-
clusive Sports Initiative (ISI). The IHCD is an international 
education and development organization that focuses on the 
principles of universal design. IHCD also serves as the um-
brella organization for the New England ADA Center, one 
of the national ADA centers supported through the Depart-
ment of Education. According to IHCD, “Universal Design 
is a framework for the design of places, things, information, 
communication and policy to be usable by the widest range 
of people operating in the widest range of situations with-
out special or separate design. Most simply, Universal De-
sign is human-centered design of everything with everyone 
in mind.” Utilizing the lens of universal design to approach 
our work has been very positive and provides us a unique 
perspective for considering inclusion and integration in the 
realm of sport. Also, our work is more intimately connected 
to the broader disability inclusion community, allowing us to 
approach and engage with the sporting community with this 
broad network and base of support and infrastructure. 



Research and Advocacy in Disability Sport and Sport and Human Rights: The Journey Along the Road to Scholar-Advocacy

Hums, Wolff Volume 1 • Number 1 • 2015 • SER   32

IOC Agenda 2020 Recommendation 7 — 
Sport for All Abilities 

One project we have worked on over the years, and are still 
working on today, is to consider the mission of the IOC Sport 
for All Commission and how it could include the term “all 
abilities” to fully represent the sport for all concept. Includ-
ing disability would reflect the CRPD and global momen-
tum on the inclusion of people with disabilities in sport and 
in society. The IOC recently released its Agenda 2020, and 
Recommendation 7 focuses on strengthening relationships 
with organizations serving athletes of different abilities. We 
are hopeful that this step will help facilitate greater advance-
ments in terms of the Sport for All Commission. 

Future Directions 

We have certainly been busy the past 15 years. So where do 
we go forward from here? We will continue our commitment 
and efforts on all the projects and ideas we have developed. 
First, we will focus on advancing inclusion in sport through 
our leadership in research, education, and advocacy. In order 
for this to be successful, we will need to add some people 
along the way. As noted in this article, Eli and I were for-
tunate to surround ourselves with many academicians who 
share our vision for sport for people with disabilities—peo-
ple like Ted Fay, Anita Moorman, and David Legg. Recent-
ly, some young scholars are getting on board as well—Josh 
Pate, Michael Cottingham, Anjali Forber-Prattand, and Lau-
ra Misener. We welcome more people to join us along the 
journey, both able bodied and people with disabilities. All 
perspectives are welcome.

Next, we are currently exploring the concept of integrated 
sports—mixed sports for athletes with and without disabili-
ties. Many questions need to be explored here. While mixed 
teams will allow for increased participation opportunities for 
people both with and without disabilities, how do we ensure 
that sport for people with disabilities does not lose its singu-
lar identity? Sledge hockey, wheelchair basketball, or sitting 
volleyball are activities anyone can enjoy and participate in—
why not open them up to all? On the recreational level, more 
can play. What if a local YMCA opened a wheelchair basket-
ball league to all people who wanted to play? On the elite lev-
el, the needle can be moved higher in terms of competition 
and skill refinement. What if an able-bodied person wants 
to race in the wheelchair division of a marathon? Or if an 
able-bodied person wants to compete in handcycle racing? 
Mixed sports may well redefine sport and offer a glimpse into 
the future of sport.

Third, sometimes things happen that redefine the land-
scape of sport and involve us in one way or another. We could 
not have predicted some of the projects we have worked on. 
When we began, we never dreamed of working with the 

United Nations. As technology evolves, sport for people with 
disabilities will evolve along with it. Who knows where that 
may lead, but we hope to be there as the discussions unfold. 
We could say that we have been lucky, but only in the sense 
that “the harder one works, the luckier one becomes.” This 
makes the future very exciting indeed!

Finally, the totality of our work has been grounded on the 
principle of promoting the power of sport and what it can 
do if used for good. Similar to what the editors in this first 
issue of Sport & Entertainment Review discuss in their edito-
rial note, we are not naïve to the fact that while sport teaches 
many positive lessons like teamwork, problem solving, and 
embracing diversity, there is also a dark side to sport. That 
dark side includes doing whatever it takes to win, including 
cheating or intentionally injuring opponents, for example. 
What we have learned is that sport, in and of itself, is neither 
good nor bad. Rather, how one utilizes sport defines it and 
those who participate in it. Sport has the power to do many 
things, but our work illustrates how sport has the power to 
inform, empower, and transform the lives those who have 
the opportunities to participate. It has been a privilege for 
us as scholar advocates to help improve the lives of people 
with disabilities in sport, bringing them in from the margins, 
and watching them enjoy the opportunities they so richly de-
serve. We hope that our narrative will inspire other sport or 
entertainment management scholars to become involved in 
their cause and use their expertise to enrich the lives of oth-
ers through the power of sport.
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