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A double success that will attract more
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The progression of membership in the eight host regions

Finally, besides the strict economic impact, the 2007 RWC 
generated a very significant growth in the number of club 
memberships nationally - over 30% in a single season. 
This development was also a major issue for a discipline 
that had been losing members since the early 2000s, 
following the increase in membership fees due to problems 
with insurance. The number of members had been rising 

since 2003, but the RWC gave it a tremendous boost. 
This development is all the more remarkable since, with 
the exception of PACA (+46%), it is mainly the regions north 
of the Loire that have benefited from the highest increase, 
with 61.3% in Nord-Pas de Calais, 34.6% in Ile-de-France 
and 32% in Pays de la Loire.

An unprecedented development 
in club membership

Study carried out by the CDES under the supervision 
of Eric Barget and Jean-Jacques Gouguet.

This document summarises the major methodological basis 
and the main results of the study, which are further developed 
in a final report of nearly 300 pages. 

Key figures
- 2.25 million tickets sold 
- 95.4% occupancy rates 
  for matches played in France 
- a budget of 255€m (+190€m media
  and marketing rights by the IRB)
- 33€m profit before tax for the GIP
  (a legal form of the World Cup
  organising committee)
- 30.3% increase in membership
  in a single season
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The cost-benefit analysis has shown that organising the 
2007 RWC in France was justified insofar as social utility 
was clearly higher than the public costs, in all the regions. 
On a national level, as well as in the host regions, the 
population overwhelmingly supported a competition that 
took place without any major trouble and in a highly festive 
atmosphere. The image of rugby and the values it promotes 
have certainly contributed to this result.

Calculating the economic impact, which consists of 
assessing the wealth created both in the regions and 
nationally, allows us to conclude that the 2007 RWC had 
a positive impact on the economy of the country and the 
host regions. Admittedly, the 2007 RWC did not, on its own, 
modify the country’s trend towards growth. This is not 

really a surprise for the 
scientific community, 
because the economic 
effects linked to major 
world sporting events 
are so systematically 
overestimated. But, in 
the longer term, the 
economic impact of 
the 2007 RWC should not be just limited to this occasional 
increase in revenue. Indeed, the success of this event 
could help the creation of a real culture of hosting sporting 
events, which, if it develops, will contribute to generating 
a permanent injection of revenue on a national level, as 
well as in the regions concerned.

This study on the economic and social impact of the 2007 Rugby World Cup is a first. This gives me great satisfaction. Up till 
now, who could have provided us with even the slightest accurate figure about the major competitions that we have hosted?  
Assessing public policies is just as valid in the field of sport. We have, henceforth, at our disposal an in-depth and reliable 
analysis of the impacts generated by major sports events in France. 
Not only on the quantitative level, but also in terms of social utility.

The second reason for satisfaction is that this first study highlights the extent of the economic effects of such an event for the country 
(540€m on the national level, especially through tourism) and, in addition, its knock-on effects on regional economies (a total of 590€m in the 
eight organising regions). The State and the local authorities were strongly involved in this World Cup and the results are there.

But beyond the competition as such, this event has just confirmed me in my political objectives.  Public authorities have, for too 
long, ignored the economic approach to sport. Yet sport these days is 30€bn, 1.7% of GDP and 350 000 jobs. Sport and economic 
competitiveness are closely linked. 
That is what was behind the competitiveness in professional football mission that I entrusted to Eric BESSON last March, as well 
as the major stadia commission to Philippe SEGUIN last January: strengthen the competitiveness of French sport.

Bernard LAPORTE
Secretary of State for Sport, Youth and the Voluntary Sector

(Secrétaire d’Etat chargé des Sports, de la Jeunesse et de la Vie associative)



gLOssAry
Cost-benefit analysis: A method consisting of calculating the 
balance of benefits and costs of a given project (an event or facilities); the 
net social benefit or the net social cost calculated makes it possible to 
assess the social utility of the project, and to decide on its legitimacy.

economic effects (or economic impact): augmentation, liée 
à un projet particulier, de la valeur ajoutée outhe increase, to do with a 
particular project, in added value or employment in a given area. In the 
2007 RWC study, the economic impact was calculated from base theory 

and corresponded to the product of a net injection (obtained by the difference 
between financial flows in and out of an area) and a multiplier.  

social utility: A concept coming from welfare economics, 
corresponding, in the present study, to the well-being brought by the 2007 
RWC. The social utility of the RWC is the sum of the satisfaction derived by 
each individual because of the fact that the event has been held, whether 
or not they helped with it.

A rigorous methodology

economic effects = Net injection x Multiplier 
With Net injection = Injections - leakages 

The economic circuit of the 2007 RWC The social return of the 2007 RWC 

Measuring the economic effects makes it possible to 
assess the ability of a sporting spectacle to create jobs and 
activity in a given area. The difference between incoming 
monetary flows (injections) and outgoing (leakages) gives the 
net injection, the extent of which depends on the level of 
integration of an area’s economic activities that determine 
the size of the multiplier: the higher the level of integration, 
the weaker the leakages and the greater the effect of the 
multiplier. This is an essential detail in understanding why 
many studies overestimate the economic impact of sporting 
events: applying this model leads to spending by local agents 

not being taken into account: it is considered that if the 2007 
RWC had not taken place, they would have spent in another 
way (substitution effect; see glossary).
 
 As far as measuring social utility is concerned, it 
consists of assessing the satisfaction created, in the same 
area, by the event amongst spectators and inhabitants. 
Then, the net profit (or loss) of the event has to be calculated, 
once the costs (public expenditure and nuisance) borne by the 
community have been deducted.

The economic impact and social utility:  
two complementary evaluations

2 3

As the 2007 RWC was spread over several competition 
sites, it was logical to comprehend its impact on both host 
towns and regions. The administrative region was used as 
the relevant area for carrying out the calculation. Indeed, 
even if the 2007 RWC was actually organised in ten distinct 
towns for the matches played on French territory, it was at 
the regional level that the bulk of the effects were felt, with 
teams and spectators being able to find food and lodging 

not only in the host towns. Moreover, there were, perhaps, 
several competitions in the same region (Ile-de-France and 
Rhône-Alpes).

With all of the French territory being affected and State 
involvement being decisive in hosting an event of such 
importance, it was, however, necessary also to understand 
the effects of the event at the national level.

Two levels of analysis: france and the host regions

Using its ability to generate economic effects as a 
justification for hosting a sports event, is very often based 
on fragile methodological foundations. However, more 
than its possible economic impact, it is definitely the net 
increase in the population’s well-being linked to the event 
that should be taken into account when choosing whether 
or not to organise such an event. And this increase in 

well-being does not necessarily correlate positively with 
the economic activity created. Hence the pressing need, 
upstream of the event, to take social utility into account 
in order to justify the public spending connected to the 
organisation of such sporting events that, if they do not 
necessarily make us richer, can certainly make us happier.

 A new generation of «decision support» tools

Assessing the impact of an event like the 2007 Rugby 
World Cup (2007 RWC) in France cannot be just limited to 
calculating the short-term economic effects, which are 
not enough to prove the social return of a project for the 
population. Indeed, it is a question of also taking many other 
effects into account that can be linked to the public image 
of the areas concerned, social cohesion, the increase 
in the number of playing members and a better territorial 
distribution of sporting practice, and the promotion of the 
values of rugby, etc.

 Moreover, this approach corresponds to the current 
development of the vision of sport, promoted, for example, by 
the European Commission and which better takes into account 
its educative and social dimension: social connection and 
the fight against isolation, disadvantaged groups (the young 
and handicapped), health and the fight against obesity, etc. 
 Each of these two concepts – economic effects and 
social utility – requires specific tools which pose special 
methodological problems.

National coordination of this study was provided by a 
national steering group, which relied on the expertise of 
the CDES (Centre for the Law and Economics of Sport) at the 
University of Limoges; the survey was carried out by more 
than 200 interviewers under the responsibility of regional 
coordinators.  This was an operation that made it possible 
to collect reliable and comprehensive information:
 - In-depth interviews carried out with representatives 
of the GIP in every region, members of local organising 
committees and the decision-makers of the local authorities 
involved.
 - Very comprehensive statistical information (ticketing, 
hotel statistics, rail and air traffic, etc.) was compiled 
thanks to the active participation of the Ministry of Health, 
Youth, Sport and the Voluntary Sector, the inter-ministerial 
department for major sports events, the GIP, the FFR (French 
Rugby Federation), local authorities and different public and 
quasi-public organisations. 

 - But, above all, no fewer than 11 500 people were 
questioned in, and in the area around, stadia, with the help 
of five different types of questionnaires.

Collecting information: a large-scale operation

0 500 1 000 1 500 2 000 2 500 3 000 3 500 4 000

Number of questionnaires



gLOssAry
substitution effect:  This concerns the spending by agents in an 
area (inhabitants, businesses and public authorities of the region for the regional 
impact and of the country for the national impact), who would have spent on 
other things than those linked to the 2007 RWC, had it not been organised 
in France. Because of this, their spending linked to the 2007 RWC was not 
taken into account in calculating the impact. 

Leakages or outflows: The financial flows leaving an area towards 
external agents, which help to reduce the injection and to depreciate the 
multiplier process. 

injections or inflows: The financial flows coming into an area from 
external agents. Therefore, a State subsidy given to an agent in a region 
is an injection which is taken into account in calculating the economic 
effects. The net injection is obtained by the difference between injections 
and leakages.

Multiplier: A concept from Keynesian theory allowing a series of 
mechanisms to be taken into account which means that the spending 
of some corresponds to the revenues of others. Thus, the circulation of 
revenue between the different economic agents of a given area means 
that an injection of revenue by external agents generally generates 
an increase in the total product that is higher that the aforementioned 
injection (if the multiplier is higher than 1). 

NEARLY 540€m OF ECONOmIC ImPACT, 
AT A NATIONAL LEVEL

All the host regions recorded positive economic effects, 
which did not have to be the case, as leakages linked to an 
event can exceed injections. The Ile de France and PACA 
regions totalled two-thirds of the total impact of the RWC 

in France.  Four other regions saw an impact 5-7% of the 
total impact. For two regions, the impact was lower than 
5% of the total.

The national impact of the 2007 RWC

The economic impact of the 2007 RWC on the national 
territory came to 538 730 975€. From a structural point of 
view, this overall impact can be broken down into the impact 
of tourism (87.1%) and the impact of organisation (12.9%):
 - The impact of tourism is mainly due to foreign 
spectators being present in the stadia (87%), accompanying 
personnel (9.8%) and “giant screen” spectators (3.2%).
 - The impact of organisation is mainly due to GIP 

spending (74.1%), the FFR (French Rugby Federation) and 
additional spending by teams (5%).

In the end, therefore, the impact generated is largely tourist 
in nature and it comes, more particularly, from foreign 
spectators in stadia, than from spending of “giant screen” 
spectators or from accompanying personnel, who do not go 
into the arena.

The national impact of the RWC does not come down to 
just adding the impact recorded in each of the eight host 
regions. Indeed, changing the area of reference modifies 
the size and nature of revenue inflows and outflows. For 
example, non-resident French spectators in the region 
analysed whose spending constitute a regional injection, 

were considered nationally as local actors whose spending 
was no longer taken into account. Therefore, it was 
necessary to redefine all the injections at a national level; 
that is why the cumulative effects at the regional level are 
different from the results obtained for the national impact.

The contrasting situations 
of the regional economic impact

The structure of the regional impact (in %)

As at the national level, the regional tourist impact is a result 
of the spending by visitors who came especially for the 
2007 RWC (spectators in the stadia, “giant screen” spectators 
and accompanying personnel); but a significant difference is 
that the spending by French spectators living outside the 
region concerned (and, therefore, considered as visitors) is 
taken into account for calculating the net injection. The 
impact of “organisation” comes from spending by the GIP 
and the State (for the national impact, State spending is not 
taken into account), as well as from additional injections from 
foreign teams.

The tourist impact was dominant in all regions, with the 
exception of the Ile de France, where it was balanced by 
the organisation impact: the weight of ‘stadia’ spectators 
is everywhere very high, whereas that of the ‘giant screen’ 

spectators and accompanying personnel is relatively low 
(with the exception of the Midi-Pyrénées for the giant screen). 
The injection from stadia spectators came mainly from 
foreigners; likewise for screen spectators. Thus, the daily 
individual spending of a foreign spectator for a match was 
250€-1000€, depending on the site, whilst a French spectator 
from another region spent 40€-195€ per match.

As far as the organisation impact is concerned, the GIP 
impact was everywhere the highest (of the order of two-
thirds, with the exception of the Ile-de-France where it came to 
more than 90%); the State impact was of the order of one 
third; the ‘teams’ impact was very low. This, however, 
was underestimated because – in order to avoid double 
counting - only their additional spending, which was not 
covered by local authorities or the GIP, was counted. 

The structure of the regional impact: 
foreign spectators way ahead
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Breakdown of the economic impact of the 2007 RWC by region 
(in €m and in % of regional accumulation) 

photo credits : I.PICAREL/FFR



A net sociAl benefit 
estimAted At 113€m

The RWC showed a net social benefit of more than 
113€m, with nearly 213€m of profit, as against less 

than 100€m in costs.

National cost-benefit balance sheet

With nearly 127.4€m, the use value represents 59.9% of the 
total profit. This use value corresponds to the satisfaction felt 
from the use (consumption) of the 2007 RWC, was assessed 
by the transport costs method (see glossary).  75% of it comes 
from spectators in the stadia and 25% from spectators who 
followed the matches on a giant screen. This last result is 
particularly significant and shows the extent to which these 
giant screens are a new societal phenomenon. 

The non-use value corresponds to the satisfaction felt 
besides the ‘consumption’ of matches in stadia or on 
giant screens. It is measured by the willingness-to-pay 
(see glossary) which was assessed for different types of 
population. The non-use value, with 85.1€m, represents 
40.1% of the total profit connected with the 2007 RWC. 95% 
of it came from regional taxpayers, with the rest divided 
between rugby fans and local residents.

The emergence of the 
phenomenon of giant screens 

un bilan coûts-avantages positif 
pour les huit régions-hôtes

The eight host regions have all recorded a net social benefit: the 
agreed financial aid by the regional taxpayers was, therefore, largely 
offset by the pleasure derived from the event, whether consumed as 
spectators or simply supported without having taken part. The total 
net benefit was distributed, however, in a very diverse way between 
the regions, with a ratio of 1: 22 between the extremes (from 2.3€m 
for the Nord-Pas de Calais to 44.5€m for the Ile-de-France), and with four 
regions totalling more than 80%. However, with regard to the cost-
benefit ratio which shows the effectiveness of the funds used (what 
profit for one euro of cost?), the disparities are not so great. Regions 
could, therefore, represent a strong percentage of the national net 
profit that was achieved, but with a lesser effectiveness, and vice-
versa (see graph opposite).

The regional taxpayers’ willingness-to-pay, which was set at 3.5€ on 
average, was logically weaker in those regions where rugby is less 
established. With 1.30€ for men and 1.17€ for women in Nord-Pas de 
Calais, or 2.55€ for men and 1.88€ for women in the Ile-de-France, 
the northern regions showed a weaker willingness-to-pay than the 
southern ones (5.28€ for men and 3.91€ for women in Languedoc-Roussillon). 
Women’s willingness-to-pay was often weaker than men’s, but the 
difference is certainly less marked than one would have thought, 
with women even ahead of men in PACA (4.08 € as against 3.93 €) and 
Rhône-Alpes (3.57€ as against 3.56€).

Lastly, although support among rugby fans was logically strong, local 
residents also showed a higher willingness-to-pay than average in 
most regions. This last result could, a priori, be considered surprising, 
but it appears consistent with the low level of nuisance and shows a 
feeling of pride in living near a site linked to an event presented as a 
real success.

In this cost-benefit analysis, the costs linked to the RWC that 
come within the market (facilities, organisational and personnel 
spending, etc.) or non-market (nuisance such as noise, traffic 
congestion and pollution, etc.) sphere, were relatively limited. 
This was due both to the use of pre-existing stadia and to the 
significant weakness of the nuisance that was caused.   

Unlike other major world sporting events, spending on 
facilities (both sporting and non-sporting) only represented 
28% of the total costs. With the exception of Jean Bouin 
(renovation) and the Yves du Manoir stadium in Montpellier, 
which was where the Australians trained, no stadium was 
built or renovated. Besides reducing the costs of the RWC 
for the taxpayer, this unusual situation certainly increased 
profits, because potential social protest about building new 

stadia could have generated a decrease in the willingness-
to-pay of regional taxpayers. Spending linked to organisation 
represented 40.2% of the total, as opposed to 27.4% for 
spending on promoting certain areas and 2.6% for making 
personnel available (mainly, the sports departments of local 
authorities).

Lastly, nuisance connected with the RWC was very weak 
(1.6%). It mainly concerned traffic congestion, noise in the 
neighbourhoods around stadia and waste. No hooliganism 
was mentioned, although it is generally the main negative 
externality during major sports events like the Football World 
Cup. From this point of view, the 2007 RWC was a complete 
success.

inexpensive facilities 
and low levels of nuisance
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The cost-benefit balance sheet of the 8 host 
regions 

Distribution of the net national profit 
by region (in €m and %)

Cost-benefit ratios

regiONs

gLOssAry
Willingness-to-pay: the sum that an individual is ready to pay in 
order to benefit from a good or a service, which is the utility felt by the 
consumer. In the cost-benefit analysis used for this study, the willingness-
to-pay is the monetary expression of the well-being felt by different 
categories of the population (regional taxpayers, rugby fans and residents) 
besides consumption at matches in stadia or on giant screens.

externality: the impact of the activity of an agent that affects, either 
positively or negatively, the well-being of another, without the agent being 
subjected to a negative externality being compensated and without the 
agent generating a positive externality deriving some monetary benefit 
from it.  Pollution, noise, road congestion and hooliganism are traditionally 
the main negative externalities linked to organising major sporting events. 
In the case of the 2007 RWC, the nuisance caused was very limited.

Transport costs method: a method that makes it possible to 
assess the use value linked to an event, by all the expenses involved in 
order to get to it.

Non-use value: the utility felt owing to the existence of a good or a 
service that is not consumed by an individual (contingent value) or that 
is consumed at a later date (option value or legacy value). In the case of 
the 2007 RWC, the non-use value is mainly linked to taxpayer satisfaction, 
owing to the moral satisfaction derived from this event being organised in 
his country and/or region.

use value: the utility felt by an individual from using a good. In this 
study, the consumption of the sporting event by the spectators in the 
stadia and on the giant screens gave them a pleasure that was assessed 
using the transport costs method.
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