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This thesis examines the economic impact of hosting the FIFA World Cup by comparing 

three recent host countries: Brazil (2014), Russia (2018), and Qatar (2022). The primary goal 

of the thesis is to determine the types of economic effects that emerged in each host nation 

after hosting the tournament, and how these impacts differ between the three cases. 

Employing a quantitative research approach the study uses key economic indicators such as 

GDP growth, investment, employment rates and public debt levels, both before and after the 

events. The research aims to identify patterns and trends in the economic outcomes of each 

World Cup by analyzing official statistics and international financial data. The findings of 

the study provide insight into the economic consequences of hosting a mega sporting event 

and contribute to the broader debate on the value of hosting mega events in developing and 

developed economies.  
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1  Introduction 

Major sporting events such as the FIFA World Cup have long been more than just athletic 

competitions. They represent also moments of national pride, and powerful political 

symbolism. Hosting the World Cup can be seen as an opportunity for nations to present 

themselves on the world stage, strengthen national identity, and demonstrate economic 

capability (QNV 2025). However, in recent years, these tournaments have also become the 

subject of increasing criticism related to human right issues, and the massive financial 

burden placed on host nations (HRW 2022). Thus, the World Cup is not only a celebration 

of football but also a reflection of broader political, social and ethical debates.  

At the same time, hosting the World Cup has evolved into a significant economic question 

for governments. The potential economic benefits from for example, increased tourism, 

employment and long-term infrastructure development are often presented as key 

justifications for the huge public investments required (Malhado, A et al. (2013)).  Yet, 

whether these promised benefits truly materialize remains debated. According to Guivernau 

(2019), the Russian government estimated that the positive effect of the 2018 FIFA World 

Cup would be approximately 1 % of the GDP, which indicates that the economic justification 

of hosting the tournament has become an important domestic issue in many countries.   

The most recent FIFA World Cup in Qatar (2022) attracted a lot of global attention, 

particularly due to concerns over Qatar’s human rights situation and the record-breaking cost 

of hosting the tournament. This topic has gained increasing relevance as host countries are 

investing incredibly large sums in sporting mega-events, which has led to raising questions 

about the long-term economic return and sustainability of such investments. The economic 

justification of hosting the World Cup has become a topic of public debate. (HRW 2022) 

As a result, it is timely to examine the broader economic impacts of major sporting events, 

and a fitting way to do so is by analysing the FIFA World Cup, the largest and most widely 

followed sporting event in the world (Lisi, 2025). The study focuses on three different types 
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of economies– Brazil, Russia and Qatar –and examines how hosting a mega-event like the 

FIFA World Cup impacts countries with different economic structures, and what kinds of 

differences and similarities can be found among them.  

Previous studies have focused more on the economic impact of individual tournaments and 

their economic impacts, whereas this study aims to broaden the perspective by comparing 

the three different World Cups. There is a lack of comparative studies that analyse multiple 

host countries with differing economic contexts, so this study addresses this gap by analysing 

the economic outcomes between the three diverse host nations. In conclusion, this study aims 

to answer how hosting the FIFA World Cup affects the national economy.   

1.1  Research Objectives and Question 

The main objective of this study is to determine what kind of economic impacts that hosting 

the FIFA World Cup has had on the host countries–Brazil (2014), Russia (2018), and Qatar 

(2022) –and to examine how these impacts differ from one another. The study is done by 

analysing official statistic and international financial data and it gives insight to the patterns 

and trends in the economic outcomes between the host countries.  

This research contributes to a broader understanding of the economic implications of 

organizing mega-events, especially in countries with varying economic development and 

infrastructure readiness. By comparing three different host countries the study seeks to give 

insights into how contextual influence the economic benefits and costs of hosting the FIFA 

World Cup. 

(Main question) 

What kind of economic impacts has hosting the FIFA World Cup had on Brazil, Russia, and 

Qatar, and how do these impacts differ between the host countries? 

(Sub question) 

How have the key economic indicators such as GDP growth, employment, and public debt 

changed in the host countries during and after the World Cup?  
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1.2  Research constrains and Limitations 

This study is constrained exclusively on the men’s FIFA World Cup tournaments hosted by 

Brazil (2014), Russia (2018), and Qatar (2022). The analysis is limited to the four chosen 

indicators, and the study does not address social, political, or environmental impacts. The 

constrain is made to ensure a more focused manageable scope to this thesis.  

The time frame of the study covers the period approximately from three years prior to each 

World Cup until three years after the tournament, expect for Qatar (2022) with data limited 

to available years. As Qatar hosted the World Cup relatively recently in 2022, long-term 

economic effects may not be fully noticeable yet. This range was selected to observe both 

pre-event investments and post-event economic developments.  

1.3  Structure of the Thesis 

The thesis consists of five main chapters which are the introduction, The FIFA World Cup 

and Economic Impact, Data and Methodology, Results and Summary. Introduction 

paragraph introduces reader the main idea of the study. The FIFA World Cup and Economic 

impact chapter provides an overview of the topic and examines the most important theories 

of the study as well as previous literature and research. Data and methodology chapter will 

go over how the data was collected and how it was analysed. The fourth paragraph goes over 

the results of the study, and the final paragraph is the summary and discussions section.  
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2  The FIFA World Cup and Economic Impact 

Hosting the FIFA World Cup requires massive financial commitments for infrastructure, 

facilities, and public services, which generate both short-term and long-term economic 

effects. This chapter discusses the economic dimension of hosting the FIFA World Cup by 

first outlining the specific conditions of each host country and then examining the relevant 

economic theories and previous research on the topic. 

2.1  Overview of Host Countries 

This section provides a short overview of the three host countries of this study: Brazil, 

Russia, and Qatar. Each of these countries had distinct economic, infrastructural contexts 

leading up to their World Cups, which significantly influenced the costs, investments, and 

overall economic impacts of hosting the tournament.  

The subsections will examine key aspects of each host nation, including their economic 

situation prior to the World Cup, existing infrastructure, major investments required for the 

event, and the motivations behind their bids to host. By understanding these factors, it 

becomes possible to analyse how the starting conditions of each country shaped the 

economic outcomes and to compare the differences and similarities among the host nations.  

2.1.1  Brazil (2014) 

Brazil, the largest country in South America, hosted the 2014 FIFA World Cup. At the time, 

Brazil had a population of approximately 200 million and a GDP of around 2,4 trillion USD. 

Brazil is one of the largest emerging economies in the world, and in 2014 and still, today its 

diversified economy relies on strong agriculture, mining and manufacturing sectors. 

However, Brazil continues to face challenges related to income inequality and inadequate 

infrastructure. (World Bank, 2025) 
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In terms of existing infrastructure, Brazil already had several large stadiums and a strong 

domestic football culture. However, significant investments were needed to upgrade 

especially urban mobility and hospitality services, to meet FIFA standards. The Brazilian 

government aimed to use the World Cup to boost tourism, mobility, promote economic 

development, and improve global perception of the country. However, the event sparked 

large-scale protests particularly over public spending priorities (Malhado et al. 2013). 

2.1.2  Russia (2018) 

Russia, the world’s largest country by land area, hosted the 2018 FIFA World Cups part of 

its strategy to strengthen its global image and stimulate economic development. At the time 

of the tournament, the country’s GDP stood at approximately 1,7 trillion USD in 2018, and 

the economy relied and still relies heavily on energy exports, particularly oil and gas. Despite 

having a large and diversified industrial base, Russia has challenges such as economic 

disparities, bureaucratic inefficiencies, and a strong reliance on natural resources. (World 

Bank 2025) 

In terms of infrastructure, Russia needed to undertake massive investments to prepare for 

the world cup. According to Guivernau (2019),” The investment was mainly destined to the 

construction or remodelling of 12 stadiums, 13 hospitals, 96 training camps, 11 airports, 3 

train stations and 12 motorways. In addition, 27 built from scratch hotels were constructed”. 

The world Cup in Russia involved a level of expenditure, totalling approximately 11,95 

billion US dollars. (Guivernau, 2019)  

Prior to hosting the tournament, the Russian government estimated that the positive impact 

of the country’s economy would be approximately 1 % of GDP. The Russian government 

viewed the World Cup also as an opportunity to promote tourism and the image of Russia, 

despite concerns raised especially about the high costs of the tournament.  (Guivernau 2019)  
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2.1.3  Qatar (2022) 

Qatar, a small but wealthy Gulf nation, hosted the 2022 FIFA World Cup in what was the 

first edition of the tournament held in the Middle East. With a population of just under 3 

million and GDP of 0,235 USD trillion (2022), and one of the world’s highest GDPs per 

capita, Qatar entered the tournament with strong financial resources but limited existing 

infrastructure for an event of such magnitude. Unlike previous host (Brazil and Russia), 

Qatar had to construct nearly all the necessary facilities from scratch, including stadiums, 

roads, etcetera, from scratch. Estimated cost of the tournament is somewhere around 220 

billion USD, and it is the most expensive world cup ever held. (Statista 2022) 

The World Cup served as part of Qatar’s broader vision to sustain long-term knowledge-

based socio-economic prosperity, under its Qatar National Vision 2030 framework (GCO 

2025). Despite the country’s ambitious goals, the 2022 World Cup drew global a lot of global 

criticism related to human. rights concerns, particularly regarding the treatment of migrant 

workers involved in the construction projects. (HRW 2022) 

2.2  Keynesian Demand-Side Perspective – Relevant Theory to Mega-Events 

From a macroeconomic perspective, the short-term economic impacts of mega-events such 

as the FIFA World Cup are often examined through the lens of Keynesian demand-side. 

economics. According to this approach, large-scale events act as temporary injections of 

spending into the economy, stimulating aggregate demand for example, through increased 

public investment and tourism expenditure. (Statista, 2025) 

The key mechanism within this framework is the Keynesian multiplier effect, which 

describes how an initial rise in expenditure can lead to a more than proportional increase in 

national income. For example, government spending on stadiums or infrastructure may 

generate additional employment and wages, which then stimulate further consumption and 

production across other sectors. (CFI, 2025) 

In the context of this thesis, the Keynesian multiplier concept is applied at a general and 

illustrative level, rather than as an exact econometric calculation. The objective is to provide 
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an indicative understanding of how tournament related investments might circulate through 

the domestic economy and create short-term stimulus effects. This conceptual approach 

helps to interpret whether the observed changes in GDP, employment, and public debt could 

plausibly be associated with demand side dynamics. 

Nevertheless, the actual magnitude of such effects depends on how much of the expenditure 

remains within the host economy. Leakages, such as import, foreign ownership, or the use 

of expatriate labour, can diminish the multiplier’s overall strength. (Statista, 2025) 

Overall, the Keynesian demand-side framework provides a theoretical foundation for 

understanding potential short-run economic impulses generated by mega-events. In this 

study, it serves primarily as a conceptual tool for interpreting general patterns of change 

rather than for producing precise numerical estimates of economic impact.  

2.3  Previous studies 

The FIFA World Cup and mega-events in general have been studied in economical context 

before, but the economic comparison of World Cup tournaments across three different host 

countries is a relatively underexplored topic. Previous research has primarily focused on 

individual mega-events rather than comparative studies. Comparing the economic outcomes 

of three specific FIFA World Cup tournaments is a relatively novel approach. There is also 

a considerable amount of previous research that has also focused on the methods used to 

evaluate mega-events.  

For example, Mustafa’s (2023) article handles specifically whether the 2022 FIFA World 

Cup is leading Qatar’s economy in a more positive direction. Mustafas’s article also partially 

relates to the topic of this study, noting that there is no significant evidence of a positive 

impact from hosting the World Cup between 2010 and 2022, apart from varying degrees of 

increases in GDP. Meuer and Lins on the other hand, have analysed the effects of the FIFA 

World Cup in Brazil (2014) and the Olympic games in Brazil (2016) on the international 

travel receipts. Meuer and Linds noticed an increase of about 50 % in receipts during the 

two months of the tournament, and that right after the event the fall of the receipts was almost 

the same amount, so the effects were therefore immediate and short-lived. 
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Studies have been made about the impact of mega-events in general. Andersson, Armbrecht, 

and Lundberg (2008), present academic knowledge about three different approaches to 

economic impact analysis of mega-events, one of the approaches being the previously 

mentioned cost-benefit analysis (CBA). They emphasize that CBA raises two key questions: 

what values and resources should be included, and how these values should be correctly 

estimated? The authors argue that it is impossible to make a perfect CBA of a mega-event, 

as it involves evaluation of a value created by the event.  

Feddersen et al. (2009) examined the 2006 FIFA World Cup in Germany, analysing how the 

construction of new stadiums contributed to local revenue and job creation. By comparing 

cities where new stadiums were constructed to those where no new stadiums were built, the 

study found no significant differences in income levels or employment between the cities.   

3  Data and Methodology 

The purpose of this chapter is to describe the research design, data sources, and analytical 

methods used to examine the economic impact of hosting the FIFA World Cup. A clear 

methodological structure ensures that the results are transparent, replicable, and logically 

linked to the study’s research questions. 

3.1  Economic indicators and Variables Used 

This study focuses on four key economic indicators: Gross Domestic Product (GDP) growth, 

investment, public debt levels, and employment rates. These indicators were selected 

because they represent fundamental macroeconomic performance and have been frequently 

used in previous studies examining the economic impacts of mega-events (Baade & 

Matheson 2016). Together, the indicators allow both short- and longer-term evaluation of 

how hosting the FIFA World Cup may influence a host country’s economic dynamics. 
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GDP growth: Shows how much a country’s economy has increased or decreased over time. 

It measures how much the value of all goods and services produced in a country change, 

usually from on year to the next.  

Investment: Measured trough capital expenditure figures and government/public-private 

investment reports. 

Public debt: Assessed using government debt-to-GDP ratios before and after the 

tournament.  

Employment: Measured trough changes in national unemployment rates.  

These four indicators were chosen over other possible economic measures, such as tourism 

receipts or foreign direct investment, because they provide a broader and more comparable 

basis for this cross-country analysis.  

3.2  Data Sources and Collection Methods 

Data for the selected indicators were collected from variety of official and reliable sources 

including the World Bank, International Monetary Fund. Additional data were retrieved 

from relevant research publications and national statistical offices.  The study primarily uses 

annual data from a period spanning mainly three years before and after each tournament, 

except for Qatar, less than three years have passed since the tournament at the time of 

writing. The chosen time spanning allows pre-and post-event comparisons.  

3.3  Quantitative Analysis Framework 

The quantitative analysis framework provides the logical basis for interpreting the economic 

data gathered for this study. The analytical approach relies on two main methods: The 

Keynesian multiplier effect, which estimates the broader impact of government spending, 

and the cost-benefit analysis, which weighs total economic gains against the cost incurred.  
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3.3.1  Keynesian Multiplier Effect 

Important theory for this study is the Keynesian multiplier effect.  The theory is applied by 

examining how public investment leads to an increase in GDP that exceeds the initial amount 

of spending. The Keynesian multiplier effect refers to the principle that an increase in private 

consumption, investment, or net government spending produces a greater increase in total 

GDP than the initial amount spent. Simplified it means that for example, if net government 

spending increases by 10 units, the total GDP will increase by more than 10 units. The value 

of the multiplier depends on the marginal propensity to consume and the marginal propensity 

to save. (CFI, 2025). 

The Keynesian multiplier can be expressed with the following formula:  

k = 1 / (1-MPC)  

k = multiplier coefficient 

MPC = marginal propensity to consume, measures how consumer spending changes with 

change in income 

(CFI 2025). 

 

MPC figures used in this study are only estimates and cannot be considered completely precise. 

Based on general research and comparison with European countries, the estimated MPC values used 

in this study are 0.7 for Brazil, 0.65 for Russia, and 0.6 for Qatar. (Sciencedirect, 2020) 

3.3.2  Cost-Benefit Analysis 

Other significant method for this study is the cost-benefit analysis. In general, the cost-

benefit analysis involves tallying up all costs of a project and subtracting the total projected 
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benefits of the project. If the projected benefits outweigh the costs, the decision could be 

argued as a good one (Stobierski, 2019). The cost-benefit analysis is used in this study to 

assess whether hosting the FIFA World Cup can be considered economically reasonable.   

Stobierski (2019) divides the cost-benefit analysis to four different steps. The first step is to 

Establish an accurate framework for the analysis. Second step is to identify costs and 

benefits, including direct and indirect costs and benefits. The third step is to assign a value 

to each cost and benefit. The fourth step is to tally the total value if benefits and costs and 

compare. The four steps in mind, Stobierski’s view on cost-benefit analysis can be applied 

to this study, although not perfectly, as his approach focuses also on future outcomes, 

whereas in this research the benefits and long-term costs of the project are largely already 

observable. In the context of this study, the cost-benefit analysis is only a framework that 

helps reason the economic benefits of the tournament.  

3.4  Time Frame and Comparative Strategy 

This study uses a comparative time-series analysis to evaluate the economic impacts of 

hosting the FIFA World Cup in Brazil (2014), Russia (2018), and Qatar (2022). For each 

host country, the analysis covers a six-year period: approximately three years before and 

after the tournament. This allows for the examination of both pre-tournament investments 

and post-tournament economic trends, such as GDP growth, changes in employment, public 

debt and infrastructure spending.  

Although the official cost estimates of hosting the FIFA World Cup include investments 

over a longer horizon, this study primarily focuses on the more limited time window of 

approximately three years before and after each tournament. This time frame was selected 

to ensure consistency and comparability across all three countries.  

However, where necessary– especially when referring to total infrastructure and hosting 

costs–figures from a broader period will be used. These longer-term estimates are included 

to provide a better understanding of the scale of investment, while the analysis of economic 

impacts remains on the defined six-year window.   
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The comparative strategy involves analysing the key economic indicators across the three 

countries using a consistent structure. Results will be normalized, where possible, using 

values such as percent of GDP or year-over-year change, to improve comparability between 

the host countries with different kind of economies. 

As previously mentioned, due to Qatar having hosted the tournament in 2022, only a partial 

post-tournament data window is available. This is acknowledged and taken into 

consideration in the interpretation of findings.  

3.5  Limitations of the Methodology 

While this study uses a quantitative approach and uses official macroeconomic indicators, certain 

limitations must be acknowledged: 

- Data Availability: The availability and consistency of data vary between the countries. For 

example, in the case of Qatar (2022), full post-tournament data is not yet available due to 

recency of the event. Additionally, some indicators, such as the Marginal Propensity to 

Consume (MPC), are not published by official sources. Consequently, the MPC values used 

in the Keynesian multiplier calculations are estimates based on existing research and 

comparative economic reasoning.  

 

- Correlation: It is difficult to isolate the direct economic effects of hosting the FIFA World 

Cup from other economic developments, such as economic cycles, or external shocks on the 

economy. Therefore, observed changes in the chosen key indicators may not be entirely 

attributable to the event.  

 

Despite these limitations, the methodology provides a structured and comparable framework for 

analyzing economic impacts across three distinct host countries, contributing insights into the 

broader discourse on mega-event economics.  
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4  Results 

This chapter presents the findings of the study based on the data and method outlined in the 

previous section. The results are organized according to the key economic indicators–GDP 

growth, employment, investment, and public debt–and are examined separately for each 

host country. 

4.1  Changes in GDP and Employment 

This section presents the observed changes in Gross Domestic product (GDP) and 

unemployment rates in the host countries– Brazil, Russia, and Qatar–during the three-year 

periods leading up to and following each FIFA World Cup.  

The GDP data reflects the annual growth rates, which indicate the overall economic 

performance of each country. Employment data is included to assess whether hosting the 

World Cup had a noticeable influence on job creation or labour market in general.  

The following charts illustrate the trends in GDP growth and employment rates for each host 

country, highlighting the years before, during and after their tournaments.  

4.1.1  Changes in Brazil’s GDP and Employment 
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Table 1. Brazil GDP and GDP Growth (%) from 2011 to 2017 

Data source: Worldbank, 2025 

As shown in the figure, the most significant economic downturn occurred in the immediate 

aftermath of the 2014 World Cup, between and 2015 and 2016. Several studies have 

suggested that the short-term economic effects of mega-events such as the World Cup are 

often expected to stimulate economic activity (Baade & Matheson 2016).  In Brazil’s case 

broader macroeconomic factors likely outweighed the event’s economic boost, and GDP 

decreased in 2015, right after the tournament.  (CFI, 2025) 

 

Figure 1. Brazil unemployment (%) from 2011 to 2017 

Data source: Worldbank, 2025 

As can be seen from the figure 2, the unemployment increased right after the World Cup, so 

the World Cup did not result in lasting employment benefits. Any short-term job creation–
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such as in construction on tourism–appears to have been outweighed by Brazil’s broader 

picture of economic challenges 

4.1.2  Changes in Russia’s GDP and Employment 

Between 2015 and 2021, Russia’s economy experienced notable fluctuations in both GDP 

levels and unemployment rates. In 2015, Russia’s GDP stood at approximately 1.36 USD 

trillion, but it declined in 2016 to 1.28 USD trillion. However, economic recovery started in 

the lead-up to the World Cup: GDP reached 1.66 trillion in 2018, the year of the tournament. 

This period of growth may partly reflect the economic stimulus provided by World Cup-

related infrastructure spending and increased consumer activity. 

It is challenging to assess the post-tournament economic effects, as although GDP 

experienced slight growth in 2019, the global COVID-19 pandemic in 2020 caused a 

significant decline in GDP from which the economy, however, rebounded quickly. 

(Worldbank, 2022 & Worldbank 2025)  

 

Table 2.  Russia GDP and GDP Growth (%) from 2015 to 2021 

Data source: Worldbank, 2025 
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Figure 2. Russia unemployment (%) from 2015 to 2021 

Data source: Worldbank, 2025 

As can be seen from the figure Russia’s unemployment % was on a small decline from 2016–

2019, after which it likely increased temporarily in 2020 because of the COVID–19 

pandemic. However, it is difficult to see any clear similarities between unemployment and 

the tournament. 

4.1.3  Changes in Qatar’s GDP and Employment 

Qatar, as the host of the 2022 FIFA World Cup, presents a unique case in terms of economic 

performance and labour market trends. Unlike Brazil and Russia, Qatar’s economy is heavily 

reliant on oil export, and its population is significantly smaller, with a large proportion of 

foreign workers. This structural context has influenced both GDP and employment figures 

before and after the tournament.  
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In 2019, the country’s GDP. stood at approximately 176 USD billion, but it experienced a 

sharp decline in 2020 to around 144 USD billion, largely due to the global impact of the 

COVID-19 pandemic. (Worldbank, 2022). This decline was followed by a strong rebound; 

Qatar’s GDP rose to 180 billion USD in 2021 and peaked around 235 billion USD in 2022 

– the year of the FIFA World Cup. This Growth suggests possible link between tournament 

related activities, like increased tourism and infrastructure spending. However, GDP. 

slightly declined to 213 USD billion in 2023 and 218 USD billion in 2024, possibly 

indicating a post event normalization of economic activity.  

 

Table 3. Qatar GDP (USD Trillion) and GDP Growth (%) from 2019 to 2024 

Data source: Worldbank, 2025 

Despite the changes in GDP, according to the World Bank, Qatar’s unemployment rate has 

remained remarkably stable throughout the period, consistently hovering around 0.10 %. 

This figure reflects Qatar’s distinct labour market, where most workers are employed trough 

temporary labour agreements, especially in sectors such as construction and services, both 

of which saw extensive activity in preparation for the World Cup. 

The spike in Qatar’s GDP in 2022 can be argued as being heavily influenced by the World 

Cup, due to increased public and private sector spending, as well as a surge in international 

attention and tourism. However, given that the tournament was held recently, longer term 

effects on Qatar’s economy are difficult to fully assess, especially due to the recency of the 
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tournament. However, the observed post-2022 decline may point to a short-term economic 

boost rather than sustained growth.  

4.2  Investments and Public Spending 

Investment and public spending form one of the most visible and financially significant 

dimension of hosting the FIFA World Cup. This section examines the magnitude and 

composition of total spending across Brazil, Russia, and Qatar, highlighting how 

investments, and fiscal strategies differed between the host nations.  

4.2.1  Overview of Total Spending  

The total cost for hosting the FIFA World Cup has varied significantly among Brazil, Russia 

and Qatar, reflecting not only differences in national economic structures but also the 

varying scopes of their investments and infrastructure.  

Brazil’s 2014 World Cup incurred a total cost of approximately USD 15 billion, making it 

one of the most expensive tournaments at the time (Statista, 2025). A large amount of this 

budget was allocated to stadium construction, transportation upgrades and hospitality 

services. However, the spending was met with domestic criticism due to the. perceived 

imbalance between sports-related investments and essential public services such as health 

and education. (Malhado et al. 2013).  

Russia, which hosted the tournament in 2018, spent an estimated 11,6 USD billion. The 

Russian government focused heavily on infrastructure improvements, including 

transportation upgrades (Guivernau, 2019). While costing slightly less than Brazil, the 

Russian investment was still among the most extensive in history of FIFA World Cup. 

(Statista, 2025) 

Qatar’s expenditure for the 2022 FIFA World Cup is estimated at a staggering 220 USD 

billion, making it by far the most expensive World Cup to date. This figure includes not only 
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tournament-specific infrastructure such as stadiums but also large-scale national 

development projects under Qatar’s Vision 2030 plan (gco, 2025).  

These spending figures underline the differing motivations and capacities of each host 

nation. While Brazil and Russia invested heavily within the limits of emerging transitional 

economies, Qatar’s unprecedented financial outlay reflects its broader strategic goals and 

wealth derived from its energy sector.  

4.2.2  Public debt 

Public debt levels provide an important perspective for understanding the fiscal burden that 

hosting the FIFA World Cup can place on national economies. Examining the ratio of 

government debt to GDP helps contextualize, which infrastructure spending and public 

investments were financed through borrowing.  

 

Figure 3. Government debt % of the GDP, three years before and after the tournaments. 

(From Qatar and Russia reliable data was not available for every year). 
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Data source: IMF, 2025.  

Brazil entered its 2014 World Cup with an already elevated public debt burden. Between 

2011 and 2014, the country’s debt-to-GDP ratio remained relatively stable at around 57–59 

%. However, in the years right after the tournament, debt levels began to climb significantly.  

By 2015, the debt ratio rose to 67,5 %, and by 2017 it had reached nearly 79%. It can be 

argued that this increase in public debt may partly be explained by costly infrastructure 

investments and, on the other hand, likely also by weakening economic growth. Since the 

rise in debt began immediately after the World Cup, it can also be argued that the tournament 

may have had an impact on the increase in debt. (IMF, 2025) 

Russia, in contrast, hosted the 2018 World Cup with relatively low levels of public debt 

compared to Brazil. From 2015 to 2018, Russia’s debt-to-GDP ratio fell from 14,5 % to just 

under 13 %. This stability reflects Russia’s conservative fiscal policy and substantial foreign 

exchange reserves. However, in 2020, as the COVID–19 pandemic started, the debt ratio 

jumped to 18.5 %–an increase that was probably unrelated to World Cup spending. Overall, 

World Cup clearly did not affect Russia’s fiscal position. (IMF, 2025) 

Qatar presents a contrasting case. In the years leading up to the 2022 World Cup, Qatar’s 

public debt ratio was relatively high, standing at 62% of GDP in 2019 and peaking 72% in 

2020. Yet rather than worsening after the tournament the debt ratio had fallen sharply to 42.6 

% and stabilized around 43% in 2023. Reliable data for years 2024 and 2025 was not 

available yet.  

4.3  The Keynesian Multiplier effect 

The Keynesian multiplier effect is very useful in the context of this study, because it describes the 

effect of a large-scale economic investments, beyond the initial expenditure. The multiplier provides 

an estimate of the total increase in national income that may result from these expenditures. (CFI, 

2025) 

As mentioned in chapter 3, the marginal propensity to consume (MPC) is a central component of the 

multiplier formula. It measures how consumer spending changes with change in income (CFI, 2025). 
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The estimated MPC values used for the calculations are 0.7 for Brazil, 0.65 for Russia, and 0.6 for 

Qatar (Sciencedirect, 2020).  

 

The Keynesian multiplier (k) is calculated below for each host country by using the MPC estimates: 

k = 1/(1-MPC) 

Brazil: k = 1 / (1-0.7) = 3.33 

Russia: k = 1 / (1-0.65) = 2.86 

Qatar:  1 / (1-0.6) = 2.5 

 

The table below summarizes the estimated economic impact based on the Keynesian multiplier 

effect: 

 

Table 4. Total impact of the Keynesian Multiplier effect.  

Data source: Sciencedirect, 2020. 

From the figure above can be seen that Qatar dominates the absolute impact because of the largest 

spending scale, where as Brazil demonstrates the most efficient use of the spending due to the highest 

MPC estimate, leading to a stronger multiplier. The Qatar’s however the lowest MPC estimate 

produced the smallest multiplier, which probably suggest that a portion of spending leaked out of the 

economy more compared to Brazil and Russia.  

Brazil, in contrast, achieved the highest multiplier due its highest MPC estimate. This implies that 

probably a larger share of new income was spent domestically, resulting to the higher MPC. Although 

Brazil’s initial spending was a lot smaller compared to Qatar, the higher spending with the local 

economy led to a better total impact relative to the investment size. Russia’s total spending was 

comparable to Brazil, but the lower MPC value (2.86) resulted in a smaller total impact estimate.  

To summarize, the Keynesian multiplier analysis highlights especially how the higher consumer 

spending behavior can lead to economic benefits even with lower initial investments, as the Brazil’s 
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example shows. Qatar on the other hand, demonstrates the transformative power of large-scale 

investments.  

4.3.1  Limitations of the Multiplier approach 

While the Keynesian multiplier provides a useful framework for potential economic effects 

of the World Cup–related investments, a few limitations must be acknowledged. Firstly, the 

MPC values used in the calculations are only estimates based on secondary source and they 

may not reflect the consumption patterns accurately.  

Secondly, Critics argue that the multiplier ignores how governments finance spending by 

taxation or debt issues make the Keynesian multiplier fundamentally flawed. For example, 

the critics argue that if the government raises funds by bonds that causes the government to 

go into debt and the growth of debt becomes a powerful incentive for the government to 

raise taxes, thus lowering the net gain. (Investopedia, 2023) 

Lastly, the model assumes a closed economy, meaning it does not account for import 

leakages or capital outflows. It is important to notice that significant share of the spending 

was for sure directed abroad. (The Curious Economist, 2025)  

For these reasons, the results can work only as an indicative estimate, rather than precise 

valuations. The results serve to illustrate the potential scale of ripple effects generated by 

World Cup related spending, but they cannot fully capture the complex economic dynamics 

of each host country. 

4.4  Comparative Analysis of the Three Host Countries, with the help of cost-

benefit analysis 

To compare Brazil, Russia and Qatar not just in terms of total spending, multiplier effect and 

other economic indicators, but in terms of whether the economic benefits justify the massive 

investments. This chapter focuses on comparative analysis of the three host countries, 

including the cost-benefit analysis. Simplified, the cost-benefit analysis involves tallying up 
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all costs of a project and subtracting the total projected benefits of the project ((Stobierski, 

2019).  It should first be noted that in this thesis, the cost–benefit analysis excludes social 

and ethical issues caused by the tournaments. By comparing mostly, the results of this study, 

this section focuses specially on the economic costs and benefits associated with hosting the 

events.  

4.4.1  Brazil (2014) 

Brazil invested approximately USD 15 billion in hosting the World Cup 2014, with major 

allocations to stadium construction, public transportation, and hospitality facilities (Malhado 

et al. 2013 & Statista, 2025). The Keynesian multiplier analysis suggests that, due to Brazil’s 

relatively high estimated marginal propensity to consume (MPC = 0.7), spending should 

have had stronger ripple effects throughout the economy, more than the observed 

macroeconomic data indicates. GDP growth slowed sharply after 2014, and unemployment 

rose significantly after the tournament, reflecting the onset of a broader recession. (World 

Bank, 2025)  

Brazil’s public debt also increased after the event, climbing from 59 % in 2014 to nearly 79 

% by 2017 (IMF, 2025). This suggests that the economic benefits were not sufficient to 

offset the fiscal burden of hosting. The economic costs can be considered to have outweighed 

the benefits: While the Keynesian multiplier effect forecasted some of short–term benefits, 

these gains seem to have outweighed by larger scale economic challenges.  

4.4.2  Russia (2018) 

Russia’s total expenditure for the World Cup 2018 is estimated at 11.6 billion USD, making 

it a little less costly than Brazil’s tournament (Statista, 2025). GDP data indicates moderate 

economic gains before the tournament, with GDP rising from USD 1.28 trillion in 2016 to 

1.66 trillion in 2018 (World Bank, 2025). The World Cup may have an impact on this 

change.  
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Importantly, Russia’s fiscal position remained stable during the period, with public debt 

staying at lower levels between 13–15 % (IMF, 2025). This indicates that the event did not 

significantly strain government finances. However, the relatively modest MPC estimate 

(0.65) resulted in a smaller multiplier effect compared to Brazil, limiting the scale of indirect 

benefits. All in all, Russia’s cost–benefit balance appears more favourable than Brazil’s, 

with more stable debt dynamics and little better growth effects, though the net economic 

gain remains modest. 

4.4.3  Qatar (2022) 

Qatar’s tournament represents an outlier due to its record braking spending of approximately 

USD 220 billion, far exceeding any previous tournament (Statista, 2025).  GDP data shows 

a sharp increase in 2022 to 235 billion USD, arguably reflecting the effect of the World Cup.  

Despite the massive investment, the estimated multiplier effect was the weakest among the 

three host countries (Estimated MPC = 0.6). A significant share of spending arguably flowed 

abroad out of the domestic economy.  Moreover, post–event GDP levels declined to USD 

213 billion in 2023, suggesting that much of the economic boost was short–lived. However, 

Qatar’s public debt ratio fell from 72 % in 2020 to 43 % in 2023, indicating that Qatar 

successfully managed the fiscal burden.  

From a cost–benefit perspective, Qatar’s case in a lot different compared to Brazil and 

Russia. While the benefits in terms of GDP and public debt to GDP ratio, the incredible scale 

of expenditure makes it difficult to justify the tournament purely in economic terms. The 

benefits appear more aligned with long–term strategic objectives linking with the Qatar’s 

Vision 2030 plan, rather than immediate financial returns (gco, 2025).  

4.4.4  Comparative Assessment 

Overall, the cost–benefit analysis suggests that hosting the World Cup can produce 

temporary positive economic effects, but the evidence from these three World Cups does not 

support the claim that hosting results in sustainable economic significance. Moreover, the 
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results indicate that macroeconomic trends and external shocks, such as the COVID–19 

pandemic, seem to overweight the economic impacts of the tournament. 
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5  Summary 

This final chapter summarizes the key findings of the research and reflects on their broader 

significance in the context of economic studies on mega-events. The chapter consolidates 

the results from previous analyses, discussing how the FIFA World Cup has influenced the 

economic performance of the three host nations. In addition to presenting the main 

conclusions, the discussion also considers the implications for future host countries and 

outlines the potential directions for further research.  

5.1  Conclusions 

The aim of this study was to identify economic impacts of the FIFA World Cup, by 

comparing three different tournaments in Qatar (2022), Russia (2018), and Brazil (2014). 

This was done by analysing basic economic indicators, such as investments, GDP growth, 

employment rates, and public debt.  

In the case of Brazil, it can be concluded that despite having the highest estimated MPC 

value, the tournament’s impact was not visible in GDP development. Moreover, both 

unemployment and the government debt-to-GDP ratio increased after the tournament. While 

it may be argued that World Cup–related expenditures contributed to the rise in public debt, 

at the broader macroeconomic level the tournament does not appear to have generated any 

clearly observable economic effects for Brazil.  

With Russia, the data suggests that the World Cup coincided with a positive economic rather 

than generating a distinct and lasting positive effect. GDP increased from USD 1.28 trillion 

in 2016 to USD 1.66 trillion in 2018, the year of the World Cup, which could arguably reflect 

the effects of the World Cup. However, this growth trend was short-lived, as bigger 

economic developments, especially the COVID-19 pandemic–led to a significant decline in 

2020. Employment indicators followed similar pattern, Unemployment steadily declined 
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between 2015 and 2019, reaching its lowest point just after the tournament, which may 

indicate some temporary benefits in the labour market. However, this trend reversed in 2020, 

with unemployment rising during the pandemic before falling again in 2021. These 

fluctuations seem to be more tied to global cyclical factors than to the effects of the World 

Cup.  

Russia entered the 2018 tournament with relatively low debt compared to Brazil, and its 

debt-to-GDP ratio declined from 14.5 % in 2015 to just under 13 % in 2018, which cannot 

be attributed to the positive impact of the tournament itself but rather to the underlying 

structure of the Russian economy.  The subsequent increase in 2020, when the ratio rose to 

18.5 %, was directly linked to the economic shock the pandemic caused. To conclude, these 

findings with Russia suggest that the country may have possibly had small short-term 

economic improvements, but the tournament cannot be seen as having significantly altered 

Russia’s macroeconomic situation. 

Qatar presents a totally different case. In the years leading up to the World Cup, Qatar’s 

public debt ratio was relatively high, standing at 62 % of GDP in 2019 and peaking at 72 % 

in 2020. Yet rather than worsening after the tournament, the debt ratio fell sharply to 42.6 % 

and stabilized around 43% in 2023. Reliable data for 2024 and 2025 is not available yet, but 

this suggest that the fiscal stability improved despite the massive spending associated with 

the tournament.  

The financial commitment made by Qatar was unprecedented. The total expenditure of 

approximately 220 USD billion, making it by far the most expensive World Cup in history. 

This figure reflects not only tournament specific infrastructure, such as stadiums, but also 

huge national development initiatives connected to Qatar’s Vision 2030 plan (GCO, 2025). 

Thus, it is important to understand the longer-term goals with Qatar and understand that the 

massive expenditure cannot be economically justified. Qatar’s economic and labour market 

context differs a lot from that of Brazil and Russia. The country’s economy is heavily reliant 

on oil and gas exports, while its population is smaller and large share of the employees are 

foreign workers. These conditions have influenced both GDP and employment dynamics.  
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Taken together, Qatar’s case indicates that while the World Cup coincided with a notable 

GDP spike in 2022 and was associated with record levels of spending, the broader economic 

impact may be limited to short-term impacts. The evidence suggests that the World Cup in 

Qatar delivered a temporary economic boost, but it cannot be regarded as source of 

sustainable macroeconomic transformation.  

In conclusion, these three cases demonstrate that hosting a mega-event of such magnitude 

does not significantly affect the overall economies of the host nations.  In the cases of Brazil 

and Russia, the relatively large size of their economies helps explain why the tournaments 

effects appear minimal at the macroeconomic level. Qatar, on the other hand, presents a very 

different economic structure, and the limited availability of reliable data for the most recent 

years further complicates any attempt to attribute economic changes directly to the 

tournament. 

In the short term, such tournaments may generate small–scale positive effect; however, even 

these effects can be difficult to link directly to hosting the event itself. It is also important to 

note that the indicators and calculation used in this study are on quite simple level, focusing 

on basic macroeconomic variables such as employment, GDP growth, debt–to-GDP ratio, 

and total investment. The purpose of this thesis has not been to engage detailed country 

specific analysis, but rather to provide a general-level assessment. Thus, it can be concluded 

that hosting the FIFA World Cup cannot be considered a key driver of economic success or 

stability.  

Finally, it must be acknowledged that this thesis excludes other potential externalities, such 

as improvements to the host country’s international image. For the host nations, such 

reputational and strategic benefits may well have been central consideration, probably even 

outweighing the pursuit of direct economic gains. 

5.2  Implications for Future Host Nations 

The findings of this thesis carry important implications for countries considering hosting the 

FIFA World Cup in the future.  The comparative analysis of Brazil, Russia, and Qatar 
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suggests that while hosting can arguably generate short-term economic boosts, but the 

longer-term macroeconomic benefits are far less certain. For prospective host nations, this 

indicates that expectations significant and sustainable economic growth should be 

approached with a great caution. 

The analysis show that public spending and debt trajectories are important considerations. 

While Brazil faced a notable rise in debt after the tournament, Russa’s debt level stayed 

stable, and Qatar’s debt even declined after 2022. This suggests that the impact on debt levels 

depends heavily on how investments are financed and integrated into longer-term economic 

plans.  

Finally, the evidence suggests that hosting the FIFA World Cup should be viewed less as a 

guaranteed path to economic growth and more as a strategic investment decision. Future host 

cannot rely on the World Cup as safeguard against structural vulnerabilities and external 

shocks. The true benefits are more likely to lie in for example, international image-building, 

and achieving specific national objectives rather than in direct macroeconomic gains. 

5.3  Suggestions for Further Research 

This study has approached the FIFA World Cup as a comparative case study between three 

host nations, providing an overview of economic outcomes. However, there are several areas 

where further research could add debt and generally approach the topic more deeply.  

First, future studies could examine tournaments individually, rather than comparing multiple 

hosts simultaneously. A focused, single-case analysis would allow for a more detailed 

analysis, for example, with including more economical indicators or looking into also on the 

social aspects of the tournaments. Expanding the range of economic indicators would 

provide a more comprehensive picture. While this thesis focused only on GDP growth, 

unemployment, debt, and investment, future research could include for example, foreign 

investment flow, tourism or changes is income distribution. 
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Second, comparative studies across different types of mega-events, such as the Olympic 

Games, could highlight whether the economic dynamics of the FIFA World Cup are unique 

or part of a broader pattern of mega-events. Third, future research could place greater 

emphasis on the longer–term of hosting, extending the analysis beyond a three-year window. 

Longer–term studies could explore whether the infrastructure investments continue to 

deliver value years after the event. 

Finally, given the increasing importance of non–economic considerations, future could also 

integrate social, cultural, and political dimensions into the analysis. An approach including 

the economic and non-economic aspects would provide a richer and more balanced 

understanding of the true costs and benefits of hosting the FIFA World Cup. 
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