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The Nature of the Relationship Between Government and Sport Pertaining to Security 

I spent the summer of 2016 interning in the office of U.S. Congressman Scott Garrett, a 

representative from my home district (New Jersey’s Fifth). Seeing the government up close 

turned me on to the tremendously bloated nature of our nation’s public sector. As a 

constitutionalist, I am troubled by the fact that government has exceeded its enumerated powers 

in what it deems to be the public interest. Many times, however, the private sector best serves the 

public interest. On Capitol Hill, I attended many Congressional hearings, from those on the IRS’ 

abuse of small businesses to international antitrust enforcement. Majoring in Sports Management 

at New York University has nurtured my interest in economics, public policy, and law; the 

specific topics of these hearings served to supplement my education. 

 One thing that was discussed at length during my stay in the House of Representatives, 

however, was national security. After the tragic mass shooting over the summer at a night club in 

Orlando, Florida (a direct attack on the LGBTQ community, nonetheless), lawmakers were 

abuzz with ways to make our country safer. While gun legislation was debated and proposed, the 

conversations also hit on another topic: the presence of publicly funded security staff at major 

gatherings. As the country prepared for the Republican and Democratic National Conventions, 

many did not stop to consider just how much security for these events cost, exactly. According to 

The Fiscal Times, the federal government gives up to $50 million to cities that host the 

conventions, in the interest of securing the event 



(http://www.thefiscaltimes.com/2016/07/27/How-Much-Will-Democratic-National-Convention-

Cost). 

 These major events are made even more prominent in the age of television. While a good 

many people were in attendance at the conventions, over 30 million viewers tuned in on 

television to watch each nominee’s acceptance speech (http://fortune.com/2016/07/29/rnc-dnc-

tv-ratings/). The stakes could not be higher; as networks carried the speeches live and social 

media broadcast updates from the floor every minute, a voluminous number of Americans 

watched democracy in action. The consequences, if a terrorist attack or the like were to have 

interrupted these conventions, would be devastating. Americans would lose faith in their political 

system, and the public trust would be damaged. There is a compelling argument to be made for 

the expensive security at these events, which (while put on by private organizations, the RNC 

and DNC) have the feeling of civic, public gatherings. 

 The question is then begged, however, as it is with almost anything on which government 

gets its hands: where is the line? Airports, train stations, and other mass transportation hubs have 

become pseudo-public, what with the existence of the Transportation Security Administration 

and the almost omnipresent Department of Homeland Security. The millions of Americans who 

travel every day, via plane or other form of transport, expect to reach their destination safely, and 

government has taken this responsibility upon itself. While Americans should feel safe, ramping 

up security is a costly endeavor that is outside of the normal bounds of what government should 

do for the citizenry. In general, government expansion infringes upon liberty, and the security 

example is no exception. 

 Congressman Garrett has fought hard for liberty throughout his career in Congress. He is 

an ardent defender of the Constitution, and views all legislation through the lens of 



constitutionality. The Congressman has never voted to raise taxes, and adheres strictly to our 

nation’s governing documents. Interning in his office helped to expose me to a philosophy about 

government that is Reaganesque: in many instances, government is not the answer to the 

problem. Government is the problem. A major debate between those on the right side of the aisle 

is between libertarians and conservatives on privacy. Framed simply, the conflict is between 

“liberty” and “security,” wherein one side believes that unsafe times call for safety measures, and 

the other side subscribes to the famous aphorism from Benjamin Franklin: “Those who would 

give up essential Liberty, to purchase a little temporary Safety, deserve neither Liberty nor 

Safety.” 

 Each Capitol Hill intern brings to Washington with him or her a unique set of 

experiences, ideas, and thoughts regarding the government. With my academic background being 

in sports management, I made an attempt to understand how policy battles could be framed in the 

realm of the sporting industry. While one may normally think of the national political 

conventions when “major event” is mentioned, the first thing I consider is the Super Bowl. 

Developing a security apparatus at the Super Bowl, which government has decided to take on, is 

a highly complicated and prohibitively costly endeavor. The Super Bowl, an undeniably private 

event, receives very public security. While safety at such an important event is a priority, the 

question is of domain: should the NFL have to fund its own security for the event, instead of 

relying on government? 

 While much of the bloated government conversation centers around the federal 

government, the burden for security at the Super Bowl falls on state governments a lot of the 

time. A NJ.com article detailed how the 2014 Super Bowl cost the state of New Jersey over $5 

million for security expenses, forcing the taxpayers to foot the bill for a private event 



(http://www.nj.com/politics/index.ssf/2014/03/nj_security_expenses_for_super_bowl_48_top_5_

million.html). The viewership numbers for the RNC and DNC conventions may have been 

impressive, but the Super Bowl has topped 100 million viewers each year since 2010 

(http://www.statista.com/statistics/216526/super-bowl-us-tv-viewership/). If the high viewership 

of the political conventions is a motivating factor behind rigorous counterterrorism and security 

measures at these events, such an argument would only be amplified with the Super Bowl. 

 Civil liberties groups take issue with the recent TSA-inspired expansion of so-called 

“VIPR” teams, which stands for Visible Intermodal Prevention and Response. These teams do 

the security sweeps that help prevent terrorist attacks. Congress, however, charges that TSA has 

given no evidence that the VIPR teams are even effective, and civil liberties groups worry that 

VIPR searches violate constitutional protections (http://www.nytimes.com/2013/08/06/us/tsa-

expands-duties-beyond-airport-security.html). The cited article goes on to note how the VIPR 

program has a $100 million annual budget, and is now assigned to other sporting events, 

including the Indianapolis 500 and NCAA Championships in both football and basketball. 

 Defining the nature of the relationship between sport and government is a broader 

conversation, wherein security is just one facet of the discussion. Folding the responsibility of 

securing events into the Department of Homeland Security (or a state’s police force) blurs the 

line even further, giving government departmental authority to an aspect of a private industry 

(that of sport). Sport and the public sector could perhaps work together in some instances, and 

one of the more interesting differences in government between the United States and other 

countries like the United Kingdom is how that relationship is formalized. The United Kingdom 

(and Canada) has a Department of Sport and the Olympics, with a Minister for Sport existing as 

an appointed position. 



 National Review recently published an article calling into question the effectiveness such 

a Department would even have in the United States 

(http://www.nationalreview.com/corner/438845/us-olympic-wins-not-due-government-

involvement). After my summer in Washington, D.C., I am inclined against the creation of any 

new departments or agencies in government, especially given the nature of the ones that 

currently exist. While I was interning, Congress held hearings on impeaching the Commissioner 

of the Internal Revenue Service, the inability of the Federal Trade Commission to protect U.S. 

companies from warped competition laws overseas, and the Federal Bureau of Investigation’s 

questionable decision not to recommend an indictment of a former Secretary of State who had 

been careless with classified information. Speaking of the State Department, over this same 

summer I watched as it was uncovered that State had edited the published video of a news 

conference about a negotiated deal with a foreign country, scrubbing the tape of an unflattering 

question. 

 The government seems to be on autopilot, grossly incompetent and accountable to very 

few. What I saw up close this summer was a government neither by nor for the people, despite 

the valiant efforts of members of Congress like Mr. Garrett to get to the bottom of the issues. 

This is a dangerous reality, and using more and more taxpayer money for security allows that 

same government to grow more and entrench itself in another part of American life: safety at 

major events. 

 The debate that will go on, however, is whether or not a “Department for Sport and the 

Olympics” has a place in the United States. The U.S. is no stranger to hosting Olympic games, 

and could get another one as early as 2024 in Los Angeles. A department with an 

“intergovernmental affairs” component would allow the White House to work with local and 



state officials (governors, mayors, state representatives, etc.) in the interest of making a 

successful Olympic bid into a reality. This could also have consequences in the sports industry, 

as a department dedicated to better business practices in this specific area would be compelled to 

work with major leagues like the National Football League and National Basketball Association, 

developing initiatives with positive public health consequences. It is a topic into which I intend 

to do more research. 


