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Introduction 

1. Research topic relevance 

The Olympic Games1 is a global phenomenon that is embedded into our modern 

civilisation. The symbol of five interlaced rings representing a union of five continents is one 

of the most recognisable around the globe, and every two years (counting winter and summer 

editions) millions of people watch on television or participate in live Olympic spectacles, 

cheering and supporting athletes competing in Olympic venues. The proprietary owner of the 

Olympic brand is the International Olympic Committee (IOC) who appears in a role of 

propagator of the Olympic values, a leader of the Olympic Movement, and one of the most 

notable and successful international non-governmental organisations (INGO). From being just 

a second-tier event held during the World’s Fairs, the Olympic Games has developed into the 

largest international multi-sport event and a huge organisational venture with multibillion 

budget and numerous stakeholders from different governmental levels and market sectors 

involved. 

To demonstrate the current size and scale of the Olympic Games and IOC, let me quote 

some statistics. The broadcasting coverage of the Olympic Games reaches more than 200 

countries/territories, over 3 billion viewers of the Olympic Games and 2 billion of the Winter 

Olympic Games2 (International Olympic Committee [IOC], 2020c, p. 25). The Olympic event 

embraces more than 300 projects in different branches or industries with more than 50 

stakeholders involved, representing a wide scope of responsibilities, tasks, and resources 

employed into the Games organisation (Preuß, Andreff, & Weitzmann, 2019, p. IX). The whole 

Olympic project is evidenced as the most expensive mega-event worldwide – the average cost 

of the five Games held between 2007 and 2016 is USD 12 billion – excluding wider capital costs 

for non-sports-related infrastructure, which often add several billions to the final expenditure 

(Flyvbjerg, Budzier, & Lunn, 2021). Sochi 2014 is widely claimed as the most-costly Olympic 

Games in history with total cost estimated at approximately USD 55 billion (Müller, 2014); this 

 
1 Since the 1988 Olympic Games in Seoul, cooperation between the Olympic and Paralympic Organising 
Committees has commenced and host cities are committed to hosting the Paralympic Games together with the 
Olympic Games on the same, shared venues and propose Games concepts including the Paralympic Games. 
Therefore, this study also considers the Paralympic Games as an integral part of the Olympic undertaking, but in 
terms of analysis and data used, the author’s research interest is focused on the Olympic Games. 
2 Global Audience Reach – the net number of people who saw at least one minute of the Olympic Games coverage 
on TV (IOC, 2020c, p. 25). 
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is the equivalent of the 2019 total nominal GDP in countries such as Lithuania or Uruguay 

(World Bank, n.d.-b). The financial bill for the Olympics in Russian resort town has an 

extremely high value, given that cost is typically much lower for the winter than summer 

editions (Flyvbjerg et al. 2021). Finally, the Olympic Games are the main revenue driver of the 

IOC and one of the most valuable marketing brands for transnational corporations. For the 

2013-2016 Olympiad, the IOC’s total revenue was USD 5.7 billion (mostly generated through 

selling broadcasting rights and Top Olympic Partner [TOP] sponsorship programme), of which 

– according to the IOC, 90 per cent is distributed to the wider sporting movement (IOC, 2020c, 

p. 7). 

Paradoxically, the growth of Olympic Games has caused several adverse impacts. In an 

economic sense we can distinguish skyrocketing budgets and cost overruns (Flyvbjerg et al., 

2021; Flyvbjerg, Stewart, & Budzier, 2016), dubious socioeconomic impacts and legacies 

(Zimbalist, 2016) or even a lack of any positive effect on economic performance (Maennig & 

Richter, 2012; Langer, Maennig & Richter, 2018), which turns out as “a money-losing 

proposition for host cities” (Baade & Matheson, 2016, p. 202). Among the negative social 

effects, we can include evictions and displacements of host city residents (Crout, 2018; Porter, 

2009), gentrification (Watt, 2013), or environmental concerns (Chappelet, 2008). Another 

category of impacts is those of political nature, involving the role of politicians and political 

system into securing, and then, delivering the Olympic event, even though the economic 

prospects are rather discouraging (de Nooij & van den Berg, 2018), or by implicating rent-

seeking behaviours in Olympic-related investments and activities. Going further, in a 

systematic evaluation on sustainability in the sixteen editions of Olympic Games between 

1992 and 2020, Müller, Wolfe, Gaffney, Gogishvili, Hug and Leick (2021a) prove that cities are 

far from hosting a sustainable event and that the overall sustainability has declined in the last 

decade, especially in the four recent summer editions. In one of the most seminal research 

articles on mega-event planning aspects, Müller (2015a) coined a term “mega-event 

syndrome”, where he identified the seven most common dynamics/symptoms that plague 

mega-events such as the Olympic Games: overpromising of benefits, underestimation of 

costs, event takeover, public risk taking, rule of exception, elite capture, event fix. Deriving 

from them, the author articulates several consequences that arises, among others, the 

misallocation of resources, profiteering or reduced public oversight. One of the outcomes of 

the aforementioned phenomena is the increase in the number of referendums held in cities 
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initially interested in staging the Olympics, and more cautious approach represented by 

politicians towards the idea of hosting the event, which often originates from private sector 

or National Olympic Committee (NOC).  

In response to the aforementioned circumstances and, at the same time, the uncertainty 

of the future shape of the Olympic Games and Olympic Movement, in December 2014 the IOC 

unanimously agreed on the Olympic Agenda 20203 (hereafter: OA 2020) – “the strategic 

roadmap for the IOC and the Olympic Movement, including a set of 40 recommendations 

whose overarching goal was to safeguard the Olympic values and strengthen the role of sport 

in society” (IOC, n.d.-d). Among recommendations are those reshaping the candidature 

process and the delivery and legacy model of the Olympic Games. In the next step, in February 

2018 the IOC incorporated the New Norm – a document that includes “an ambitious set of 

118 reforms that reimagines how the Olympic Games are delivered and provides cities with 

increased flexibility in designing the Games to meet long-term development goals” (IOC, 

2018d). This set was drawn up based on OA 2020’s six recommendations4: (1) Shape the 

bidding process as an invitation; (2) Evaluate bid cities by assessing key opportunities and 

risks; (3) Reduce the cost of bidding; (4) Include sustainability in all aspects of the Olympic 

Games; (12) Reduce the cost and reinforce the flexibility of Olympic Games management; (13) 

Maximise synergies with Olympic Movement stakeholders. Considering the fact that the 

Olympic event is raison d'être of the whole Olympic Movement and the IOC itself, a significant 

change has been unavoidable. 

Examining the Olympic Games through an institutional prism is not widely applied in this 

research area, however, some definitions and theoretical concepts referring to this economic 

stream can be found in contemporary literature. For instance, Hiller (1998) proposes a linkage 

model for assessing the impact of mega-events such as the Olympic Games, which is borrowed 

from political economy literature. Preuß et al. (2019) attempt to provide theoretical 

explanations for cost overruns in the Olympic Games by employing institutional concepts such 

as principal-agent theory and public choice theory. In turn, the Olympic Games development 

as a problem of political economy is presented by Nureev & Markin (2015), while Rustin (2009) 

argues that the Olympic Games belongs to: 

 
3 Olympic Agenda 2020 full implementation has been planned to be achieved by the end of 2020, therefore there 
is 2020 in the name of document. 
4 Numbers in parentheses denote the ordinal, exact number of recommendations listed in Olympic Agenda 2020. 
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an emergent type of ‘globalised’ institution, operating in both an international 

market-place, and an intergovernmental space of cooperation, competition, 

negotiations and rules. It also occupies an important cultural and even moral space, as 

a celebration of a sphere of values, now recognised and cultivated across the world (pp. 

4-5). 

In this definition, we can clearly distinguish between the formal and informal features of 

the Olympic Games institution. Another important conceptualisation of the Olympic Games 

and, also, the IOC as types of institutions has been developed by Gauthier (2017), where the 

author considers the IOC as “an actor, as well as an amalgam of rules”, whereas the Olympic 

Games “is not an actor, but […] a collection of rules, regulations, and standards around a 

recurring event” (pp. 22–23). Both definitions emerge from a constructivist approach and legal 

studies on governance structures, however their explanatory potency strictly relates to an 

understanding of institution as a set of rules. Furthermore, Gauthier (2017) examines the 

legitimacy and accountability of the IOC, also by applying a principal-agent approach to explain 

relationships and dependencies between the IOC and key actors in the Olympic Games 

project. 

Taking all the above into consideration, what if we think about the Olympic Games as an 

institution, following the Northian definition - “the rules of the game” - and OA 2020 and the 

New Norm as an institutional change? Therefore, based on a critical literature review and 

deriving from theoretical achievements of institutional economics, in this thesis an institution 

is defined as an integrated system of rules that structures the Olympic Games lifecycle 

(Candidature, Delivery, Legacy) and interactions between Olympic stakeholders and actors. 

The above definition is a key to understanding the core of this thesis, namely the institutional 

change in the Olympic Games. 

 

2. Research objectives 

The main aim of this dissertation is to reconstruct the process of institutional change in the 

Olympic Games through OA 2020 & New Norm implementation. To fulfil this objective, the 

following specific objectives have been formulated: 

1. provision of theoretical framework embedded in theories within political economy and 

institutional economics and conceptualisation of institution applied in this 

dissertation; 
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2. conceptualisation of institutional framework of the Olympic Games; 

3. identification of determinants of an institutional change in the Olympic Games; 

4. elaboration of a model of institutional change in the Olympic Games with selected 

examples of Olympic Agenda 2020 & New Norm adaptation at the particular stage of 

Olympic lifecycle, with an emphasis on candidate and host cities. 

In this dissertation, I explore different dimensions of the recent Olympic Games 

experiences, proposing novel ways of theorising them through an institutional perspective. 

Firstly, OA 2020 & New Norm are relatively new documents (OA 2020 was approved in 

December 2014, while New Norm, in February 2018), thus only a small number of research 

has been issued so far with both documents as main subjects. 

Secondly, this study offers a theoretical model of presenting both documents as 

institutional change in the Olympic Games. This process means changing the system of rules 

that structure the Olympic Games lifecycle – from bidding procedure, through delivery up to 

legacy planning and realisation. Moreover, by analysing Candidature Files (also known as bid 

books), I attempt to examine and evaluate how OA 2020 & New Norm has been implemented 

in the Games concepts prepared in line with both documents. For instance, Schnitzer & 

Haizinger (2019) focused only on the case of Winter Olympics 2026; in this dissertation I 

extend the pool of cases with 2024, 2028 and 2032 editions5. In turn, Parent & Brynildsen 

(2021) explore the role of test events as risk management tools in the context of OA 2020, 

while VanWynsberghe, Derom, & Pentifallo Gadd (2021) examine how the notions of 

sustainability and legacy is employed in the process of legitimating the IOC nowadays in the 

light of OA 2020 recommendations. 

Thirdly, the novelty of this research relies on the independent insight into the potential 

determinants that have driven this institutional change, both in the Summer and Winter 

Games editions. Finally, this research emphasises that staging the Olympic Games is 

associated with a vast array of transactions, governing rules, and collective actions between 

key stakeholders, operating within a particular set of formal and informal institutions and 

organisations. Though the principles and operational requirements are standardised on each 

stage of the Olympic lifecycle, in this study it is argued that the institutional environment in 

 
5 The analysis will be conducted based on bid books, concepts, materials, publications, etc. already presented; 
so, the selection of cases with such distant dates is intentional. 



 9 

host and candidate cities determine the governance and financial models, the behaviour of 

stakeholders and actors involved in this undertaking, as well as socioeconomic outcomes. 

 

3. Time and spatial scope 

The research time scope is conditioned by the extent of OA 2020 & New Norm 

implementation. The analysed dates span from the ancient times through the modern era, to 

the latest editions in order to present the Games expansion and growth; however, the key 

time scope regarding the main research objective encompasses years 2004-2032 with the cut 

off dates established by OA 2020 and New Norm implementation. The end of first period 2004-

2022 is conditioned by the last bidding procedure according to the rules preceding OA 2020 

and their significant reform. It should be noted that OA 2020 was implemented in December 

2014, while the New Norm in February 2018, therefore there is over a three-year time lapse 

between release dates, though I treat and use both documents as a whole. This is because 

they are strictly connected with each other, and the New Norm is based on OA 2020 

recommendations referring to the Olympic Games lifecycle and some impacts generated as 

part of OA 2020 have already been implemented in Rio 2016 or PyeongChang 2018, before 

the New Norm. Therefore, the time and spatial scope are predominantly determined by the 

Olympic lifecycle and particular Games that took place before, during, and after OA 2020 & 

New Norm implementation. An overview of the time and spatial scope is presented in Table 

0.1. 

Table 0.1. Time and spatial scope of research regarding the Olympic Games editions 

Stage of Olympic 
lifecycle 

Before OA 2020 
implementation 
(December 2014) 

OA 2020 & New Norm 
implementation 

(between December 
2014 to February 2018) 

After OA 2020 & New 
Norm implementation 

(currently binding) (since 
February 2018) 

Bidding process and 
Games concept 

2004-2022 2016-2022 2024-2032 

Delivery (preparations 
and Games time) 

2004-2022 2020-2024 2020-2032 

Legacy (post-Games 
era) 2004-2018 2014-2018 - 

Source: own work 
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The spatial scope of the analysis covers cities, regions and countries that hosted, bid, or 

were interested in bidding for the Olympic Games, but due to several circumstances, they 

withdrew from this idea. 

 

4. Overview of the research design 

This dissertation combines a theoretical and empirical approach. The study mainly applies 

qualitative methods such as elements of case study, critical literature review, desk research, 

deductive reasoning, and comparative analysis. Some elements of quantitative analysis and 

descriptive statistics are also present. The majority of this research has been based on English 

sources such as research papers, books, monographs, reports, official bid books and 

Candidature Files prepared by cities and submitted to the IOC, press and media coverage. 

Several research sources have been collected through library query in the Olympic Studies 

Centre in Lausanne (March 2018)6. 

The research design presented in Figure 0.1 is theoretically embedded into the institutional 

economics and political economy. A decision to locate this dissertation in those two 

theoretical streams is justified by their explanatory potency of the phenomena on the verge 

of economics, politics and the role of institutions as “the rules of the game”. Institutions shape 

the interactions between economic, political, and social actors and create an institutional 

environment influencing on these interactions and arrangements. Having found this 

explanatory potency of analysing the Olympic Games through an institutional approach and 

that Olympic Games are shaped by many rules – internal and external to the event itself, I 

conceptualised the definition of institution applied in this study and institutional framework 

of the Olympic Games. In the further analysis, I derived from the concept of institutional 

change to elaborate a model of institutional change in the Olympic Games. In economic 

studies, a theory of institutional change is particularly employed to explain what kind of 

factors, drivers or interests determine this change and what kind of actors – either individual 

or collective – induce this change. Therefore, based on a wide-ranging critical review on extant 

literature, primary and secondary sources, official bid documents, materials on previous bid 

processes, Games organisational issues and legacy aspects, I identified four main categories 

 
6 This research is also supported by the author’s own observations and through the Olympic site visits to Olympia 
(June 2017), London (The Queen Elizabeth Olympic Park, February 2019) and Paris (Saint-Denis, June 2019). 
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of determinants that has led to the institutional change in the Olympic Games, namely an 

implementation of OA 2020 & New Norm, which changed the rules of the game in the whole 

Olympic lifecycle (Candidature, Delivery and Legacy). While identifying these determinants, I 

took into consideration institutional environments and the quality of the institutions in the 

analysed cases. 

The core of research analysis is that cities – either candidate or host – are treated as cases. 

In Chapter 3, I mostly focus on the following host cities: Athens 2004, Beijing 2008, London 

2012, Sochi 2014, and Rio 2016, while in Chapter 4 the emphasis is put on candidature 

processes, Games delivery and legacy concepts for the Summer Olympic Games (henceforth 

also SOG) 2020, 2024/2028, 2032 and Winter Olympic Games (henceforth also WOG) 2022, 

2026. This pool of cases applied in this study are diversified and so enable comparisons and 

draw further conclusions. According to Flyvbjerg (2011, p. 306) “atypical and extreme cases 

often reveal more information because they activate more actors and more basic mechanisms 

in the situation studied” (p. 306). Additionally, the different institutional backgrounds of each 

city understood as the quality of formal and informal institutions in the host country make 

these cases as atypical and extreme; it therefore gives an opportunity to analyse the same 

event but staged in different institutional environments of hosting countries.
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5. Dissertation structure 

The dissertation consists of an introduction, four chapters, and a conclusion. The first 

chapter sets out to outline a theoretical framework of this dissertation based on fundamental 

concepts and definitions derived from institutional economics and political economy research 

streams. A review on definitional aspects and classifications of institutions with their role in 

socioeconomic life is conducted, which led to the conceptualisation of the institution applied 

in this dissertation. In the next step in chapter one, I present institutional structures such as 

institutional environment and arrangements, the role of interest groups in shaping these 

structures as well as phenomena of rent-seeking and agency. Finally, theories of institutional 

change are drawn from the literature with its main determinants, trajectories, and potential 

results. 

The second chapter is devoted to building the institutional framework of the Olympic 

Games. The major features of the Olympic Games and Olympic Movement are presented with 

an emphasis on the historical roots of the modern Olympics, the IOC as their property owner 

and their evolution and expansion over the last few decades. Based on that, an institutional 

framework of the Olympic Games is conceptualised with an institutional matrix assembling 

formal/informal institutions and organisations, as well as models of governance and main 

stakeholders as interest groups. 

In the third chapter, the determinants of institutional change in the Olympic Games are 

identified, which are further divided into the following categories: procedural, socioeconomic, 

socio-political, environmental; however, the boundaries between them are rather vague, 

because they strongly interact with each other. These determinants are analysed through the 

lenses of interest groups and rent-seeking and taking into account an institutional background 

of candidate and host countries. The analysis conducted in the chapter provides an insight 

into the conditioning factors of the model of institutional change in the Olympic Games, thus 

into the potential causes for OA 2020 & New Norm implementation. As a result of the analysis 

in the chapter, I argue that previous experiences in bidding processes, Games preparations, 

delivery, and finally post-Games legacy have determined the institutional change in the 

Olympic Games. 

The fourth chapter of this dissertation is an attempt to outline a model of institutional 

change in the Olympic Games with OA 2020 & New Norm as the core of this change. Both 

documents have been deconstructed into the following topics: (1) Bidding process; (2) Games 
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delivery, sports venues, and budget; (3) Games governance and partnerships; (4) Contractual 

aspects, taxes, and guarantees; (5) Legacy and sustainability. This elaboration presents the 

most seminal changes in the rules of the game applied in the Olympic lifecycle. Each chapter 

is concluded by key findings. 
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1. Theoretical foundations of institutional analysis 

1.1. Defining and classifying institutions 

The main dictum of institutionalists is that institutions matter in shaping economic 

performance and behaviour, having been a central tenet of institutional analysis and new 

institutional economics (North, 1994; Staniek, 2010, p. 89; Tylecote, 2016). The development 

of institutional thought has yielded various meanings of institutions, and as Hodgson (2006) 

aptly points out “there is no unanimity in the definition of this concept” (p. 1). The 

multidisciplinary and multiparadigm character of institutions requires to provide a 

comprehensive literature review on definitional issues in order to conceptualise the term 

‘institution’ for the purpose of further analysis in this dissertation. 

Undoubtedly, institutions have become one of the most important cognitive and analytical 

categories in social sciences. Without understanding what we mean by institutions, it would 

be much more difficult to organise social, economic, political, and institutional mechanisms 

such as collective actions, transformation processes, market transactions, and more. 

Institutions arrange interactions in different fields and determine the way in which individual 

and collective actors such as organisations or enterprises act within institutional systems and 

environments. As a consequence, institutions significantly reduce uncertainty, and therefore 

it is much easier to predict the effects of economic activities undertaken. 

But what do we really mean by institutions? Is it a tangible and discernible category, or is 

it rather an abstract and invisible concept? How can we classify institutions? Broadly speaking, 

institutions are deeply embedded in our ordinary life, they shape socioeconomic interactions 

and undertakings. Definitions of institutions differ according to scientific discipline or subject 

of analysis. The first social science that placed institutions at the centre of analysis is sociology. 

With time, institutions found their locus in other social sciences, primarily in economics, 

political sciences, law, or anthropology. In the sociological approach, institutions are 

understood as “beliefs and modes of behaviour instituted by the collectivity”, aimed at 

discovering structural social facts (Durkheim, 1982, p. 45). A different sociological approach 

to institutions has been popularised by Scott (2004). Here, institutions encompass three 

elements: cultural-cognitive, normative, and regulative that, along with associated activities 

and resources, provide stability and meaning to social life (p. 8). In law, institutions can be 

roughly defined as “distinct legal systems governing specific norms of social conduct within 
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the overall legal system which can be dealt with as independent social phenomena” (Ruiter, 

2001, p. 71). In this case, institutions are a set of legal norms that regulate social relations such 

as property rights or market contracts. In turn, in a contemporary political science, an 

emphasis is put on the role of formal and informal institutions into shaping, influencing, and 

channelling political actors’ behaviour (Gilad, 2015). In terms of institutional features, what is 

shared by disciplines within social sciences is that they accentuate the importance of rules, 

norms, codes of conduct and social structures. In economics, institutions are predominantly 

divided into formal institutions, informal institutions, and institutions as organisations. In the 

next section, the above classification will be developed respectively. 

1.1.1. Formal institutions 

The most well-known definition of formal institutions is by D.C. North (1990), where 

institutions are defined as “the rules of the game in a society or, more formally, are the 

humanly devised constraints that shape human interaction” (p. 3). By formal rules we mean 

codified legal norms, codes of conduct (also in organisations), property rights, constitutions, 

instructions, recommendations, or regulations. 

North’s understanding of formal institutions is probably one of the mostly cited in 

economic research, but it was J.R. Commons who firstly elaborated the definition of formal 

institutions. J.R. Commons introduced the following categories: collective action, going 

concerns, and working rules. Commons claimed that economic units, either individual or 

organised, are social subjects that make their decision and actions within collective action. 

Going concerns are organised forms as family, corporation, trade union or state with their 

internal rules and goals and are legitimised through collective action. These internal rules and 

norms are working rules which set a framework and rules of individual or collective actions. 

The relationship between these terms introduced by Commons can be summarised in a 

definition where an institution is a result of going concerns and its working rules (Chavance, 

2012, p. 30). Moreover, Parsons (1985) notices that Commons analysed the economy as “a 

universe of human relations, human organisation, whereas conventional economics centres 

on the universe of commodity relations. He accepted power – economic, political, and moral 

– and conflicts of interest as facts of life” (p. 756). 
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In turn, O.E. Williamson, who, next to D.C. North, is considered as a pioneer of new 

institutional economics (NIE)7 (Williamson, 1998b, p. 75), defines institutions as the 

institutional environment (following North’s definition – the rules of the game) and the 

institutions of governance (or the play of the game – the use of markets, hybrids, firms, 

bureaus). Comparing the Northian understanding of institutions with Williamsonian, North 

sees institutions more like “rules of behaviour”, “institutional constraints” or “structure”, 

while Williamson prefers to use a term “governance structure” (Richter, 2005, p. 177). In turn, 

Ostrom (1990, p. 51) builds on “rules” to understand institutions as: 

the sets of working rules that are used to determine who is eligible to make decisions in 

some arena, what actions are allowed or constrained, what aggregation rules will be 

used, what procedures must be followed, what information must or must not be 

provided, and what payoffs will be assigned to individuals dependent on their actions. 

(p. 51) 

In this vein, institutions are perceived as “invisible” and being “fundamentally shared 

concepts” (Ostrom, 2008, pp. 823–824). In her framework for institutional analysis, Ostrom 

conceptualises two significant terms which can be deemed as institutions, namely rules-in-use 

and rules-in-form. Rules-in-use are “the set of rules to which participants make reference if 

asked to explain and justify their actions to fellow participants” (Ostrom, 2008, p. 832). They 

develop though a learning process and following those rules can make them a “social habit”. 

In turn, rules-in-form are those which are present in a system governed by a “rule of law”, 

having their “source in actions taken in constitutional, legislative, and administrative settings 

augmented by decisions taken by individuals in many different particular settings”. In this kind 

of system, the rules-in-form are consistent with the rules-in-use. In case of a system that is 

not governed by a “rule of law”, there may be central laws and individuals may put a 

considerable effort to enforce them, but usually is that they attempt to evade rather than 

obey the law (Ostrom, 2008, p. 832). Ostrom (2005) illustrates the institutions-as-rules 

 
7 In the post-war period, the old institutionalism has lost its popularity, due to development of external economic 
doctrines, but also increasing critique of inability to create a new doctrine that could have better explanatory 
and analytical potency in resolving fundamental economic problems. Since the 1960s, a common interest into 
institutional concepts and theories has been reinstated under the term ‘new institutional economics’ (NIE). In 
brief, NIE studies institutions and how institutions interact with organisational arrangements (Ménard & Shirley, 
2008, p. 1). 
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approach with a framework visualising four levels of rules: “operational rules” which govern 

day-to-day interactions; “collective-choice rules”, which are rules for choosing operational 

rules; “constitutional rules”, which are rules for choosing collective-choice rules; and “meta-

constitutional rules”, which are rules for choosing constitutional rules, and at the highest level, 

there is a biophysical world (Ostrom, 2008, p. 843). 

The procedural and functional role of formal institutions, mainly applied to political studies, 

is highlighted in definition provided by Helmke and Levitsky (2004), where formal institutions 

are “rules and procedures that are created, communicated, and enforced through channels 

widely accepted as official” (p. 727). The authors include three groups of formal institutions: 

state institutions (courts, legislatures, bureaucracies), state-enforced rules (constitutions, 

laws, regulations) and the official rules that govern organisations such as corporations, 

political parties, and interest groups (Helmke & Levitsky, 2004, p. 727). The category of 

interest is a basis for the definition proposed by Swedberg (2004, p. 13), where an institution 

is conceptualised as “a dominant system of interrelated informal and formal elements – 

customs, shared beliefs, norms, and rules – to which actors orient their actions, when they 

pursue their interests.” In this approach, institutions are treated instrumentally by actors 

(usually organised in interest groups) to realise their own interests (cf. Czech, 2019, p. 35). 

Institutions are also one of key analytical categories in game theory and are considered as 

points of social equilibria. Aoki (2001, 2007) defines institutions as the stable and shared 

systems of beliefs about the expected behaviour of the members of a society in various 

contingencies. Therefore, institutions are “self-sustaining patterns of social interactions” that 

give rise to “common knowledge among the players regarding a particular equilibrium path of 

the game” (Aoki, 2007, p. 6). In turn, Greif (2006, p. 30) adopts a broad definition of institution 

as “a system of rules, beliefs, norms and organisations that together generate a regularity of 

(social) behaviour”. They are systems of social (i.e., man-made, nonphysical) factors that are 

exogenous to each individual whose behaviour they influence (Gräbner & Ghorbani, 2019, p. 

6). In this approach, institutions can sometimes “manifest themselves as organisations and 

“provide individuals with the cognitive, coordinative, normative, and informational micro-

foundations of behaviour as they enable, guide, and motivate them to follow specific 

behaviour” (Greif, 2006, p. 14). 

Institutions can be modelled in two alternative ways: either exogenously - given constraints 

on behaviour (following the Northian “rules of the game in a society”) or endogenously - 
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appearing self-enforcing rules that are the equilibrium of a repeated game (Aoki, 2001, 2007; 

Greif & Laitin, 2004). The exogenous approach treats various institutions as rules in a 

hierarchical order. According to this view, some rules are exogenously pre-determined outside 

the domain of economic transactions, such as legal rules and social norms, while economic 

institutions such as contracts (markets), organisations, and hybrids are regarded as rational, 

transaction-cost-saving responses within those constraints (North, 1990; Williamson, 2000). 

In turn, the endogenous approach treats institutionalised rules as something spontaneously 

and/or endogenously shaped and sustained in the repeated operational plays of the game 

itself (Aoki, 2001). 

Despite their differences, the institutions-as-rules and institutions-as-equilibria should be 

perceived as complements rather than substitutes (Greif & Kingston, 2011). The role of formal 

institutions in arranging socioeconomic life is of greatest importance – they regulate social 

cohesion, shape socioeconomic interactions, reduce uncertainty, and are necessary for 

resolving conflict situations. 

1.1.2. Informal institutions 

Informal institutions comprise informal constraints such as customs, taboos, sanctions, 

traditions, or codes of conduct (North, 1991, p. 97) and mainly originate from culture, history, 

customs, religion, or traditions which create a social embeddedness (Granovetter, 1985, 

2005). In this vein, economic actions are embedded in concrete, ongoing systems of social 

relations and networks are central to this concept (Granovetter, 1985, pp. 487, 491). From 

this point of view, non-economic activity affects the costs, transactions, and techniques for 

economic activity (Granovetter, 1985, p. 35), therefore social embeddedness itself might, to 

a great extent, determine economic action. In literature, different kinds of embeddedness can 

be distinguished - cognitive, cultural, structural, political, or in religion (Granovetter, 2005; 

Smelser & Swedberg, 2005). In the institutional analysis developed by O.E. Williamson (see 

Figure 3, p. 37), the Granovetter’s concept of social embeddedness is constituted as a first 

level for institutional analysis, where the norms, customs, mores, traditions, etc. are located, 

with religion playing a significant role at this level (Williamson, 2000, p. 596). Informal 

institutions put constraints on economic actions and transactions taken by market entities, 

thus reducing uncertainty among them and establishing a foundation for formal institutions 

governance structures and finally resource allocation and employment. 
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In comparative institutional analysis applied in political studies, Helmke and Levitsky (2004) 

define informal institutions as “socially shared rules, usually unwritten, that are created, 

communicated, and enforced outside of officially sanctioned channels” (p. 727). This 

definition captures a much more universal view on informal institutions, which do not have to 

entirely originate from cultural tradition but through shared and sustained social practices and 

habits. In turn, Pejovich (1999) perceives informal institutions as “a part of a community’s 

heritage that we call culture” (p. 166). Unquestionably, culture permeates all spheres of social 

life and determine political and economic decision-making and action, making a relationship 

between culture and institutions as a pervasive subject of research inquiry (see Alesina & 

Giuliano, 2015). Furthermore, informal institutions can be also understood as “cultural signs 

and symbols, cognitive scripts, myths, ceremonies which determine the adoption of 

appropriate attitude and mindset” (Meyer & Jepperson, 2000; Swidler, 1986). Finally, Wilkin 

(2016, p. 79-97) writes about culture as “an institutional foundation of economy”. Therefore, 

economic agents in the institutional approach are deeply embedded into culture, norms, the 

system of values that exist in a particular territory or action arena. To some extent, informal 

institutions are a basis upon which formal institutions can emerge, however, it must be 

emphasised that in a world of more complex legal norms and codifications, the role of informal 

institutions can be considerably weakened. 

1.1.3. Institutions as organisations 

Apart from formal and informal institutions, there is a third important institutional 

category, namely organisations. Here questions arise - can organisations be understood and 

defined as institutions, or are they entirely formal entities (players) which play the game 

following the rules? Can both terms be treated as synonyms? This definitional inconsistency 

has caused an ongoing debate among economists whether we can treat an organisation as a 

particular type of institution or as a completely different category. In general, an organisation 

is understood as a formal and hierarchical entity of people, that has particular purposes, 

administrative and functional structures and operating principles (Wilkin, 2016, p. 109). There 

are a variety of types of organisations, including political bodies (e.g., political parties, a 

regulatory agency), economic bodies (firms, trade unions, family farms, cooperatives), social 

bodies (churches, clubs, athletic associations), or educational bodies (schools, universities, 

vocational training centres) (North, 1990, p. 5). North (1990, p. 4-5) outlines a clear distinction 
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between institutions and organisations, treating them as separate entities, where institutions 

set rules of the game and organisations are players acting according to these rules, but they 

are also actors of institutional change. Furthermore, North (1990) assumes that organisations 

understood as groups of individuals are bounded by some shared purpose to achieve a specific 

objective, but Hodgson (2006, p. 10) indicates that such an assumption does not consider 

instances and situations when this may not be the case8. Therefore, Hodgson (2006) has 

developed the following definition where “organisations involve structures or networks, and 

these cannot function without rules of communication, membership, or sovereignty. The 

unavoidable existence of rules within organisations means that, even by definition developed 

by North, organisations must be regarded as a type of institution” (p. 10). Also, O.E. 

Williamson treats an organisation as a form of institution. In his book entitled “The Economic 

Institutions of Capitalism” (1998a, p. 29), the author defines economic institutions as “firms, 

markets and relational contracting (…). They are also the evolutionary product of a fascinating 

series of organisational innovations”. 

Organisations can be also divided with respect to the degree of formality. Therefore, a 

formal organisation encompasses the officially sanctioned rules, procedures, and routines of 

the organisation and its organisational structure, as well as the role-defined authority 

relationships among members of the organisation (Gonzalez, 2016). In turn, an informal 

organisation operates in an opposing manner to the formal structure, the distribution of roles, 

and responsibilities. It is fluid and dynamic in form, solving problems without depending on 

hierarchical structures and drawn attention to the patterns of activity and interpersonal 

relationship that flourish inside an organisation (K. W. Smith, 2016). 

In the context of institution-organisation nexus, the concept of institution is also widely 

applied in institutional theory, which gives a broad explanation for both individual and 

organisational action (Dacin, Goodstein, & Scott, 2002). In this theoretical approach 

institutions are defined as “socially constructed templates for action, generated and 

maintained through ongoing interactions” (Barley & Tolbert, 1997, p. 94). Institutional theory 

insists that organisations and the individuals who belong to them are immersed in values, 

norms, rules, beliefs, and taken-for-granted assumptions, that are partially made by the 

 
8 At the beginning, D.C. North treated institutions and organisations separately, but after a long debate with G. 
M. Hodgson, North agreed that organisations are a special type of institution (Hodgson, 2004). 
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members of organisations. These cultural elements influence the forms and procedures in the 

organisation, while institutions put constraints on the options that individuals and collectives 

are likely to practice, albeit constraints could modify over time (Barley & Tolbert, 1997, pp. 

93–94). Therefore, the process of institutionalisation internalises goals, governance, and 

action rules of an organisation, triggering a durable and efficient impact on its members. While 

rules, governance, and values are embedded within organisation, the organisation can be 

equalled to an institution, because it affects behavioural patterns of all the organisations’ 

members. According to Meyer and Rowan (1977) organisational structures arise in highly 

institutionalised contexts – as reflections of rationalised institutional rules. The authors define 

institutions as “organisations understood as systems of coordinated and controlled activities 

that arise when work is embedded in complex networks of technical relations and boundary-

spanning exchanges” (p. 340). The approach represented by institutional theory, which 

analyses the relation between organisations and individuals in more sociological context could 

successfully complement the understanding of organisations within institutional economics. 

1.2. Institutional approach 

The institutional approach is a nexus linking social, economic, and political systems. 

People’s behaviours in the socioeconomic and political spheres might be determined by 

institutional environment. Institutional systems of particular societies differ because of their 

formal methods of collective decision-making (democracy versus autocracy) or because of a 

quality of economic institutions (e.g., security of property rights, entry barriers, contracts). 

Another difference is due to the fact that a given set of formal institutions are expected to and 

do function differently; for instance, they may differ between two democratic societies 

because the distribution of political power is attributed to different groups or social classes, 

where one democracy is eroding while the other moves toward consolidation (Acemoglu & 

Robinson, 2010, p. 3). Conducting analysis through the prism of the institutional system, 

environment, and arrangements provides much more holistic expertise to find out which set 

of institutions, both formal and informal, determine socioeconomic performance; a variety of 

interactions between actors, their interests, decision-making processes and resource 

allocation should be also regarded. 
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1.2.1. Institutional structures, arrangements, and transaction costs 

Formal and informal institutions, together with organisations, create theoretical and 

analytical constructs such as an institutional system, institutional environment, and 

institutional arrangements. Another important element of the institutional approach is a 

category of transaction costs, which play a significant role in determining the distribution of 

property rights, broadly defined as laws, rules, social customs, and organisations that generate 

incentives for behaviour (Allen, 1999, p. 893). 

The institutional system is a combination of formal and informal institutions with varying 

duration and extent (Wilkin, 2011, p. 34). It imposes several formal and informal constraints 

that control the behaviour of more than two actors when they set out to create a new 

institutional system or to modify institutions to improve their economic or political positions 

(North, 2003, p. 4) and determine economic performance (North, 1990, p. 100). According to 

North, the institutional system consists of three elements. Firstly, an institutional matrix, 

which is a set of social basic institutions, secondly an institutional framework including 

political structures, property rights as formal stimuli for economic activities and social 

structures as informal ones and finally, the scaffolding needed to shape people’s interactions 

(North, 2014, p. 51 as cited in: Woźniak-Jęchorek, 2016, p. 38). In turn, Kirdina (2003) defines 

institutional matrix as “a system of basic economic, political and ideological institutions that 

are in one-to-one relationship to each other” (p. 4). Politics, economics, and ideology are the 

main projections of society with strong interrelation dynamics, making space for institutional 

matrix creation. In this vein, the role of institutional approach is to remove barriers between 

the economic system and social systems with elements of the institutional environment, 

particularly of informal character as religion, system of beliefs, and values or traditions. 

Therefore, an institutional environment is “a set of fundamental political, social, and legal 

ground rules that govern economic and political activity” (examples of these ground rules are 

the following: rules governing elections, property rights, and the rights of contract) (L. Davis 

& North, 1970, p. 133; North, 1991, p. 97), including ideology as its fundamental element. An 

institutional environment is the result of explicit or implicit collective actions (Richter, 2005, 

p. 178). Finally, there is the term institutional arrangements, which is defined as “the 

combination of formal constraints, informal rules, and their enforcement characteristics” 

(North, 2005, p. 90). These are the structures made of fundamental elements of economic 
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interactions such as transactions that govern the ways in which economic units can cooperate 

or compete, while the institutional environment sets up a framework for institutions’ 

formation and functioning. North makes a distinction between institutional arrangements and 

institutional environment, treating the former as a subset of the latter (Richter, 2005, p. 177). 

Heterogeneous institutional arrangements might affect the incentives and performance of 

government. Throughout the complex nature of the institutional system we can analyse 

mutual interactions between the set of formal and informal institutions, market and 

hierarchies, law, transactions, interest groups, agents, organisations across time and space. 

While in the Northian approach the emphasis is put on analysing the institutional 

environment, including ideology, which is embodied in the new institutional economics of 

history (NIEH), the Williamsonian’s transaction cost economy (TCE) analyses the ‘institutions 

of governance’ – the play of the game, given the institutional environment. It takes norms, 

customs, traditions, the social embeddedness as givens, with an assumption that these types 

of institutions change very slowly. The main research objects are arrangements between two 

actors, especially contracts and the governance of contractual relations under conditions of 

uncertainty and asymmetric information. Institutions of governance deal essentially with 

private goods and their transfer or administration and such institutions may themselves be 

regarded as private goods. They are the result of individual action. Unlike the NIEH, the TCE 

abstains from the interaction between economic and political decision making (Richter, 2005, 

p. 178). The approach builds on TCE to study an economic organisation with a regard to the 

transaction as the basic unit of analysis and maintains that an understanding of transaction 

cost economising is central to the study of organisations (Williamson, 1981). Transaction costs 

provide “an ability to freely exercise a choice over a good or service” or, in other words, “the 

transfer of ownership” (Niehans, 2018), and they are “the costs establishing and maintaining 

property rights” (Allen, 1999, p. 898). To this group we can include the following categories of 

market transaction costs: search, information, contract, monitoring (Marneffe, Bielen, & 

Vereeck, 2014). Transaction costs might be also regarded as costs of enforcing contracts. 

1.2.2. Interest groups, rent seeking, and agency 

Certain institutions emerge in a process of deliberate and collective action, but some 

institutions are a result of forced agreements; these types of institutions embrace divergent 

interests and the goals of particular entities. Institutions prevail to the extent how powerful 
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they are and in what way they influence behaviours, beliefs and opportunities of individuals, 

groups, organisations, and societies (Lawrence, 2008, p. 170). 

An interest group represents an ability to take collective actions, which enables it to 

influence decisions made by the government (Olson, 1965/2003). It can be defined as a 

collection of entities with common objectives and interests. These may be groups with similar 

political or economic interests, entities operating in the same region or industry, or sharing 

similar worldview, etc. (Totleben, Szarzec, & Kardziejonek, 2019, p. 516). The major task of an 

interest group lies in the promotion of the interest of its members (Bischoff, 2003, p. 199). 

They organise itself in a group to gain certain benefits from the state sector such as 

regulations, income redistribution, or in the form of arranging priorities of public policies 

(Czech, 2019, p. 88). Some interest groups have greater bargaining power than others, and as 

a result they are more efficient in gaining economic profit. Undoubtedly, neoliberal doctrines 

and forms of capitalism have triggered a prevalent conflict of interests between groups. 

The functioning of interest groups might be studied through a holistic or individual 

approach. The first one sees the interest group as a collective that is, on the one hand, a liaison 

between a single unit and a state, and on the other hand, an organisation that strives for 

attaining a defined social, economic, or political interest. Also, it is assumed that an individual 

interest is consistent with the collective interest. An individual approach is an economic 

domain, focused on single motivations and denying collectivity as an individual actor. This 

approach was developed by Mancur Olson (1965/2003) with his work entitled The Logic of 

Collective Action: Public Goods and Theory of Groups, where he based his theoretical concept 

on methodological individualism and the rational behaviour of individuals. Olson assumed 

that a group should be treated as an assembly of rational individuals, not as a single entity 

itself, claiming that treating group behaviour in the same manner as individual behaviour is 

erroneous, even if all members of the group share the same interests and all would benefit to 

become involved in a collective action (Czech, 2016, p. 115). The primary objective of Olson’s 

analysis was to explain why some interest communities were able to form an interest group 

while others were not (Bischoff, 2003, p. 199). Moreover, Olson firstly indicated that the 

results of interest group activities are very often public goods for the relevant community, 

thus there are incentives for every group member to profit from these activities without 

paying for them as an interest group member. This is called a free-rider problem and is 

stronger when a group becomes larger (Bischoff, 2003, p. 199). Olson (1965/2003) proved that 
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small interest groups tend to be more efficient in achieving their common interest than large 

groups. 

The situation looks different in a large group. If members of such a group rationally seek to 

maximise their individual welfare, they will not act to advance their common or group 

objectives unless they are coerced to do so, or unless a single incentive is offered to the 

members of the group individually. This kind of incentive must be separate from the 

achievement of the common or group interest (Olson, 1965/2003, p. 2). 

Conclusions from Olson’s analysis show that small, well-organised privileged groups can 

achieve collective benefits at the expense of the rest of a society. In contrast, large latent 

groups face serious difficulties to organise themselves and take up a successful collective 

action and thus are usually at lost position. This situation usually concerns such groups as 

consumers, taxpayers, or citizens. The logic of individual behaviour and weighing the costs 

and benefits drive the behaviour of a group. But shared interest and collective gains are not 

enough, hence the bargaining power of small groups outperform large groups (Czech, 2016, 

p. 117). Olson’s analysis combining game theory with rational choice theory proves that if 

people pursue their own interest maximalisation, collective actions (individuals and groups) 

will not be focused to realise a common goal. Therefore, individuals should be constrained by 

exogenous incentives, implying positive or negative sanctions to resolve public dilemmas such 

as shirk, free riding, or tilt from social obligations. Sanctions include institutional solutions 

regulating legal system and the role of state in delivery of public goods (e.g., hierarchy, 

coercion, centralisation) or privatisation of common pool resources (e.g., property rights, 

decentralisation) in order to ensure private goods (Chmielewski, 2013, p. 133). 

Olson’s approach to analyse the logic of collective action is based on the prisoner’s dilemma 

– a type of game where two rational individuals acting in their own self-interests do not 

produce the optimal outcome. Ostrom challenged this approach by developing a framework 

for collective action within socio-ecological systems and results of these actions for durable 

functioning, reviving or completely destroying common-pool resources (CPR). The result of 

the prisoner’s dilemma may lead to the phenomenon named as the tragedy of the commons 

(see Hardin, 1968). Ostrom proves that the prisoner’s dilemma could be avoided. A 

fundamental role is played by rules-in-use to safeguard people from social dilemmas 

influenced by formal and informal collective-choice arenas together with formal and informal 

activities led by third-party entities (see Figure 1.1). Participants monitor themselves and 
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share prescriptions and this practice changes motivations for cooperation and collective 

action. 

 
Figure 1.1. Relationships of formal and informal collective-choice arenas 

Source: adapted from (Ostrom, 1990, p. 53) 

 

In the analysis, Ostrom highlights the importance of culture, communication, information 

for individuals’ reputation, reciprocity, and trust which have an impact on the levels of 

cooperation and related common benefits. As a result, new games created through these 

collective actions reach an equilibrium with a state of cooperation and the outcomes are 

better than in strategies dominant in the prisoner’s dilemma (Chmielewski, 2013, pp. 132–

136; Woźniak-Jęchorek, 2016, p. 44). Ostrom’s empirical investigations into CPRs showed that 

“institutional details” are significant and “whether or not any equilibria are possible and 

whether or not an equilibrium would be an improvement for the individuals involved (or for 

others who are in turn affected by these individuals) will depend on the particular structures 

of the institutions” (Ostrom, 1990, pp. 22–23). Human nature is much more complex than in 

Olson’s view and individuals are capable of resolving social dilemmas. Here, institutional 

arrangements are of particular importance. They differ in various ecological, economic, 

political, and socio-cultural systems; together with historical context, they affect human 

action situations and their outcomes (Ostrom, as cited in: Chmielewski, 2013, pp. 132-136). 

The category of interest should be widely accepted as an explanatory variable for 

socioeconomic phenomena and processes. Self-interests motivate a person to take individual 

or collective actions for own benefit. The relationship between collective actions and 

particular interests has been developed on the ground of rent-seeking theory. The 

phenomenon of rent-seeking is defined as the natural pursuit of economic entities i.e., 
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individuals, firm managers, organisations, as well as interest groups to collect economic rent 

(Krueger, 1974). The theoretical concept of rent-seeking was introduced by Tullock (1967), 

who first made an effort to explain the phenomenon of rent-seeking (without naming the 

concept). He observed the existence of significant social costs associated with the 

establishment of monopolies and the introduction of customs duties. In turn, Krueger (1974) 

firstly developed a theoretical and analytical concept of rent-seeking. She empirically proved 

that even in free market economies, the ruling party affects economic processes with the law 

they enact, hence, impeding the market mechanism to a certain extent. As a result, rent 

seeking relates to the rents created by the state, i.e. the governing bodies and politicians, as 

well as entities that compete to seek and capture them. 

Rent-seeking may take legal (e.g., lobbying) or illegal forms (e.g., bribery, corruption). 

Considering how rents are created, they can be divided into artificial rents and real rents. 

Artificial rents are the result of a decision-making process led by the government and are not 

the result of production; in turn, real rents are the effect of market competition (Aktan, 2015). 

Artificial rents create losers and winners of unequal income redistribution, principally due to 

inefficient and economically unjustified interference of political authorities in the market 

mechanism and by the implementation of legal regulations that favour interest groups. 

Rents can be also classified as economic and political. According to Kozarzewski and 

Bałtowski (2019, pp. 17-18), an economic rent refers to giving material benefits, while a 

political rent satisfies non-material needs. The problem of rent-seeking generates a 

substantial social cost, as benefits from these regulations are given to a relatively small group, 

but costs are incurred by large social groups, e.g., taxpayers. Consequently, rent-seeking 

hinders economic efficiency through resource misallocation, reduced wealth creation, 

government revenue loss, increased income inequalities, or political and economic decline. 

Finally, the agency theory incorporates a problem of complexity of relationships between 

actors and divergent interests which is “a pervasive fact of economic life” (Arrow, 1984). An 

underlying concept of this theory is an inquiry into relations, their determinants and 

transactions between agents. Its essence stems from an empirically proved conclusion that 

owners of production factors and other resources are very often unable to control and govern 

these factors’ utilisation, therefore these owners are forced to engage agents or 

intermediaries. With the rapid expansion of the processes of globalisation, liberalisation, trade 

openness or financialisation, the economic interactions between different actors have 
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become much more complex. The multifaceted character of transactions requires 

employment of different agents based on contracts to provide a professional flow of goods, 

services, information, or property rights transfer and contract enforcement. The agency 

relations are in a form of mutual reliance between the parties of contract (transaction). This 

derives from a labour division and entrusting the object of property, or property rights to the 

agent. 

The mechanism of principal-agent relation is relatively simple. The agent acts on behalf of 

the principal, but the principal faces difficulties in trying to monitor the actions of his agent. 

What the principal sees are results. The examples of the principal-agent relations are those 

between manager and employees, stakeholders and executive board, or population and 

government. In practice, there can appear cascades of principal-agent relations where, in a 

given situation, the principal may become and agent and vice versa (Furubotn & Richter, 2005, 

pp. 27–28). In turn, the principal-agent problem appears when the principal is dependent on 

the actions taken by the agent. 

The conflict situation in the principal-agent relation emerges when two parties have 

different interests and an information asymmetry exists; namely, the agent has more 

information than the principal, and the principal does not know everything about the agent. 

It creates a power imbalance in transactions, which can sometimes cause the transaction to 

be amiss, or in the worst case, a market failure. Adverse selection and moral hazard are two 

main examples of information asymmetry. The first one refers to a negative bias in the quality 

of goods or services offered for exchange when variations in the quality of individual goods 

can be observed by only one side of the market (C. Wilson, 2018). The latter may be defined 

as actions of economic agents to maximise their own utility to the detriment of others in 

situations where they do not bear the full consequences, or do not enjoy the full benefits of 

their actions due to uncertainty and incomplete information, or restricted contracts which 

prevent the assignment of full damages (benefits) to the responsible agent (Kotowitz, 2018). 

A particular type of interest group activity, rents creation and agency problem can be 

observed in cities, or more generally, in urban areas. Since the post-war era cities and 

metropolises have become territorial centres of capital accumulation, deregulation, 

competitiveness, the growing participation of economic actors, market transactions and 

arrangements. Therefore, the model of “global city” has emerged through processes like 

urban population growth, rapid developmental and economic processes in the vein of 
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prevailing capitalism, globalisation, and privatisation (Sassen, 2005). But except from their 

role as business hubs and market exchange, urban areas are places of living for residents and 

where a variety of public infrastructure, services, and amenities should be delivered and 

operated through urban policies created and implemented by local governments, or more 

generally, the public sector. The above socio-economic-political processes and the existence 

of public and private sectors representing various goals and interests create an environment 

where the concepts of interest groups, rent-seeking, and agency can be transferred into a 

more-local context. In this vein, the emerging field of urban political economy examines how 

economic and political institutions influence the formation of local public policies. It contends 

that the city’s form, economy, and political structures compose a dynamic, contradictory 

mechanism for the appropriation of wealth (Nevarez, 2015). Urban political economy mostly 

studies the strength of the local executive, whether local politicians are elected to serve the 

whole group of voters or the interests of particular wards, the norms that govern behaviour 

and decision-making within city councils, and institutional innovation, especially the growth 

of so-called ‘private governments’ (Helsley, 2018). 

Within the nexus of interest, rents and urban areas and its rising significance, we can 

discuss a particular type of political economy of place, where the city is viewed as a “growth 

machine” (Molotch, 1976). This case presented by H. Molotch refers to a then-American 

context, but the notion coined as “urban growth machine” and theoretical developments have 

become universal, contributing to many urban studies in different research fields. In this 

concept, the political and economic essence of almost any given locality is growth. It presents 

a city and, more generally, any locality, as the areal expression of the interests of some land-

based elite that seeks a profit through the increasing intensification of the land use of the area 

in which its members hold a common interest. There is a competition between land-based 

elites to capture “growth-inducing resources invested within its own area as opposed to that 

of another” (p. 309). Members of politically mobilised local elites can reach a consensus that 

is mainly driven by a desire for growth, irrespective of existing divergent interests or 

disagreements – the overriding premise is a common local interest in growth. This growth 

imperative predominantly constraints upon available options for local initiative in social and 

economic reform, thus “the very essence of a locality is its operation as a growth machine” 

(Molotch, 1976, pp. 309–310). The pursue for growth takes place with the participation of 

governmental authority at the local and nonlocal levels, which are employed to assist in 
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achieving this growth at the expense of competing localities. The author highlights that 

“conditions of community life are largely a consequence of the social, economic, and political 

forces embodied in this growth machine and the relevance of growth to the interests of 

various social groups is examined in this context” (Molotch, 1976, p. 309). 

To sum up, the theoretical concepts of power, interest groups, rent seeking and agency are 

fundamental for public choice theory. This approach has provided important insights into the 

nature of decision-making and a conflict between diverging individual and group interests. 

Our world, either political, economic, or social, is based on value-pluralism: different people 

have different values and different interests and competition between opposing interests is 

inevitable (Butler, 2012, p. 15). Therefore, societies expect to have a good government 

responsible for implementing legal acts that will ensure fair resource allocation and profit 

redistribution. Furthermore, the public choice theory helps to understand the process of 

political decision-making and identify problems such as the self-interest of particular groups 

and the potential coercion of interest groups with weak bargaining power (Butler, 2012, p. 

23). Opposing interests between groups often cause a situation where private interest is 

above public interest. This dilemma refers to the issue of public goods and how to secure an 

equal access to them, i.e., by the incorporation of appropriate regulations. This theory 

explains that regulation seeks the protection and benefit of the public in general, so that to 

maximise social welfare in a situation of market failures and there is a need to response with 

suitable economic regulation (Hantke-Domas, 2003, p. 166). The government can set up social 

and economic regulations with the aim of achieving efficiency in resource allocation, 

fulfilment of socioeconomic policy goals, stabilisation, or fair and adequate income 

redistribution (Preuß et al., 2019, pp. 155–156). 

1.3. Institutional change 

The dominant scope of empirical and theoretical studies associates the process of 

institutional change with state structures, institutional environments and arrangements, 

economic development, or social change. Within these fields, institutional change can be 

understood as “the evolution of institutions, considered as rules and/or expectations that 

govern human interactions for socioeconomic development of nations” (Coccia, 2019). 

Following this definition, most research investigates how changes in formal and informal 

institutions lead to the evolution of new institutional standards and structures. But the 
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concept of institutional change could be extended well beyond the above areas of research 

inquiry. For instance, Tang (2012) proposes a broader definition where at the heart of 

institutional change lies “a process of selecting a few ideas out of many and solidifying them 

into institutions, competition of ideas and struggle for power to make rules” (p. 1). In this 

sense, ideas – existing or emerging are a prerequisite to induce institutional change. New rules 

can develop in a response to bad, inefficient institutions that were previously in force. This 

could be the case where institutional environment and arrangements are dominated by 

extractive types of economic and political institutions such as corruption, illegal rent seeking, 

the absence of rule of law, lack of property rights, etc. Bad institutional quality may produce 

the disequilibria in resource allocation, which are frequently induced by economic growth that 

generates new income streams or create incentives for political entrepreneurs or leaders to 

organise collective action to cause institutional change (Ruttan, 2006). 

Institutions are more or less tending to change, resulting in different trajectories and pace 

of institutional change. This process can be incremental or evolutionary, where accumulation 

of small changes lead to overall institutional change, but in some cases, institutions can be 

even modified overnight (mostly formal institutions), and therefore making the process 

abrupt. Therefore, at the most fundamental level, there are two major approaches toward 

institutional change. The first one refers to designed-based, top-down (collective choice) 

institutional change and the second one, to evolutionary-based institutional change (bottom-

up) (Kingston & Caballero, 2009, pp. 155–177). There are also some theoretical concepts that 

propose a different approach to the process of institutional change such as equilibrium 

perspective or a combination of designed-based and evolutionary approach. Despite several 

mechanisms and types of institutional change, a common feature for various approaches to 

this process is its purpose to emerge and develop new institutional patterns that determine 

people’s behaviour and decision-making in a specified social environment (Czech, 2019, p. 

101). 

In designed-based theories, institutional change is a centralised and collective-choice 

process in which rules are explicitly specified by a collective entity, such as the community or 

the state. Actors participating in this process such as individuals and organisations engage in 

collective action, conflict, and bargaining to try to change these rules for their own benefit 

(Kingston & Caballero, 2009, p. 155). In these theories, institutions are purposefully designed 

in a centralised way. Individuals or organised groups interact in attempt to conduct 
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institutional change that is beneficial for them or hinder unwanted institutions. The central 

role in conducting deliberate change is played by actors who stand out with an appropriate 

level of political impetus, power, and public support to drive the process of changing 

institutions. Therefore, this type of institutional change has a top-down character. To these 

theories of institutional change, we include works by Libecap (1989) and Ostrom (1990). 

According to both authors, the institutional change depends on higher-level rules and how 

decision-makers perceive the likely effects of change in rules. Designed-based theories of 

institutional change arising from a deliberate, collective-choice process of rule formation may 

not have an explanatory potency to elucidate why formal rules fail to produce their intentional 

outcome (Coccia, 2019, p. 2). 

Evolutionary theories of institutional change refer to the core Darwinian evolutionary 

principles of variation, selection, or replication, however this approach does not exclude 

rational action. This group of theories suggests that the ultimate impetus for institutional 

change is due to deliberate human actions (including learning, imitation, and 

experimentation). The key difference between evolutionary theories and previously discussed 

designed-based theories lies in the role of selection processes determining which rules 

emerge and adapt in socioeconomic environment (Coccia, 2019, p. 3). In the evolutionary 

theories of institutional change, there is no central mechanism (such as legislation) which 

causes a coordinated shift in the rules perceived by all the players, or in their behaviour and 

beliefs. Instead, new rules or behaviours (mutations), which may be either randomly or 

deliberately generated, go through some kind of decentralised selection process. As a result, 

some (successful) institutions spread, while other (unsuccessful) institutions fall into decline 

in socioeconomic systems. Hence, new rules and the related patterns of behaviour emerge 

from the uncoordinated choices of many individuals rather than a single, collective-choice or 

political process (Kingston & Caballero, 2009, p. 160). 

Selected evolutionary theories consider exogenous technological progress as the main 

driver of institutional change (Kingston & Caballero, 2009). Alchian (1950) suggests that the 

process of institutional change has an evolutionary character due to presence of competitive 

pressure that extract inefficient forms of organisation, because those who decide to choose 

efficient institutions will realise positive profits and therefore will survive and be mimicked. 

F.A. Hayek argues that evolutionary pressure will eliminate inefficient institutions, in result 

leading towards optimal institutional outcomes (Kingston & Caballero, 2009). The 
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evolutionary character of institutional change explains the emergence of the most efficient 

institutional forms, minimising transaction costs that arise owing to bounded rationality and 

opportunism of the transacting parties. Therefore, through the process of institutional change 

efficient, optimal institutions that ‘match’ with a particular transaction and satisfy all parties 

involved (Williamson, 2000). 

Evolutionary theories tend to neglect the role of collective action and the political process, 

whereas designed-based theories, which perceive institutional change as the outcome of a 

centralised collective-choice process, struggle to explain changes in informal rules (such as 

social norms) that evolve in a decentralised way (Kingston & Caballero, 2009, p. 167). In this 

vein, Tang (2012) proposes a similar classification to the evolutionary-based and designed-

based institutional change with the harmony approach and the conflict approach. The 

harmony approach relates to the evolutionary trajectory of institutional change, whereas the 

conflict approach to the institutional change induced by collective choice related with social 

choice theory. 

The process of institutional change and its evolution as a theoretical concept has advanced 

a tendency to blend evolutionary with designed-based approaches. The spontaneous and 

deliberate mechanisms and forms of institutional change are focused on the interaction 

between formal rules, which are generally designed deliberately (but there are some 

exceptions where evolutionary processes underlie their creation, as in the case of the 

common law), and informal rules, which are much more resistant to change (North, 1990, p. 

6), and therefore (usually) evolve spontaneously (Kingston & Caballero, 2009, p. 167). 

In this context, it is worth extending two models of institutional change based on the works 

by North (1990) and Williamson (2000) that include elements stemming from both 

approaches. 

According to North (1990, p. 73), informal rules play a central role in institutional change. 

As in the collective-choice approach, formal rules change through a political process as a result 

of deliberate, though rationally bounded actions, by organisations and individual 

entrepreneurs, who are agents of, and shape the direction of institutional change. The sources 

of formal rule changes come from exogenous or endogenous parameters. To the first group 

North includes changes in relative prices (including technological change) and change in 
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preferences. Endogenous source of institutional change is mainly through a learning process9, 

where actors develop routines through repeated interactions, coordination skills, knowledge 

(p. 74). North merges this approach with a theory in which informal rules evolve alongside, 

and as extensions of, formal rules. The evolutionary process of cultural transmission 

reproduces informal rules, which play a key role in institutional change because they change 

slowly and cannot be changed deliberately. In this view, ensuing from a change of formal rules, 

the informal rules which ‘had gradually evolved as extensions of previous formal rules’ (p. 91) 

survive the change, so that the result ‘tends to be restructuring of the overall constraints – in 

both directions – to produce a new equilibrium that is far less revolutionary (p. 91) (Kingston 

& Caballero, 2009, p. 168). 

From North’s analysis on institutional change emerges incremental rather than sudden 

trajectory of this process, where many small changes rather than occasional large changes 

comprise institutional change. This process is path-dependent because individuals learn, 

organisations develop, and ideologies form in the context of a particular set of formal and 

informal rules (1990). This type of gradual change stems from the perceptions of 

entrepreneurs in organisations that they can perform better due to an alteration of the 

existing institutional framework (North, 1990, p. 8). Agents and actors of institutional change 

may try to change the formal rules to their benefit, and over time this may have an indirect 

impact on the informal rules. The process of decision-making is bounded by past and current 

institutions; hence the process cannot ignore the past and decide about the new reality 

(Ebbinghaus, 2009, p. 14). Path-dependency means that history matters where past events 

and experiences shape the future – here a new institutional environment and arrangements 

that evolved through the process of institutional change being as a sequence of events. The 

path-dependent process of institutional change is more durable and influential at the macro-

level that involves complementing configurations of organisations and institutions. Historical 

events influencing institutional change could be stochastic/random incidents and Paul A. 

David (1985) points out that “a path-dependent sequence of economic changes is one in which 

important influences upon the eventual outcome can be exerted by temporarily remote 

events, including happenings dominated by chance elements rather than systematic forces” 

(p. 332). Path dependency is also conceptualised as a social process grounded in a dynamic of 

 
9 North calls it ‘learning by doing’. 
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“increasing returns” described as self-reinforcing or positive feedback processes, referring to 

the casual relevance of preceding stages in a sequential order (Pierson, 2000). 

In the second approach presented by Williamson (2000), informal institutions (social 

embeddedness) provide the background within which formal institutions are ‘embedded’. He 

advances four levels of an institutional system, where institutions are classified according to 

their susceptibility and frequency of change as depicted in Figure 1.2. At the highest level are 

the ‘institutions of embeddedness’, including informal institutions, culture, and norms, in 

which change occurs on the order of centuries or millennia. At the second level are the high-

level formal rules comprising the ‘institutional environment’: constitutions, laws, and property 

rights. It takes decades or centuries to change institutions at this level. At the third level are 

the ‘institutions of governance’, at which the sets of rules (‘governance structures’) which 

govern regular, day-to-day transactions/interactions (‘contractual relations’) are assumed to 

adjust to minimise transaction costs. At this level, institutions adjust few years. Finally, at the 

fourth, lowest level, the prices and quantities detailed in individual contracts adjust 

continuously.  
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Figure 1.2. Levels of institutional analysis 

Source: (Williamson, 2000, p. 597) 

 

According to Williamson, the process of institutional change usually takes place at the 

second and third levels. Informal rules are treated as given, effectively taken as exogenous 

and excluded from the scope of the analysis (Kingston & Caballero, 2009, p. 168). In this 

trajectory of institutional change, the long-term feedback alongside the hierarchy of 

institutions, but eventually, the institutional system is ‘fully interconnected’, and these 

feedbacks can be ignored in the analysis. 

To conclude, North’s model of institutional change demonstrates a possibility to evolve 

multiple and different equilibria, but with no guarantee of an efficient result (1990, p. 80-81, 

136). Bounded rationality that is attributed to actors and agents of institutional change may 

lead to unintended outcomes or inertia caused by pre-existing informal rules and can prevent 

the implementation of an efficient institutional change. North assumes that changes in 
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informal rules, rather than formal rules are the main drivers of institutional change, creating 

a system that reward and replicate institutional innovations (Kingston & Caballero, 2009, p. 

168). In the Williamsonian institutional system, informal institutions are given, and only formal 

institutions and institutions of governance are objects of change. 

Beyond the two core views on blending designed-based and evolutionary approach to 

institutional change, there exist also the theoretical concepts advanced by Roland (2004) and 

Ruttan (2006) (see Kingston and Caballero, 2011). 

Roland (2004) proposes an understanding of institutional change through an interaction of 

“slow-moving” and “fast-moving” institutions. The former group is akin to informal 

institutions with culture (including values, beliefs, and social norms), which tend to change 

gradually and slowly because of the process of change has a continuous, evolutionary, and 

decentralised trajectory. The latter one includes formal (political) institutions, which can be 

changed quickly (sometimes nearly overnight) and deliberately via the centralised political 

process. In Roland’s framework of the process, changes in slow-moving (informal) institutions 

build up continuously but slowly, then cause an abrupt and substantial changes in fast-moving 

(formal) institutions. Thus, changes in informal rules are the main drivers of institutional 

change, unlike North’s view, which gives this property to formal rules. 

In turn, Ruttan (2006) assigns institutional change with institutional innovation. The 

process of institutional change is induced by changes in resource endowments, cultural 

endowments, technology, and institutions. These factors mutually affect each other, and their 

changes produce disequilibria in resource allocations resulting in a demand for institutional 

change. In some cases, the new institutions may evolve spontaneously; in others, the new 

institutions are provided/supplied by political entrepreneurs and innovators who mobilise 

political resources to change institutions/rules. 

It is also worth to note that the ambiguous nature of informal institutions, especially how 

they interact with formal rules (North, 1990, p. 140), and how their role in the process of 

institutional change has led to the shift from the rules-governing-behaviour understanding of 

informal institution to the behaviour itself (Kingston & Caballero, 2009, pp. 170–172). In this 

approach, institutions are identified with equilibrium patterns of social behaviour, rather than 

rules that induce the behaviour. Thus, institutional change is due to changing expectations, 

rather than changing rules (Coccia, 2019, p. 4). A rule constraining or forbidding some 

behaviour will be effective only if people generally expect others (including those charged 
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with enforcing the rule) to act in a way which makes it effective (Kingston & Caballero, 2009, 

p. 171). This situation can be referred to Ostrom’s view on institution as a ‘rule-in-form’ but 

not a ‘rule-in-use’. The equilibrium perspective of institutions considers the essential role of 

both formal and informal rules as devices that enable players to coordinate on one of these 

many equilibria by helping them to achieve a shared set of beliefs about each other’s 

behaviour both on and off the path of play. In equilibrium, each agent is constrained both by 

the exogenous physical constraints in the underlying game, and by the endogenous 

institutional ‘rules of the game’, which reflect the strategies of the other players (possibly 

summarised in the form of formal and informal ‘rules’). Institutions arise as endogenous 

equilibrium outcomes, demonstrating a socially constructed ‘reality’ (Kingston & Caballero, 

2009, p. 171). 

In this vein, there are two dominating views. In the first one, Aoki (2001) characterises the 

process of institutional change as a “punctuated equilibrium”, presenting both path 

dependence and novelty, as well as both endurance and juncture points (p. 183). Therefore, 

the equilibrium perspective highlights the importance of endogenous institutional change, 

however taking into account that institutions in the past and in the future are reciprocally 

interlinked in a complex manner. 

In turn, Greif and Laitin (2004) addresses the notion of institutions as game-theoretic 

equilibria including the possibility that institutional change may be endogenous to the 

character of institutions throughout introducing two concepts – quasi-parameters and 

institutional reinforcement. These “quasi-parameters” are exogenous in the short run, but 

gradually change due to the play of the game, generating endogenous institutional change in 

the long run. An institution is reinforcing when the behaviour and processes it entails, through 

their impact on quasi-parameters, add to the range of parameter values (and thus 

“situations”) in which the institution is self-reinforcing. It means that more individuals in more 

situations would find it best to adhere to the behaviour associated with it (Greif & Laitin, 2004, 

p. 634). This theoretical approach to institutional change is embedded into game-theoretic 

analyses of institutions focused on studying the relationships between the rules of the games 

and how regularities of behaviour such as cooperation, wars, political mobilisation, social 

conflict are made in the particular transaction at issue (Greif & Laitin, 2004, p. 636). 

Institutional change can be also initiated by power-distributional implications of 

institutions and often occurs, when problems of rule interpretation and enforcement open 
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space for actors to implement existing rules in new ways (Mahoney & Thelen, 2010, p. 4). This 

approach is based on assumption that institutions are inert and cannot be changed easily and 

rapidly. Divergent interests among particular groups, actors, coalitions lead to socio-political 

processes where whey strive to change institutions for their own benefit. A distributional 

approach suggests that dynamic tensions and pressures for change are built into institutions. 

In this case, institutional change is influenced by political culture and context, the basic 

properties of institutions targeted to change, actors and coalitions that drive this change, and 

controlled access to power. 

Based on the above, Mahoney and Thelen (2010, p. 14-32) delineate four modes of 

institutional change. The first one is displacement - the removal of existing rules and the 

introduction of new ones. Institutional change may be abrupt and radical. After introducing 

new institutions, they directly compete with the older set of institutions and establish a widely 

adopted standard. The process of introducing new institutions is primarily conducted by 

actors who were “losers” under the old system. The second mode is layering – the 

introduction of new rules on top or alongside existing ones, thereby changing the ways in 

which original rules structures behaviour. Institutional change is conducted through an 

accumulation of small changes, leading to a big change over the long run. Layering does not 

introduce new institutions or rules, but rather involves amendments, revisions, or additions 

to existing ones. Therefore, actors eager to secure the institutional status quo may be able to 

preserve the original rules, but they are unable to prevent the introduction of amendments 

and modifications. The third one is drift – the changed impact of existing rules due to shifts in 

the environment, or broadly, in the external conditions. When actors choose not to respond 

to such external changes, their inertia can cause change in the impact of the institution. This 

institutional drift aims at neglecting of old rules to act according to new norm and practices 

that are opposite to initial regulations. And the final mode is conversion – the changed 

enactment of existing rules due to their strategic redeployment. There is a gap between the 

rules and their instantiation, which is generated by actors who actively exploit the intrinsic 

ambiguities of the institutions. Through redeployment, they convert the institution to new 

goals, functions, or purposes. 

The modes of institutional change compound the gradual character of institutional change. 

Despite a myriad of definitions of institutions, in this socio-political and historical context of 

institutional change, institutions are relatively enduring (Mahoney & Thelen, 2010, p. 4), 
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rather than prone to rapid change. Rules, norms, or procedures that structure behaviour, so 

mostly informal institutions, cannot be changed easily. Thus, this type of institutional change 

has an incremental character. 

1.4. Key findings 

There are three major findings that emerge from the analysis conducted in the Chapter 1. 

Firstly, a theoretical reflection on institutions and their definitional variety has led to 

conceptualise the definition of institution applied in this research as an integrated system of 

rules, that structures the Olympic Games lifecycle (Candidature, Delivery, Legacy) and 

interactions between Olympic stakeholders and actors.  

Secondly, Table 1.1 presents the institutional matrix elaborated for the purpose of further 

analysis. The columns represent the two different types of actors and agents – institutions and 

organisations involved in playing the game – a process of aligning governance structures with 

transactions. The rows represent the formal and informal types of institutions and 

organisations. In the top left cell, we have types of formal institutions – formal rules of the 

game equally understood as institutional environment. In the bottom left cell, we have 

informal institutions – they represent the embeddedness for the institutional system. In the 

top right, we have formal organisations – agents and actors formally involved in playing the 

game, so included in the official governance structures. And finally, in the bottom right cell, 

we have informal organisations – entities that are informally involved in playing the game, 

nevertheless they have bargaining power to influence decision-making within a particular 

institutional system. 

Table 1.1. Conceptualisation of institutional matrix 

 Institutions Organisations 

Formal Rules of the game: codified legal 

norms, regulations, guidelines, 

codes of conduct, standards, 

constitutions, laws) 

Agents and actors formally involved in 

playing the game 

Informal Embeddedness: ideology, culture, 

traditions, system of values, 

system of beliefs, etc. 

Agents and actors informally involved 

in playing the game. 

Source: Own elaboration 
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And thirdly, theories and models of institutional change has shown that there are many 

sources and determinants of institutional change. On the one hand, new institutions develop 

when the old ones have lost their ability to resolve issues and problems and ensure the best 

possible allocation of resources. But on the other hand, institutions can be changed through 

individual or collective actions to achieve defined goals. The best solution would be if all the 

actors and processes involved in institutional change pursue a state of institutional 

equilibrium, which balances the interests between actors, ensure institutional quality, 

promotes socially beneficial solutions and simultaneously allowing for a choice of strategy, 

guarantees a continuity of rules and mechanisms and finally provides a high degree of 

predictability and transparency (cf. Wilkin, 2011, p. 32). 
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2. The Olympic Games from an institutional perspective 

2.1. Development of the Olympic Games 

2.1.1. Ancient origins 

 Undoubtedly, the modern Olympic Games is a global phenomenon and a part of the 

history of our civilisation. This global sport festival is more than just a sport competition – it 

encompasses historical spirit and ancient connotations as the Olympics were the most 

prestigious cultural event for the ancient Greek world (Kidd, 2013). Thus, it is necessary to 

make a brief presentation of the history of ancient Greek Olympics to understand their origins, 

development, and modern dimension. 

The Olympic Games has been the most prominent and famed cultural and religious event 

in ancient Greece, staged in a quadrennial rhythm and without interruption for more than 

1000 years – from 776 BC to at least 260 AD, in Olympia in the state of Elis located in the 

northeast corner of the Peloponnese. The Olympics endured occasionally until 393 AD, when 

the Christian emperor Theodosius banned pagan festivals, including the Olympic Games. 

During ancient times, history has shown its turbulence from the collapse of empires, frequent 

wars, to famines and other catastrophes (Kidd, 2013). The longevity of the Olympic tradition 

was mostly possible thanks to the introduction of a very important rule – Ekecheiria (Olympic 

truce). The Olympic truce protected Olympia and Elis region from invasion, banned any 

individual or political authority to interfere with anyone traveling to and from the Olympics 

and ceased hostilities. Contrary to a common view, it did not cease wars but only protected 

the Games from potential disruption (Kidd, 2013). 

The five-day programme of the Olympic Games was parted into religious ceremony and 

‘athletics’ – the Greek word for various sport competitions. Sport was an essential and 

inherent part of Greek military training and campaigning (Kidd, 2013). Before the sporting 

rivalry had begun, competitors, trainers, and judges took an oath in front of the statue of Zeus 

with a promise that they would follow the rules. On the final day, the Olympic winners 

processed down the temple of Zeus where they were awarded with olive wreaths. Champions 

were rewarded very generously – money, pensions, gifts, and many other privileges given in 

their hometown. Moreover, the Olympic victory could be a start of political career or business 

activity (Kidd, 2013), but above all, it guaranteed a long-life renown. 
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The Games in Olympia were not entirely this kind of sport-religious event in Ancient 

Greece10, but they were the most important and with the longest duration. The festival has 

become a deep-rooted tradition in ancient Greece and held in a four-year interval named as 

an Olympiad. The Olympic and Paralympic Games are nowadays organised in a four-year cycle 

(or we can say in a two-year cycle if summer and winter editions are taken together), and this 

tradition has prevailed to modern times.  

The ancient myth of Olympia and the Games is still present in the modern rhetoric about 

the value of Olympic event. However, the revived Olympics have a completely different 

character and meaning, especially when it comes to its spiritual and historical dimension. The 

modern Olympic Games are “secular ritualised form”, standing in opposition to “pagan 

religious form” of the ancient Games (Horne & Whannel, 2016, p. 132). Therefore, both forms 

of Games should have their own, distinct character and should not be compared literally. 

What modern Games relevantly derived from the ancient version is the neo-pagan ritual of 

lighting of the ‘sacred’ flame from the sunrays over the Olympia site, conveying this flame 

through the torch relay and having this flame lighten up throughout the whole event. The 

modern version of the Olympic Games alludes to the ancient festival through highlighting its 

peaceful character, having a unifying effect on people thanks to sport and its salutary 

influence on social well-being and sometimes part of national identity, as well as positive 

values as its major catalyst.  

Following the decision made by the Christian Emperor Theodosius to suspend pagan 

festivals including the Olympics and then the collapse of Roman Empire in 476 AD, the idea of 

Olympic Games as a sport festival was forgotten for many centuries. But no one could ever 

expect that this sport, cultural, and religious festival held in Olympia, or as Callebat (1998, p. 

555) names it as “Graeco-Roman institution” would be revived in the fashion we all know in 

modern times. 

2.1.2. Revival of the modern Olympic Games and Olympic Movement 

Unlike popular belief, the idea of Olympic Games as a sport festival did not disappear until 

the 19th century and its revival in 1896. Since medieval times, several organised forms of sport 

 
10 Beyond the Olympic Games, at least three Greek sporting festivals (sometimes called “classical games”) have 
developed in the ancient era: the Pythian Games at Delphi, the Nemean Games at Nemea, and the Isthmian 
Games near Corinth. 
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competition have emerged and developed; however, with a short disruption during the first 

industrial revolution, when informal forms of sporting activity started to diminish (Horne & 

Whannel, 2016). Especially, from the eighteenth century onwards, the term ‘Olympic’ has 

started to be used on a wider scale. Informal forms of physical activity were replaced by more 

regulated and organised games within the system of reformed public schools (Horne & 

Whannel, 2016, p. 133). At that time, physical educators and sportsmen across many 

European countries – in Germany, France, England, Sweden, Canada, and Greece – all held 

events called Olympic Games. The site of Olympia was discovered in 1766 by the English 

antiquarian Richard Chandler, and since then there has been growing interest in Ancient 

Greece civilisation and its heritage also due to the intensification of excavation works and 

archaeological discoveries on key historical sites – remains of ancient stadiums, exercise 

gymnasiums, statues and vase paintings displaying scenes of athletic and sporting activities 

among Greek society (Wenn & Schaus, 2007). 

Greece has begun to cultivate ancient Olympic traditions since the country regained its 

sovereignty in 1829. The first one to restore the idea of Olympic Games was Panagiotis Soutsos 

- a young poet, publisher, and patriot. He vehemently spread the Olympic spirit through his 

poems and intensive campaign to resume the Olympics in Greece. Despite his efforts made to 

envisage the Olympic celebration through a sport competition, such an event did not take 

place. Inspired by Soutsos’ works and Olympic ideas, Evangelis Zappas (1800-1865), a Greek 

patriot, philanthropist, and businessmen wrote to King Otto of Greece with a proposition to 

permanently revive the Olympic Games. Zappas, a wealthy landowner, offered to finance the 

project and restoration of the ancient Panathenaic Stadium. In 1859, the first Zappas-inspired 

Olympic Games took place in Athens and only three editions were held in 1870, 1875 and 

1889. Only the 1870 Games turned out to be successful – sports competitions viewed by 

30 000 spectators, took place on the restored Panathenaic Stadium. What caused a further 

negative organisational path of the Zappas-inspired Olympic Games was a decision of 

members of Athens’ elite to restrict the event only to athletes from upper class and impose a 

ban on the general public. The exclusion of the Greek working class had a very negative impact 

on the next Olympic Games in 1875, which ended up as a complete organisational disaster 

(Young, 2005). The last edition in 1889 was a very minor and badly run event in a gymnasium. 

Simultaneously to the thriving forms of Olympic-inspired organised sports events in 

Greece, England has embarked on development its own versions of sport festivals. The initial 
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attempt to hold a more-concerted, organised – and most importantly – regular sporting event 

was made by William Penny Brookes (1809-1895), an English doctor and propagator of 

rational recreation and wide social reforms such as the necessity of providing physical 

education in state schools. In 1850, he established The Much Wenlock Games with sports 

disciplines as athletics, quoits11, football, and cricket. He also initiated the Wenlock Olympian 

Society (1860) which organised annual games. With time, this event changed its character 

from a local to a national scale. Brookes was also involved in establishing the National 

Olympian Association (henceforth NOA) in 1865. In 1866, with Brooks’ commitment, the NOA 

successfully held the First National Olympian Festival (British Olympiad) in London. Most of 

his life (from 1850 to his death in 1895), he dedicated his life to strongly advocating the 

Olympic idea, and was probably the first person in that time to integrate the sport-based 

festivity, the term Olympic and a revival of Greek philosophical principles (Horne & Whannel, 

2016, p. 137). His dedication and visionary contributed to the further revival of modern 

Olympic Games and left a profound impact on French baron Pierre de Coubertin’s activity, 

who is commonly deemed as a founder of the modern Olympics. The major distinction 

between Brookes and de Coubertin is that the French baron viewed the Olympic Games as an 

international festival of competitive sport and this vision was crucial to further elevate this 

project (Horne & Whannel, 2016, p. 137). De Coubertin managed to alter modern cultural 

history on a global scale (MacAloon, 2021). Hence, de Coubertin’s role is much more 

recognised and acknowledged. 

Although, de Coubertin is widely claimed to revive the ancient Olympic Games, all action 

and efforts taken by Brookes, Soutsos, and Zappas, shed a different light on the Frenchman 

role in Games’ revival. Bruce Kidd (2013) notes that de Coubertin “appropriated and recast 

the symbols of the ancient Games for his own purposes” (p. 416). Contrary to his 

predecessors, what was a value added is that he gave the Olympics a universal character by 

linking his games to antiquity and symbolic return to the past (Kidd, 2013). De Coubertin’s 

model of the Olympics was anchored on different goals and circumstances. He wanted to 

create an international festival of competitive sport, open to athletes from all modern nations. 

 
11 Quoits is a traditional game, very popular in the United Kingdom and the United States in 19th century, 

which involves the throwing of metal, rope or rubber rings over a set distance, usually to land over or near a 
spike (sometimes called a hob, mott or pin). The sport of quoits encompasses several distinct variations 
(traditional, indoor or table, deck, slate-board, garden quoits or hoopla) (Wikipedia, n.d.). 
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Before he fully engaged in the Olympic Games revival, much of his life had been dedicated to 

educational reform to introduce a physical education on a wider scale, starting from France. 

He was concerned by the lack of a sporting ethic in his country and an absence of physical 

education in French schools. He travelled to England and the United States, where he was 

impressed by the organisational forms of sport and physical education in these countries. De 

Coubertin made efforts to initiate changes in his home country (though his ideas were largely 

rejected by French education authorities), but instead his sport-education relationship 

stepped out onto the international stage. The process of sport development shaped as 

organised events also coincided with the media emergence and arising national and 

international forms of governance between 1860 and 1920 (Horne & Whannel, 2016, p. 141). 

The rapid expansion of various sport disciplines caused that some forms of international multi-

sport events would have evolved. De Coubertin’s major contribution was to give the Olympics 

a universal character, to promote physical activity among youth, and finally shape this in the 

form of Olympism – a combination of ethical principles rooted in the Olympic ancient heritage, 

a festival and spectacle, and most important, an organised form of sport event (Horne & 

Whannel, 2016, p. 141). 

In 1892, during the 5th anniversary of the Union des Sociétés Françaises de Sports 

Athlétiques (USFSA), de Coubertin publicly proposed a project of Olympic Games revival. The 

idea of Olympic Games restoration was followed by the establishment of IOC during the 

Congress for the Renewal of the Olympic Games that took place in Paris on 23 June 1894 

initiated by de Coubertin and other Olympic enthusiasts from major sporting associations 

mainly from Europe and the United States13. Athens was awarded with organising the 

Olympics in 1896, symbolically referring to the roots of Olympism. Since 15 April 1915, the 

IOC’s headquarters and archives are permanently located in Lausanne, therefore this city by 

the shores of Lake Geneva has been widely recognised as the “Olympic Capital”14. 

The IOC has become the owner of the Olympic Games, and the curator of ‘Olympism’ 

philosophy and values with principal goals to develop and promote physical and moral 

qualities as the foundations for the sports movement. On the basis of Olympism philosophy, 

 
13 Demetrius Vikelas from Greece was nominated as the first IOC President, while Pierre de Coubertin became 
the General Secretary (1894-1896; and then during 1896-1925 he held a position of the IOC President). 
14 Lausanne, the capital of Vaud canton, has become a host for numerous international sport organisations and 
institutions headquarters, among them is the Court of Arbitration for Sport. 
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the whole Olympic Movement has been created, nowadays known as “the concerted, 

organised, universal and permanent action, carried out under the supreme authority of the 

IOC, of all individuals and entities who are inspired by the values of Olympism” (IOC, n.d.-b). 

The philosophy of Olympism in its assumptions and main principles is truly a notable concept, 

however since the establishment of the IOC and the official revival of Olympic Games, the 

nature of Olympic philosophy has been partly contested due to its “inherently contradictory” 

character in the discourse of the modern Olympic Movement, because of a conflict between 

the official rhetoric of universal values, ideas and equal opportunities for all irrespective of 

nationality, social and cultural background, and real socio-political-economic events and 

conditions at the turn of 19th and 20th century (Chatziefstathiou, 2005). 

Before World War II, the IOC as an organisation was not widely recognised on the 

international stage. Despite the strong linkage between the IOC and Olympic Games, the 

Committee itself was rather “hidden” behind the Olympic event and host city. In the austerity 

period with an emergence of a new international political and economic order dominated by 

the Cold War, decolonisation processes, and independence movements of former communist 

regimes in Europe and Asia, the IOC role began to gain global recognition. The economic post-

war background also prompted significant changes in the IOC structures and approach to the 

financing model and reoriented as a more-corporate-like organisation. Until the 1980s, the 

IOC strongly opposed the idea of commercialisation and insisted on amateurism in sport 

rivalry. But a progressing sport professionalisation, together with dynamic changes in 

economic, political, and institutional systems associated with progressing technological 

change, forced the IOC to shift from an organisational approach embedded in de Coubertin’s 

vision of the Games towards their extensive commercialisation, which nowadays takes 

different forms and models in almost all Games-related aspects. 

Undoubtedly, the successful revival of the Olympic Games would not be possible without 

a favourable combination of social, political, and economic circumstances. Sport has diffused 

globally on a massive scale. The rising importance of physical activity, both on amateur and 

professional levels, led to a substantial social change as people started to notice a salutary 

effect of leisure time on health and well-being. Consequently, this trend fostered a process of 

institutionalisation of the Olympic Games – by the establishment of governing bodies, agreed 

rules, competitions, stadiums, and spectatorship (Horne & Whannel, 2016, p. 142). Framing 

sport into more-systemic and bureaucratic organisational forms was also robustly linked with 
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a rapid socio-economic-political expansion of global empires – British, German, and American, 

particularly in the period between 1880 and 1914 (Horne & Whannel, 2016, p. 141). During 

that time, the British Empire reached its dominance on the geopolitical stage; the United 

States started to mark its position as a global economic leader; while Germany was on an 

upward trend in reaching geopolitical and economic importance. The internal and external 

alliances and antagonisms in these empires significantly have driven the path of sport 

development. Finally, thanks to infrastructural and technological achievements, and the 

process of globalisation, sport is nowadays much more reachable among global society. This 

macro-level global context of the Olympic Games and Olympic Movement is essential to 

understand all changes that has appeared over the past 125 years. 

2.1.3. Evolution and expansion of the modern Olympic Games 

This section discusses the growing scale of the Summer and Winter Games, underlining 

their evolutionary character and taking into consideration the geographical, urban, and 

financial expansion. In both editions, the number of participating countries, athletes, and 

sports events has substantially increased, with a few exceptions mainly caused by political 

boycotts and not sending athletes to hostile host countries15. The evolution and expansion of 

the Summer and Winter Olympic Games will be presented in this thesis by adopting various 

criteria such as event scale and size, number of cities interested into hosting the Olympics, 

their motivation to bid for the Olympics, also taking into account the level of economic 

development, and commercial growth expressed through the category of revenues. 

The scale of the Summer and Winter Games expressed in numbers of athletes and sports 

events and the size of the host city and population constitute the first two criteria presented 

by Essex and Chalkley (2004, p. 205). While the Summer Olympics attract wider popular 

interest, the Winter Games have a narrower appeal, also due to the more-constrained scope 

of locations suitable for winter competitions. There are approximately five times more 

athletes and three times more sports events in the SOG than the WOG editions (see Table 

2.1). These variations influence the profile and the infrastructural requirements of both 

events. At first sight, it seems that the Summer edition requires much more infrastructural 

 
15 The three main boycott reasons at the Olympic Games have been: as part of the Cold War (Moscow 1980 and 
Los Angeles 1984); because of apartheid, ‘race’ or imperialism; and in terms of nations being divided by political 
or ideological differences (Horne & Whannel, 2016, p. 198). 
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demands, but it is a misleading assumption as both events involve new or renovated sports 

venues, transport investment, accommodation, non-sport urban facilities, and other 

expenditures to ensure the event will run without any problems or major interruptions (Essex 

& Chalkley, 2004). Nevertheless, the Summer editions in general are larger events than the 

Winter games, mostly due to the higher number of tickets sold, competition venues, value of 

broadcast rights, or capital investment (Müller, 2015b). 

Table 2.1. Growth of the Olympic Games 

 Summer Winter 

1896-2016 1896-1996 2000-2016 1924-2018 1924-1998 2002-2018 

Athletes 241 to 11 238 

(4563%) 

241 to 

10 318 

(4181%) 

10 651 to  

11 238 

(5,5%) 

258 to 

2 833 

(998%) 

258 to 

2 176 

(743%) 

2 399 to 

2 833 

(18%) 

Events16 43 to 306 

(612%) 

43 to 271 

(530%) 

300 to 306 

(2%) 

16 to 102 

(538%) 

16 to 68 

(325%) 

78 to 102 

(31%) 

NOCs 14 to 207 

(1379%) 

14 to 197 

(1307%) 

199 to 207 

(4%) 

16 to 92 

(475%) 

16 to 72 

(350%) 

77 to 92 

(19%) 

Women 

participants17 

22 to 5 176 

(23427%) 

22 to 3 512 

(15864%) 

4 069 to  

5 176 

(27%) 

11 to 1 204 

(10845%) 

11 to 787 

(7055%) 

886 to 1 204 

(36%) 

Source: own work based on (IOC, 2017b) 

 

The Summer Games are usually designated to cities with a larger population, often to 

capitals or metropolitan areas; while the Winter Games are staged in larger conurbations (e.g., 

Calgary, Torino, or Vancouver) or in smaller alpine resorts, which are usually supported with 

financial, infrastructural, or organisational resources. In the Winter Games, the most popular 

model is that most indoor competitions, as well as opening and closing ceremonies, are held 

in larger cities, while smaller alpine resort hosts outdoor events18. The Winter Olympics (1924-

2018) have been hosted by municipalities with populations ranging from a few thousand 

 
16 Tokyo 2020(1) will stage 339 events in 33 sports, but it was not included in the analysis because these Games 
are about to be staged at the time of writing this dissertation. 
17 In the Summer Olympics, women started to compete with some interruptions in Paris 1900, while in the Winter 
Olympics since the first edition in Chamonix 1924. 
18 The joint successful bid submitted by Vancouver and Whistler for the 2010 WOG might serve as an example. 
Vancouver was a main cluster for most sports competitions, while Whistler – a resort municipality located 125 
km north of Vancouver, held most of the outdoor events such as: alpine, Nordic, luge, skeleton, and bobsled 
events. 
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residents (e.g., Chamonix 1924 and St Moritz 1928) to around 1 000 000 (Sapporo 1972, 

Calgary 1984, Torino 2006, or Vancouver 2010) (Essex & Chalkley, 2004, p. 205); while the SOG 

have been hosted by cities with populations ranging from slightly more than 100 000 (Athens 

1896) to more than 14 000 000 (Tokyo 2020). As Table 2.2 presents, the host and candidate 

cities are predominantly represented by European and North American cities from 

advanced/industrialised economies. Before the 2000s, the SOG and WOG were almost 

exclusively hosted by cities from the above continents, however in case of the Winter editions, 

bids are determined by climate and weather conditions, so a dominance of countries from 

north hemisphere is justified.
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Table 2.2. Bidders and hosts for the Olympic Games19 
 Bidders Hosts 

Summer Olympics Winter Olympics Summer Olympics Winter Olympics 

1896-1996 2000-2032 1924-1998 2002-2026 1896-1996 2000-2028 1924-1998 2002-2026 

Continent 

Europe
20

 46 24 38 27 14 3 12 3 

North America 31 5 28 3 5 1 4 2 

Latin America 7 7 0 0 1 1 0 0 

Africa 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Asia 4 11 4 7 2 2 2 2 

Australia and Oceania 3 2 0 0 1 1 0 0 

Status (updated and based on Baade & Matheson, 2016, p. 203) 

Advanced/industrialised 

countries 

71 25 51 23 20 6 17 5 

Developing/emerging countries 9 21 1 5 2 2 0 1 

Eastern Europe/post-Soviet 

states 

7 4 3 12 1 0 1 1 

Source: own work based on (Baade & Matheson, 2016, p. 203; The Olympic Studies Centre, 2019)

 
19

 Excluding cancelled editions in 1916, 1940 and 1944. 

20
 Including bids from Turkey and Georgia. 
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The evolutionary and multidimensional character of the Olympic Games can be interpreted 

through macro changes in social, economic, and political modern history. The Olympics reflect 

and adopt these transformations into their organisational and governance model as well as 

the motives driving a decision to bid. The event is in constant development and some authors 

try to frame the event into appropriate time phases that reflects these changes. For instance, 

A. Tomlinson (2006, p. 60) proposes three main phases in the development of Olympic Games. 

The first encompasses the years 1896 to 1928 and describe the Olympics as “a grand socio-

political project with a modest economic profile”. The second phase lasted from 1932 to 1984 

with “a political intensification of the event at the heart of international political 

developments”. The dawning of the third stage is the Summer Olympics in Los Angeles 1984, 

since then the Olympic event is “fuelled by the global reach of capital … in the international 

economy of a global culture”. This classification renders the trajectory of Olympic Games 

development in the political-economic nexus of global changes. Especially in Western hosts 

the Olympics have followed the rising dominance of capitalism and neoliberal doctrines in 

resource allocation, an almost unlimited flow of capital, and governance structures. This path 

could be possible due to the processes of globalisation, especially since the mid-1990s. 

Recent years have brought several changes that could constitute the new phase. Firstly, 

dynamic institutional changes in democratic countries have been advanced simultaneously 

with increasing forms of public participation in collective decision-making (see Hiller & 

Wanner, 2018). This significant change in the socio-political-institutional links has been 

reflected in the growing number of public votes where residents decide “for or against” 

hosting the Olympic Games in their city as well as a proliferation of local movements or 

organisations that either support or oppose the Olympics in their city. Local and national 

governments are also much more aware of the financial burden related to the Games delivery, 

as many Olympic-related investments are funded from the public purse; therefore the 

decision to bid and then the preparations processes are much wider scrutinised by public 

opinion. In turn, autocratic or much less democratic states with flawed governance decide to 

enter the bidding process according to their own preferences and political will whether for or 

against bidding for the Olympics, and therefore are less accountable to their citizens 

(Gauthier, 2017, p. 82). Having struggled with declining interest in hosting the Olympics from 

democratic countries, the IOC has to sustain good relations with authoritarian states to secure 

the future of the Olympic Games (Könecke & de Nooij, 2017). Additionally, an access and 
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circulation of information provided by social media, news, research, or any other sources is 

much easier, thus public opinion can formulate their own opinions and views about the 

Olympics. Therefore, people are much more aware of the organisational costs, socioeconomic 

impacts, and consequently, the potential opportunity costs of hosting the Games. 

The second issue is related to expanding environmental awareness among societies. Amid 

progressing climate change and negative human interference in ecosystems, people expect 

authorities to implement public policies to protect the environment and forbid any harmful 

actions such as deforestation, water pollution, excessive amounts of wastes, etc. Nowadays, 

the environment and sustainability are addressed as a strategic area in every Olympic Games, 

and cities are expected to provide environmentally friendly solutions and make commitments 

to sustainable development in the host city or region. The IOC significantly urges 

environmental sustainability in host cities, but in some cases staging the Olympics leaves a 

negative ecological footprint and environmental damage (Gauthier, 2017, pp. 91–92). 

In this context, why do cities want to stage the Olympics? One of the most decisive reasons 

is that they compete to host a mega-event to seek new investments opportunities and mark 

their position on the international stage. Mega-events such as the Olympics are an important 

component of city promotion and an occasion where corporate interests and urban 

entrepreneurship as expressions of competitiveness of policies within neoliberal doctrine can 

be realised (Hall, 2006). Undoubtedly, the ‘Olympic City’ label, and all enhancements resulting 

from staging this prestigious event could rise its domestic and international image and 

attractiveness (Gold & Gold, 2008). These actions are in accordance with a concept of the 

‘global city’ (see Sassen, 2005), driven by the globalisation of economic activity and growing 

interurban competition for international flows of capital and visitors (Braathen, Mascarenhas, 

& Sørbøe, 2017). There are also intangible motives as boosting the feel-good factor and well-

being of the host city’s residents (Dolan et al., 2019; Kavetsos & Szymanski, 2010), national 

pride (van Hilvoorde, Elling, & Stokvis, 2010) or sport participation enhancement (Frawley, 

Toohey, & Veal, 2013; Reis, Frawley, Hodgetts, Thomson, & Hughes, 2017). 

Therefore, the bidding process for the Olympics has become a demonstration of what we 

understand as a competitive global city (Tolzmann, 2014), but the arguments to bid for the 

Olympics between emerging and advanced countries are different. The interest in staging the 

Games by developing countries is motivated by several factors (Baade & Matheson, 2015; 

Matheson & Baade, 2005). One of them is that the Olympic Games—a multidimensional 
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venture—may appear as a tool of socioeconomic development, and accordingly emerging 

cities perceive mega-sports events as a dominant policy to acquire a ‘global city’ status 

(Braathen et al., 2017). Moreover, developing countries use sporting mega-events as an 

element of soft power strategy (Grix & Lee, 2013). Gauthier (2017) enumerates several ‘pull 

factors’ for emerging markets to bid for the Olympics: sport mega-events as a catalyst for 

economic development; also through competition for acquiring resources (investment, 

tourism, and economically valuable permanent residents) in the globalised marketplace; 

image enhancement; the use of the mega-event as a form of ‘shock capitalism’; nation-

building; or hosting the Olympics as a quintessence of political authorities’ personal 

aspirations and desire. Some authors (e.g., Baade & Matheson, 2015; Matheson & Baade, 

2005) claim that investing enormous sums in stadiums and other Olympic-induced projects 

are “risk propositions at best” and are generally a worse investment for developing countries 

and for advanced/industrialised states. Cornelissen (2010) suggests that emerging countries 

represent a common agenda in terms of staging the sport mega-events in general: to 

demonstrate economic achievements, to signal diplomatic stature or to project soft power if 

other forms of international influence are not present. 

Cities that already possess a global status such as London, New York, Chicago, Los Angeles, 

Tokyo, or Paris have slightly different motivations to host the Olympics. These cities share a 

dominant approach to hosting the Olympics by having a trident-like tool aiming to deliver 

construction projects in specific parts of the cities, to close the development and 

communication gaps, and to enforce their global status as economic hubs in an era of growing 

inter-urban competition (Shoval, 2002). Cities perceive sports mega-events like the Olympic 

Games as a strategy, or in some cases, a justification for local development (Andranovich, 

Burbank, & Heying, 2001; Burbank, Andranovich, & Heying, 2002). However, Harvey (1989) 

perceives bidding for the Olympics as highly speculative, which may or may not pay off, 

because these kinds of urban investments could bring immediate, but only short-lived 

outcomes for existing problems in urban space, and even lead to further exacerbations such 

as tax increases, destruction or disturbance of existing communities or gentrification process. 

The BRICS countries especially have effectively intensified their efforts in the last decade in 

hosting mega-events, investing enormous amount of money and political engagement. 

Recently, emerging economics have staged the 2008 Summer Games in Beijing (China), the 

2014 Winter Games in Sochi (Russia), the 2016 Summer Games in Rio de Janeiro (Brazil), and 
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the approaching 2022 Winter Games in Beijing21. This is the first situation when the same city 

hosts summer and winter editions22. After a decade of dominance among developing 

countries in staging sports mega-events, the Summer Olympic festival is returning to Western 

(Global North) cities as the three following editions will be staged in global metropolises: 

Tokyo 2020(1)23, Paris 2024 and Los Angeles 2028; while the 2026 Winter Games will take 

place through joint project in Milan-Cortina. 

Along with an increasing number of cities interested in staging the Olympics, empirical 

research examining key success factors in bidding for the Olympic Games and the successful 

bids have appeared, mostly applying quantitative methods such as regression techniques. 

(Feddersen, Maennig, & Zimmermann, 2008) analyse 48 bids for the Summer Olympics 

between 1996 and 2012. They find that the average distance from the Olympic venues to the 

Olympic Village has a significant negative influence on successful selection, while average 

temperature during the Olympic Games and accommodation capacity are significantly 

positive. In turn, Poast (2007) tests 11 variables for the SOG from 1964 until 2012 and explains 

the IOC members’ decisions about host city selection through the prism of the bidding 

country’s ‘economic vitality’ with the variables of 1-year, 5-year and 10-year real GDP per 

capita growth being statistically significant. Maennig & Vierhaus (2017) employ 147 economic, 

socio-political, tourism, infrastructure, sports/Olympic and bid concept variables and 

empirically prove that the IOC members prefer cities where more than 2/3 of the population 

support the bid and simultaneously prefer hosts with larger markets and higher medium-term 

growth economies (5-year real GDP growth). Moreover, bidding countries that follow political 

liberalisation can count on additional votes from IOC members that select host cities. What 

disfavour bidding cities is their population size less than 2.5 million inhabitants and insufficient 

number of existing stadiums. The same authors examine the relationship between the 

 
21 Moreover, Brazil hosted the 2014 FIFA World Cup, while Russia, the 2018 edition. Other BRICS countries staged 
the following events: the 2010 Commonwealth Games in Delhi, the 2010 FIFA World Cup in South Africa. India 
expressed a serious interest in a bid submission to the IOC for the SOG 2032 (see Pavitt, 2020), however in March 
2021 India officials announced that they may shift their focus towards bidding for the 2048 Summer Olympics 
following Brisbane’s nomination as a preferred host (Morgan, 2021). 
22 The decision to award the winter edition to the Chinese capital provoked a lot of controversies, not only 
because of the ruling authoritarian regime and the lack of respect towards human rights, but also regarding the 
fact that many sports competitions will be placed hundreds of kilometres away from Beijing. Therefore, there 
are serious concerns about the negative impact on the environment. 
23 Due to the Coronavirus pandemic, the SOG in Tokyo 2020 has been postponed and will be held from 23 July to 
8 August 2021. However, the emblem ‘Tokyo 2020’ remains to avoid additional costs (Golob, 2020). 
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Olympic Games and socioeconomic factors for the eight Summer Olympics from 1992 to 2020, 

having found that bids are more probable from countries with larger economic growth, 

recording stable election results, recent improvements in health standards, and more 

international tourism arrivals (Maennig & Vierhaus, 2019). 

The Olympic Games have emerged as a significant catalyst of urban development and 

change as presented in Table 2.3. Having required a broad spectrum of infrastructural 

investments in sports venues, transport networks, public spaces, urban revitalisation, the 

Olympics offer host cities to enter a ‘fast track’ urban regeneration, a stimulus to economic 

growth, significant upgrades in transport system as well as intangible effects such as improved 

global recognition and prestige (Chalkley & Essex, 1999, p. 369). The scale of the urban 

investment required to stage the Olympic Games has noticeably increased with growing 

number of sports competitions and athletes, the global media interest, and the 

commercialisation level of the Games (Essex & Chalkley, 2003, p. 7). Particularly, since the 

1960s, the perception of the Olympic Games as an instrument for broad urban change has 

significantly increased. It is clearly linked with the growing number of athletes, sports events, 

and media interest. In a broader context, the event-led urban development can be primarily 

attributed to a wider transformative path in the global economy, driven by globalisation, neo-

liberalisation, or the post-Fordism era (Chalkley & Essex, 1999, p. 369). 

Table 2.3. Timeline of changing impacts of the Summer and Winter Olympic Games 

Summer Olympic Games Winter Olympic Games 

1896-1904: Small scale, poorly organised and not 

necessarily involving any new development 

1924-1932: Minimal infrastructural transformation 

apart from sports facilities 

1908-1932: Small scale, better organised and 

involving construction of deliberately built sport 

facilities 

1936-1960: Emerging infrastructural demands, 

especially transportation 

1936-1956: Large scale, well organised and involving 

construction of purposely built sport facilities with 

some impact on urban infrastructure 

1964-1980: Tool of regional development, especially 

transportation and Olympic Villages 

1960-1996: Large scale, well organised and involving 

construction of purposely built sport facilities with 

significant impact on urban infrastructure. The rising 

importance of Olympic legacy strategies 

1984-2002: Large-scale urban transformations, 

including multiple Olympic Villages, rising 

importance of Olympic legacy strategies 

2000-2016: Large scale, high level of organisation, 

involving construction of purposely built sport 

2006-2018: Large-scale urban transformations, 

including multiple Olympic Villages, emphasis on 
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facilities with significant impact on urban 

infrastructure and regeneration, multidimensional 

impacts on local communities; emphasis on 

sustainability and long-lasting legacy but with 

ambiguous results 

sustainability and long-lasting legacy but with 

ambiguous results 

2020 onwards: Large-scale, high level of organisation 

with an emphasis on using temporary and existing 

facilities, presenting significant and wide impacts on 

urban infrastructure and socioeconomic sphere in a 

long-time planning perspective; strong emphasis on 

sustainability and the Games’ alignment with long-

term urban host city development 

2018 onwards: Large-scale urban transformations, 

including multiple Olympic Villages with an emphasis 

on using temporary and existing facilities, presenting 

significant and wide impacts on urban infrastructure 

and socioeconomic sphere in a long-time planning 

perspective; strong emphasis on sustainability and 

the Games’ alignment with long-term urban host city 

development 

Source: adapted and extended from (Essex & Chalkley, 2003, p. 7) 

 

In the context of the changing nature and role of cities in the late 20th century and their 

aspirations to become consumer, leisure, and cultural centres, the growth of the Games as an 

international spectacle has allowed cities to pursue the ‘symbolic capital’ – a concept 

developed by P. Bourdieu (1984) embraces a collection of physical attributes and images 

which demonstrate the city’s distinction, taste, and eminence (Essex & Chalkley, 1998, p. 201). 

The commercialisation of sport with a dominance of capitalism and neoliberal doctrines have 

had a profound impact on shaping the Olympic Games, especially since Los Angeles 1984. The 

Summer and Winter Olympic Games have followed similar trajectories in terms of their 

influence on host cities though a pool of impacts and legacies noted since Athens 1896 and 

the first modern Olympics. 

Another evidence of the Olympic Games expansion pertains to financial aspects, 

particularly in costs and revenues. In the next paragraphs, I would like to focus on its 

commercialisation through successively increasing revenues. In turn, cost-side and budgetary 

issues will be discussed in the next Chapter.  

The event has shown its huge marketing potential and created a platform for sport-

business cooperation, especially since the 1984 Olympic Games in Los Angeles. The IOC as a 

leader of the Olympic Movement has four principal sources of revenue – sale of broadcasting 

rights, sponsorship, ticket sales, licensing, and merchandising. In the further analysis I would 

like to focus on the first two aspects, because their amounts strictly relate with agreements 
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signed with corporate sponsors and holders of broadcasting rights. Moreover, revenues from 

selling broadcasting rights are the principal driver of funding the Olympic Movement and 

Table 2.4 presents their significant increase since 1960. 

Table 2.4. Broadcast revenue history – Summer and Winter Olympic Games 

Summer 

Olympic Games 

Broadcast 
Revenue 

(in USD 
million) 

Change 
(Games-to-

Games, in %) 

Winter Olympic 

Games 

Broadcast 
Revenue (in 

USD million) 

Change (Games-

to-Games, in %) 

Rome 1960 1,2 - Squaw Valley 1960 0,05 - 
Tokyo 1964 1,6 33% Innsbruck 1964 0,9 1700% 

Mexico City 
1968 

9,8 513% Grenoble 1968 2,6 189% 

Munich 1972 18 84% Sapporo 1972 8,5 227% 

Montreal 1976 35 94% Innsbruck 1976 12 41% 

Moscow 1980 88 151% Lake Placid 1980 21 75% 

Los Angeles 
1984 

287 226% Sarajevo 1984 103 390% 

Seoul 1988 403 40% Calgary 1988 325 216% 

Barcelona 1992 636 58% Albertville 1992 292 -10% 

Atlanta 1996 898 41% Lillehammer 1994 353 21% 

Sydney 2000 1332 48% Nagano 1998 514 46% 

Athens 2004 1494 12% Salt Lake City 2002 738 44% 

Beijing 2008 1739 16% Turin 2006 831 13% 

London 2012 2569 48% Vancouver 2010 1280 54% 

Rio 2016 2868 12% Sochi 2014 1289 1% 

Source: own work based on (IOC, 2020c) 

 

The IOC has successfully developed and diversified revenue streams through sponsorship 

programmes. The Olympic Partners (TOP) Programme is a worldwide sponsorship programme 

entirely managed by the IOC. Created in 1985, the TOP Programme has established long-term 

corporate partnerships to make a financial contribution to the Olympic Movement as a whole. 

It operates on a four-year term called the Olympiad and supports the Summer and Winter 

Organising Committees for the Olympic Games (OCOGs), the National Olympic Committees 

(NOCs) and the IOC. Until now, nine generations of TOP Programmes have been launched and 

currently fourteen corporations participate in the TOP IX24 (the 2017-2020 Olympiad). The 

Programme provides TOP with exclusive global marketing rights and opportunities within a 

designated product or service category. TOP Partners may exercise these rights worldwide 

 
24 Coca-Cola, Airbnb, Alibaba Group, Atos, Bridgestone, Dow, General Electric, Intel, Omega, Panasonic, Procter 
& Gamble, Samsung, Toyota, Visa. In 2021, Allianz joined the TOP Programme.  
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and may activate marketing initiatives with all the members of the Olympic Movement that 

participate in the TOP Programme. Table 2.5 presents an overview on the TOP Programme 

evolution with over the last four decades having noted a ten-fold increase in revenue. 

Table 2.5. TOP Programme evolution 

Olympiad Games Partners No. participating NOCs Revenue (in USD million) 

1985-1988 Calgary/Seoul 9 159 96 

1989-1992 Albertville/Barcelona 12 169 172 

1993-1996 Lillehammer/Atlanta 10 197 279 

1997-2000 Nagano/Sydney 11 199 579 

2001-2004 Salt Lake City/Athens 11 202 663 

2005-2008 Turin/Beijing 12 205 866 

2009-2012 Vancouver/London 11 205 950 

2013-2016 Sochi/Rio 12 205 1003 

2017-2020 PyeongChang/Tokyo 14 n/a n/a 

Source: own work based on (IOC, 2020c) 

 

The commercial potential from the Olympic Games has also thrived local sponsorship 

programmes dedicated for domestic corporations and enterprises. These programmes are 

divided into marketing programmes of the OCOGs and marketing programmes of the NOCs. 

Contracts regulating the terms of marketing cooperation and rights ought to be negotiated in 

non-competing categories to the TOP Sponsorship Programme. The local sponsorship 

programme is managed by the OCOG within the host country under the direction of IOC. The 

programme supports the operations of the OCOG, the planning and staging the Games, the 

host country NOC, and the host country Olympic team. Marketing rights are granted only 

within the host country or territory. Historical data on OCOG sponsorship programmes in 

Table 2.6 shows that a record-number of partners (111) in the Summer edition was in Atlanta 

1996 and the least number of domestic sponsors was in Athens 2004 (38). 
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Table 2.6. Overview of OCOG official sponsorship programmes and OCOG domestic 

sponsorship programmes in consecutive Olympiads 

OCOG Sponsorship Programmes 

Summer 

Olympic 
Games 

Number of 

Partners* 

Revenue (in USD 

million) 

Winter Olympic 

Games 

Number of 

Partners* 

Revenue (in 

USD million) 

Atlanta 1996 111 426 Nagano 1998 26 163 
Sydney 2000 93 492 Salt Lake City 2002 53 494 
Athens 2004 38 302 Turin 2006 57 348 
Beijing 2008 51 1218 Vancouver 2010 57 688 
London 2012 42 1150 Sochi 2014 46 1189 

Rio 2016 53 848 PyeongChang 2018 86 649 
OCOG Domestic Sponsorship Revenues 

1993-1996 1997-2000 2001-2004 2005-2008 2009-2012 2013-2016 

534 655 796 1555 1838 2037 
Source: own work based on (IOC, 2020c) 

 

In turn, the revenues reached the highest amounts in Beijing 2008 and London 2012 with 

over USD 1 billion. Among the Winter editions, the highest revenue was generated through 

Sochi 2014, despite the second lowest number of partners included in the programmes. The 

OCOG domestic sponsorship has grown almost fourfold in the period between 1993 to 2016. 

2.2. Institutional framework of the Olympic Games 

2.2.1. Institutional matrix of the Olympic Games 

According to Roche (2000), mega-events such as the Olympic Games are quintessential 

phenomena of global modernity and intrinsically complex processes as: 

they typically involve combinations of political and economic elites, together with many 

types of cultural (including sport and media) elites and professionals, operating within 

and between urban, national and international level[s], and working together in a 

medium time-horizon both to produce the events and to manage their effects (p. 233). 

The above definition proves that the Olympic Games operates in the nexus between 

various stakeholders from different backgrounds and industries to deliver the event and 

administer the impact and legacy it has left at the local and national level. In turn, Rustin 

(2009) proposes an understanding of the Olympic Games as a ‘globalised institution’ with an 

emphasis on a cultural dimension and universal character of values shared around the world: 
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the Olympic Games belongs to an emergent type of ‘globalised’ institution, operating in 

both an international market-place, and an intergovernmental space of cooperation, 

competition, negotiations, and rules. It also occupies an important cultural and even 

moral space, as a celebration of a sphere of values, now recognised and cultivated across 

the world (…) Thus, the Olympics exists in the sphere of markets, of states, and of 

culture, occupying, with other comparable entities, an increasingly large space in these 

hybrid worlds (p. 4-5). 

Therefore, the Olympic Games as an institution combines informal institutions and social 

embeddedness – cultural background and system of values as well as formal institutions – 

rules that governs the behaviour of Olympic stakeholders, i.e., competition, cooperation or 

negotiations. All these elements operate in a hybrid institution that embrace markets, states, 

and culture on the national and supranational level. 

The institutional approach might be successfully applied as a tool for understanding the 

Olympics as a platform of mutual interactions between formal and informal institutions as 

well as formal and informal organisations. All these types of institutions and organisations 

create an institutional matrix for the Olympic Games organisation with two columns 

representing institutions and organisations and the two rows partitioning them (institutions 

and organisations) into formal and informal hemispheres as shown in Table 2.7. This 

institutional matrix is developed on the basis from Table 1.1. elaborated in Chapter 1. Each of 

the segments of the institutional matrix play crucial and mutually intertwined roles during 

bidding, delivery and legacy processes, and set the ground for an overall institutional 

framework. This institutional matrix has been partially conceptualised based on the document 

“Contractual framework for hosting the Olympic and Paralympic Games” released 

in January 2020 (IOC, 2020a).
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Table 2.7. Institutional matrix for the Olympic Games 
 Institutions Organisations 

Fo
rm

al
 

• The Olympic Charter 
• The Host City Contract/Olympic Host Contract (the Host Contract) 
• Undertaking to sign the Host Contract 
• Guarantees related with the Host Contract 
• Agreements related with the Host Contract 
• IOC official documents, i.e., reference documents regulating 

bidding process, requirements, Games delivery, legacy 
frameworks, materials, guidelines, know-how from previous 
Games, etc. 

• Olympic Law enacted by host countries 
• The IOC Code of Ethics (including Rules of Conduct for the 

Candidature Process) 
 

• Since December 2014: Olympic Agenda 2020 
• Since February 2018: New Norm 

• The International Olympic Committee (IOC) and its affiliated entities 
• The International Paralympic Committee (IPC) 
• The Host National Olympic Committee (NOC) and Paralympic Committee 

(NPC) 
• International Federations (IFs) 
• The Organising Committee for the Olympic Games and Paralympic Games 

(OCOG) 
• The Host City and/or other Olympic Host(s) (in case if events are held 

across several cities, regions, or countries 
• The local, regional, or national authorities 
• Privately incorporated bid teams 
• Private sector organisations and companies 
• Delivery authority (if established) 
• Non-governmental organisations (NGOs) 
• Other actors: accredited athletes and supporting personnel, spectators, 

marketing partners, rights-holding broadcasters and other media covering 
the Games, just to name a few. 

In
fo

rm
al

 

• Seven fundamental Principles of Olympism (included in the Olympic 
Charter) 

• Olympic Values: Excellence, Respect, Friendship 
• Olympic symbols, myths, narratives, history: Olympic rings, anthem 

opening and closing ceremonies, Olympic flame and torch relay, 
ancient heritage 

• Sport as: a celebration, as an element of national identity and its 
role in social development, and a source of global unity; fair play 

• Historical experiences, practices, etc. 

• National leaders (other politicians, former athletes, artists, ambassadors) 
• Community-based organisations; community watchdog organisations 
• Social movements 
• Consumer groups 
• People interested in sport 

Source: own work
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Formal institutions set the tone for the legal and organisational framework of the Olympic 

Games. This cell of the matrix includes the formal “rules of the game” throughout all stages of 

the Olympic lifecycle (Candidature, Delivery, Legacy). The Olympic Games formal institutions 

encompass much broader spectre of documents, rules, norms, and codifications, that every 

city, whether candidature or host, are required to obey. These are as follows: 

• The Olympic Charter is a major document comprising the codification of the 

fundamental principles of Olympism, rules and by-laws adopted by the IOC25. The Olympic 

Charter might be perceived as a constitution for the whole Olympic Movement. It governs 

the organisation, actions and functioning of the Olympic Movement and regulates the 

conditions for the celebration of the Olympic Games. Additionally, it sets up and regulates 

the relations between the International Federations, National Olympic Committees, and 

the Olympic Movement. All activities of the host cities of the Olympic Games and of the 

Organising Committee for the Olympic Games (OCOG) must comply with the rules and 

values written down in the Olympic Charter and with different regulations concerning the 

Olympic Games. 

• The Host Contract (before the Olympic Agenda 2020 formally known as Host City 

Contract, after as the Olympic Host Contract; thus to preserve its universal character, in 

this thesis it is named as the Host Contract) – describes the relationships between the 

Olympic Host(s)26, the Host NOC, the OCOG and the IOC and their respective 

responsibilities and tasks regarding the planning, organising, financing, and staging of the 

Olympic and Paralympic Games. Importantly, in case of conflict between provisions of the 

Contract and the Charter, the Contract shall take precedence. 

• Guarantees from third parties – include the key elements required to deliver the 

Games coming from the host country’s government, other relevant public authorities, and 

private actors. The list of guarantees includes commitments in areas such as operations, 

covering any financial shortfalls, government support and services, brand protection, 

marketing programmes, delivery guarantees, compliance with the Olympic Charter, the 

Code of Ethics, etc. 

 
25 The first version was published in 1908. It is worth mentioning that some of the rules contained in the current 

version (in force as from 17 July 2020) had been written by Pierre de Coubertin around 1898. Until now, 72 

editions of the Charter have been published. 
26 They can be cities, regions or countries. 
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• Agreements with marketing, commercial and broadcast partners. 

• The IOC Code of Ethics – an integral part of the Olympic Charter. It regulates the 

fundamental obligations of Games bodies between the IOC, the OCOG and its members, 

staff, and representatives. The principles also apply in the bidding procedure and its 

mission is to ensure the best ethical standards and principles from the Games governance 

actions or human rights, up to supporting environmental protection. 

• IOC official documents, i.e., regulating bidding process, Games delivery, operational 

requirements, legacy guides and frameworks, materials, guidelines, know-how and 

transfer of knowledge from previous Games. 

• Olympic laws and other special legislation enacted by the public authorities to facilitate 

the Games delivery. 

• Olympic Agenda 2020 – since its enactment in December 2014, it has become “the 

strategic roadmap for the future of the Olympic Movement”. This document includes 40 

recommendations addressing significant changes in bidding process, Games delivery and 

legacy planning, among others. 

• New Norm – released in February 2018, it is a document related with the OA 2020, 

which focuses on six recommendations strictly in the organisational aspects of the Olympic 

Games. It provides a general overview of the three main initiatives namely candidature, 

delivery and legacy and sets up 118 reforms of revised services and requirements to reduce 

costs, event and venue size, rethink transport options, optimise existing infrastructure and 

reusing the field of play for various sports, just to name a few. 

 

Informal institutions are all value-based systems and principals, reflecting the deep-rooted 

ancient Olympic heritage and existing unofficial arrangements in all members of the Olympic 

Movement and all societies. They also refer to the ceremonial character of the Olympic 

Games, creating the uniqueness of Olympic festival. This kind of narrative is also aimed at 

inducing interest among cities and often used by officials by the occasion of staging the event. 

Sport is a core of the Olympics and plays a significant role in social development and global 

unity. But sport is also regarded as a type of social institution that is inextricably linked with a 

sense of national identity, pride, or feel-good factor among citizens. 

The right column of the institutional matrix presents formal and informal organisations 

involved in the Olympic Games. The top-right cell enumerates the key actors involved in 
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Games delivery. These organisations are also called stakeholders, so these two terms will be 

used interchangeably. Hosting the Olympic Games requires a close cooperation between 

many public and private actors in partnership with the IOC. Every Olympic stakeholder has its 

own commitments, and scope of their tasks and responsibilities are detailed in the Host 

Contract. The range of roles and activities of key stakeholders are as follows: 

• IOC and its affiliated entities – ensure the regular celebration of the Olympic Games, 

and define the fundamental principles governing their organisation. The IOC supports the 

OCOG in many ways, but most importantly through financial and value-in-kind 

contributions and enabling the OCOG to develop marketing opportunities. The IOC also 

transfers the knowledge from past to future Games organisers and provides support and 

expertise throughout the preparation of hosting the Games. The particular representative 

of the IOC affiliated entity is the Olympic Broadcasting Services (OBS) which delivers the 

broadcast to the world and closely cooperate with the rights-holding broadcasters, thus 

mitigating some of the most significant delivery risks. 

• The Host National Olympic Committee(s) [(NOC(s)] – are local representatives of the 

Olympic Movement with a role to ensure the development of sports and the promotion of 

the Olympic values in their respective countries. It also supports the OCOG to secure 

marketing revenues in the host country and to ensure the Games sporting legacy. The NOCs 

are also responsible for sending their athletes to the Games. 

• The Organising Committee for the Olympic Games and Paralympic Games (OCOG) – an 

entity established entirely to deliver the Games. The OCOG is the IOC’s strategic partner 

during the years of Games preparation. The key responsibility of the OCOG is to deliver 

most operational elements required under the Contract in cooperation with public 

authorities and other stakeholders. 

• International Federations (IFs) – are governing bodies of one or several sports at the 

world level. At the Olympic Games, they are responsible for the control and direction of 

their sports. 

• The Host City authorities and/or other Olympic Host(s) (in case if events are held across 

several cities, regions, or countries) – are responsible for staging the Olympic Games as the 

event is in principle entrusted to a city. The precise role of the Host City Authorities 

depends on the governance model established by the host country government and the 
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scope of power delegated to the host city. The Host City must ensure general and transport 

infrastructure, sports infrastructure, IBC/MPC, delivery of live sites, and other city services. 

• The local, regional, or national authorities – their role is to provide an essential support 

to the OCOG, and as the IOC indicates, in some cases public authorities take charge of 

various aspects of the Games delivery. In general, they provide an appropriate governance 

model for effective Games delivery and coordinate the input of the government ministries 

playing a role in helping to run the Olympic Games. Even though the OCOG is responsible 

for planning and delivering the Games, the role of public authorities is crucial as they 

provide a variety of public services, strategic infrastructure, security as well as take 

legislative and administrative actions to create a legal environment regarding 

procurement, tendering, land acquisitions or tax legislation to facilitate Games 

organisation. 

• Private sector organisations and companies – represent business entities from various 

economic sectors involved in many tasks and responsibilities, such as venues and Olympic 

Villages construction, transport projects, other infrastructural investments, etc. Private 

companies are also involved in delivering consultancy, financial, insurance services, 

architectural firms, media industry, rights-holding broadcasters and other media covering 

the Games, marketing partners, hotels, accommodation, and tourist industry. 

• Delivery authority – its existence depends on the governance and delivery model 

applied in the host city. If established, a delivery authority is one of strategic stakeholders 

in the Games construction projects and post-Games conversion works. Its ownership model 

could be state-led, private-led or mixed. This entity ensures the delivery of the Olympic and 

Paralympic venues and infrastructures in accordance with deadlines, costs and plans and 

ensuring their transformation once the Games are completed in order to ensure long-

lasting legacy. 

• Non-governmental organisations (NGOs) – they could support the Games delivery and 

legacy frameworks by sharing their expertise in the areas such as sustainability, 

environmental protection, housing policy, labour market. 

• Other actors – their number and importance are reflected in contracts or other legal 

documents developed during the Games organisational process; therefore, this list of 

actors is not exhaustive. But to the most important and always present are the accredited 
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athletes and supporting personnel, spectators, marketing partners, rights-holding 

broadcasters, and other media covering the Games. 

And finally, a bottom right cell of the institutional matrix presents informal organisations 

that are engaged in the Olympic Games, but in a different sense than formal ones. National 

leaders (i.e., politicians, athletes, artists, ambassadors) usually support city promotion, appear 

on final presentations during the IOC Session where the host city is to be selected, or perform 

during opening and closing ceremonies. In turn, a relevant role throughout all stages of 

Olympic cycle, namely candidature, delivery and legacy processes, is played by community-

based organisations, community watchdog committees, and social movements. The character 

of these organisations does not mean that their legal status is informal literally nor they do 

not have any rules regulating their existence, as some of them take formally legal form. In this 

institutional matrix, informal organisations are understood as not officially recognised by the 

IOC or not included in formal governance structures, but their activity and agency are 

significant either in promoting or opposing the Games. Recently, the role of these kind of 

informal organisations is growing, and their pressure, opposition and information campaign 

emphasising adverse impacts of the Olympic Games, in some cases indirectly lead to a 

withdrawal of the bidding city. 

2.2.2. Governance and interest groups in the Olympic Games 

The Olympic Games organisation might be perceived as a laboratory for analysing social 

and economic behaviour, agency, and interests being observed in the global society. This 

statement is quite powerful, but it is not so far from the reality that has been witnessed for 

decades as this event has been undergoing a continuous evolution, mirrored by the processes 

of globalisation, commercialisation and neoliberalisation. Every subsequent edition of the 

Olympic Games reflects these changes and transformations, which are embedded in 

candidature, delivery, and legacy stages of the Olympic event. 

The increasing scale, size, and complexity of the Olympic Games, with a proliferation of 

actors, networks, and governing rules that have developed over the last decades, have 

fundamentally institutionalised the Olympic Games. Each edition is framed by rules, 

requirements, principles, which shape the actions, governance models, relations between 

stakeholders, planning schemes. This said, the Olympic Games could be perceived as a 

multidimensional institutional structure. 
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One of the key aspects in preparations, Games delivery and post-Games legacy strategy are 

the governance model adopted by the host city, which usually reflects the type of institutional 

and political relations prevailing in the host country (MacRury & Poynter, 2009, p. 86). In 

general, there are three main governance and financing models that have emerged on the 

basis of the host cities’ experiences as presented in Table 2.8. In practice, the boundaries 

between all three types of models are vague and sometimes it is difficult to clearly distinguish 

which type is applied in the host city.  

Table 2.8. Types of governance model in the Olympic Games lifecycle 
Type State-centred  

/ State-led 

Public-private partnership 
(PPP) 

Networks of stakeholders 

Short 
description 

• Central government 

provides and leads the 

organisational, planning 

and delivery framework, 

• The role of non-state 

institutions is mainly 

limited 

• An important role of city 

and state authorities, 

state-owned enterprises or 

private conglomerates 

strictly related with ruling 

political and economic 

system 

• Olympic projects are 

delivered with PPP 

model; however, 

economic or 

commercial interests 

of the private sector 

are privileged in the 

process of Games 

delivery and related 

projects 

• The Games delivery relies 

on multidimensional and 

multilevel model of 

governance with an 

active participation of 

public authorities 

(city/region/state), 

private sector, NGOs, 

local communities, and 

more. 

Financing 
model 

• Public funding with a 

limited financial 

participation from private 

sector 

• Combination of public 

and private funding 

• Combination of public 

and private funding 

Examples • Athens 2004, Beijing 2008, 

Sochi 2014 

• Atlanta 1996, Rio 

2016 

• Barcelona 1992, Sydney 

2000, Vancouver 2010, 

London 2012 

Potential 
risk and 
problems 

• State-led governance 

model may reflect the 

weakness of cross-

institutional cooperation 

• Susceptible to corruptive 

behaviours and illegal rent-

seeking 

• Favouring private and 

commercial interests 

over social needs, 

therefore reinforcing 

social inequalities and 

disadvantages 

through 

displacements, 

evictions, the process 

of gentrification 

• Complexity in reaching a 

cross-institutional 

consensus because many 

actors are involved in the 

processes 

• Greater organisational 

complexity 

Source: adapted and modified from (MacRury & Poynter, 2009, p. 86) 
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A state-centred governance model is observed mostly in hosts with flawed institutional 

systems or autocracies as China (Beijing 2008 & 2022) or Russia (Sochi 2014). Here, other 

participation than strictly related with public authorities is very limited or even not occurring. 

In turn, on the opposite side there is a networking-based model including various stakeholders 

– government, public administration, private sector, NGOs, or community-based 

organisations, which assumes a cross-institutional cooperation. There is also a model based 

on public-private partnership supposed to reconcile the profit-seeking approach by the 

private sector with realisation of public interest such as improvements in transport or public 

urban spaces, but in practice private and commercial interests prevail over public ones. The 

PPP model was introduced in Rio 2016 and contributed to the abovementioned effects. 

Taking into consideration the governance model applied in a host city and the vast array of 

projects throughout bidding, delivery, and legacy phases, the Olympic Games could be 

perceived as a source of several types of rents of political and economic nature, which are 

compiled in Table 2.9. In economics, this phenomenon is known as rent-seeking. Economic 

rent refers to material benefits while the political rents satisfy non-material needs. In the case 

of the Olympic Games, rents are created by public authorities, i.e., host city/regional 

authorities, national government, other public entities governing the Olympic Games, but also 

private as the IOC, OCOGs or NOCs. A high number of stakeholders involved into the Olympic 

lifecycle represent divergent interests aimed at capitalising on the Olympics and gaining 

benefits in the form of rents. There are also different objectives for extracting rents from the 

Olympic Games, which are also conditioned by a governance model adopted in a host city. 

Public authorities – so-called political elites, create rents either for themselves or for their 

affiliated socio-economic-political base, but also to bring society together and so attracting 

potential voters to secure re-election. In turn, the IOC redistributes its main product – the 

Olympic Games through sponsorship, licensing, and official supplier programmes. Similarly, 

the NOCs and OCOG also redistribute sponsorship rights to secure an appropriate level of 

revenues, but the OCOG is also authorised to redistribute contracts on Olympic projects to 

deliver the Games. 
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Table 2.9. Interest groups and rent created through staging the Olympic Games 
Interest group Type of 

rent 
Redistributed resource Objectives 

Host City 
Authorities 

ER, PR • Public funding from municipal 

budgets 

• Introduction of special legislation 

• Orders, contracts on Olympic-

related projects 

• Creating sources of rents for 

themselves and their socio-

economic-political base 

• Creating resources for the 

implementation of urban, 

social, and economic policy. 

• Enforcing soft power strategy 

on international level 

• Introducing feel-good factor 

among citizens 

• Bringing nation together 

around this special event in its 

history 

• Attracting voters to secure re-

election 

Host Country 
Authorities 

ER, PR • Public funding form central 

government budget 

• Introduction of special legislation 

to deliver the Olympic Games 

without hindrance and 

impediments 

• Orders, contracts on Olympic 

projects and investments 

• Special tax regimes (tax 

exemptions and “tax immunity”). 

International 
Olympic 
Committee 
(IOC) 

ER • Broadcasting rights 

• TOP sponsorship programme 

• IOC official supplier and licensing 

programmes 

• Collecting revenues 

• Ensuring continuity in the 

Olympic Games 

• Long-term corporate 

partnerships 

Organising 
Committee of 
the Olympic 
Games (OCOG)  

ER • OCOG sponsorship programmes, 

• Contracts on Olympic projects 

• Delivering the Games 

• Collecting and preserving 

revenues 

National 
Olympic 
Committees 
(NOCs) 

ER • NOC sponsorship programmes • Collecting and preserving 

revenues 

Note: ER – economic rent, PR – political rent 

Source: own work 

 

Based on the specifications by the Olympic Charter, the devised institutional matrix (see 

Table 2.7) and considerations on governance models and economic and political rent 

schemes, a simplified model of relations in the Olympic Games is shown in Figure 2.1., which 

captures and illustrates partnerships between stakeholders, with the signatories of Host 

Contract as the core of this model. The colour green denotes stakeholders-signatories of the 

Host Contract while Host Country authorities are denoted by yellow. Orange-coloured 

stakeholders represent profit-oriented interest groups – business community, sponsors, 

suppliers, broadcasters: they play an important role in preparing the Games, either financially 

or as a supplier of an essential goods and services that need to be provided to hold the Olympic 

Games. Civil society, NGOs and other unions constitute social-oriented interest groups and 

are denoted by the colour blue: their engagement and opinions should be considered and 
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acted upon, because of its pro-social orientation towards improving the socioeconomic 

conditions among the communities and promotion of socially based policies. The rest of 

stakeholders related with sport-side aspects of Olympic Games are in grey. The dashed lines 

linking NOCs and IFs with OCOG mean that their role is to support the OCOG in Games 

planning and delivery – IFs in assuming the responsibility and for the control and direction of 

their respective sports at the Olympic Games, while NOCs are guardians and promoters of the 

Olympic Movement and Olympism within that country and have the exclusive authority for 

the representation of their respective countries at the Olympic Games. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2.1. Simplified model of relations between the key stakeholders 
Source: based on (IOC, 2015d, p. 22) 

 

The model proposed in Figure 2.1. could be considered through the principal-agent 

relationship model of the Olympic Games elaborated by Gauthier (2017, p. 129-155), where 

the IOC is principal and delegates hosting of the Games through the Host Contract which is a 

legally binding document to the following agents: Host City, Host NOC and OCOG. The Host 

City and OCOG are eligible to employ other parties or actors, thus the cascade of principal-
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agent interdependencies could be extended. Though the IOC role is “to ensure the regular 

celebration of the Olympic Games” (IOC, 2020b) and the organisation is a monopoly seller of 

hosting rights, their organisation basically depends on the support and involvement of many 

stakeholders, without whose commitment, sports and general infrastructure and financial 

support the Olympic Games would not take place (Rustin, 2009). 

2.3. Key findings 

The literature review on theoretical and empirical studies devoted to the Olympic Games 

allowed me to reconstruct their evolutionary path from ancient roots, which permanently 

constituted the cultural importance and value-based system of this Olympic festival, through 

its revival by the French baron Pierre de Coubertin and finally to their multidimensional 

expansion, commercialisation and growth into the biggest sports mega-event on earth. The 

evolution and expansion of the Olympic Games has accelerated since the commercial success 

of the 1984 Games in Los Angeles with successive increases in number of athletes, sports 

events, official sponsors and revenues. The analysis in this chapter also revealed a 

considerable shift in the economic and political status of host cities since 2008 and Olympic 

Games held in Beijing. Since then, a group of developing countries such as China, Russia and 

Brazil have sought the Olympic Games as a tool for economic, infrastructural and investment 

boost as well as to mark their position on the international stage and demonstrate soft power 

strategy. 

The second part of this chapter has proved that the Olympic Games are truly an 

institutional structure with its own institutional matrix of formal and informal institutions and 

organisations that are interconnected with different types of contractual arrangements, 

responsibilities, governance modes. Based on that, it could be argued that there are key 

interest groups in the Olympic Games that create political and economic rents pertaining to 

particular objectives. It also sets out a premise for further analysis, this time by accentuating 

the category of interest through the rent-seeking phenomena and its embeddedness into the 

institutional context what is presented in Chapter 3. It emphasises the importance of the 

quality of institutional system in the host country, which also influence the Games concept 

and vision included in Candidature Files, governance structures, budget, delivery, legacy and 

sustainability aspects. 
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3. Determinants of an institutional change in the Olympic Games 

3.1. Procedural determinants 

A two-phase bidding process for the Olympic Games, which was binding between 2008 and 

202227 (see Figure 3.1) has proved to be an exhaustive and costly undertaking for the cities, 

creating for more losers than winners (Oliver & Lauermann, 2017, p. 2). During this period, 31 

bids for Summer Olympics were submitted and only 4 cities were awarded with hosting rights; 

while for the Winter edition, 11 bids were submitted to the IOC and 4 cities awarded. There 

were also several recurrent bids, some of which eventually turned out unsuccessful on every 

occasion. Among candidates for the Summer Olympics, Istanbul holds a record of four 

submissions in the adopted time span, but none ended up successfully. Repeated bids were 

from Madrid (3), Paris (3), Baku (2), Doha (2), Tokyo (2), Rio de Janeiro (2), of which Rio (2016) 

and Tokyo (2020) bids were awarded with hosting rights. In the case of the Winter edition 

recurrent bids came from PyeongChang (3), Salzburg (2), Jaca (2), of which only PyeongChang 

were awarded hosting rights for the WOG 2018. 

 The bidding scheme that was built on the IOC Commission 2000 recommendations was 

aimed at reducing the expenditures for less-prepared cities and eliminating bribery-inducing 

behaviours and lobbying (Oliver & Lauermann, 2017, p. 4), which predominantly escalated in 

the post-Los Angeles 1984 era (D. Booth, 2005). However, based on previous experiences a 

two-phase bidding procedure demonstrated to be rather counterproductive in rationalising 

costs, paradoxically making Olympic bidding more expensive and complex (MacAloon, 2011, 

p. 306). 

There are several reasons why a two-phase bidding procedure has turned out ineffective. 

In both phases, cities were required to submit an extensive concept of the Games organisation 

based on the IOC questionnaire approximately nine years before the event. One of the 

objectives for an introduction of a two-phase system with an Applicant Phase was to 

preliminary recognise potential opportunities and strengths on the one hand and risks, 

challenges, and weaknesses on the other. This could permit assessing each bid proposal and 

 
27 Important note: for the bidding processes between 2002 and 2006 a two-phase system was already binding 

with the first Candidate Cities phase, and the second with Candidate Cities & Finalist Candidate Cities phase. A 

two-phase bidding process for the 2008 SOG was the first one with Applicant City and Candidate City phases. 

Therefore, the main research Focus is put on the period 2008-2022. 
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proceed to Candidature Phase those cities that were capable of hosting the Olympic Games 

and promised to fulfil all the necessary requirements imposed by the IOC.
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Figure 3.1. A two-phase bidding process timeline for the 2008-2022 Olympic Games 

Source: based on (IOC, 2013a; 2013b)
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Firstly, in the Applicant Phase, cities expressed their initial interest in staging the Olympic 

Games on the national level. Then, each NOC selected one national applicant city, which 

submitted an application form (also known as “Mini Bid Book”) to the IOC approximately nine 

years before the Games. This form was a standardised collection of answers to the IOC 

questionnaire. The IOC questionnaire included over 100 questions, providing detailed 

information about all aspects of the Games (i.e., overall concept, legacy, motivation, legal 

aspects, government support, existing and planned general infrastructure, security, sports 

venues, accommodation, transport, experience, public support, budget). Usually, proponents 

of the Olympic bid established a Bid Committee and once a city became a host, this entity 

transformed into the OCOG. Then, cities were assessed based on eleven pre-established 

technical assessment criteria28. Unlike the objective to eliminate cities incapable of hosting 

such a massive undertaking or burdened with considerable risks and challenges, in certain 

cases the Games were nominated to cities with lower grades than other applicants or on the 

verge of benchmarks pre-established for each criterion. It suggests that technical assessments 

apparently had only an advisory, non-binding function, omitted during the final voting on host 

city selection. Figures 3.2 and 3.3 present a comparison between applicant cities and grades 

assigned to them in key selected criteria. Among the examples are applicant cities for the 

2008, 2014, and 2016 editions. In strategic areas such as general and sports infrastructure, all 

future hosts respectively – Beijing, Sochi and Rio received lower grades than other applicants 

or even barely straddled the pre-established benchmarks.

 
28 Each criterion was attributed with weightings varying between 1 and 5 (5 being the highest) with a note that 
for each bidding procedure values of weighting varied between editions. Potential risks in each criterion were 
valued into feasibility factors (value of 0.1 to 1.0). Nonetheless, in most cases the highest weightings (4-5) were 
attributed to general infrastructure, accommodation, and sports venues (infrastructure); while the lowest 
weightings (1-2), to government support and public opinion, environmental conditions and impact or experience 
from past sports events. The IOC Working Group evaluated applications by allocating minimum and maximum 
grades for each bid (on a scale of 0.0 to 10.0) and referring them to pre-established benchmark (usually set at 6). 
Assigned grades reflected the IOC Working Group’s final assessment expressed in a report. 
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Figure 3.2. Assessment of criterion sports venues of bid cities for the SOG 2008, 2016 and WOG 2014 

Note: Vertical dashed black lines mean the IOC benchmark established on 6.0 

Source: own work based on (IOC, 2000, 2006, 2008) 

Figure 3.3. Assessment of criterion general infrastructure of bid cities for the SOG 2008, 2016 and WOG 2014 

Note: Vertical black lines mean the IOC benchmark established on 6.0 

Source: own work based on (IOC, 2000, 2006, 2008)
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In the first phase cities were qualitatively and quantitatively evaluated to examine their 

capability to stage the Games. Based on IOC Working Group evaluation, the IOC nominated 

cities with candidature status. In the Candidature Phase selected cities were required to 

submit a document – Candidature File (also called Bid Book) based on another IOC 

questionnaire, this time much more extended and detailed. The Candidature File contained 

information about the Games concept and all technical and financial aspects prepared 

according to over 30 technical manuals with specified requirements in the following themes: 

Vision, Concept and Legacy, Sport and Competition Venues, Olympic Village, Paralympic 

Games, Accommodation, Transport, Media Operations, Environment, Safety and Security, 

Medical Services and Doping Control, Legal Aspects, Games Governance and Delivery, Political 

and Public Support, Marketing and Finance. But this time the assessment had a descriptive 

character, without giving any grades. Members of the specially established IOC Evaluation 

Commission visited Olympic sites and asked candidate cities for more detailed information 

about various themes of Games organisation as well as consultations with external experts. 

This phase was finalised by the IOC Evaluation Commission Report that summarised all bid 

books. Given the relatively short time span between both phases (2 years), much information 

was repeated in both phases. 

Moreover, the bid process could be questioned because instead of making it more 

transparent and thorough in evaluating cities capability to stage the event, the technical 

assessments of cities prepared by the IOC Working Group and associated experts did not 

reflect the choices made by the IOC members eligible to vote for a particular candidate. 

Nureev and Markin (2015) explain deficiencies in voting schemes through the following 

factors: information asymmetry in decision-making process and the existence of special 

interest groups, active lobbying, logrolling, bureaucracy. Based on the above, the category of 

interest could be perceived as a premise for this kind of behavioural patterns in the bidding 

process. It could be assumed that the IOC members voted strategically to select the city that 

offers the most and so best fits the IOC and its interest to keep the Olympic brand attractive. 

Basically, a bidding procedure with final host city selection represents a typical problem 

from the field of new institutional economics. Agency theory best explains unfavourable 

implications arising from the bidding process (Preuß et al., 2019, pp. 145–157; Zimbalist, 2016, 

pp. 131–133), because there is a great information asymmetry between the bid 

representatives, local residents, national and local governments and the IOC and so might 
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appear a principal-agent problem. In most cases we observe two situations while bidding for 

the Games. Firstly, we assume that each bidder has imperfect information and secondly that 

there is no principal-agent problem. Here, the bid committee (converted into the local 

organising committee following the host city selection) as an agent who represents the 

interests of the local population and government – the principal. In this scenario, each bidding 

city does not know what its potential benefits and costs might be when it participates in the 

bidding race for the Games. As a result, the winning bid usually goes to the bidder that 

promises the highest estimated gains, and not only outbidding the other bidders, but even 

bids higher than the possible gains. These promises are based on, not only how valuable the 

event will be to the host city, but also to the IOC as an owner of the Olympic Games. Therefore, 

the bidding procedure is like an auction (de Nooij & van den Berg, 2018) and a final outcome 

of this particular case is known in literature as the winner’s curse (Andreff, 2012; Preuß et al., 

2019, pp. 154–155; Thaler, 1988). The result is a net financial loss and a net overall loss, even 

though the agent is still assumed to represent the interests of the local population and 

government (Zimbalist, 2016, p. 132). In the second situation, there is imperfect information 

and a principal-agent problem and Zimbalist claims that this case is the closest to reality (2016, 

p. 133). Here, the bid committee (and the local organising committee if the city is selected), 

as the agent, is controlled by the private interests that benefit the most from staging the 

Games. These interests are different with those of the principal – the local residents and 

government, who expect long-term benefits and improvements in the city and local 

representation. The information asymmetry facilitates the bid originators to prepare 

profligate bids from each of the prospective hosts, consequently leading to substantial 

financial and overall loses. This is also possible because national and local governments 

subsidise the Olympic Games, provide financial guarantees and supports the bid (Preuß et al., 

2019, pp. 150–151). 

Another conclusion that emerges from analysis is that a two-phase system allowed any 

interested city to submit its bid and enter the race for hosting rights, provided that a bid 

committee paid a non-refundable application fee. Therefore, on the list of applicants we could 

find cities which socioeconomic status, state of general and sport infrastructure or experience 

from staging sports events made difficult for them to compete with global metropolises at the 

time of bid submission (8-9 years before election). Among examples were Bangkok, Cairo, 
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Havana29, Istanbul30, Kuala Lumpur; all these cities bid for the 2008 Olympic Summer Games 

and were required to submit their applications by June 2000. A similar pattern could be 

observed in applicants for the Olympic Winter Games. For instance, cities as Sarajevo (Bosnia 

and Herzegovina) or Harbin (China) applied for the 2010 edition, while for 2014 we saw 

applications from Almaty, Sofia or Borjomi (Georgia) (see Figures 3.2 and 3.3). In literature, it 

is evidenced that the Olympic bid process could be used as a leveraging resource for a city or 

a nation in fields as building national and local pride, global recognition, or formation of 

networks of stakeholders (cf. Bason, 2019; Bason & Grix, 2018, 2020). Thus, it can be 

concluded that this group of cities seeks a global promotion or socioeconomic and political 

leverage via participation into Olympic bidding rather than a willingness to host the event 

itself. 

Finally, the nominations of host cities strictly followed the rotation rule, so circulating the 

Games around continents. Looking into the list of hosts and candidates (see Appendix 1 and 

2) none of the Summer Games took place on the same continent in the last two decades. 

When it comes to Winter Games, we could observe an exception to this rule because the latest 

were and the next edition will be in Asia – these two cities are PyeongChang 2018 and Beijing 

2022. Nevertheless, the selection of host city for Olympic Winter Games 2022 was preceded 

by bidding process with several withdrawals, thus only Beijing and Almaty (Kazakhstan) were 

left in the race. In public debate on the future shape of the Olympic event, more and more 

critical voices have been recently raised to resign from moving the Games from one place to 

another (Flyvbjerg et al., 2021), instead they propose to establish one permanent location for 

the Games for at least few editions, while Müller et al. (2021a) propose to rotate the event 

among the same cities. Nowadays, this idea is rather utopian as long as there will be any 

candidate cities willing to stage the event. 

3.2. Socioeconomic determinants 

3.2.1. Escalation of cost 

The complexity of two-stage bidding procedure was associated with considerable costs. 

Firstly, the applicant cities were obliged to pay the IOC an application fee at the amount of 

 
29 The capital of Cuba submitted application also for 2012.  
30 Istanbul also applied for 2000, 2004, 2012 and 2020. In bidding process for the 2020 Olympic Games, the city 
reached candidature phase next to Madrid and Tokyo, but eventually the Japanese capital was elected host city. 
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USD 150 000. Then, being shortlisted as candidate cities, each one paid a second fee at the 

amount of USD 500 000. Beyond these non-refundable payments are much higher expenses 

involving planning, preparing, and enforcing bid books. This kind of costs can be defined as ex 

ante transaction costs and divided into the following three categories: (1) Search and 

information costs, (2) Bargaining and decision costs and (3) Policing and enforcing costs and 

are depicted in Figure 3.4. Most of these transaction costs were borne by candidate/host 

cities, among them (cf. Könecke & de Nooij, 2017): 

• Meetings, presentations, negotiations, between candidate city and IOC officials; 

• Travels to/from the IOC headquarters and any other locations to attend meetings, 

presentations; 

• Time spent at meetings, consultations, minutes, IOC workshops, seminars, 

programmes, etc.; 

• Evaluating, preparing, and submitting a bid to the IOC; 

• Costs of planning, hiring consultants, organising associated or promotional events; 

• Monitoring the preparations for the event or renegotiations of the original 

agreement; 

• Costs incurred in identifying possibilities and mutual gains; 

• Cost of identifying of funding sources; 

• Cost of preparing a financial model with banking sector and public agencies; 

• Identifying relevant stakeholders willing to engage into Olympic Games 

organisation; 

• Gathering information about all requirements, demands, projects strategic for the 

Olympic Games organisation; 

• Employment of an external monitoring parties/organisations (e.g., NGOs, any other 

third parties) to prepare or promote a bid; 

• Hosting the IOC representatives and executives; 

• Designing and producing brochures, videos, and other promotional materials. 
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Figure 3.4. Transaction costs in the Olympic Games 
Source: own work based on (Könecke & de Nooij, 2017; Williamson, 1998a; Wróblewski, 2018, p. 120) 

 

The growing competition between bidding cities has caused a substantial upsurge in bid 

budgets. To compare, a city bidding for the WOG in 2010 invested an average budget of USD 

9.5 million for the two-year period prior to host city selection, while a city bidding for the 2018 

WOG spent an average amount of USD 34 million (Austrian Olympic Committee, German 

Olympic Sports Confederation, Swedish Olympic Committee, & Swiss Olympic Association, 

2014). As Table 3.1 presents, the variation between minimum and maximum amounts of bid 

budgets is substantial and the difference is higher in the candidature phase, which generated 

the highest portion of their total value. For instance, both Tokyo’s candidatures for SOG 2016 

and 2020 are considered among the most expensive with a cost USD 150 million (McBride, 

2018) and 89 million (Oliver & Lauermann, 2017, p. 6) respectively; while unsuccessful, 

Chicago’s 2016 bid official cost is USD 49.3 million, but unofficial is USD 100 million (Lyon, 

2009; A. Smith, 2009). 

Table 3.1. Minimum and maximum amounts of cost of bidding for the Games 2012-2018 

(in million USD) 

Year of the 
Olympic Games 

Applicant City phase (AC) Candidate City phase (CC) Total bid budgets (AC + CC) 

 Min Max Min Max Min Max 
2012 0.8 19 5.3 29 6 48 

2014 0.5 10 5 17.5 7.2 27.5 

2016 6.2 19 14.6 37 22.3 49.3 

2018 6 19.7 14 25.5 21 42.5 

Source: compiled from (IOC, 2004, p. 79; 2006, p. 83; 2008, p. 85; 2010, p. 56) 
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Nowadays, the Olympic costs and budgets are one of the most scrutinised and debated 

issues. But it is important to differentiate between costs and sources of their coverage. In 

general, costs for hosting the Olympic Games are divided into three major categories (based 

on Flyvbjerg, 2021, p. 259-260): 

• OCOG costs (also operational costs) are incurred by the Organising Committee for 

running the event itself. Among others these include costs of rent/overlay of sports 

venues and other non-competition venues, workforce, IT, telecommunication, 

ceremonies and cultural programmes, medical services, catering, transport, 

security, Paralympic Games, advertising and promotion, administration, pre-

Olympic events, and coordination. The OCOG costs are the variable costs of hosting 

the Games. Mostly, they depend on the level of revenues collected through 

sponsorships programmes, IOC contribution, and ticket sales. 

• Non-OCOG direct costs (also direct capital costs) are incurred by the host city or 

country or private investors to construct or renovate competition and training 

venues, to build Olympic village(s), international broadcast centre and media and 

press centre (IBC/MPC). 

• Non-OCOG indirect capital costs (also indirect capital costs or wider capital costs) 

are incurred on all infrastructures not strictly related with staging the Games, for 

instance transport infrastructure (roads, railways, metro, airport), upgrades in all 

hospitality industry (e.g., hotels, restaurants, etc.) or other investment. 

At the beginning of the 2000s, the IOC acknowledged a problem of organisational gigantism 

and over-spending. The Olympic Games have gained much more global popularity and so 

revenues have risen considerably, but the trade-off has been increases in all aspects of 

participation, organisation, complexity, and cost (Olympic Games Study Commission [OGSC], 

2002). Therefore, the then-IOC President Jacques Rogge decided to establish the Olympic 

Games Study Commission (henceforth OGSC). The OGSC’s role was to examine the scale and 

scope of the Olympic Games, propose solutions and recommendations to help manage the 

inherent size, complexity, and cost of staging the Olympic Games in the future, and finally to 

evaluate how the Olympic Games can be delivered in a more efficient way. One of the 

priorities was to propose recommendations to rationalise different categories of Olympic-

related costs. Despite this institutional effort made by the IOC, the subsequent Olympic 

Games noted significant escalation of costs in the past two decades. 
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The first far-reaching and comprehensive studies on Olympic-related costs appeared after 

the 2000s, so coinciding with the rising public debate over expenditures on the Olympics 

Games and addressing the problem by IOC. One of the first economic analysis on final costs 

and revenues is provided by Preuss (2004). The author examines these two categories from 

1972 to 2008 and finds out that since 1972 every OCOG, which is a leading planning entity of 

the Olympic Games in the host city, has produced a revenue (positive benefit) as compared to 

cost, but only when infrastructural investments are removed from the OCOG budgets. In one 

of the latest publications, Preuß et al. (2019) examine the OCOG operational costs and 

revenues, and investment of public money for the strategic Olympic venues of the 10 latest 

editions of Summer and Winter Olympic Games (from Sydney 2000 to PyeongChang 2018). 

Firstly, this research shows that for all 10 Games editions, operational costs (from OCOG 

budget) are usually covered by revenues that comprise almost entirely private resources plus 

IOC’s contribution. Secondly, the underlying Olympic capital investments counted in this study 

demonstrates cost overruns, but they are comparable in amount to the cost overruns of other 

(non-sporting) megaprojects. Thirdly, OCOGs usually and considerably exceeded their 

expenditures during the first years, but then closed with balance or even made a profit, 

because of their earlier underestimation (Preuß et al., 2019, p. X). 

Significantly different conclusions on cost overrun are presented in a series of papers by 

Professor B. Flyvbjerg and his collaborators (Flyvbjerg et al., 2021; Flyvbjerg, Stewart & Budzier 

2016; Flyvbjerg & Stewart, 2012). They have observed that the OCOG budget represents a 

relatively small proportion of the general Olympic cost, therefore these estimations are too 

limited for making a general cost-benefit analysis. The authors analyse costs and cost overrun 

for a large sample of Olympic Games between 1960 and 201631 including only sports-related 

costs (wider capital costs for general infrastructure have been excluded), adjusting the 

amount to the base year 2015. Their results prove that Olympic Games have the highest 

average cost overrun of any type of megaproject with the following averages and medians for 

cost overrun in real terms between 1960 and 2016 (Flyvbjerg et al., 2021): 

• Summer Games: average cost overrun is 213 percent (median 120 percent), 

• Winter Games: average cost overrun is 142 percent (median 118 percent), 

 
31 The study includes 19 of 30 Games in the adopted period (1960-2016). For the remaining 11 editions, it has 
been actually impossible to obtain valid and reliable data that would enable establishing cost overrun for these 
Games. 
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• All Games: average cost overrun is 172 percent (median 118 percent). 

In the latest paper, Flyvbjerg et al. (2021) prove that cost and cost overrun for the Olympic 

Games follow a power-law distribution – the Olympic costs are susceptible to infinite mean 

and variance, therefore challenging their predictability and planning process. This 

phenomenon is named by the authors as “regression to the tail”, which means that “it is only 

a matter of time until a new extreme event occurs, with an overrun larger than the largest so 

far, and thus more troublesome and less plannable” (Flyvbjerg et al., 2021, p. 233). The 

mechanism of Olympic power law is driven by six major factors (Flyvbjerg et al., 2021, pp. 246–

248): 

1. Irreversibility – the host city does not have an option to reverse from staging the 

Olympic Games, even if costs and scope begin to rise. 

2. Fixed deadlines – there is no option to make any savings by trading off budget against 

schedule because the timetable for Olympic Games is unchangeable. 

3. The Blank Check Syndrome – there is a legal obligation (Host City Contract) made by 

the host city to cover any possible cost overruns (financial guarantees). It discharges 

any responsibility from the IOC, which, as an owner of the Olympic Games, seeks 

profits and revenues, sometimes also driven by costs borne by host cities. 

4. Tight coupling – strict requirements on scope and quality in the delivery of Olympic 

projects and inadequate contingency mechanism, where financial sources run out and 

only lead to further cost overrun. 

5. Long planning horizons – the longer the duration of Olympic planning (approx. 7-11 

years), the higher the risk of unexpected, random events (e.g., Covid-19 pandemic) 

and this ends up with further massive cost overrun. 

6. The Eternal Beginner Syndrome – the rotation of Olympic hosting rights from country 

to country and city to city through frequent nominations of cities with no previous 

experience in staging international sporting events and lack of appropriate 

infrastructure. As a result, the hosts are required to make huge investment resulting 

in cost escalation. 

The ambiguity of research results on cost overruns and its determinants proves the need 

for constant debate and inquiry into a cost-side of hosting the Games. The Olympic Games 

organisation involves many areas that could be potential sources of cost overrun. As the 

above-mentioned, the IOC noticed financial and organisational gigantism of Olympic Games 
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at the beginning of 2000s and provided several measures and recommendations how to make 

the Olympic Games more cost-efficient, but these proposals failed. Therefore, a fundamental 

question arises – why costs overrun and what causes this phenomenon? There are numerous 

factors causing cost overruns in megaprojects such as the Olympic Games. Preuß et al. (2019, 

pp. 144–147) indicate that reasons that trigger cost overruns may be casual, happening by 

chance (through random events) or structural. The second classification divides them into the 

following groups: technical, economic, managerial, political and regulation, project resources, 

environment, and event-specific, which are presented in detailed in Table 3.2 (El-Ahwal, El- 

Attar, & Abdel-Hafez, 2016; Preuß et al., 2019).
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Table 3.2. Factors causing cost overrun 

Technically based cost overruns 
Design Construction Experience Site Scope 

• Changes in design, 
• Bad overviews of 

drawings for the 
project 

• Poor technical performance, 
• Changes or disagreements that 

occur in the construction period, 
• Technical complexity of projects, 
• Multiple tasks in different fields, 
• Delays in the project handover 

• Lack of experience and 
delays in the design and 
procurement phase during 
decision-making and 
tendering process 

• Unpredictability of 
the site conditions, 

• Poor site 
organisation 

• Additional work could be 
requested by the owner, 

• Change in the order of the 
project, 

• Inadequate definition of the 
scope  

Economically based cost overruns 
Financial contracts Financial policy External factors Internal factors 

• Financial contractors tend to select 
the lowest price, 

• The lack of experience in 
contractors and poor contractor 
management can lead to price 
increases 

• Bad investment decisions, 
• Insufficient funding, 
• Methods of financing and payment 

problems for finished work 

• Changes in currency exchange rate, 
• Dominance of the construction, 

industry by foreign companies and 
subsidies, 

• Governance policies like laws and 
regulations, 

• Economic instability 

• Poor contractor management, 
• Organisational variables and 

characteristics of the project and 
client 

Managerially based cost overruns 
Estimation process Planning Monitor and control Communication 

• An inaccurate or bad estimate of 
the final costs, 

• The use of incorrect or 
inappropriate methods for 
estimating costs and the risk of the 
process can arise, 

• “Optimism bias” (expectations vs. 
outcomes) 

• Insufficient project analysis, 
• Unsuitable planning and 

scheduling, 
• Changes in the planning and 

scheduling and wrong planning  

• Poor site management, 
• Insufficient cost control, 
• The complexity of the 

organisational structure, 
• The lack of construction cost data, 
• Fraudulent behaviour and bribes 

causing costs increases, 
• Insufficient and poor risk 

management, 

• Lack of communication within the 
organisation, but also with external 
groups 
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Politically- and regulation-based cost overruns 
Political situation 

• Non-supportive governmental policy, 
• Delays in decision-making by the government, 
• Lack of governmental control and regulations, 

• Systematic cost underestimations and resulting benefits overestimations, which relates to the “winner’s curse” phenomenon 
Cost overruns based on project resources 

Material Labour Equipment 
• The changes in the cost of building materials, 
• Lack of construction materials in markets and 

material problems 

• Absent, unqualified, and unexperienced 
workforce 

• Overly expensive machines or equipment is 
missing 

Environmentally based cost overruns 
Weather Location 

• Unforeseen weather conditions, 
• Unsuitable climate conditions for working 

• Poor field investigations, 
• Decisions for the wrong sites, 
• Land expropriation costs, 
• Relocation of inhabitants or businesses, 
• Costs for a sustainable site 

Event-specific based cost overruns 
Source: adapted from (El-Ahwal et al., 2016; Preuß et al., 2019, p. 15)
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While the analysis on cost and cost overruns explains the cost-related risks faced by host 

cities and nations, the financial scale of hosting the Olympic Games could be also referred to 

the size of the economy of host cities and nations. The Olympic-related costs could be very 

burdensome for relatively small and fragile economies with little capacity to absorb mounting 

costs and event-related debts. Furthermore, it seems that the economic regime in a host 

country, whether it is based on free-market or state-led foundations, is not so significant as 

cost overruns being observed in both regimes. But to some extent, their scale might be linked 

with the political-economic system, quality of institutions and type of governance model with 

procurement procedures. Moreover, economic, social, and political conditions change over 

time, sometimes very dynamically and abruptly, which makes it challenging to meet initial cost 

projections. 

Therefore, Table 3.3 presents an overview on costs, cost overrun in relation to the type of 

funding and economic effectiveness between 2000 and 2020. The numbers prove that the 

escalation of costs and cost overrun are pervasive problems of all Olympics, however the 

variation between host cities is substantial. The problem begins with an underestimation of 

costs where an actual budget exceeds initial projections (Müller, 2015a). Khraiche & 

Alakshendra (2020) argue that cost underestimation is resulting from the obsolete bid 

procedure which promote spectacle over efficiency. Candidate cities submit their bid books 

8-9 years before the OG. It is a long-term perspective; thus, it is hard to balance the budget. 

Further revisions are inevitable, almost in every case. For instance, the Tokyo 2020 Organising 

Committee (TOCOG) has unveiled the fifth version of the OCOG and other entities budget to 

date (TOCOG, n.d.). Another reason is a huge discrepancy between what costs are related or 

unrelated with the Olympic Games and who finances the event and infrastructure. Wider 

capital costs that fund large-scale infrastructural projects as roads, airports, railways, metro, 

etc., are much higher than sports-related costs on venues, thus the official bill for the Olympic 

Games is difficult to estimate.
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Table 3.3. An overview of costs and costs overruns in relation to the size of economy 2004-2020 

Games Country Planned costs 

in Candidature 

File (OCOG + 

non-OCOG 

expenditures) 

[in year of bid 

submission] 

Final 

outturn 

sports-

related 

costs [in 

USD 2015 

billion] 

Cost 

overrun 

Total costs 

(various 

sources) 

[in billion 

USD] 

Share of 

public funding 

[% of final 

sports-related 

costs] 

Final 

outturn 

sports-

related 

costs/GDP

USD2015 in 

Olympic 

year 

Total 

costs/ 

GDPUSD 

2015 in the 

Olympic 

year  

 

Final outturn 

sports-

related 

costs/ 

host city 

population 

in Olympic 

year 

Total 

cost/host 

city 

population

32 

Total cost/ 

host 

country 

population 

in Olympic 

year 

Summer            

Tokyo 2020(1) Japan 8.34 n/a n/a 28.0 56,6% n/a 0.005 n/a 747.3 222.5 

Rio 2016 Brazil 14.43 13.69 352% 20.0 43% 0.008 0.012 1078.1 1574.8 97.0 

London 2012 UK 18.26 14.96 76% 18.0 78,5% 0.005 0.006 1318.7 1587.0 282.6 

Beijing 2008 China 15.87 6.81 2% 45.0 90% 0.001 0.008 383.4 2533.4 34.0 

Athens 2004 Greece 8.96 2.94 49% 16.0 83% 0.011 0.059 787.8 4284.5 1460.5 

Average - 13.17 9.60 120% 25.0 70.2% - - 892.0 2494.9 468.5 

Median - 13.80 10.25 62.5% 19.0 78.5% - - 932.9 2060.2 189.8 

Winter            

PyeongChang 

2018 

South 

Korea 

7.83 n/a n/a 12.9 37,5% n/a 0.008 n/a 46909.1 250.0 

Sochi 2014 Russia 10.32 21.89 289% 51.0-55.0 78,7% 0.010 0.025 54725.0 137500.0 382.4 

Vancouver 

2010 

Canada 1.90 2.54 13 7.6 58% 0.001 0.004 

1086.0 

3249.5 223.5 

Torino 2006 Italy 2.11 4.37 80 4.5 32,9% 0.002 0.002 2577.3 2656.4 77.4 

Average - 5.54 7.834 127 19.0-20.0 51.8% - - 19462.8 47802.0 227.8 

Median - 4.97 3.453 80 10.25 47.8% - - 2577.3 3249.5 223.5 

Source: own compilation based on data sources included in Appendix 3.

 
32 PyeongChang 2018: Host city population is expressed as a sum of the city of PyeongChang and the city of Gangneung. Sochi 2014: Host city population is expressed in a 

number of residents at the time of bid submission (2006). 
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The ratio of total-cost-to-host-nation-GDP confirms that a financial burden for smaller 

economies as Greece is multiple times higher than in large economies such as China, Japan or, 

the UK. Therefore, the Games organisation may be less onerous for large economies as they 

are more capable of absorbing a potential cost increase. Moreover, the Olympic Games is a 

type of project where a dominant funding source is provided by the public sector, thus often 

indirectly financed by taxpayers (Tetłak, 2013). However, as the Olympic budget basically 

always overshoot initial projections, it is a frequent practice that the public sector intervenes 

with a financial bailout to cover any shortfalls. Moreover, the IOC requires from candidate 

cities to provide guarantees to cover any financial shortfalls including the OCOG, which usually 

operates as a private entity. This situation leads to a partial release of financial accountability 

from the private sector. In the next paragraphs, I present several cases of the Olympic Games 

demonstrating cost-related problems in host cities and countries. 

The 2004 SOG in Athens is one of the major cases of financial calamity and huge costs linked 

with extravagant and underutilised sports infrastructure of the last two decades. Athens 2004 

is often cited as an example of disproportion between costs and the size of economy. The 

main factors that cause a colossal bill for the Olympic Games are: delays in the planning phase, 

drawn-out decision-making processes, late realisations, bureaucracy (Kissoudi, 2010), 

disturbances to starting construction due to private landowner price increases, higher 

demands in security services in the post-9/11 world, misjudgements in needs for visitor and 

Olympic family accommodation, and no long-term plans for sport venues (Preuß et al., 2019). 

Some authors (e.g., Malkoutzis, 2012) suggest that the Olympic Games could partly contribute 

to the financial crisis and the escalation of public debt in Greece. 

According to several sources wider capital costs in Beijing 2008 are estimated at the 

amount of USD 40 billion. Even though Beijing 2008 is the costliest Summer Games to date in 

terms of total budget, the preparation process took place during the unprecedented economic 

growth and construction boom in China, therefore costs incurred could be easily absorbed. 

For Chinese authorities, the Olympic Games was mainly used to present the country’s 

economic and infrastructural success on the global stage and to realise its soft power strategy, 

ignoring the eventual price tag. Surprisingly, according to Flyvbjerg et al. (2021) estimations, 

the Chinese capital noted only a 2% cost overrun in a category of sports-related costs, but 

when we look at the total costs, they are approximately 6-times higher. Wider capital costs 

include grand infrastructural projects, which inflate the total costs, because they are not 
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classified as Olympic-related expenditures and frequently are excluded from the official 

accounts. Additionally, Chinese financial reporting may be questioned due to a lack of 

transparency in revealing valid and trustworthy data. 

In the case of London 2012, cost overrun was predominantly technically based due to the 

problems incurred by contractors’ inadequacy in handling the size of the project. The London’s 

Olympic Stadium33 conversion costs into a football area for West Ham United FC were 

enormous – GBP 323 million, escalating the overall cost of the stadium to GBP 752 million – 

mostly paid by taxpayers (Gibson, 2016). The London Aquatics Centre exceeded the original 

budget three times – from approximately GBP 73 million in 2004 to GBP 303 million in 2008 

(R. Booth, 2008). Moreover, the global financial crisis of 2007-09 led to a severe recession in 

the UK and thus limited credit action, which resulted in diminished interest by private partners 

(Evans & Edizel, 2017, p. 383). One of the examples is the Olympic Village construction, which 

required additional public funding because of private developers’ investment aversion. This 

project was assumed to cost GBP 1 billion (approx. USD 1.7 billion) and to be financed by the 

Australian private developer Lend Lease34. In the middle of the global financial crisis of 2007-

2009, which caused a severe plunge in the real estate market, Lend Lease withdrew from the 

investment. Eventually, the Olympic Village construction was bailed out with public money. In 

August 2011, the Olympic Village was sold to the Qatari real estate company for GBP 275 

million (approximately USD 460 million). Finally, among other cost-driven factors we can 

distinguish are underestimating the need for accommodation for visitors and the Olympic 

family, environmental problems or change in security services (Preuß et al., 2019). 

For Rio 2016, construction of sports and non-sports infrastructure (e.g., tennis centre, 

aquatics stadium, velodrome, Olympic Village, metro line) was the main driver of cost overrun. 

Zimbalist (2017, p. 215) estimated that construction of the five following venues: Olympic 

tennis centre, Olympic aquatics stadium, Olympic velodrome, Olympic village, and a metro 

line to the Barra district generated a 101.6% cost overrun on average. The construction of the 

Media and Press Centre (MPC) was a record-breaker with a cost overrun roughly calculated at 

2852.0% (from USD 25 million to 738 million)35. Moreover, two sports were added to the 

 
33 See Appendix 4. 
34 It is worth noting that the head of London’s Delivery Authority (LDA) had been the CEO of Lend Lease until 
February 2011. 
35 In USD 2016 prices. 
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Olympic competition schedule: golf and rugby sevens, generating additional costs to the 

original budget (Zimbalist, 2017, p. 217). But cost overrun in Rio 2016 was caused by much 

more factors as: delays in the planning phase, non-cash expenditures or government subsidies 

for Olympic construction via PPPs, an oil and steel delivery crisis during the preparation period, 

omitting Olympic-related costs in official accounts (Zimbalist, 2017). The preparation period 

for the Games (2009-2016) coincided with the post-crisis era and economic slowdown, which 

meant several budget constraints, hence political unrest and instability (Preuß et al., 2019, p. 

108). The Olympic-related investments were marred with a high level of corruption, including 

Odebrecht – the company at the centre of the Lava Jato corruption scandal (Zimbalist, 2017, 

p. 224). Substantial sums of public money dedicated to the Games-related investments were 

captured by contractors and business and political elites. 

Tokyo’s 2020(1) cost overrun was evident even before the coronavirus pandemic, but the 

state of global mayhem caused by the Covid-19 pandemic puts Tokyo 2020 organisers into a 

difficult position in terms of planning and financing the Games. An extremely difficult and full-

of-uncertainty global situation in the first half of the 2020s led to a historical decision of the 

Games postponement for 202136 and at the moment of concluding the dissertation (July 2021) 

the Games are on schedule. So far, Tokyo 2020 has unveiled version five (V5) of the official 

budget comprising OCOG and non-OCOG (other entities) revenue and expenditure following 

the postponement amounted at USD 15.4 billion. The costs for Covid-19 countermeasures are 

estimated at USD 900 million. At the time of bid submission, the Olympic budget was USD 7.3 

million. Budget versions 2-4 had the same total costs amounted at USD 12.6 billion, in these 

cases there were just slight differences in the division of costs between the main stakeholders 

– OCOG, TMG and the Government of Japan (TOCOG, n.d.). These sums only show that there 

were several cost increases in the pre-pandemic period and that the official estimates are far 

from the figures provided by other sources. Among the causes of cost overrun was unclear 

reporting what expenses are actually Olympic-related costs (direct costs) (Wade & Yamaguchi, 

2019). It should be remembered that indirect costs (wider costs) are usually higher than the 

direct costs, therefore, they are loaded with arbitrariness (Flyvbjerg et al., 2016, p. 6). The 

estimations of official accounts were so vague that the Japan’s National Audit Board contested 

 
36 The Olympic Games have never been postponed before. In the past, there were three cancellations caused by 
the World Wars (1916, 1940, 1944). 
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them. In a report prepared for the national legislature and released in December 2019, it was 

reported that the Olympic Games cost much more than the organisers had declared. The audit 

administration added USD 9.7 billion as Olympic-related costs that had not been included in 

the budget before. Furthermore, the City of Tokyo previously stated that it would spend 

another USD 7.4 billion on Olympic-related projects (Wade & Yamaguchi, 2019), making this 

event already one of the most expensive in the past two decades. Tokyo 2020(1)’s case only 

confirm that cost categories and expenses incurred in the preparation period for the OG are 

inaccurate, thus raising further questions about financial transparency. Researchers from 

Oxford University argue that Tokyo 2020 are on the way to be the costliest SOG in history 

when we take into account only operating costs and capital costs estimated at USD 15.84 

billion (Wade, 2020). Admittedly, it is too early to estimate the final account for the Games in 

the Japanese capital, but it is clear that the event could bring more financial problems than 

benefits. For instance, according to the press agency Kyodo News, the Olympics’ delay is 

expected to cost Tokyo organisers an additional USD 2.7 billion to the total cost (2020). The 

ongoing uncertainty about the course of the pandemic only aggravates an already-

complicated and difficult situation in terms of an already-inflated Olympic budget. 

Despite the fact that the WOG is a smaller event in terms of required sports venues, 

competitions, athletes or accommodation, their costs also significantly exceed initial 

projections. Starting from Torino 2006, Preuß et al. (2019, pp. 73–76) indicate that the highest 

cost overrun in the TOROC expenditure was noted in the technology and other categories, 

while construction of the sliding centre and Olympic Village generated cost overruns in the 

non-OCOG budget. 

Vancouver 2010 in turn has noted very moderate cost overrun while comparing to other 

winter and summer host cities and of both research on cost overruns [(Preuß et al., 2019) and 

(Flyvbjerg et al., 2021)]. The first group of researchers indicated inconsistency in VANOC’s cost 

projection which resulted in substantial fluctuations in different budget categories, therefore 

their final figures should be considered with caution. In terms of non-OCOG costs, 

construction or renovation works related with sports venues were the major drivers of 

exceeding original cost estimates (CBC News, 2006; Preuß et al., 2019, pp. 83–86). 

 Sochi 2014 is a record-high costly Olympic Games when we consider both only sports-

related costs and a category of total cost, so including indirect (wider) capital costs. This case 

is particularly important because of the scale of cost overrun as well as its causes. The Games 
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concept assumed that all venues and facilities needed to be constructed from scratch, and 

hence the spiralling costs (Müller, 2014, p. 637). Among the main factors of this kind of 

upsurge were the financial bill for the Olympic Stadium and the Main Olympic Village which 

came in 12-times more expensive than initially projected, modifications in masterplan (venues 

relocation resulting in a necessity for additional facilities; adjusting the building sector to meet 

international sustainable standards, etc.) (Müller, 2014, p. 635). Moreover, between 2007 and 

2014 Russia struggled with relatively high inflation and severe economic recession following 

the financial crisis. These factors added to the costs. In the worst year, 2009, Russian’s GDP 

plunged by 7.8% (World Bank, n.d.-a). But the most overwhelming cost drivers were attributed 

to different forms of nepotism and corruption. They resulted from several forms of rent-

seeking opportunities and behaviours in the Sochi 2014 Olympics. The systemic scale and 

dimensions of these mechanisms that resulted in the most expensive Olympic Games were 

revealed through a report prepared by the Anti-Corruption Foundation (Anti-Corruption 

Foundation, 2014). By using publicly available sources of information, the authors analysed 

the construction of sport venues and infrastructure facilities in Sochi during the preparation 

period for the Olympics, its financing, and costs incurred. The key results of the conducted 

investigation revealed several irregularities (Anti-Corruption Foundation, 2014, p. 4): 

• non-transparency in the procurement processes and the selection of builders and 

contractors; 

• understating of initial cost of some contracts than the final cost, which made the 

budget approval and contract award much easier; 

• overpriced infrastructure facilities; 

• awarding contracts to the companies with close political connections to the state 

officials, including President Vladimir Putin; 

• 28% of the total contract amount was spent by offshore-owned companies; 

• subsidising state-owned companies through the state budget to compensate losses; 

• building several non-Olympic sites using Olympic money: a cathedral, a health 

resort for the Department of Presidential Affairs and a road to the Lunnaya Polyana 

VIP health resort. 

Also, Orttung & Zhemukhov (2014, 2017) indicate that in the case of the Sochi 2014 

Olympics cost overruns came from corruption linked with mega-projects in Russia and the 
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rent redistribution to political and business elites to maintain their loyalty towards ruling 

authorities. Most of the Olympic budget came from public sources sought by the ruling elites, 

which tried to avoid surveillance as much as possible (Orttung & Zhemukhov, 2017, p. 25). The 

Sochi 2014’s gargantuan costs are linked with the financial scale of kickbacks and 

embezzlement probably ranging from USD 18 to USD 30 billion (Jarand, 2014). Undoubtedly, 

the oligarchic structure of the Russian economy enabled corruptive practices and the 

governance structure of OG delivery (Golubchikov, 2016, p. 186). The Russian post-socialist 

background and neo-patrimonial political-economic system with weak, inefficient state 

institutions (Müller, 2017b; Müller & Pickles, 2015) create an institutional environment that 

enables the process of capturing mega-events as a source of economic and political rents, as 

it appeared in the Olympic Games project. Through capitalist boosterism rhetoric, the Russian 

all-level government developed and utilised the Olympic event as a source and platform for 

populist action and rent-seeking opportunities (Trubina, 2014). 

Presumably, due to the relatively short passage of time since the PyeongChang 2018 

conclusion, this edition was not included into the research by Flyvbjerg et al. (2021). In turn, 

Preuß et al. (2019, p. 110-113) based their cost analysis on the most current budget 

information. In the case of POCOG expenditure, the highest cost increase was noted in the 

administration & coordination category, while non-OCOG costs actually do not have cost 

overruns. 

3.2.2. Adverse impacts and legacies 

Impact and legacy are among the key reasons why cities express an interest in staging the 

Olympic Games. Several issues related to these two notions have been already presented in 

the previous chapter, however in this section, I provide much more in-depth insight to present 

their ambiguous nature. The process of Games delivery involves numerous infrastructural and 

non-infrastructural projects, and their role is also to cause, either directly or indirectly, a 

positive net effect to the economy and society on a local and national level. The term ‘impact’ 

more notably relates to short-term impulses that derive from organising the Olympic Games, 

for instance caused by an exogenous shock to the host economy directly through the event. 

This term is often used to evaluate the potential short-term economic benefits of the Games 

(MacRury & Poynter, 2009, p. 35). The term legacy captures much more wide-ranging and 

long-term outcomes from staging the Olympics, being “all that remains and may be 
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considered as consequences of the event in its environment” (Chappelet, 2012, p. 77). Since 

the Olympic Games have grown into the greatest sport spectacle, considerably affecting 

socioeconomic areas and urban spaces, the IOC strongly uses the legacy rhetoric to promote 

the event as a great source or accelerator of long-term benefits for people, cities/territories, 

and the Olympic Movement. The importance of legacy is addressed in Rule 2.15 of the Olympic 

Charter (IOC, 2020b), which says that one of the IOC roles is “to promote a positive legacy 

from the Olympic Games to the host cities, regions and countries” (p. 17). Since a release of 

the OGSC recommendations in 2003, the IOC has intensified its works and efforts on the legacy 

approach but simultaneously finding that “the perception of the legacy of the Olympic Games 

remains challenging” (IOC, 2017e, p. 2). 

This conclusion seems fairly cogent and could be referred to experiences in light of impacts 

and legacies being observed in host cities recently. The Games have been typically associated 

with substantial regional transformation, including the delivery of new or renovated sports 

venues as well as massive infrastructure investment (Short, 2018). As early as the end of the 

1980s, D. Harvey (1989) noticed that, to boost urban economy, host cities use ephemeral 

sporting mega-events as the Olympic Games to enhance economic branches as tourism, 

production, consumption, but the problem is that this kind of urban investment may be highly 

speculative which may or may not pay off. Moreover, there is also a problem of unfulfilled 

promises and goals driven by Olympic-related development agenda designed and proposed 

by bid managers and officials. Usually, 1-2 years after the Olympic Games, the OCOG, together 

with the host city and Olympic-affiliated stakeholders, is obliged to deliver official reports and 

other materials that enumerate the benefits of hosting. But independent research and 

investigations have brought several ambivalent views on legacy promises versus their real 

implementation through the bidding, hosting, and legacy processes. 

But before presenting single cases of host cities, it is worth presenting a brief review of the 

economic impact studies. In this type of research, quantitative methods are usually applied 

such as econometric modelling, economic impact analysis (EIA, also known as input-output 

analysis), computable general equilibrium models (CGE), or cost-benefit analysis (CBA). By 

employing appropriate variables into econometric models, these studies attempt to estimate 

whether staging the Olympic Games have a statistically significant impact on host 

cities/countries economic variables’ such as GDP growth, trade, income level, tourism indices 

or unemployment rate. For instance, Kasimati & Dawson (2009) examined the impact of the 
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Athens 2004 Games on the Greek economy by using a small aggregate macroeconometric 

model and found evidence that the impact effects were quite strong during the preparation 

phase the Games year, while the long-term economic legacy effects seemed to be quite 

modest. In turn, Li, Blake, & Thomas (2013) assessed the economic impact of the Beijing 2008 

Olympics, in particular the tourism impact, using computable general equilibrium (CGE) 

modelling and the results showed that staging the event brought economic benefits to the 

economy but the scale of the impact was not significant compared to the total size of the 

economy. It must be also emphasised that impact studies’ results also depend on the research 

design applied in terms of a type of econometric model, appropriate matching, and 

methodology. 

It should be highlighted that there are a lot of issues and pitfalls concerning the 

methodology of economic impact studies which may disrupt the overall view on Olympic-

induced economic benefits on the local or national economy (Crompton, 1995). It also comes 

with a dilemma whether economic effects induced by the Olympic Games outweigh entire 

indirect and direct financial outlays and resource allocations. The analysis on cost overrun and 

the relation of cost to the size of host economy (see Table 3.3) has shown that the financial 

burden is very considerable and so that economic impulses may diminish or be overwhelmed 

by the expenditure on the Games organisation. 

The Olympic bids are substantially built on promises of positive impacts and legacies for 

the local and national economy and residents. Politicians with private investors present a 

vision of multidimensional development and prosperity and that the city will change for the 

better for the locals. Therefore, it is expected that the anticipated increase in economic 

activities induced by the Olympic preparations as well as the Games sport- and value-based 

positive connotations will bring several positive effects, according to the following fields 

(Open Economics & CEIS-Tor Vergata, 2016; Preuss & Solberg, 2006; Scandizzo & Pierleoni, 

2018; Zawadzki, 2017, p. 65): 

• Economy: increase in economic activities, economic growth, job creation, increase in 

labour supply, rise in living standards, rising income, increase in entrepreneurial 

activity; 

• Society/culture: increase in permanent level of local interest and participation in 

Olympic-related activities and events, strengthening values and, traditions; 
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• Psychological: increase local and national pride, community spirit, festive atmosphere, 

feel-good factor, care for well-being, and increase of physical activity; 

• Urban/spatial development: construction of new facilities, improvement in sport 

infrastructure and training base, recovery of degraded areas, enhancement in local 

infrastructure, improvements in transport; 

• Tourism/commercial sphere: increased awareness of the region as a travel/tourism 

destination, increase knowledge concerning the potential for investment and 

commercial activity in the region, creation of new accommodation and tourist 

attractions; 

• Governance/administration: development of skills among planners and managers, 

enhancement of collaboration models and networks of stakeholders. 

Obviously, I do not deny that in several cases the Games have brought positive impacts and 

legacies. However, the past experiences in host cities have demonstrated that their nature in 

the above aspects are rather ambiguous and as R. A. Baade & Matheson (2016) claim “in most 

cases the Olympics are a money-losing proposition for host cities; they result in positive net 

benefits only under very specific and usual circumstances” (p. 202). Moreover, the authors 

add that the economic prospects are worse for cities in developing than in advanced countries 

when we take into account the cost-benefit nexus. It is therefore useful to present selected 

host cities/countries as cases of the mostly debated adverse and negative impacts and 

legacies observed so far with an emphasis on socioeconomic and political aspects, institutional 

quality, and host city urban milieu. 

Most impacts and legacies in host cities are related with the creation of Olympic Park and 

other clusters concentrating the groups of few sports venues. These and adjacent areas 

usually undergo a substantial urban transformation, not only in terms of gaining new sports 

infrastructure, but also transport infrastructure (roads, railways, metro) and other amenities 

in urban space. Therefore, it would be most appropriate if the Games concept is integrated 

into a host city’s long-term development plans and comprise legacy strategy and planning for 

post-Games usage. Finally, the legacy policies should take into consideration urban traits and 

socioeconomic conditions that are prevalent in the host city areas that are embraced by urban 

interventions driven by the Olympic Games. 

Sports venues are an absolute prerequisite for running the Games. In the case of the 

Summer edition, cities must prepare at least 30 competition venues to host more than 300 
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sports events. In turn, the number of sports venues required for the Winter edition ranges 

from around 10 to 15 competition venues to host approximately 100 events nowadays. 

Without an appropriate post-event strategy for the use of sports venues, these can turn into 

white elephants37 (Alm, Solberg, Storm, & Jakobsen, 2016; J. Davis, 2019). In the past two 

decades this term has been widely associated with host cities of the most recent Games in the 

twenty-first century (J. Davis, 2019, p. 1). Also, to tackle this problem, the OGSC recommended 

in its Report to minimise the costs and maximise the use of competition, non-competition, 

and training venues, guarantee an efficient usage with regard to time, space and services and 

finally give appropriate consideration to the Olympic legacy (OGSC, 2003, pp. 23–26). But this 

recommendation has not entirely found its reflection and provided several cases of post-

Games inefficiency. 

In this vein, Table 3.4 presents an overview of competition venues proposed in the 

Candidature Files and then summarised by the IOC Evaluation Commission Reports. In the 

majority of cases, competition venues have already existed or required minor or major 

renovations. However, the Olympic main stadiums were among new permanent constructions 

in four cities, while in three cities stadium existed, but required major renovations. Sochi 2014 

might be perceived as an outlier because it had to deliver all venues from scratch38. The 

purpose of the Olympic stadium is different for Summer and Winter editions. While during the 

Summer Olympics it is a main arena of many sports competitions, most athletic events and 

opening and closing ceremonies, for the Winter Olympics the stadium is usually only used for 

those ceremonies. Relying on data provided by Müller et al. (2021b), the after-use of selected 

basket of six venues has been secured in most host cities; the worst result was noted in Rio 

2016 with only 2 venues used in the post-Games time period, while Torino 2006 and 

PyeongChang 2018 only 3 venues.

 
37 The term has its origin from the story of the kings of Siam, who gave such animals as a gift to courtiers who 
had displeased them, in order to ruin the recipient by the great expense incurred in maintaining the animal. In 
Siamese and Burmese culture these Asian elephants were venerated by people and a symbol of wealth and 
prominence, however they had no practical value, so in economic terms, they were a cost burden to their owners 
(J. Davis, 2019, p. 1). 
38 In the Candidature File, Sochi 2014 Bid Committee proposed a total of 11 competition venues, of which 4 were 
listed as existing. However, based on the large amount of construction involved, the IOC Evaluation Commission 
considered these 4 venues as new construction. 
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Table 3.4. Competition venues and their construction status 

 Existing 

New 
*Since London 2012 defined as 
additional - Games dependent 

venues 

    

 
No construction 

work or only 
minor 

adaptations 

Substantial 
alterations/ 
renovations 

Permanent Temporary 

Under 
construction or 

planned, 
irrespective of 

the Games 

Olympic stadium 

Long-term 
viability39 

(after-use of 
venues) (Müller 

et al., 2021b) 

Total 

Summer Games 

Athens 2004 20 (51%) 9 (23%) 10 (26%)  
Existing, but permanent 

works required 
5 39 

Beijing 2008 10 (27%) 5 (14%) 22 (59%)  New 5 37 
London 2012 13 (39%) 2 (6%) 3 (9%) 9 (27%) 6 (18%) New 6 33 

Rio 2016 10 (30%) 8 (24%) 2 (6%) 6 (18%) 7 (21%) 
Existing, but permanent 

works required 
2 33 

Tokyo 2020 13 (37%) 2 (6%) 9 (26%) 9 (26%) 2 (6%) New n/a 35 
Winter Games 

Torino 2006 3 (20%) 7 (47%) 5 (33%)  Existing 3 15 
Vancouver 
2010 

5 (38%) 2 (8%) 6 (46%) - - 
Existing, but permanent 

works required 
6 13 

Sochi 2014 0 (0%)  4 (36%) - 7 (64%) New 4 11 
PyeongChang 
2018 

5 (38%) 2 (15%) 3 (23%) 1 (8%) 2 (15%) 
Temporary (demolished 

after the Games) 
3 13 

Source: compiled from (IOC, 1997, 1999, 2001, 2003, 2005, 2007, 2009b, 2011, 2013; Müller et al., 2021b)

 
39 Selected number of venues with high degree of capacity utilisation after the event, out of basket of 6 venues (shared for summer and winter: Olympic Stadium, Olympic 
Village, IBC/MPC; only summer: swimming pool, multipurpose hall, velodrome; only winter: ski jumping hill, sliding centre and ice stadium. 
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New permanent venue construction without ensuring an appropriate legacy strategy for 

post-Games usage is a risky undertaking from a long-term economic viability perspective. 

Unfortunately, Athens has been left with many white elephants (beach volleyball venues, 

canoe and kayaking complex, swimming pools) as a result of the Games organisation in 2004. 

The Greek officials failed to ensure legacy strategy for reusing the Olympic venues, therefore 

struggled with many abandoned and dispersed sports sites (Bloor, 2014), but underutilised 

sports venues are only a part of the overall assessment of flawed legacy planning. 

One of the motives behind the Athens Olympic bid was to improve and transform urban 

space design to enhance the city infrastructure, and catch-up with other European capitals to 

become more globally recognised capital (Athens 2004, 1996). But the ex-post reality has not 

met ex-ante expectations as Beriatos & Gospodini (2004) indicate that the landscape 

transformations driven by the Olympics were rather ‘glocalised’ and demonstrated many 

disadvantages in urban planning such as lack of strategic plan for the city in the post-Games 

era, lack of strategy for revitalising large and central declined (brownfield) areas at the city 

centre and dispersion of new development and redevelopment projects for the Games 

without a focus on a limited number of sites. The lack of post-Games legacy strategy turned 

into a political issue with two major Greek parties accusing one another of this planning 

failure; the problem is also caused by the fact that the locations of venues reflected political, 

landownership, and pragmatic considerations rather than more prospective planning for 

profit-oriented use in the post-Games era, which also generated high maintenance cost (M. 

M. Gold, 2011, pp. 350–351). Following the Games, a government-controlled company 

Hellenic Olympic Properties (HOP) was established, having been responsible for managing the 

Olympic venues, which however turned out highly inefficient and slow in the utilisation of its 

assets, being consistently below financial profitability (Kasimati, 2015). In turn, 

Panagiotopoulou (2009, p. 59) seeks the causes of Athens’ failed legacy in poorly organised 

coordination of the various agencies, which turned out insufficient or even impossible in many 

cases. On the one hand, beyond the above problems with fulfilling legacy promises, the Greek 

capital acquired a modern transport infrastructure, upgraded some districts of the city centre 

and public spaces. On the other, the post-Olympic era was characterised by several missed 

opportunities, mainly related to underused and abandoned facilities, impeded by bureaucracy 

and lack of long-term legacy planning strategy to effectively exploit sports venues (Kissoudi, 

2008, 2010). The financial crisis 2007-2009 far exacerbated the realisation of Olympic legacy 
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because of austerity policies and the severe state of public finance (Boukas, Ziakas, & 

Boustras, 2013), which demanded a substantial fiscal stringency. 

In the case of Beijing 2008, the preparations for the Games positively coincided with rapid 

economic growth and a period of infrastructural prosperity in China. Taking this into account, 

the price tag for the Olympic spectacle and venue construction, estimated at more than USD 

40 billion total, had a rather secondary character and nothing in common with the OGSC 

recommendations to minimise costs and maximise benefits from venue construction. Rather, 

China’s main motivation for hosting the Games was to demonstrate its economic and political 

power. Despite the highly ambitious, transformational, and developmental agenda, the city 

also struggled with underutilised sports venues (Street, 2018). Beijing is an unprecedented 

example of a city to host both Games. The stadium again will be the arena for the opening and 

closing ceremonies, this time for the 2022 Winter Olympics. Besides the stadium, seven 

existing venues from the Beijing 2008 Olympic games will be re-used for the winter events 

according to the Legacy Plan of Beijing 2022 (BOCOG 2022, 2019). Even though eight venues 

will be in operation again, and the Beijing 2022’s bid assures to secure legacy for all new 

venues, several concerns emerge, especially in terms of negative environmental impacts and 

planned displacements to make a space for new venues. 

The Chinese capital used the Games as a megaproject to profoundly transform its urban 

landscape as well as international image (Broudehoux, 2007a). The combination of state 

capitalism and the flawed institutional system, represented by extractive political and 

economic institutions with the Olympic-driven urban modernisation plan, has caused many 

inefficiencies, induced inequalities, and rent-seeking behaviours. In the in-depth case studies 

of Beijing in the period of preparing for the Games, Broudehoux (2007a, 2007b) contrasts the 

socioeconomic exclusion of city residents with a huge privatisation and commercialisation 

machine created on the occasion of the Olympics that would serve private interests and 

China’s emerging business elite, reprioritise urban agenda and exacerbate the inequalities 

resulting from China’s state-led capitalism. The hybrid of an authoritarian system and market 

economy led to many negative situations from the socioeconomic perspective such as uneven 

urban development, labour force exploitation, displacement, mass forced evictions, acquiring 

land under Olympic-related construction below market value, corruption. Since the city’s 

election, the 2008 Beijing Games has raised numerous concerns and controversies, especially 

over the poor human rights records and political regime. The Human Rights Watch 
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organisation (HRW, 2008b) documented many human rights violations related to the 2008 

Beijing Games, including media censorship, forced evictions of thousands of Chinese citizens 

to make space for Olympic venues with practically no prior consultation or compensation, 

abuse of migrant construction workers40, repressions of civil society and rights activists who 

heavily criticised the Beijing’s 2008 Olympics, suppressing protests in Tibet by the Chinese 

government, leading to massive protests during the Torch Relay. 

London 2012 is one of the best-documented Games to date in terms of its impact and 

legacy evaluations. Next to Vancouver 2010, London is the only city that published a full cycle 

of four reports on the Olympic Games Impact (OGI) before, during, and after the event, but 

apart from them numerous publications have been already released, many from academic 

independent investigations. The UK capital proposed one of the most ambitious Olympic 

legacy agenda in history and put it at the centre of its bid book as a part of the London Plan: 

Spatial Development Strategy for Greater London (Mayor of London, 2004). The legacy plan 

was focused on the wide-ranging urban and socioeconomic regeneration of the poor and 

underdeveloped six boroughs located in East London (Newham, Hackney, Tower Hamlets, 

Waltham Forest, Greenwich, Barking & Dagenham) with Stratford in the borough of Newham 

as a central area where the Olympic Park has been located. Indeed, this area has undergone 

a tremendous change and regeneration, fulfilling a legacy promise, namely that the current 

Queen Elizabeth Olympic Park (QEOP) (see Figures A.4.1-A.4.5 in Appendix 4) is now a popular, 

sustainable recreational amenity with venues in use and available to the local communities, a 

vibrant commercial, residential, and university area that gained an exemplary rail transport 

infrastructure that linked eastern London with the city centre (inter alia Stratford 

International station). Furthermore, London 2012 managed to avoid white elephants through 

the appropriate planning and design of its venues in the post-Games era (J. Davis, 2019), what 

is also proved by figures in Table 3.4. The Olympic Village has been converted into residential 

properties and several positive effects in social and labour spheres with a reduction of poverty 

and social exclusion, rise in economic activity among disabled people and benefits from the 

volunteer programme. Finally, the London 2012 Games achieved main sustainability 

objectives (University of East London, 2015). Based on the city’s achievements in sustainable 

 
40 Human Rights Watch published a special report “One Year of My Blood” (Human Rights Watch [HRW], 2008a) 
documenting numerous cases of insufficient and sometimes unpaid wages along with hazardous working 
conditions, with few forms of compensation. 
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practices and implementations, London 2012 was a catalyst for developing ISO 20121 – an 

international standard for sustainable event management created by the International 

Organisation for Standardisation (International Organization for Standardization, n.d.) 

Despite the visible urban transformation, there are some patterns that have emerged, 

partially distorting the general positive image of London 2012 legacy promises (Cohen & Watt, 

2017). The Olympic Games with its transformative character on the local economy, especially 

in the area adjacent to the Olympic Park and Olympic Village, might have a crowding out effect 

on small and medium local enterprises and threaten their further existence on the market. In 

the tumult of planning and preparations for London 2012, the exclusion of local small 

business, owing to rising rents and replacement by national or global corporations, took place 

(M.B. Duignan & Pappalepore, 2019; M.B. Duignan, 2019). London 2012 promised to have 

local small businesses in several sectors thrive, however many local stakeholders were actually 

eliminated from these opportunities. This led to a serious discontent and resistance from 

excluded local entrepreneurs (M.B. Duignan, Pappalepore, & Everett, 2019). There is a 

contradiction between the ‘rhetoric’ of small business exclusion and local ‘realities’ of 

exclusion as Olympic spatial planning redirect towards event sites than local businesses 

(M.B.Duignan & Pappalepore, 2019). Some injustices on labour market were also observed. 

Vadiati (2020) evidenced the ineffectiveness of the Olympic Employment Programme, where 

the skilled and educated residents of East London were ignored for professional job positions, 

giving an argument for unequal employment policy. 

In terms of housing impacts, many lower-income and homelessness East Londoners were 

displaced owing to the Olympic Games in the city (Bernstock & Watt, 2017; Watt, 2013) and 

that housing legacy policy to deliver affordable housing was insufficient and inappropriate 

(Bernstock, 2014). These processes exacerbate socioeconomic inequalities within the 

boundaries of host cities and drive a gentrification – replacing the poor and marginalised with 

affluent social groups (Watt, 2013). In this vein, Raco & Tunney (2010) argue that academics 

and policymakers should pay more attention to the elements of cities and communities that 

are ‘less visible and spectacular’ in the overall urban development policy promoted by Olympic 

managers. According to Raco (2014), the Games delivery model proposed by the London 2012 

authorities and government represented a type of “state-led privatisation” and regulatory 

capitalism characterised by “the prioritisation of delivery over representative democracy (…) 

such as those around sustainability and employment rights, which have been institutionally 
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re-placed and converted into contractual requirements on firms” (p. 176). The London Games 

delivery and legacy model highly incorporated the private sector and corporations, which 

realised their contractual arrangements through public funds redistributed via procurement 

processes. But to some extent, this has led to “urban privatisation” and tensions between 

public interest over private approach in delivering urban projects (Raco, 2012). In this vein, 

according to Poynter (2017) the London 2012 Games legacy model and governance structures 

have been substantially conditioned and shaped more by the capital and financial turn than 

by promises made by succeeding authorities. On the one hand, London 2012 proposed an 

ambitious legacy agenda and boost for the local economy. Furthermore, the UK’s advanced 

market economy, with its enormous marketing opportunities and potential, made the 

Olympic Games a great platform for realising corporate and sponsorship goals. But on the 

other hand, London’s 2012 Olympics have become a pinnacle of what calls “celebration 

capitalism” – a system where economic benefit serves a few rather than being economic 

prosperity for the many. Following Athens 2004 and Beijing 2008 and several problems that 

resulted from staging the Olympic Games in both cities, like underused and abandoned 

venues, ineffective governance structures and institutional deficiencies, in comparison with 

the above hosts, the London 2012 organisers have delivered a successful event, and by this 

occasion resurrecting the concept of legacy and the Olympic Games as its important driver. 

However, simultaneously the London 2012 case shows that the urban regeneration and 

change at the outside are seen as successes, but from the perspective of local communities 

and businesses, who are in the middle of the whole undertaking, the assessment of impact 

and legacy outcomes seems rather ambivalent. 

To some extent, Sochi 2014 represented similar patterns as Beijing 2008 in terms of 

prevailing political and business elite-driven interests, lack of integrity in spending public 

money, and rent-seeking behaviour, which mostly undermine the positives from staging the 

event. Sochi 2014 promised to deliver long-lasting legacies through modernising and 

expanding the city’s tourism infrastructure, and aligning the interests of the city, the region, 

and the nation. To fulfil these promises, the “Federal Target Programme for the Development 

of Sochi as a Mountain Climate Resort 2006-2014” (FTP) was created with a budget of USD 12 

billion fully guaranteed by the federal government. The FTP was aimed at providing funding 

for all venues, environmental, transport, technology, accommodation, and many other 

projects required for the 2014 Games and the long-term development of the city of Sochi. 
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Obviously, some positive legacies were delivered including the transformation of Sochi into a 

year-round destination, new roads, rail links, new sewage treatment facilities, three electric 

power plants, gas pipelines, airport facilities, a new seaport for passengers, additional hotel 

rooms, a new theme park, and a model for accessibility improvements for disabled citizens 

(IOC, 2015b). However, Sochi 2014 has brought several adverse impacts and legacies 

documented by independent research and analyses and by the outcomes of aggressive 

international politics led by Russian President Vladimir Putin. In one of the very first and most 

overarching study on Sochi 2014’s costs and impacts, Müller (2014) identified that overly 

extensive construction with no strategic plans for post-Games use of sporting and non-

sporting infrastructure will be a financial and operational burden for the Russian state, and so 

for taxpayers. The Adler Olympic Park was built from scratch with all permanent and 

overcapacity venues and according to Azzali (2019a) the majority of sports venues were either 

abandoned or underutilised with at least half of the venues not currently used as planned. 

The Olympics’ impact on the city’s local business community was negative, because the 

delivery process was regulated and governed by the state authorities, and so dominated by 

state-owned enterprises, and companies closely linked with the political elites (Orttung & 

Zhemukhov, 2017, p. 110). This governance model turned out ineffective and basically 

excluded local producers and enterprises to benefit from the Olympic Games. Moreover, 

several working rights abuses were recorded such as non-payment of wages or excessive 

working hours (HRW, 2014). Finally, there is a question of political legacy. Even if Russia 

wanted to improve its perception by international public opinion and authorities, these efforts 

were diminished through aggressive politics towards Ukraine and Crimea annexation. 

Different socioeconomic background and urban identity makes every host city unique, but 

obviously some elements in terms of impact and legacy are shared. Indisputably, Rio 2016 

combines its own path in terms of impact and legacy outcomes with several patterns observed 

in the previous host cities. Rio 2016’s bid was aimed at bringing several long-lasting benefits 

for the city, for Brazil, to mark its aspirations on the international stage, global recognition, to 

boost tourism industry and to sustain the growth path of the Brazilian economy. In turn, Rio 

residents were promised to have “their city [transformed] with new infrastructure, new 

environmental, physical and social initiatives and new benefits and opportunities for all” (Rio 

2016, 2008, p. 19). Rio de Janeiro is known as “a city of extremes” (Barbassa, 2015), with high 

level of social and economic inequalities, crime, corruption, political instability, and lack of 
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integrity. The Olympic Games legacy plan for Rio de Janeiro in terms of urban space and 

socioeconomic field assumed public transport enhancements, security improvements, 

significant regeneration projects such as the transformation of the Porto Maravilha 

reconnecting the harbour to the city centre, new housing, retail, and leisure area in the 

Maracanã and Deodoro zones, extensive sport, recreation, transport, and other infrastructure 

developments in Barra (the space for the Olympic Park) and Deodoro. Against a backdrop of 

socioeconomic and political challenges, the Olympic Games were envisaged as a tool for social 

inclusion and that Rio’s population would directly benefit from them through housing 

developments resulting from the conversion of Olympic villages, training programmes to skills 

development, job creation or Games procurement from local suppliers (Rio 2016, 2008). 

According to the official IOC legacy factsheet41 (IOC, 2017f) most promises made in the bid 

book were delivered, announcing the Rio 2016 Games as a legacy success. However, as in the 

previous host cities, the overall view on Rio 2016’s impacts and legacies is much more complex 

and unequivocal, also depending on whom the perspective and side represented, where the 

organisers heralded the Olympic legacy as success, whereas the people’s representatives say 

about the extreme negatives with investments unsuitable for the city’s needs (Garcia & 

Moreira, 2017). During all three stages of the Olympic lifecycle, Rio de Janeiro has become a 

laboratory for realising various neoliberal urban transformation (Gaffney, 2014), leading to 

the creative destruction of urban structures, institutional arrangements, and social 

regulations (Ribeiro & Santos Junior, 2017). In the last two decades, the municipality of Rio de 

Janeiro extensively used mega-sports events as tools for urban redevelopment and city 

regeneration42; alongside the Football World Cup 2014, the Olympic Games 2016 was a 

culmination of such policy. But this event-led urban development policy arguing that the city 

of Rio de Janeiro is on the way to be more inclusive and integrated has brought contradictory 

effects such as a “city of exception” phenomena understood as an introduction of socially 

unjust policies benefiting the private interests and marginalising the poor society, especially 

those living in favelas (Aaron Richmond & Garmany, 2016). Moreover, this type of policy has 

had a detrimental impact on the city of Rio de Janeiro – firstly, the Olympics increased the 

physical fragmentation and polarisation of the city; secondly, the event exacerbated social 

 
41 At the time of concluding this dissertation (July 2021), ROCOG has not yet published an official report 
summarising all the aspects concerning the Olympic Games in Rio 2016. 
42 In 2007 Rio de Janeiro hosted the 2007 Pan American Games – a major continental multi-sport event. 
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and economic inequalities among the local population (Azzali, 2019b). In this vein, C. Gaffney 

(2010) suggests that mega-events’ ability of imposing a neo-liberal “shock doctrine” 

permanently transformed the socio-space in Rio de Janeiro, while Sánchez and Broudehoux 

(2013) demonstrates how the Olympic Games and other mega-events are being 

instrumentalised by local political and economic elites, who exploit the state of urgency, 

mobilisation, and consensus to remake the city in their own image, and as a result aggravating 

socio-spatial segregation, inequality and social conflicts. Among the examples of Olympic-

driven social exclusion is the displacement of tens of thousands of Rio’s residents, forced 

evictions, wide-ranging militarisation and pacification of favelas (Crout, 2018; Reboucas, 2018) 

to make a space for the Olympics. Indeed, Brazil’s weak institutional quality, elite-driven 

Olympic projects, and complex social and economic background contributed to many adverse 

impacts and legacies that occurred due to staging the Olympic event. But as (Gaffney, 2019) 

points out the problem also lies with the IOC and the mega-event business model with little 

transparency and independent monitoring on delivering the Olympic Games and related 

projects in Rio de Janeiro. 

In light of the above experiences identified in host cities, a question about sustainability in 

the Olympic Games emerges, however understood in a much broader sense than only 

preventing negative environmental footprints due to construction, air pollution, or waste. The 

notion of sustainable development through the Olympic Games has long gone beyond the 

ecological frames and now it encompasses also social and economic aspects. In 1999, 

sustainable development was included in the Olympic Charter and since then the IOC has been 

strongly promoting and encouraging cities to deliver sustainable Games also in the areas as 

infrastructure or sports venues and to leave the host cities and their residents with a positive 

legacy resulting from staging the Games as the core element of the sustainable development. 

Nevertheless, based on the results from the most comprehensive and systematic evaluation 

on the Olympic Games sustainability between 1992 and 2020, it is claimed that “sustainability 

remains an elusive concept in the Olympic Games, and in mega-events more generally” 

(Müller et al., 2021a, p. 340). 

Therefore, the publicly available dataset on sustainability in the Olympic Games developed 

by Müller et al. (2021b) has been applied to present which Games were the most and the least 

sustainable in the period 2004-2020. The authors elaborated a model of nine indicators 

divided into three groups – ecological (new construction, visitor footprint, event size), social 
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(public approval, social safety, rule of law), and economic (budget balance, financial exposure, 

long-term viability)43. In the analysis, sustainable Olympic Games mean to “have a limited 

ecological and material footprint, enhance social justice and demonstrate long-term economic 

efficiency” (Müller et al., 2021a, p. 341). Based on sustainability scores in particular 

dimensions, the overall sustainability of the Olympic Games 1992-2020 is medium, but with a 

declining trajectory. In the adopted time span 2004-2020, Sochi 2014 and Rio de Janeiro 2016 

turned out to be the least, while Torino 2006 the most sustainable Olympic Games44 (see 

Figure 3.5). 

 
Figure 3.5. Sustainability scores of individual Olympic Games 2004-2020 
Source: based on dataset Sustainability of the Olympic Games (Müller et al., 2021b) 
 
In turn, Figure 3.6 shows the mean sustainability score values in the period 2004-2020 

(scored 0-100; the highest value, the more sustainable Games) demonstrating considerable 

differences in sustainability dimensions. When it comes to SOG, the worst scores are in visitor 

footprint, social safety, and financial exposure, while the WOG, event size, new construction, 

 
43 Respective proxies-units for indicators are the following: share of new competition venues-share of new-build 
sports venues among total number of sports venues; number of tickets sold-tickets; number of accreditations-
persons; public approval of event-share of respondents in polls that supports hosting the event; displacement of 
population-number of people directly displaced by the preparation for the event; infringement or curtailing of 
rights-extent and severity of changes in the legislation due to the event; cost overrun-% of bid budget; share of 
public funding-% of final sports-related costs; after-use of venues-number of venues with high degree of capacity 
utilization after the event, out of basket of 6 venues. 
44 In the overall analysis between 1992 and 2020, the most sustainable Olympic Games were Salt Lake City 2002, 
Albertville 1992, and Barcelona 1992. 
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and rule of law. Therefore, it could be observed which aspects cause the most problems during 

the SOG and WOG.  

 
Figure 3.6. Sustainability scores of Summer and Winter Olympic Games 2004-2020 (mean 

values) 
Source: based on dataset Sustainability of the Olympic Games (Müller et al., 2021b) 
 

To sum up this section, the official Olympic narrative remains far from the actual impact on 

local communities, especially those living in the vicinity of the Olympic Park and Olympic 

Village, and in some cases may deepen social exclusion. Moreover, the institutional 

underpinnings are a conditional factor for Games delivery and legacy outcomes. The Olympic 

idea and sport are unquestionably positive factors to develop societies, bring emotions, joy, 

national unity, and international recognition. But in the face of negative social impacts and 

lack of social responsibility by the IOC and Olympic stakeholders in the tumult of Olympic 

Games preparations, the Olympic values and positives are often overlooked, thus providing a 

bittersweet picture of the Olympic event and legacies left. 

3.3. Socio-political determinants 

3.3.1. Legal modifications, social exclusion and human rights violations 

To facilitate the Games delivery, a special legislation is introduced but also to maximise the 

profit-making potential for the IOC and Olympic stakeholders. One of its dimensions is called 
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a ‘rule of exception’, where urban agenda is driven by entrepreneurial behaviours and 

prevailing neoliberal practices, the regular law is suspended and the rights of ordinary citizens 

are supressed (Braathen et al., 2017). Among the examples of the ‘rule of exception’ are 

exemptions in securing property rights, housing, urban planning (Sánchez & Broudehoux, 

2013), human rights violations (HRW, 2008a; 2008b; O’Hara, 2015) and ‘militarising’ or 

‘securitising’ host cities (Coaffee, 2015). This Olympic-induced legal solution enables to 

conduct displacements, evictions, or land expropriation to make a space for sports venues and 

infrastructure. In 2007, the Centre on Housing Rights and Evictions (COHRE), a non-

governmental organisation, published a report about the scale of diminishing housing rights 

and living spaces due to the Olympic Games organisation and how it affects the most 

vulnerable groups – the poor and marginalised, ethnic minorities, homeless people (COHRE, 

2007). The problem was met with a response from the Human Rights Council of the United 

Nations General Assembly in the form of a report discussing the impact of major international 

sports events on the realisation of the right to adequate housing. The report addresses a series 

of examples, of negative practices of the host cities and countries, and provides many 

recommendations for states and sports organisations as the IOC and FIFA (Rolnik, 2009). The 

process of displacement is one of the unfortunate “legacies”, that are almost unreported 

publicly, but perceived as a necessary process to make a successful mega-event and conduct 

urban transformation (Porter, 2009). It affects city residents irrespective of political system. 

According to COHRE (2007) “forced evictions have been an integral part to the success of 

urban redevelopment schemes, showing that the economic, political and psychological 

leverage applied in the name of undertaking Olympic Games preparations has been a crucial 

factor in this process” (p. 157). By April 2007, at least 1.25 million people had been displaced 

as a Games-related urban development (COHRE, 2007, p. 154). Crout (2018) describes 

Olympic violations in Rio de Janeiro during the preparation for the 2016 Games such as violent 

displacement, illegal destruction of private property, and homelessness. According to Zirin 

(2016), in Rio 77 000 people were displaced, while city was patrolled by 85 000 security forces. 

Evictions also took place in Tokyo to secure space for the construction of Olympic Stadium 

(Gonzalez Basurto, 2017; Villar & Oh, 2013). 

Tax exemptions are another form of rule of exception. They are required by the IOC as well 

as a series of financial guarantees by the state government to secure financial and legal 

stability of the event. This is due to the non-negotiable terms and conditions for organising 
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the Olympic Games listed in the Host Contract.  Basically, host cities are required to create a 

special tax regime (Tetłak, 2012). It is a prerequisite for host cities to submit a guarantee to a 

tax-free agreement of event-related income and duty-free import and export of certain goods 

during the preparation and organisation of Olympic event (Tetłak, 2016). The IOC and its 

bargaining power can demand various tax exemptions, positioning the IOC above the host 

country’s domestic law system. Tetłak (2013) presents an in-depth study of the 2012 London 

Olympics and its unique tax regime proposed in the bid book that was beyond a taxation in 

force in England. The UK government guaranteed that tax issues will not have a significant 

impact on the Games and ensured tax immunity for athletes, the IOC, the LOCOG and their 

commercial partners. The UK government assured that if London was selected as the host city, 

the appropriate legislative changes in line with the Host Contract and IOC expectations would 

be introduced (London 2012, 2004; Tetłak, 2013). 

Another example is Sochi 2014 (Tetłak, 2016), which offered a special tax legislation, 

similarly to London 2012 (tax-free athletes’ performance, taxation regarding export and 

import). In the bid book, it was clearly stated that “taxes in the Russian Federation will not 

impact the staging of the Olympic Winter Games in 2014” (Sochi 2014, 2006, p. 95). The Sochi 

2014 Olympic Organising Committee (SOOG) and the IOC were also exempted from paying tax 

on corporate profits. Russia established a legal framework with the package of special legal 

measures to minimise tax exposure with ensuring that no tax is levied in Russia on profits from 

the sale of broadcasting, marketing or any other proprietary rights associated with the Sochi 

2014 Games to Russian companies or individuals. In the Krasnodar region where Sochi is 

located, the Special Tourist and Recreation Economic Zone was set up and this administrative 

decision allowed introducing tax exemption on property and land owned by the residents of 

this special zone for a five-year period, starting from the date of acquisition (Sochi 2014, 2006, 

p. 95; Tetłak, 2016). 

Another form of redistributed resources are orders and contracts on Olympic-related 

projects to companies. The legal path for obtaining these orders and contracts differ between 

host countries, especially according to their political background and market mechanism. For 

instance, the UK government contracted LOCOG to deliver the Games and created regulations 

enabling private companies to be active providers of Olympic-related projects (Nichols, 

Benson, & Holmes, 2018). Therefore, private companies could realise their economic interest. 

In turn, Sochi 2014 as a state-led, oligarchic economy redistributed its contracts and Olympic-
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related works and services in a non-transparent manner, with public money to be spent 

ineffectively and defrauded through corruption. 

3.3.2. Public opposition and political system 

The next factor within a group of political determinants is related with decreasing interest 

and public support for staging the Olympic Games due to rising public awareness among 

residents, and consequently growing opposition. It is located on the verge of social and 

political factors; however, its origin and development are deeply embedded into the political 

system and legally binding in the state. Moreover, these aspects are inherently related with 

continuous social and institutional change in countries, however this is mostly the case of 

democracies that secure freedom of speech and public protest. Even to some extent, this 

determinant might be perceived as the outcome of issues explained in other sections in this 

chapter; this relevant perception shift in the Games in the public opinion has revealed more 

scepticism in the potential positive impact on urban space and economy or even criticism of 

the Olympic Games as a whole. Amid the main criticisms towards Olympic bids are a lack of 

transparency, use of public funds and so potential opportunity cost of hosting, fear of 

excessive costs, increasing debt, a lack of government guarantees on project risks, 

environmental concerns, unsuitable infrastructures, a democratic decision by local 

stakeholders, usually prompted by collective social opposition (Fabry & Zeghni, 2020, p. 19). 

According to Tetłak (2013) a society as taxpayers are unofficial sponsors of the Olympic 

Games. It happens not only by the fact that the Olympic Games are in most cases subsidised 

by the public purse as evidenced in Table 3.3, but also through special tax legislation enacted 

by host cities’ providing tax exemptions on Olympic-related income. 

Based on that change of attitude towards the Olympics, two major patterns of contestation 

have emerged. The first one is anti-Olympic – a general view that the Olympic industry is 

profitable only for sponsors and that the amount of money spent on the organisation of the 

Games does not bring promised opportunities and impacts (Boykoff, 2014; Lenskyj, 2000) and 

is involved with corruption and flawed sports governance. A lot of criticism is also directed at 

the IOC as an organisation – firstly because of its profit-seeking business model and interest 

that prevails over the host city and its residents and secondly, the IOC’s troubling attitude 

towards human rights abuse in host cities such as Beijing. The second pattern of social 
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resistance is related with anti-bid and mostly locally rooted campaigns and movements that 

contest the legitimacy of staging the Olympics in a particular city (Fabry & Zeghni, 2020, p. 16). 

One of the first organised groups against the Olympic bids was the Bread Not Circuses 

Coalition that opposed two, eventually unsuccessful Olympic bids in Toronto – for the 1996 

and 2008 Olympics (Lenskyj, 2008). In turn, Giulianotti, Armstrong, Hales, & Hobbs (2015) 

examined various forms of public opposition, protest, criticism, and complaint in the context 

of staging the London 2012 Games and identified their six forms: national criticism (e.g., on 

distribution of Olympic resources), local criticisms (e.g., on lack of jobs and business benefits), 

issue specific campaigns (e.g., on the environment), “glocal” protests against specific nations 

and sponsors (e.g., campaigns against BP, Dow, and Rio Tinto45), neotribal transgressions and 

situationist spectacles (e.g., mass cycle rides near Olympic venues), and anti-Olympic forums 

and demonstrations (e.g., critical web sites, multigroup marches). Strong local opposition and 

watchdog communities emerged from the Rio 2016 Games. In May 2010, Catalytic 

Communities (CatComm) launched Rio Olympics Neighbourhood Watch (RioOnWatch), a 

programme dedicated to expose the problems of favela communities in the lead-up to the 

event. From 2010 to 2016, the programme’s website (www.rioonwatch.org) has become one 

of the most important platforms reporting on the impacts of fast-track urban development 

driven by pre-Olympic preparations. In general, Rio 2016 is one of the recent examples of 

massive public discontent as a response on expenditure related with the Games organisation. 

Spending billions on the Olympic event (plus FIFA World Cup in 2014) caused a massive protest 

and social contestation, not only against the Olympic Games and Olympic stakeholders, but 

also towards political elites (Saliba, 2016). Brazil is a country of wide economic inequalities 

and social contrasts and hosting the two biggest sports mega-events in such a short time 

interval was a huge burden for the Brazilian economy and public finances. Moreover, the 

economic background between 2014 and 2016 when Brazil struggled with economic recession 

only exacerbated the situation and criticism. 

 
45 BP – protest against the sponsorship deal due to the criticism of the company’s role in causing irreversible, 
negative environmental impacts and an exploitive, unsustainable business model (Vidal, 2012) Dow Chemical – 
troubling sponsorship of the London 2012 Olympics due to its merge with the Union Carbide Corporation which 
was involved into one of the world’s worst ecological disasters in the Indian Bhopal pesticide plant in 1984 (BBC, 
2012); Rio Tinto – produced metals for the London 2012 Olympic medals and protesters claimed of “life-
threatening” air pollution from mines involved in the process (Neate, 2012). 
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Before OA 2020 implementation, the 2022 Olympic Winter Games bidding process as the 

last one conducted in accordance with the process depicted by Figure 3.1. in section 3.1.1 has 

become a prime example of a contradictory approach to decision-making whether to bid or 

not for the Games in democracies and autocracies (Könecke & de Nooij, 2017). The public 

referenda or well-organised local opposition in democracies have proliferated to consult the 

decision with city residents before bid submission to the IOC. In some cases, democratic 

political elites might resist holding the referendum, probably anticipating the negative result 

which would be binding and terminate the bid. But in authoritarian regimes, a decision is 

entirely in the hands of political elites and bids from these countries are rather sustained until 

the final election (Könecke & de Nooij, 2017). Table 3.5. presents an overview on bid 

cancellations in the years 2010-2022, where twelve cities from democratic countries 

terminated interest or bid for hosting the Olympic Games due to either public referenda 

driven by local protest or political concerns. This trend was particularly strong following the 

financial crisis of 2007-09, which hit the global economy hard, leading to enormous national 

debts and austerity measures in some countries. In some democracies a decision to cancel the 

bid was made by political authorities who had not been eager to back the bid with financial 

guarantees as required by the IOC and not perceived the Olympic Games a project for boosting 

urban development. In turn, behind bid cancellations in Krakow and Munich stood anti-bid, 

grass-roots social movements – Krakow against the Games46 and NOlympia Munich and their 

vocal activity led to referenda in both cities, whose negative results turned down both bids. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
46 After the referendum, the Krakow anti-bid group converted into the Common City Society (Stowarzyszenie 
Miasto Wspólne), which is now a thriving platform that deals with various social and housing problems in the 
city of Krakow. The group also monitors the preparations for the European Games 2023, which takes place in 
Krakow and revealing many problems and concerns about the costs incurred and other organizational concerns. 
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Table 3.5. Bid cancellations and reasons behind the decision in the years 2010-2022 

Bidding 
process for 
the Games 

(year) 

Beginning of 
the bidding 

process 
City Country Year of 

withdrawal 
Bid cancellation  

as a result of 

2010 2001 Bern Switzerland 2002 Local referendum on the 
Games’ funding 

2020 2011 Rome Italy 2016 
Not providing a guarantee 
of financial backing by the 

Italian government 

2022 2013 Zaragoza Spain 2011 Political concerns 

  Barcelona Spain 2013 
Political decision (the 

Games not as a city priority 
project) 

  Munich Germany 2013 
Referendum driven by the 
local organised opposition 

“NOlympia Munich” 

  
Graubünden 

/Davos 
/St. Moritz 

Switzerland 2013 Referendum 

  Stockholm Sweden 2014 Lack of financial backing 
from the City Council 

  Lviv Ukraine 2014 
Political concerns (violent 

conflict and de facto a state 
of war in Ukraine) 

  Krakow Poland 2014 

Referendum driven by the 
local organised opposition 

“Krakow against the 
Games” 

  Oslo Norway 2014 Lack of backing from the 
Norwegian government 

  Almaty (C) Kazakhstan - - 

  Beijing (H) China - - 

Source: based on (Fabry & Zeghni, 2020; Könecke & de Nooij, 2017; The Olympic Studies Centre, 2019) 
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The case of 2022 Olympic Winter Games bidding process showed why the IOC should keep 

good relations with authoritarian states to secure the future of the Olympic Games – its main 

revenue source and so its economic interest, at a cost of undermined reputation by awarding 

the Olympic Games to countries not respecting human rights (Könecke & de Nooij, 2017). Only 

Almaty (Kazakhstan) and Beijing (China) were left in the bidding race, so cities representing 

authoritarian regimes with status ‘not free’ according to the Freedom in the World Report 

published by the Freedom House. The IOC decided on a more secure and reliable choice in 

terms of delivering all the promises but also regarding commercial opportunities in a not-so-

developed winter sports market in China (S. Wilson, 2015). In autocracies, a decision to bid is 

made by ruling politicians and referenda are excluded. However, as it will be presented in 

Chapter 4, the implementation of Olympic Agenda 2020 has not reversed this unfavourable 

trend; what is more, an increasing number of withdrawals during the bidding process for 2024 

has forced the IOC to make an unprecedented decision to secure the future of Olympic Games 

and the whole Olympic Movement by awarding hosting rights to two cities simultaneously – 

Paris 2024 and Los Angeles 2028. Both cities bid for the 2024 Games. 

To sum up this section, public opinion has noticed that the Olympic Games are a lavish and 

expensive undertaking that is financed mostly from public money, which could be allocated in 

much more needed public services, social policies, or necessary urban upgrades and 

interventions. Therefore, the number of public referenda has increased in democracies, which 

negative results turned down the bids or they have been terminated by political concerns. 

Moreover, a vocal opposition from social movements or organised groups with their collective 

actions and information campaigns among city residents have risen public awareness and 

knowledge about potential negative impacts and opportunity cost of hosting the Games. 

Undoubtedly, we can observe an increase of NGOs, social movements or watchdog 

organisations that protest the Olympics in their city or the Olympic industry as a whole. 

3.4. Environmental determinants 

Hosting the Olympic Games is concerned with a substantial environmental footprint 

including travelling, construction works, hospitality, energy consumption, waste 

management, transportation, building materials, etc. The huge scope of interference in the 

natural landscape raise questions about sustainable planning and the degree of using existing 

venues. Despite ambitious environmental and sustainability policies and goals and the higher 
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demand for host cities to deliver eco-friendly and sustainable Games, the outcomes in this 

area are still ambiguous or even negative. 

Official reports issued by the IOC, OCOG or other institutions and organisations affiliated 

with the Olympic Movement mostly present a positive overview of environmental and 

sustainability initiatives as a result of the Olympic Games organisation. On the one hand, it 

must be emphasised that the Olympic Games undoubtedly serve as a global platform to 

promote environmental and sustainability issues and to raise public awareness on these 

issues. But on the other hand, several independent sources (e.g., academics, media and press, 

journalists, research groups, non-governmental organisations) dispute these outcomes by 

providing opposite conclusions. Sustainability and environmental achievements are not so 

clear-cut and promises delivered in bid books are not in accordance with reality. 

Let me focus on a few recent examples of environmental and sustainable impacts in the 

selected host cities by juxtaposing promises in bid books, official evaluations issued by the 

IOC, the OCOG, and host authorities with those reported by independent sources such as press 

and media coverage or ecological NGOs. For instance, Athens 2004 Bid Committee promised 

to undertake Olympic investments, even the smallest ones, with a full-detailed Environmental 

Impact Assessment (EIA) prepared beforehand to ensure that each intervention is in line with 

guidelines provided by the government, the Bid Committee and NGOs. Moreover, the bid 

book promised the maximum use of existing infrastructure, incorporation and adaptation of 

Olympic-related projects into government policy on the environmental protection, use of eco-

friendly technologies and materials; the emphasis was also put on using public transport to 

the Olympic Village and competition sites and implementing of appropriate technology to 

meet water and energy supply needs, recycling, protecting natural resources, minimising 

noise pollutions, conserving  the natural and cultural environment. One of the priorities were 

to inform the public about the implementation of the above measures (Athens 2004, 1996). 

Among the achievements in the environmental and sustainability sphere can be found raising 

environmental awareness among participants through informative campaigns, trainings, 

activities, greening the Olympic Venues, sustainable waste management (ATHOC, 2005). 

However, an independent environmental assessment conducted by WWF Greece released in 

July 2004 has shown a very low overall performance in the areas of overall planning, 

protection of open spaces, urban green, siting of Olympic venues, green construction 

technologies, waste management, public participation, and respect to the existing 
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environmental legislation. Higher scores were achieved in the fields of public transport, 

improvement of the built environment and promotion of environmental awareness (WWF 

Greece, 2004). 

The second case is Beijing 2008. The city placed the “Green Olympics” as one of key themes 

and integral part of the Olympic Games, providing several objectives and priorities to achieve 

the above status. Considering China’s well-known problems with environmental 

accountability and air pollution, the Chinese authorities submitted an ambitious plan to use 

the Games as a tool for environmental change. Among the main objectives were making 

environmental protection a prerequisite in construction Olympic venues, formulating strict 

ecological standards to guarantee enforcement, adopting eco-friendly and energy-saving 

technologies and materials, promoting the development of environment-related industries, 

raising public awareness and eco-friendly consumption. Therefore, the main priorities were 

improving air quality by use of cleaner energy, preventing vehicle-driven, solid waste 

pollution, accelerating the construction of the projects for wastewater treatment and reuse, 

preserving cultural heritage, planting trees, and improving the ecosystem as a whole (Beijing 

2008, 2000). The city invested more than USD 20 billion in air quality improvements (IOC, 

2009a). Official assessments by United Nations Environmental Programme (UNEP) and the IOC 

presented several achievements such as environmental regeneration of Beijing’s major rivers, 

improvement of sewage systems, new water retention treatment plants, replacing or 

scrapping thousands of high-emission vehicles, relocating polluting factories, replacing 

heating systems with cleaner technology, nitrogen oxide abatement and dust control 

measures on Beijing’s major thermal power stations, establishing sampling stations to monitor 

concentrations of air pollution, suspending production by several enterprises during the 

Games making their own contribution to air quality improvement, planting shelter belts and 

innovative grassland repair project, green spaces, recycling solid waste (IOC, 2012a; UNEP, 

2009). At the opposite point, academic examinations of Beijing 2008’s promises provide 

different results. For instance, Chen, Jin, Kumar, & Shi (2013) demonstrate that the air quality 

improved only for a short period and most of the positive effect of air pollution reduction 

diminished by October 2009, while on the basis of the results on pollution control strategies 

in the thermal power sector, Ma & Takeuchi (2020) evidence that there are no statistically 

significant effects of the 2008 Beijing Olympic Games on pollution control equipment, 

however energy efficiency measured by the coal consumption per unit of electricity 
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generation improved in 2007 and 2008 in provinces covered by the air pollution control 

programme for the Olympic Games. 

London 2012 set a high bar in terms of environment and sustainability legacy with the 

following specific objectives and priorities: low carbon games, zero waste games, conserving 

biodiversity and promoting environmental awareness and partnerships. All these were 

embraced under the sustainability framework “Towards a One Planet Olympics” prepared in 

a collaboration with the WWF and the Bioregional Development Group. These actions were 

mostly focused on the Olympic Park and adjacent area – mostly Lower Lea Valley. Moreover 

London 2012 pursued contributing to a model for environmental sustainability that could be 

applicable to cities located both in developed and developing countries (London 2012, 2004). 

Undoubtedly, London 2012 set new standards for delivering environmental and sustainable 

legacies into all aspects of Games preparations; among the official achievements were an 

establishment of an independent commission to monitor and publicly evaluate sustainability 

efforts, recycling of substantial quantity of materials, implementing sustainable solutions and 

materials in Olympic projects, just to enumerate a few. London 2012 environmental and 

sustainability practices and achievements inspired to create BS 8901, later developed into ISO 

20121 – the first, certifiable international standard for making sustainable events to control 

its social, economic, environmental impact. Despite such a successful overall view on London 

2012, several ambiguities or adverse outcomes have been observed. In a revising report, the 

same organisations with which the London 2012 organisers cooperated namely the WWF and 

Bioregional Development Group highlighted some failures and disappointments. Firstly, in 

meeting renewable energy targets proposed in the bid, and thus not fulfilling London 2012’s 

carbon reduction strategy. This shortage in generating new renewable energy to cover the 

amount consumed has led to the finding that the Games would neither be zero carbon nor 

zero waste. Secondly, in realising an efficient cooperation for sustainable change between the 

Olympic Games and some commercial sponsors, which lack of success could partially derive 

from too complex contractual arrangements between the IOC and London 2012. One of the 

effects of such a situation is that the commercial parties involved in the Games delivery did 

not seize the opportunities to better cooperate with local producers and suppliers 

(BioRegional & WWF-UK, 2012). 

The two consecutive Olympic Games editions could be perceived as examples of 

environmental and sustainability decline. The election of Sochi as a host city for the 2014 WOG 
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caused many controversies regarding several environmental concerns and by the fact that 

normally this a summer resort with subtropical climate, despite geographical proximity ski 

resort of Rosa Khutor in Krasnaya Polyana. Nonetheless, the Sochi Candidature File included 

several environmental promises such as “zero waste” Games with green building standards or 

a collaboration with the UNEP to review construction progress, publish interim sustainability 

reports evaluating their environmental impact and planning strategy to deliver the Games 

with respect to the environment (Sochi 2014, 2006). One of the most important Russian 

achievements was an incorporation of the first national standard for environmental 

construction in March 2013 following the preparations in Sochi and Russia’s first waste 

recycling treatment plant (IOC, 2017d, p. 13). However, the Sochi 2014 Games negative 

impacts rather outweighed the positive and turned out to be the least sustainable and 

environmentally friendly in recent decades (Müller et al., 2021a). Firstly, the Olympic Games 

were held in Russia’s most ecologically valuable regions – home to UNESCO World Heritage 

site and a national park. Secondly, according to the Environmental Watch of the North 

Caucasus (EWNC) construction process was very damaging, also for animal migration routes, 

the access to water for local people was limited and generally, the quality of life for many 

Sochi residents decreased. Moreover, it is evidenced that the construction process caused 

biodiversity loss in the area and added danger of increased landslides, mudflows, and building 

collapses as results of poor construction and risky waste dumping practices (Chestin, 2014; 

O’Hara, 2015; Paramaguru, 2014). Müller (2015c) explained the potential causes of the failed 

sustainability agenda, including ineffective governance arrangements, an absence of 

institutional controls and time pressure. These aspects changed initial sustainability policies 

leading to negative effects on the environment such as irreversible environmental damage 

and excessive extent of construction works. 

Finally, Rio 2016 brought several contradictory and critical evaluation of environmental 

impacts. The Games concept and vision assumed accelerating the implementation, and in 

some cases, the initiation of major sustainability projects, including those of environmentally 

friendly sensitive sites, air quality, and waterways. Moreover, procurement processes were 

required to respect environmentally and socially responsible products. In terms of achieving 

sustainability, the Olympic Games were to accelerate several important environmental 

projects bringing direct benefits to local communities including regeneration of urban areas, 

air quality improvement and reduced consumption of non-renewable natural resources. The 
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post-Games Sustainability Report Rio 2016 presents several positive effects such as 2.2 million 

tonnes of carbon offset, 100% of new timber products certified, sailing and rowing 

competitions held in suitable waters, vegetation restoration in the Barra Olympic Park region, 

creation of a green leisure area for 1.14 million residents, restoration of degraded land by an 

Olympic Golf Course, mobilisation of recycling cooperatives or incentive for sustainable 

tourism (Rio 2016, 2018). At the opposite point provided by independent research and 

evaluation, there were several concerns about the state of water quality in Guanabara Bay – 

a site for sailing competitions, due to high concentrations of bacterial and viral pathogens and 

being substantially littered. Furthermore, a new golf course was constructed in the 

neighbourhood to the protected area Marapendi Nature Reserve. The case study of the 

Olympic Golf Course project (Gaffney, 2013) demonstrates that urban planning and 

environment sustainability practices in Rio 2016 failed because, among others, it did not take 

into account local stakeholders and their needs, too short time frame, budget constraints, 

passing laws and decrees not respecting environmentally protected areas. In turn, Boykoff 

(2017) indicates that among the positive outcomes in the environmental field are the 

improvements in public transport, but the author simultaneously points out “a significant gap 

between bid rhetoric and empirical reality” (p. 189), indicating failed promises in cleaning 

waterways, improving water quality or constructing Olympic venues in the adjacent to natural 

habitats. Finally, public authorities promised that a substantial portion of budget (mostly 

financed from the public purse) would be spent on essential environmental infrastructure and 

improvements. But shortly before the Rio 2016 Olympics, the top government finance and 

spending regulator – Brazil Federal Audit Court (TCU) reported that the city would achieve 

almost none of the environmental benefits promised by organisers of the 2016 Games, 

therefore failing in reaching any positive environmental legacy and advances in this area 

(Paraguassu & Goy, 2016). 

The juxtaposition of promises, official evaluations and independent assessment and 

research analyses demonstrate extremely different views and evaluations on the ecological 

and sustainability issues related to staging the Olympics, proving that there is almost always 

an inconsistency between promises included in bid books and their practical implementation 

(Paquette, Stevens, & Mallen, 2011). However, the problem is not only caused by unfulfilled 

promises made by host cities, but also by a lack of adequate monitoring and sanctioning from 

the IOC (Pentifallo & VanWynsberghe, 2012). Despite the IOC’s strong advocacy and 
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commitment to provide sustainable and environmentally friendly Games, the organisation has 

failed to ensure it, even though it deployed several mechanisms for controlling Games 

organisers through host selection process, the Host City Contract, Coordination Commission, 

Olympic Games Reports, third parties, or even terminating the HCC (Geeraert & Gauthier, 

2018). By employing the principal-agent model, Geeraert and Gauthier (2018) explain that for 

the IOC as a principal is rather unwilling to control its collective agent (OCOG, Host City, NOC) 

because it could be too costly; there are many information asymmetries and conflicting 

interests between the IOC and Games organisers. These control mechanisms turn out 

ineffective because they fail to change the incentives of Games organisers towards 

compliance with environmental sustainability goals. There was an absence in law enforcement 

and obedience in existing laws which makes it difficult to pursue an overambitious 

environmental and sustainability agenda included in Candidature Files. Moreover, the IOC’s 

role in the process of implementing environmentally sustainable Games in host cities is 

insufficient because the organisation as a principal could lose too much, and rather leave 

these issues as internal matters to be solved by host cities. Additionally, the nature of Olympic 

preparation regime may not be in line with long-term planning agendas in host cities and can 

be deleterious (Gaffney, 2013) and strict time frames for the Olympic Games also impose a 

different approach with a prevailing rule of timely delivery over environmental concerns. 

3.5. Key findings 

There are three major findings that emerge from the analysis conducted in the Chapter 3. 

The first one demonstrates that hosting the Olympic Games is bounded with mammoth costs, 

several organisational complexities, risks, and in some cases misleading legacy goals. These 

led to too many losers and could bring several ambiguous and adverse effects that more or 

less directly influence local communities in the neighbouring area to the Olympic sites such as 

displacements, evictions, or curtailing existing laws and freedoms. These kinds of situations 

appear irrespective of political and institutional background of the host city; however, these 

situations’ intensity is higher in autocracies which capture the event to the greater extent. In 

this vein, Müller and Gaffney (2018) also find that political-economic context mostly 

influences the adverse impacts in host cities, not so much the event per se. Host cities in 

democracies with more market-led economies experienced fewer adverse impacts and were 

better able to use the Olympic Games for urban development than those in less democratic 
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countries with more state-led economies. The analysis conducted in this Chapter has proved 

the above findings, but also adds that the size of the host economy also plays an important 

role regarding the financial burden and absorption of enormous costs. 

Secondly, the groups of determinants studied in this chapter have emerged that even 

though the Olympic Games is a highly standardised and institutionalised product, the quality 

of institutions in host countries is of greatest importance. In this vein, the category of interest 

should be widely accepted as an explanatory variable for processes within the Olympic 

undertaking. The Olympic event is a platform of conflicting interests between different 

groups; there is an asymmetry between private interest represented by the profit-motivated 

business sector and public interest represented by social needs of the local and national 

community. In this context, the institutional environment in countries, and so in the cities, 

conditions how bid books are conceptualised, the Games are delivered, and legacies are 

fulfilled. The analysis has also proved that in many cases promises in bid books have not met 

real performance. 

And finally, considering the above findings it can be concluded that the public is nowadays 

much more aware of the effects from staging the Olympics, thus in many cases the potential 

bids are rejected due to the lack of public support or vocal opposition from anti-bid campaigns. 

But this is only the case of democracies. In an authoritarian state, it is the political elites who 

decide whether to bid for the greatest spectacle on earth.  
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4. Olympic Agenda 2020 and New Norm as an institutional change in the 

Olympic Games 

 
Why should we make important and far-reaching changes in the Olympic Movement? We have had brilliant 
Olympic Games in 2012 and 2014. We enjoy financial stability. We redistribute more than 90 percent of our 
revenues to sport and to the athletes. This means: The IOC invests more than three million dollars a day – 

every single day of the year to support world-wide sport. Never before have so many people all around our 
globe followed the Olympic Games. So, we are successful. Success is the best reason for change. (…) The 

success of today gives you only the opportunity to drive the change for tomorrow. (…) If we do not address 
these challenges here and now, we will be hit by then very soon. If we do not drive these changes ourselves, 

others will drive us to them. We want to be the leaders of change, not the object of change. 
 

From a speech by IOC President Thomas Bach on the occasion of the Opening Ceremony, 127th IOC Session 
and Olympic Agenda 2020 introduction, Monaco, 7 December 2014 

 

4.1. Context and background 

On the occasion of the opening ceremony of 127th IOC Session on 7th December 2014 in 

Monaco, where the OA 2020 document was presented, the IOC President Thomas Bach in his 

foreword used the word “change” 32 times in different contexts. This simple but very 

meaningful statistic proves how the process of change has been assigned as a predominant 

force behind reforms in the Olympic Games and Olympic Movement as a whole.  An official 

rhetoric behind OA 2020 strategy delivered by Mr. Bach’s speech is that the success of the 

Olympic Games is the best reason for change. However, when we juxtapose the previous 

experiences of bidding procedures and then the Olympic events, a perception of this change 

and its main drivers might look different. The analysis in chapter 3 shows that an insight into 

recent trajectories in social, economic, political, and environmental aspects of the Olympic 

Games shed a different light on the background and context for this change. These trajectories 

assembled into determinants of institutional change might be regarded as factors that urged 

reforms in the Olympic Games in the form of OA 2020 recommendations and the New Norm 

measures built on six recommendations concerning the Olympic lifecycle – candidature, 

delivery, and legacy. 

The 125th IOC Session in Buenos Aires, which took place on 7-10 September 2013, was a 

point of departure for OA 2020, where Mr. Thomas Bach47 was elected as the new IOC 

 
47 Mr. Thomas Bach has a very rich professional and sports background. He is a German lawyer and a former foil 
fencer who competed for West Germany. He won a team gold medal at the 1976 Summer Olympics in Montreal 
as well as during the world championship in Buenos Aires 1977. After retirement from sports, he has successfully 
developed his law career (earned a Ph.D. in Law, 1983), holding several positions mostly in business and sports 
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President replacing Jacques Rogge who oversaw the IOC between the years 2001-2013. In a 

manifesto about his vision of presidency, Mr. Bach formulated several proposals how to 

reform the Olympic Games which later turned into the OA 2020 document. He put an 

emphasis on changing the Olympic bidding process and make sustainability as a priority 

regarding the IOC as an organisation, as owner of the Olympic Games and as leader of the 

Olympic Movement. The importance of the Olympic Games for the IOC was emphasised in the 

following statement: “The Olympic Games are the central element of the raison d’être of the 

IOC” (Bach, 2013, p. 5). Among Mr. Bach’s ideas were to ensure the uniqueness of the Olympic 

Games, to keep them the most attractive event in the world for all stakeholders, to reconsider 

the bidding procedure to make the Olympic Games more agreeable and feasible for cities and 

countries with different social, cultural, and political backgrounds, and finally to balance the 

Games uniqueness and value with operational issues. His concept focused on three areas 

(Bach, 2013): 

• Sustainability: respect for the environment, feasibility, and development to ensure 

a positive legacy in host cities, financial transparency with a well-balanced budget, 

strictly defining the categories of operational costs and capital investment in the 

host city’s infrastructure, impose a limit on athlete numbers; 

• Programme: a possibility to introduce new sports events with respect to traditional 

ones, however more flexibility in disciplines rather than sports – a key is to balance 

the interests of IFs and NOCs with taking into consideration cost management; 

• Solidarity and Development: contribute to human and social development, 

especially in disadvantaged regions and countries through CSR Programmes driven 

by more synergic cooperation between the institutions of Olympic Movement, main 

stakeholders, sponsors, other organisations, NGOs, etc. – public or private, by also 

creating financial schemes to realise these tasks. 

A number of Mr. Bach’s views and ideas on the future of the Olympic Games were 

encompassed by OA 2020. As Table 4.1. presents, the debate and work on OA 2020 have 

 
administration. He has begun his career in the IOC in the middle of 1980s, being a member of several IOC 
Commissions. He coordinated the Working Group “Role of the IOC” of the “IOC 2000” Commission (1999). He 
was an IOC Member (1996-2000) of the IOC Executive Board then Vice-President (2000-2004) and re-elected as 
Vice-President (2006-2013). Prior to his election on the IOC President, he was a founding President of the German 
Olympic Sports Confederation (DOSB) (2006-2013) (IOC, n.d.-c). 
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lasted more than one year. The process began with internal ideas within the IOC, that 

subsequently were developed by the IOC and then submitted to external stakeholders to 

collect further contributions. Among organisations that took part in consultations, were also 

representatives of international business such as Google/YouTube, NGO-leading and cultural 

organisations such as the United Nations (UN), Transparency International, the Clinton 

Foundation, the Victoria and Albert Museum, and the World Bank (IOC, 2014c). 

Table 4.1. Timeline of OA 2020 

Timeframe Task/Event 

September 2013 

– February 2014 

• Idea collection within the IOC (President, candidates, departments, etc.). 

• 125th IOC Session (7-10 September 2013) as a starting point. During the Session, 

Mr. Bach elected as IOC President. His manifesto included several proposals for 

the Games reform 

Since February 

2014 

• Internal ideas developed within the IOC, enriched by ideas and contributions 

from various stakeholders from within the Olympic Movement, as well as from 

civil society representatives (academics, NGOs, business, etc.). These ideas were 

assigned to the relevant working groups 

March 2014 – 

May 2014 

• Assigning ideas to working groups from within the IOC and Olympic 

Movement, as well as from civil society representatives 

End of May 2014 • Public contributions 

June 2014 • IOC President appoints 14 working groups with the task of developing concrete 

proposals 

End of June 2014 • Consolidation of ideas by working groups 

July – September 

2014 

• Consultation process 

• Working group proposals presented to the IOC Executive Board (7-9 July) and 

discussed with the constituents of the OM at the Olympic Summit (19 July) 

• Proposals shared with all IOC Commissions (4-30 September 2014) 

October 2014 – 

November 2014 

• Consolidation process 

• Extra IOC Executive Board meeting (22-24 October 2014) 

End of November 

2014 

• Consolidation of 40 recommendations 

End of November 

2014 – December 

2014  

• Decision process 

• IOC Executive Board meeting (5-7 December 2014) 

• The Olympic Agenda 2020 unanimously agreed at the 127th IOC Session in 

Monaco (8-9 December 2014) 

Source: own compilation based on (IOC, 2014b) 
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Simultaneously to discussions and activities among 14 working groups (WG), since February 

2014 till March 2014 the IOC collected 1,200 ideas generated by 270 contributions, and 43,500 

emails from various stakeholders from within the Olympic Movement, as well as deriving from 

various organisations and individuals from civil society (academics, NGOs, business, etc.). 

These ideas were assigned to the appropriate working groups to lead further discussion. The 

most contributions by theme were as follows: (1) Bidding procedure, (2) Procedure for the 

composition of the Olympic programme, (3) Differentiation of the Olympic Games, (4) Good 

governance and autonomy, (5) Olympism in action, including Youth strategy, (6) IOC 

Membership, (7) Olympic Games management, (8) Sustainability and legacy (IOC, 2014b, p. 

2). Individuals, IFs, NOCs and related organisations, and academics are the groups that 

submitted the most contributions as shown in Figure 4.1. 

 
Figure 4.1. Origin of submissions from stakeholders within and outside the Olympic 

Movement 

Source: (IOC, 2014b, p. 2) 

 

By searching through online resources, only two contributions – but valuable due to their 

substantive content and ideas could be found. The first one was prepared by the collective of 

four prominent European NOCs: the Austrian Olympic Committee, the German Olympic Sports 

Confederation, the Swedish Olympic Committee, and the Swiss Olympic Association. Having 

shared with their latest experience in bidding processes 2010-2018 and relations with the IOC, 
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the four NOCs paper diagnosed the main problems and makes recommendations in the 

following topics: (1) The process of bidding; (2) The costs of the Games; (3) The scale of the 

Games (presented in Table 4.2 and substantially, they are consistent with determinants 

identified in previous chapter). In recent years, these NOCs considered to or bid for the 

Olympic Games48, but their ideas were confronted with public or political opposition – mostly 

driven by the fear of high costs for bidding and hosting the Games. The concerns about 

exorbitant costs, the poor environment protection and human rights violation were 

particularly raised after Sochi 2014 (Austrian Olympic Committee et al., 2014). Rising public 

distrust into the IOC as an organisation and its role in the process exacerbated the status of 

the Olympic Games as the most hallmark and peaceful sporting mega-event and weaken the 

positive connotations with the Olympic brand and its universal values. To sum up, the four 

NOCs asked the IOC for: more support in bidding, more certainty in process, more partnership 

in risk and more flexibility in scale (Austrian Olympic Committee et al., 2014, p. 14).

 
48 WOG 2010: Salzburg (Austria) – eliminated in the first voting; Bern (Switzerland) – withdrew during the 
candidature stage (host city: Vancouver, Canada); WOG 2014: Salzburg (Austria) – eliminated in the first voting 
(host city: Sochi, Russia), WOG 2018: Munich (Germany) – eliminated in the first voting (host: PyeongChang, 
South Korea). Moreover, the German, the Swedish and the Swiss Olympic Committees were looking into the 
possibility of bidding for the 2022 WOG, but eventually decided not to enter the process. 
SOG 2028: Vienna (Austria) – an initial project of the Olympic bid failed due to negative referendum result. 
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Table 4.2. The four NOCs recommendations 

The Process of Bidding 
Selling vs. Buying the Games Bid Budget and Deliverables Technical Evaluation vs. Host City Selection 

§ Actively communicate benefits of bidding and 

hosting the Games 
§ Start dialogue processes with interested cities at 

earliest possible stage 
§ Support cities that deal with IOC-related criticism 

with information and financial resources 
§ Adapt bid terminology to serve the needs of a 

broader public  

§ Shorten the bid phases and reduce international 

activities 
§ Restrict the information and level of detail asked 

for the first bid phase to a minimum 
§ Eliminate guarantees in the first bid phase 

§ Establish a dialogue process with bidders to 
prevent one-way planning 

§ Leave more room for country specific concepts in 

the first phase 
§ Give more technical support in the first phase 

§ Get more insight in “local realities” in the second 
phase, consider open days of bid cities for IOC 

members 
§ Make technical evaluation an integral part of Host 

City Election 

The Costs of the Games 
Budget Structure Operational Risk 

§ Create a more transparent budget structure 
§ Clearly divide the cost of the Games in public and private costs 

§ Do not specify Games-independent measures in the non-OCOG budget 
§ Better explain and promote the IOC’s financial contributions 

§ Publish and communicate figures on past OCOG budgets by independent 
financial auditor 

§ Fix the Olympic sports programme at time of bidding for the Games 
§ Develop joint mechanism of IOC and OCOG to cover potential shortfall 

The Scale of the Games 
Venue Demand and Legacy Accommodation of the Olympic Family Sustainability and Environmental Impact 

§ Allow for more flexibility regarding the IOC’s 
standard venue capacities and the choice of other 

cities/countries to be involved in a bid 
§ Ensure legacy concepts to be considered and 

monitored more important 

§ Limit the total number of the Olympic Family 
§ Reduce the IOC accommodation requirements 

§ Study the numbers of no-shows, the possibility of 
expanding the 50 km radius and the possibility of 

developing a rotation system 

§ Define sustainability in broadest sense including 
clear values and goals 

§ Establish monitoring process to make 
sustainability a binding criterion in the bid process 

§ Develop a sustainability and environment 
programme and include it in Host City Contract 

Source: compiled from (Austrian Olympic Committee et al., 2014b)
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 The second contribution mainly refers to the topic of human rights and the need for 

potential candidate and host city obedience. The Human Rights Watch (HRW) prepared its 

submission to OA 2020, building on the Olympic Games in Beijing 2008 and Sochi 2014 and 

human rights violations recorded in both hosts. The HRW submission put an emphasis on 

integrating human rights in the Olympic process. Among the proposals was a creation of the 

IOC permanent committee on human rights, or a similar mechanism dedicated to monitor 

human rights benchmarks for potential Olympic hosts, which could also operate as a liaison 

between the IOC and human rights organisations or individuals (HRW, 2009). Furthermore, 

the HRW proposed to write human rights guarantees into the Host Contract and monitor their 

implementation. The benchmarks were categorised into the following areas (HRW, 2014): 

A. Media freedom benchmarks: 

• Granting media freedom (to domestic, foreign, and Internet journalists), consistent 

with the Olympic Charter 

• Establishing a mechanism for journalists to file complaints, i.e., on the IOC’s website 

• Ensuring freedom of movement for journalists covering the country during the 

Olympic Games 

B. Labour rights benchmarks: 

• Establishing an independent commission to investigate and report on labour-

related abuses concerning Olympic venues 

• Full disclosure of all labour disputes, workplace injuries and deaths on construction 

sites for Olympic venues 

C. Freedom of expression and association benchmarks: 

• Granting full freedom of expression and association to rights activists, other 

citizens or organisations expressing peaceful criticism of the host country 

• Authorising peaceful demonstration during the Olympic Games, in accordance 

with international norms of freedom of assembly 

D. Civil liberties benchmarks: 

• Ban on any forced evictions of host city residents, without due compensation and 

right of appeal, to make way for the construction of Olympic venues 

• Ban on any “sweeps”, i.e., for violent (forcible) removal from the host city of 

“undesirable” citizens such as rights activists or others. 
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These standards were proposed to be included in the bidding process for the Olympic 

Games. The HRW also called for the future Host Contract to be made public and amend 

Principle 6 of the Olympic Charter by including expression: “sexual orientation and gender 

identity”. The HRW contribution addresses the negative and controversial events associated 

with staging the Olympic Games, however, to some extent they are inextricably linked with 

the institutional environment and governance structures in the host country. 

OA 2020-human rights nexus has already been evaluated in a literature. By analysing the 

IOC relations with international human rights organisations, MacAloon (2016) concludes that 

OA 2020 implementation process helped to achieve “a real progress”, which means that the 

IOC addressed the problem of human rights in many areas of Olympic Movement and Olympic 

Games, but the Beijing selection as host city of the WOG 2022 (in July 2015) caused a 

suspension or even retreat of reform process. This conclusion finds its justification in real 

events in the few years ahead. In February 2021, more than 180 organisations have called 

national governments to boycott Beijing 2022 because of the reported human rights abuses 

against ethnic minorities49 (Roan & Capstick, 2021). In a response to this call, the IOC member 

Dick Pound dismissed the criticism claiming that athletes boycotting the Games will not have 

any impact at all to influence the situation in China. Such an attitude can be perceived as 

opposite to the IOC’s role as a strong advocate of respecting human rights and dignity. 

Moreover, the organisation claims to be apolitical and as well the Olympic Games should not 

be a scene for any political and religious demonstrations or racial propaganda (Rule 50 of the 

Olympic Charter). This principle of political neutrality of the IOC and Olympic Games basically 

allows hosting the event even by autocratic states with poor human rights records, because 

the IOC tries to strictly demarcate the boundary between sport and politics. This dissonance 

has been present in the Olympic Movement for decades and it seems that the controversies 

will be still present. 

Similar are the conclusions developed by Grell (2018). In his paper, the author critically 

examines the IOC’s human rights reforms through the adoption of OA 2020, with a focus on 

the Host City Contract for the 2024 Games as the legally binding document regulating how the 

 
49 One of the ethnic minorities that in recent years have been stripped of their religious and other freedoms are 
the Uighurs – Muslims who live mostly in the province of Xinjiang province in north-western China. They live in 
an oppressive system of mass surveillance, detention, indoctrination, and even forced sterilisation (Roan & 
Capstick, 2021). 
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Games are executed. On the one hand, the result of analysis shows that the IOC’s rising 

awareness and signalling the importance of human rights related with staging the Games is 

definitely a good sign, but on the other, the author is quite sceptical that these reforms will 

bring concrete results soon. 

The New Norm (IOC, 2018d, 2018f) was introduced in February 2018, over three years after 

OA 2020, and drawn up by the Executive Steering Committee for Olympic Games Delivery. 

Despite this time lapse between implementation, in the analysis I treat both documents as a 

whole because they both outline and signify institutional change in the Olympic Games and 

are inextricably linked. Of the 40 recommendations within OA 2020, the New Norm is built on 

six focused-on-organisational aspects of the Olympic Games and these are as follows: 

• Shape the bidding process as an invitation (Rec. 1) 

• Evaluate bid cities by assessing key opportunities and risks (Rec. 2) 

• Reduce the cost of bidding (Rec. 3) 

• Include sustainability in all aspects of the Olympic Games (Rec. 4) 

• Reduce the cost and reinforce the flexibility of Olympic Games management (Rec. 

12) 

• Maximise synergies with Olympic Movement stakeholders (Rec. 13) 

The main motivation behind the New Norm implementation was “to simplify the 

Candidature Process and to create Games which are more flexible, easier to operate and less 

expensive, whilst also unlocking more value for host cities over the long term” (IOC, 2018d, p. 

3). Based on the six recommendations above, a set of 118 measures have been developed to 

reform and reimagine all three stages of the Olympic lifecycle (Candidature, Delivery, Legacy) 

with a great emphasis on reducing costs in the organisational process, sustainability, efficiency 

and partnership. 

4.2. An overview of Olympic Agenda 2020 and New Norm 

Given the context and background for OA 2020 & New Norm implementation with 

considering the determinants identified in the previous chapter, the change in the Olympic 

Games has been inevitable. In the whole process, OA 2020 has become “a strategic roadmap 

for the future of Olympic Games and Olympic Movement”. The figure “2020” in the title was 

included on purpose as it means the year by which all 40 recommendations were planned to 

be achieved. The Olympic Agenda 2020 Closing Report has already been published ahead of 
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the 137th IOC Session held in March 2021, showing that 88 per cent of OA 2020 

recommendations have been already achieved (35 – achieved; 2 - mostly achieved; 3 – 

partially achieved) (IOC, 2021b). However, it should be emphasised a difference between 

implementation and the real outcome, which is not so clear-cut as the IOC presents, when we 

look at the broader context of analysed cases. 

The New Norm revises services and requirements aimed at reshaping the candidature 

process, transforming the Games delivery and how cities could align the Games concept with 

their long-term development plans well before host city election. In turn, the IOC ensures that 

cities receive more support and assistance before, during, and after the event as well as more 

flexibility in designing the Games to take into account a local context. The main rationale 

behind the New Norm is to reduce costs and bring positive legacy in various aspects to host 

cities (IOC, 2018d). To the above set of six recommendations’ establishing subjects of further 

analysis, I would like to add OA 2020’s Recommendation 20: Enter into strategic partnerships. 

This recommendation is aimed at opening up to cooperating and networking with competent 

and internationally recognised organisations and NGOs to increase the impact of its 

programmes that would contribute to good governance, integrity, sustainable development, 

and social change through sport. 

The IOC with support from IFs, NOCs, TOP marketing partners and Rights-Holding 

Broadcasters (RHBs) the International Paralympic Committee (IPC), established three major 

initiatives to address the main goals of New Norm (IOC, 2018d, 2018e): 

• Redesigning the Candidature Process – an ambition to give cities interested in the 

Olympic Games greater support and flexibility to develop their Games concepts by 

providing technical and specialised knowledge and expertise related to areas such as 

sports, venues, infrastructure, transport, accommodation, security, sustainability, 

legacy, finance and marketing. More streamlined candidature process is aimed at 

reducing costs, formal requirements and proposing Games concept that is fully aligned 

with the city’s long-term local, regional, and national development goals. 

• The IOC Legacy Strategic Approach – legacy as a priority from the outset of creating 

Games concept and vision through the final delivery and post-event era to secure long-

term benefits from hosting the Games synchronised with the host city’s long-term 

urban development goals (IOC, 2018d, p. 5). The IOC’s role is to further encourage, 

support, monitor, and promote legacy in partnership. The Legacy Strategic Approach 
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is underpinned by four objectives: (1) Embed legacy through the Olympic Games 

lifecycle; (2) Document, analyse and communicate the legacy of the Olympic Games; 

(3) Encourage Olympic legacy celebration; (4) Build strategic partnerships. 

• 7-year Journey Together – an ambition to reduce the cost and complexity of the overall 

delivery model of future Games and introduce better risk management and 

responsibilities of key stakeholders without compromising the Olympic experience. 

These actions are aimed at ensuring that the Olympic event is affordable, beneficial, 

and sustainable. This will be achieved through re-examining the existing models of 

Olympic Village, transportation or venue sharing and reinforcing a collaboration 

between the IOC, cities, organisers, and stakeholders. 

The above three major initiatives and building on the comprehensive and careful analysis 

of OA 2020 & New Norm as well as for the purpose of this study, I conceptualised these seven 

recommendations into the following topics that will be developed in the coming sections: 

• Bidding process 

• Games delivery, sports venues, and budget 

• Games governance and partnerships 

• Contractual aspects, taxes and, guarantees 

• Legacy and sustainability 

4.2.1. Bidding process 

While introducing the new approach to the bidding procedure, the IOC has itself addressed 

the challenges that occurred in the past, that is: the overpromising of benefits led to high 

costs, and so outbidding other cities led to excessive expenditure; reputational risk driven by 

aggressive lobbying, leading to ethical issues; high expectations led to too many losers and 

finally discouraging candidate cities from bidding again, owing to unfavourable election 

results. As a result, public confidence into the Olympic Games and Olympic Movement 

severely decreased, partly expressed by negative referendum results among city residents, 

therefore some cities found it difficult to secure government or private and public support 

and eventually withdraw their candidatures (IOC, 2021e). 

Following OA 2020 reforms, a bidding procedure has gone through significant change. A 

two-phased system to select the best and most-feasible bids remained, though it has been 

substantially redesigned through modifying the rules and distribution of tasks and roles. We 
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can distinguish three models of the bidding procedure that has been in use since OA 2020’s 

implementation – two “transitory” models for the SOG 2024/2028 and WOG 2026 and a new 

targeted approach for the bidding process currently implemented for the SOG 2032, which 

builds on these previous bidding processes and elections. The overall review of the bidding 

procedure before and after OA 2020 implementation can be found in Table 4.3. Following OA 

2020 Recommendation 1, the bidding process has demonstrated an evolutionary path with 

some differences between the models presented, but also with some common innovations. 

The first one refers to a shift from a formal commitment to non-committal and non-edition 

bidding process. This new approach allows the IOC to explore and create interest among 

Interested Parties for the Olympic Games, but the properties of Continuous Dialogue give a 

possibility to discuss hosting a future edition of Olympic Games, even if the preferred host is 

already identified. This is a profound change because a two-phase bidding system for 2008-

2022 was a typical example of edition-specific procedure, therefore created many losers by 

design (IOC, n.d.-a).
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Table 4.3. Bidding procedure – before and after the OA 2020/New Norm reforms 
 Before Agenda 2020 Bidding procedure after OA 2020/New Norm 
 2008-2022 2024/2028 2026 2032 onwards 
Phases • Phase 1: Application Phase 

(formally: Candidature 
Acceptance Procedure) (8-9 
years before the OG) 

• Phase 2: Candidature Phase 
(formally: Candidature 
Procedure and Questionnaire 
(7-8 years before the OG) 

• Phase 1. The Invitation phase 
(March-September 2015) 
(non-committal) 

• Phase 2: The Candidature 
Phase 
 

• Phase 1. Dialogue Stage (non-
committal)  

• Phase 2. Candidature Stage 

• Phase 1. Continuous Dialogue (non-
edition, non-committal) 

• Phase 2. Targeted Dialogue (specific 
edition; the IOC invites one or more 
Preferred Host(s) 

Bid 
documents 
submitted by 
cities 

• Phase 1: Application File 
based on the questionnaire 
consisting of more than 100 
questions 

• Phase 2: Candidature File 
based on the questionnaire 
consisting of more than 150 
questions (and many sub-
questions) 

• Candidature File Part 1: 
Vision, Games Concept, and 
Strategy 

• Candidature File Part 2: 
Governance, Legal, and Venue 
Funding 

• Candidature File Part 3: 
Games Delivery, Experience, 
and Venue Legacy 

• Phase 1: Candidature 
Cooperation Agreement + 
Games Concept 

• Phase 2: Candidature File 
including commitments and 
guarantees. Themes: 1. Vision 
and Games Concept, 2. Games 
Experience, 3. Paralympic 
Winter Games, 4. Sustainability 
and Legacy, 5. Games Delivery 

• Phase 1: not mentioned 
• Phase 2: Documents & Guarantees, 

including Future Hosts 
Questionnaire for the Summer or 
Winter Olympic Games 

Evaluation of 
submitted 
bids 

• Phase 1: IOC Working Group 
Report 

• Phase 2: IOC Evaluation 
Commission Report 

• IOC Dashboard reports on 
Stage 1 & 2 

• IOC Evaluation Commission 
Report 

• IOC Working Group Report 
• IOC Evaluation Commission 

Report 

• Phase 1. Feasibility assessments by 
Host Commissions 

• Phase 2. Future Host Commission 
Report 

Documents 
related with 
bidding 
process 

• Olympic Charter 
• Host City Contract 
• 32 Technical Manuals 
• Candidature Acceptance 

Procedure Questionnaire 

• Olympic Charter 
• Olympic Agenda 2020 & New 

Norm 
• Olympic Games Framework 
• Candidature Questionnaire 

• Olympic Charter 
• Olympic Agenda 2020 & New 

Norm 

• Olympic Charter 
• Olympic Agenda 2020 & New Norm 
• Future Host Questionnaire 
• Rules of Conduct for Continuous 

Dialogue with Interested Parties 
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• Candidature Procedure and 
Questionnaire 

• Other documents 

• Host City Contract Principles 
& Operational Requirements 

• Olympic Summer/Winter 
Games Strategic Working Group 
Recommendations 

• Candidature Questionnaire 
• Host City Contract Principles & 

Operational Requirements 
Fee • Phase 1: USD 150,000 

• Phase 2: USD 500,000 
• Stage 1: USD 50,000 
• Stage 2: USD 50,000 
• Stage 3: USD 150,000 

• Not found • Not found 

Election of 
the Host City 

• Completed 7 years before the 
Olympic Games 

• Completed 7 years before the 
Olympic Games 

• Completed 7 years before the 
Olympic Games 

• Flexible timeline for host city 
election 

Key priorities • All sports competition must, 
in principle, take place in the 
host city – the principles of 
unity in space and time “One 
Games – One City” 

• Delivery first; many new 
competition venues built 
specially for hosting the 
Games 

• Legacy and sustainability as 
emerging priorities for the 
Olympic Host City and IOC 

• All sports competition must, 
in principle, take place in the 
host city, some exceptions 
authorised by the IOC 
Executive Board are possible 
for reasons of sustainability, 
and geography 

• Maximise the use of existing 
sports or other infrastructure 

• Emphasis on providing legacy 
and sustainability 

• The Olympic Games 
alignment into long-term 
urban development plans 

• The Games could be hosted by 
more than one city, region, or 
even some competitions could 
be in different country if there 
is an appropriate sporting base 

• More flexibility to maximise the 
use of existing sports or other 
infrastructure 

• An emphasis on providing 
legacy and sustainability 

• The Olympic Games alignment 
into long-term urban 
development plans 

• Flexibility and contextualisation: the 
Games adapt to the city/region, not 
the opposite; ensuring long-lasting 
benefits for local populations and 
alignment with existing long-term 
development plans 

• Sustainability and legacy: the IOC 
encourage to use a maximum of 
existing and temporary facilities, 
even outside the host region or 
country, if the legacy cannot be 
ensured of new venues 

• Partnership and cost efficiency: to 
reduce host costs and limit the use 
of public money, the IOC provides 
expertise to potential future hosts 

Source: compiled from (IOC, 2012b, 2014d, 2015a, 2017a, 2021e)
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Changes in a bidding procedure have been enforced in the amended version for the 

Olympic Charter (the version in force as from 26 June 2019). While analysing the new rules, 

there is more flexibility and less formal obligations for interested cities in terms of hosting 

entities and technical requirements. One of the most significant changes is that a principle of 

unity of space has been limited, thus allowing interested parties to create joint bids between 

cities, regions or even countries and reduce demand for constructing new venues. Before, the 

Olympic Games could have been entrusted only to a city (a principle of “One Games-One 

City”). 

The reformed bidding procedure also reduces the transaction costs of bidding for the 

Olympic Games. The cost reduction includes decreasing the number of presentations, 

publishing the Candidature File in electronic format only, costs incurred in relation to the visit 

of the IOC Evaluation Commission such as travel costs and accommodation for accredited 

delegates for Candidate City briefings, the ANOC General Assembly and the IOC Session at 

which the host city is elected. Moreover, the IOC created a register of consultants/lobbyists 

eligible to work for a bid city. Additionally, an extended transfer of knowledge and expertise 

provided by the IOC could significantly reduce search and information costs. 

To provide an overview of the financial dimension of the reformed bidding process, Table 

4.4. presents bid budgets after OA 2020 implementation. Having analysed two candidate cities 

for OSG 2024/2028, it can be concluded that projected bid budgets are not significantly lower 

than before the OA 2020 implementation. For instance, Paris estimated its total bid budget at 

USD 72.3 million with an equal public and private contribution, while the LA bid budget 

roughly spread between 40 and USD 55 million and is financed entirely from private sources. 

An average bid budget for both cities varies between USD 56.15 and 63.65 million. For OWG 

2026, only Calgary’s bid budget has been found and was estimated at USD 24 million (in USD 

2018). The IOC announced that the average budget of the OWG 2026 candidates was less than 

USD 5 million, compared to approximately USD 35 million in the previous process for the OWG 

2022 – this a reduction of 80% (IOC, 2021b, p. 5). 
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Table 4.4. Bid budgets after OA 2020 implementation 

Games Country Host/Bid Number of 
city’s bids 
2000-2026 

Bid budget (in million USD year of 
bid submission) 

Bid budget 
source of 
financing 

    Stage 
1 

Stage 
2 

Stage 
3 

Total Public Private 

Olympic Summer Games 
Paris 2024 France Host 3 17,1 20,7 34,5 72,3 50% 50% 

LA 
2024/2028 USA 

Bid 2024 
Host 
2028 

1 10-15 10-15 20-25 40-55 0% 100% 

Average 13,55-
16,05 

15,35-
17,85 

27,25-
29,75 

56,15-
63,65 

25% 75% 

Winter Olympic Games 
Milan-
Cortina 
2026 

Italy Host 
2 (Milan 
for 2000) 

N/A 
5 

(average) 
- - 

Stockholm-
Åre 2026 Sweden Bid 

3 
(Stockholm 
for 2022 & 
2004) 

N/A 
5 

(average) 
- - 

Calgary 
2026 Canada Bid (W) 1 24 

USD 22 
million 

(CAD 30 
million) 

(projected) 

- - 

Erzurum 
2026 Turkey Bid (N) 1 N/A N/A - - 

Source: compiled from (City of Calgary, n.d.; IOC, 2021b, p. 5; LA 2024/2028, 2016, p. 55; Paris 2024, 2016a, p. 

75) 

 

As it was presented in chapter 3, the bidding process for OWG 2022 was the last conducted 

in accordance with two-phase system and has ended with two candidacies – from Beijing and 

Almaty. This process had been filled with withdrawals due to either negative referenda results 

or a lack of government support or political will, mainly because the Games cost too much. 

The candidature processes for OSG 2024/2028 and OWG 2026 have sustained this trend, and 

in the first case, even resulted with an unprecedented decision of the Games double-

allocation. 

The candidature process for the 2024 Games officially started with five candidate cities – 

Los Angeles (USA), Paris (FRA), Budapest (HUN), Hamburg (GER) and Rome (ITA), of which only 

two first cities were left in the race. Interestingly, the US bid was initially represented by 

Boston, selected among Los Angeles, San Francisco, and Washington DC for the official US bid. 

Boston’s bid was privately backed and driven by business and local elites. From the beginning, 

the Boston bid struggled with relatively low public support, criticism over a lack of 
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transparency and an active anti-bid, local opposition group “No Boston Olympics” which 

eventually cancelled Boston’s bid (Dempsey & Zimbalist, 2017). Among the reasons for 

Boston’s failure were a lack of learning of bid staff from the previous unsuccessful bids and 

this was amid changing local circumstances and growing local resistance. All these aspects put 

a great pressure on the bid managers who responded improperly against anti-bid movements 

(Kassens-Noor, 2019). In turn, Lauermann & Vogelpohl (2017) see Boston’s, but also 

Hamburg’s cancellation as signals of weakening and fragile urban growth coalitions and their 

effectiveness in shaping urban policy agenda, while protesting social movements gain more 

influence simultaneously. 

The remaining cities withdrew during the candidate city phase. The Italian capital withdrew 

after the City Council decided not to provide further backing. Since being elected the Mayor 

of Rome, Virginia Raggi has strongly opposed a bid, raising arguments mainly about excessive 

costs and that Rome cannot afford to build “cathedrals in the desert” (BBC News, 2016). In 

turn, the population in Hamburg decided against a bid in a public referendum, so the 

candidature was withdrawn from the race. But a decision to hold a referendum was preceded 

by a strong opposition campaign “NOlympia”, indicating that the “money could be better 

spent” to resolve problems important for the population (BBC News, 2015). Finally, Budapest 

pulled out its candidature after the local government decided not to provide further backing. 

But this decision was determined by a strong political and a social anti-bid movement 

“Nolympics 2024” started by the Momentum Movement, which collected over 250 000 

signatures in favour of holding a referendum in the city. Eventually, a referendum was not 

held, nevertheless the bid managers accepted the result of the petition campaign, admitting 

that in this situation there is “no chance” of hosting the 2024 Olympics (BBC, 2017). 

With only Paris and Los Angeles left, the IOC made an unprecedented decision to 

simultaneously award Paris and Los Angeles as host cities for the 2024 and 2028 Olympic 

Games, respectively. The reasons for this decision may be twofold. On the one hand, in light 

of the IOC and Olympic Games reputational decline and rising uncertainty about the future 

number and character of bidding cities, both cities proposed very strong bids that basically 

fulfil OA 2020 & New Norm recommendations and measures. On the other hand, this decision 

secured the future of the Olympic Games and Olympic Movement, promising a successful 

Olympics thanks to national admiration for sport as a part of national identity, creating a 

promise that both cities will deliver impressive sports spectacles. Both cities are already well-
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prepared for the Games with many existing sports venues, other facilities, and transport 

infrastructure. Moreover, France and the United States have stable institutional system, 

developed economies and mature commercial market. The IOC as an owner of the Olympic 

Games has created a beneficial situation by securing the future of its flagship project. 

Only two cities were left in the final of OWG 2026 as well, namely Milan-Cortina d’Ampezzo 

(ITA), Stockholm-Åre (SWE). Apart from these two cities, the following ones expressed an 

interest into staging the Games: Erzurum (TUR), Graz (AUS), Sapporo (JPN), Sion (SUI), Calgary 

(CAN), Milan-Cortina d’Ampezzo (ITA), Stockholm-Åre (SWE). Graz, Sion, and Sapporo 

withdrew during the non-committal dialogue stage: Graz after not gaining provincial 

government support for the bid, Sion as a result of a Canton-wide failed referendum vote 

against releasing funding, whereas Sapporo decided to focus on recovery from the 2011 

earthquake in the region and shift its interest for a possible bid for 2030. In turn, Erzurum’s 

bid was not invited into the candidature phase based on the assessment by the IOC Working 

Group. During the candidature stage, Calgary pulled out after a local referendum in which 

56.4% of Calgary voters rejected the bid and then a ‘no’ vote by the city council, which 

eventually terminated Calgary’s bid (City of Calgary, n.d.). 

It seems that the IOC is on a favourable course to secure the OSG in 2032. At the end of 

February 2021, the IOC invited Brisbane to the targeted dialogue, which means that the 

Australian city is the preferred host for 2032. Having known a widespread admiration for sport 

among the Aussies, the city has many advantages to offer, being a promising host to deliver a 

sustainable and financially viable event. This would be the next reason to announce the 

success of OA 2020 and endure the tradition of the Olympic Games. However, while analysing 

the Brisbane candidature and feasibility study, this single decision made by the IOC may result 

in ending the hopes of interested cities to be selected for this particular edition. The Games 

and legacy concepts presented by Brisbane are of high quality, with public and governmental 

support and guarantees a full alignment with OA 2020. Therefore, other interested cities may 

conclude that their chances to be awarded hosting rights would have substantially decreased 

and that choosing the preferred host is tantamount to being selected as a host. Following the 

IOC decision to nominate Brisbane as the preferred host, the other interested parties such as 

German officials have already signalled a lack of transparency in the 2032 candidature process 

because this decision has practically ended the Rhine-Ruhr proposal to stage the Games and 
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may shift their hosting focus for future editions50 (Pavitt, 2021). As of June 2021, the Rhein-

Ruhr 2032 concept still stands, however it is conceivable to seek for post-2032 editions. 

Paradoxically a new candidature procedure could be perceived as even less democratic than 

previous ones, because despite providing a more flexible approach to timeline, a decision to 

announce one city as the preferred host could deter other potential bidders. It all depends on 

their determination and willingness to possibly stage the Games in the future. 

Regardless of the above pitfalls, the current binding bidding process gives a positive signal 

for the future host cities, because of its more consensus and dialogue approach between the 

parties – the city and IOC. Therefore, it seems that a bargaining position of potential hosts rise 

because they could propose and insist on solutions that best fit the cities and residents. 

4.2.2. Games delivery, sports venues, and budget 

The OA 2020 & New Norm modify the delivery model of the Olympic Games, which has 

been reviewed based on the analysis of previous editions. Therefore, we can assume that it 

considers the events and experiences observed in past editions and OA 2020 & New Norm 

reforms are an attempt to make the Olympic Games delivery more streamlined in terms of 

technical solutions and costs. The recommended new delivery model is named “7-year 

Journey Together” with a toolkit of 100 specific measures listed in the New Norm. These 

measures are summarised in the three following categories of action: Games Governance, 

Games Requirements, and Support to Organisers. The main objective behind the re-evaluation 

of Games delivery was to “enhance the Olympic and Paralympic Games value propositions by 

reducing the cost and complexity of the overall delivery model and better managing the risks 

and responsibilities of key stakeholders to enhance the flexibility, efficiency and sustainability 

of hosting the Games.” (IOC, 2018d, p. 6). The graphic expression of the objective cited above 

is presented in Figure 4.2. 

 
50 There is also another concern over transparency in the process. Mr. John Coates is simultaneously head of the 
Australian Olympic Committee (AOC), the IOC vice-president and he previously chaired a working group in 2019 

that examine future Games elections for 2032 onwards (Pavitt, 2021). This situation resembles a typical example 
of conflict-of-interest situation. Even though the IOC President Thomas Bach insisted that John Coates had no 

contribution to recommend Brisbane to enter targeted dialogue, in this case it is quite difficult to ensure full 
transparency. 
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Figure 4.2. Major programme objectives to Games delivery 

Source: IOC (2018d, p. 6) 

 

The objectives presented in Figure 4.2 could be treated as keywords to understand 

institutional change in the Olympic Games, also taking into consideration the past delivery 

experiences. These experiences revealed the scale of costs incurred by host cities, the 

complexity of the process in terms of operational requirements, the unclear distribution of 

tasks and responsibilities, risk concerning lack of legacy opportunities, lack of the Games 

alignment with long-term city development plans and finally several environmental concerns 

and negative impacts on natural ecosystems and protected areas due to construction works 

on Olympic sites. Therefore OA 2020 & New Norm address these issues and propose solutions 

to mitigate or eliminate these problems and increase the value of hosting the Olympic Games 

through increasing flexibility in adapting the Games into long-term development plans, never 

the opposite, receiving assistance and expertise from the IOC, maximising sustainability and 

legacy solutions and create partnerships supporting the process and organisers. All these 

aspects are aimed at delivering affordable, beneficial, and sustainable Games. 

The new Games delivery model introduces an event-based approach to organisation with 

using a timeline named 3+4 Games Planning Framework. The delivery schedule will be more 

flexible for planning, recruitment, delivery, and construction to begin preparations “just-in-

time”. This model is aimed at avoiding risk and making further savings. Within this framework, 

organisers are encouraged to allocate approximately three years to think and design strategic 

elements of the Olympic Games (e.g., scoping, securing resources, public engagement, and 

communication), followed by four years dedicated to detailed operational planning, 

readiness, and delivery. In the 3+4 Games Planning Framework, the split of work between the 
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OCOG, host country authorities, relevant stakeholders and the IOC with the proposed timeline 

is characterised in Table 4.5. 

Table 4.5. The “3+4” Games Planning Framework with main tasks and responsibilities 

Phase of planning 3 years: Think and Design 4 years: Plan, Train and Act 
Timeline From Y-7 to approximately Y-5 From Y-4 to Y 
Tasks and 
responsibilities 

• Vision and governance model for the 

Games, 

• Roles and responsibilities of the various 

entities involved in the Games delivery, 

• Identification and confirmation of 

assets (e.g., available resources, 

expertise), 

• Engagement with communities, 

• Development of key strategies (e.g., 

legacy, sustainability), 

• Games promotion, 

• Brand strengthening, 

• Building of the commercial programme 

• Operational planning (Y-4 to Y-3), 

• Operational readiness and 
delivery (Y-2 to Y), including 

equipment of venues, 
recruitment, and training of 

Games-time workforce, testing 
and readiness activities, etc. 

Source: based on (IOC, 2018d) 

 

The reformed framework and timeline for Games delivery might be received as a positive 

change and a good response for recurrent cost overruns. Shortening the delivery phase may 

lower the risk concerned with venue construction and other Olympic-related projects, other 

things being equal (see also Flyvbjerg et al., 2021, pp. 250–251). 

Several changes have been introduced concerning Games requirements and budgets. The 

IOC has reckoned that Games delivery has met or even surpassed service levels and 

expectations and have become much more complex and sophisticated. Based on reviewing 

the OCOGs budgets 2002-2020, Games requirements are reduced and made more flexible to 

rationalise costs, with the highest potential savings found in focus areas such as Competition 

and Training Venues, Technology and Energy, Games Services. In accordance with 

Recommendation 1 of OA 2020, the IOC calls for “the maximum use of existing facilities and 

temporary/demountable venues as well as competitions or venues outside the host country 

for reasons of sustainability” (IOC, 2018d, p. 25). Cost-effectiveness is a key aspect, for 

example venues shared between multiple sports and federations, modular constructions, 

preliminaries outside the host city if the other appropriate facilities exist. New permanent 

venues shall be constructed only if post-Games legacy is ensured.  An important rule of no 

minimum requirements for venue capacities has been introduced. It means that host cities 
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can adjust venue capacities to local context according to particular criteria, only to name a 

few such as the popularity of the sport in host city/region/country, capacity of local organisers 

to ensure full stadiums at Games time, ability to sell tickets and avoid empty seats or transport 

capacity. In this vein, there is also a change in the approach how bid cities are evaluated. A 

greater emphasis is put on assessing key opportunities and risks of each bid cities with a strong 

focus on sustainability and legacy (IOC, 2014a, p. 10). Revised requirements also concern 

Olympic Village, Transportation, or other Games Services. The Olympic Village is a strategic 

facility, mainly provided as a new building complex. The New Norm assumes a re-examination 

of village models, for instance, by scaling down its size and services or changing its layout. In 

terms of Transportation, the IOC proposes to combine and optimise existing public 

transportation system and new mobility solutions, with the use of OCOG-dedicated resources. 

Apart from a transportation plan, the New Norm measures introduce greater flexibility in 

accommodation options, medical services or even food and beverage. 

Moreover, to prevent from further uncontrolled growth of the Olympic Games, the IOC 

limits the number of athletes, officials, and events for the OSG to approximately: 10,500 

athletes, 5,000 accredited coaches and athlete support personnel, and 310 events; while for 

the OWG approximately to: 2,900 athletes, 2,000 accredited coaches and athlete support 

personnel, and 100 events51. 

Budget, especially its expenditure category, is a fundamental aspect in the Olympic Games, 

which embraces the above changes and reforms in Games delivery and requirements. A 

positive financial impact is to be achieved through better integration of Olympic stakeholders 

in the governance and delivery, Games planning adapted to local context, right sizing of 

resources (staff, equipment, spaces, etc.), right quality of services, use of third parties’ 

capabilities to deliver the Games, shared solutions with previous and next organisers, shorter 

delivery timelines. The New Norm assumes a clear division of budgets into operational budget 

and budgets for sports infrastructure development (e.g., venues) and general infrastructure 

(e.g., roads, railways, public transport networks, etc.). The three following areas are to 

constitute a better budget management: 

 
51 These newly established limits are expressed through Recommendation 9: Set a framework for the Olympic 
programme. 
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(1) Operating costs for Organising Committees – OCOGs in a better position to balance the 

operational budget and where possible, without public subsidies. 

(2) Capital investment by public authorities – reduced by introducing more flexible 

requirements and allowing the use of existing venues. 

(3) Games-related expenses for all stakeholders – includes wider costs expenses incurred 

by public authorities (i.e., non-OCOG budget) that could be reduced through measures 

proposed by New Norm. 

The IOC evaluates that the adoption of all measures is expected to a maximum savings of 

up to USD 1 billion in the organisation of the SOG and around USD 500 million in the 

organisation of the WOG (calculations based on previous OCOG budgets) (IOC, 2018f). Savings 

are marked as “maximum” because their implementation will depend on the local context for 

each city. Hence, it means that host cities can plan their Olympic-related expenses if they are 

willing to use the Olympic Games as a wide-ranging tool for local or regional urban or 

socioeconomic development. We must remember that cost savings are projected as potential 

to be achieved and that wider capital costs are often much higher than the OCOG budget. It 

seems that rather than new budget categories, cities and public opinion expected higher 

financial contribution from the IOC. Moreover, there is question of cost contingency which is 

relatively low comparing to the budget and costs – usually a few percent of the total OCOG 

budget is reserved for unexpected costs (cf. Flyvbjerg et al. 2021). 

For instance, Tokyo 2020 is praised to make savings of approximately USD 4.58 billion 

achieved over the preparation period through joint efforts by the IOC and Tokyo 2020. This 

amount includes: USD 2.2 billion saved during the review of the Venue Master Plan, USD 2.1 

billion saved from the operational budget thanks to New Norm measures (IOC, 2018g). 

However, in light of growing problems and uncertainties around Tokyo 2020(1), additional 

expenditures and loss of revenues due to several restrictions could overshadow these savings 

made. 

A rule included in the Host Contract, where the IOC reveals its financial contribution to the 

SOG and WOG organisation is undoubtedly a good point, bearing in mind a question of 

transparency. The Olympic budgets cause many controversies and ambiguities among the 

public due to the unclear allocation of costs whether they are Games-related or not and what 

the financial source for covering these costs is. To some extent, revised budget categories 

could mitigate this problem; however, cost allocation will continuously depend on public 
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authorities’ decisions that are made within a binding institutional architecture. Table 4.6. 

presents the financial analysis of the Olympic Games 2020-2028, providing an insight into 

main budget categories and its breakdown according to funding sources. Financial data 

confirms that the public sector is a dominant contributor to the non-OCOG capital investment 

budget.
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Table 4.6. Financial analysis of the Olympic Games 2020-2032 (in billion USD in a year of bid submission) 
Games Country Host/Bid Details on projected expenditures   

   OCOG Non-OCOG 
budget 

Total (OCOG + non-OCOG)   

    Public Private  % Public of non-OCOG 
budget 

% Private of non-OCOG 
budget 

Summer         
Tokyo 2020 Japan Host 3.424 3.583 1.380 8.342 72% 28% 
Madrid 2020 Spain Bid 3.096 2.132 0 5.228 100% 0% 
Istanbul 2020 Turkey Bid 2.902 17.602 1.797 22.301 91% 9% 
Baku 2020 Azerbaijan Bid 792 3.382 0 4.174 100% 0% 
Doha 2020 Qatar Bid 2.125 11.164 0 13.289 100% 0% 
         
Paris 2024 France Host 4.083      
Los Angeles USA 2024 (B) 5.325 (2017 

– Stage 3) 
n/a n/a n/a - - 

2028 (H) 6.880 (USD 2028) n/a n/a 
Brisbane 2032 Australia Bid 3.77252 0% 100% 
Winter         
Beijing 2022 China Host 1.558 534 977 3.069 35% 65% 
Almaty 2022 Kazakhstan Bid 1.859 929 708 3.496 57% 43% 
         
Milan-Cortina 
2026 

Italy Host 
1.566 232 162 1.960 59% 41% 

Stockholm-Åre 
2026 

Sweden Bid 
1.517 n/a n/a 1.517 - - 

Source: own work based on (AOC, 2021; Baku 2020, 2012; Doha 2020, 2012; Istanbul 2020, 2013; Madrid 2020, 2013; Stockholm-Åre, 2019; Tokyo 2020, 2013; Paris 2024, 

2017; LA 2024/2028, 2016; LA 2028, 2019)

 
52 Games organisational budget in USD 2021 (in USD 2032 USD 4.5 billion). 
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In turn, Table 4.7. shows a breakdown of competition venues in terms of their status and 

financial model applied in the Olympic Village, one of strategic facilities for staging the 

Olympics. Details are derived from candidature files and IOC Evaluation Commission reports. 

Indeed, future Olympic hosts as Paris 2024, Milan-Cortina 2026 and LA 2028 are distinguished 

against the background of the remaining candidate cities with the highest number of existing 

venues. 

In turn, the Olympic Village is a type of project that is usually delivered from scratch, 

because of its legacy potential to provide new residential units and urban, innovative public 

spaces. The financing model for Olympic Village construction is predominantly based on 

public-private partnership (PPP) or private-led initiative. This type of private model is 

commonly applied by host cities because once the Olympic Games are concluded, the Olympic 

Village is usually converted into a new residential and commercial area with private 

apartments; some host cities also plan to reserve a number of flats to supply affordable 

housing for residents, but most apartments are dedicated to be sold on the commercial 

market.
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Table 4.7. Competition venues and Olympic Villages 

Games Country 
Host/ 

Bid 
Competition Venues 

Main Olympic Village 
status/financing & delivery 

model 

   
New (planned and 

additional) (N) 

Existing (incl. 
permanent works 

required) (E) 
Temporary (T) Total 

Existing vs. 
New & 

Temporary 
 

Summer         

Tokyo 2020 Japan Host 11 15 10 36 42% / 58% 
New/Private (underwritten by the 

TMG) 

Madrid 2020 Spain Bid 4 28 3 35 80% / 20% New/PPP 

Istanbul 2020 Turkey Bid 21 11 6 38 29% / 71% New/Public with minority private 

Baku 2020 Azerbaijan Bid 8 12 12 32 62% / 38% New/Public 

Doha 2020 Qatar Bid 20 14 3 37 38% / 62% New/PPP 

Paris 2024 France Host 2 28 8 38 95% / 5% New/PPP 

Los Angeles53 

2024/2028 
USA Host 1 18 12 31 97% / 3% Existing (UCLA campus) 

Brisbane 2032 Australia Bid 6 26 5 37 70% / 30% New/PPP 

Winter         
Beijing 2022 China Host 6 6 0 12 50% / 50% Private 

Almaty 2022 Kazakhstan Bid 5 8 0 13 62% / 38% PPP 

Milan-Cortina 

2026 

Italy Host 
1 10 3 14 93% / 7% Private 

Stockholm-Åre 

2026 

Sweden Bid 
3 8 1 12 75% / 25% Private 

Erzurum 2026 
Turkey Bid 

(N) 
2 8 10 80% / 20% Existing 

Source: own work based on (IOC, 2013a; 2015e; 2018e; 2019b; 2021d, Paris 2024, 2017) 

 
53 Excluding stadia for football preliminaries. 
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4.2.3. Games governance and partnerships 

A new approach to Olympic Games delivery, namely “3+4 Games Planning Framework” 

could be successfully implemented with a well-established governance understood as a 

network of actors and stakeholders that are involved in each stage of the Olympic lifecycle 

with a clear division of tasks and responsibilities. OA 2020 and New Norm reforms in terms of 

Games governance could promise a “new opening” for more streamlined and egalitarian 

workflow between key stakeholders, with respect to local context. 

A new model of Games governance assumes a stronger collaboration between the various 

parties involved in the Games delivery – the IOC, public and private stakeholders, NGOs, local 

community, etc. The IOC itself emerges as a more supportive agent whose role is to better 

guide, assist, and steer the activities of the organisers, where the interactions between the 

OCOG and Olympic stakeholders must be efficient and driven by issue resolution, concrete 

results and be solution oriented. The new governance model strengthens the key role of IOC 

Coordination Commission to oversee Games preparation with a focus on key stakeholders, 

including Rights-Holding Broadcasters (RHBs) and TOPs Sponsors on an ad hoc basis. Special 

working groups dedicated to Olympic Movement (OM) stakeholders (e.g., Athletes, NOCs, 

Sport, Olympic Family) will be further reinforced, enabling OM partners to discuss issues in 

detail with OCOGs to improve the overall Olympic experience. 

New Norm introduces a new entity in Games delivery model – Joint Steering Forum (JSF), 

which will complement the role of the IOC Coordination Commission. The JSF is represented 

by the IOC, OCOG, and public authorities (Host Country Authorities) and co-led by the IOC 

Coordination Commission Chair and the OCOG President. The further composition of JSF is 

determined with each OCOG to reflect the local context and governance framework and its 

mission should focus on ensuring the successful planning, organising, financing, staging, and 

legacy planning of the Olympic Games in a cost-efficient manner and in supporting efficient 

solutions of major issues pertaining to the Olympic Games. For the first time the JSF has been 

implemented for the Tokyo 2020. Its composition is based on representatives of the IOC, 

Tokyo 2020, the Tokyo Metropolitan Government, and the Japanese Government. According 

to the IOC, the JSF’s work in Tokyo 2020 produced very tangible outcomes in an amount of 

USD 2.2 billion in savings (IOC, 2018f). In the future, the JSF will allow better integration of the 

various entities and authorities involved in the delivery of the Olympic Games and facilitate 
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efficient discussion and resolution of major subjects. The JSF’s implementation into the 

contractual framework for hosting the Olympic and Paralympic Games may reinforce the 

decision-making position of the Host City/Country and more streamlined collaboration 

between key entities. 

Commercial and other business stakeholders are strategic from the perspective of revenue 

sources. The IOC assumes a better “business integration” and their more proactive role in the 

Games delivery. It means not just a financial support but also expertise, resources, and in-kind 

support. The New Norm implements measures to better involve TOP commercial partners in 

Games delivery, who can provide OCOGs with more in-kind services. 

Concrete and specified measures related with providing an assistance to potential host 

cities are included in the section entitled Support to Organisers, which is divided into IOC 

Support to Organisers (mainly 3+4 Games Planning Framework), IF and NOC Support to 

Organisers (Sport Delivery Plan), and Turnkey Solutions. The transfer of several activities from 

OCOGs to Olympic Movement stakeholders, in particular IFs, NOCs and TOP Partners, as well 

as supply of readymade solutions, in order to support local organisers by simplifying the scope 

and complexity of work and activities in Games delivery. To ensure more assistance for 

OCOGs, the IOC, its Controlled Entities and Partners, a transfer of knowledge and technology 

in broadcasting will be delivered through an Olympic Broadcasting Services (OBS). In the sport 

dimension, IFs will be responsible for handing over essential elements of delivery instead of 

OCOGs which will be documented and detailed in the Sport Delivery Plan (SDP). The SDP is a 

novel framework introduced through OA 2020 and New Norm that informs the OCOGs, IFs, 

IOC and OBS and explains where fixed responsibilities, deliverables and/or timelines could be 

transferred from an OCOG to an IF based on the wide range of areas54. 

A few words should be dedicated to describing a kind of innovation in Games delivery – 

Turnkey Solutions55. They are assigned to deliver a Games-related product or service more 

 
54 These include the following: Sport-specific elements and their complexity; Experience and expertise of host 
city/country and the OCOG administration; Experience and resources of the IF in question; Venue design (new, 
permanent, temporary, complexity of design, size, etc.); Complexity of venue operations; Construction or 
upgrading/renovation/adaptation; Cost reductions; Legacy plans; Sustainability/environmental risks. 
In turn, specific responsibilities which were considered appropriate for transfer to IFs included: Human Resource 
policy (IF supporting OCOG in job descriptions in the sport field); Design of venues; Policies and procedures for 
their sport in the context of the Games; Standard Venue Operational Plans. 
55 They cover areas in Games delivery such as, among others, venues planning, design, cost management, 
operations, Games services, technological solutions, or hospitality. 
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easily and cost-efficient. It would be achieved by giving solutions in an entire planning 

procedure for the procurement processes of services and commodities and an end-to-end 

service design. Through turnkey solutions’ implementation into a variety of organisational 

aspects of the Olympic Games, the IOC asserts that it would reduce complexity and delivery 

risk, and feasibly costs and give future OCOGs greater flexibility and increase efficiency. 

For instance, the Paris 2024 Candidature File proposed a governance structure based on 

networks of stakeholders’ model. It comprises so-called “purpose-driven entities” such as 

OCOG – a private non-profit company; Olympic and Paralympic Delivery Authority (SOLIDEO) 

– a public entity responsible for delivering the venues and other infrastructure projects, 

funding and underwriting capital investments and planning legacy of infrastructure 

investments; and finally Legacy Paris 2024 – a dedicated legacy structure to cooperate with 

stakeholders and responsible for realisation of all legacies and impacts. There are also many 

other key partners as the Paris 2024 Olympic & Paralympic Council integrating the above three 

entities, but also IOC Members in France and the leaders of CNOSF, CPSF, the City of Paris, the 

Paris Region, and the French Government (Paris 2024, 2016b, p. 9). In turn, Los Angeles 

2024/2028 proposed a private-led governance model with OCOG holding a major 

responsibility and central entity for decision-making. The OCOG would include representatives 

from the USOC, the City of Los Angeles, IOC Members in the country and Olympians and 

Paralympians. The Impact Department created within OCOG structures and the LA 2028 

Legacy Foundation would oversee legacy projects after the Games (IOC, 2017g). 

Apart from the listed measures and solutions for Games governance provided in the New 

Norm, I would like to focus on the OA 2020’s Recommendation 20: Enter into strategic 

partnerships, which assumes to “open up to cooperation and network with competent and 

internationally recognised organisations and NGOs to increase the impact of its programmes” 

(IOC, 2014a, p. 18). This Recommendation promises to be a significant contribution to improve 

the implementation of various programmes, practical solutions, and monitoring in the fields 

as legacy, sustainability or social development via sport, but also to prevent any forms of 

organisational and financial inefficiencies, especially for mitigating corruption, misconduct, 

fraudulent practices. 

This Recommendation 20 has been realised by the IOC through entering many relevant 

partnerships such as signing a Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) with the United Nations 

(UN), recognising the role of sport as an “important enabler” of sustainable development and 
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included in the UN’s 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development. Together with the UN 

Environment and UN Climate Change, the IOC developed and implemented the UN Sports for 

Climate Action launched at the COP 24 in 2018 – a framework providing a path for the global 

sports community to help combat climate change. The IOC also signed a collaborative 

agreement with the International Union for Conservation of Nature (IUCN) in 2017 for a period 

of three years. This is a very important partnership because it offers advice for organisers on 

how to reduce the impact on biodiversity throughout all stages of event planning.  Moreover, 

the IOC extended its cooperation with the World Health Organization (WHO) by signing an 

agreement amidst the pandemic to promote healthy lifestyles, including physical activity and 

sport as a tool for health. Moreover, the WHO advised the IOC on health protocols and 

preparing guidelines on mass gatherings during the pandemic, including sports events. The 

IOC also signed Memoranda of Understanding with INTERPOL, the United Nations Office on 

Drugs and Crime (UNODC) and for the first time ever with the OECD to promote cooperation 

on sports credibility. Many important partnerships have been developed and strengthened to 

support refugees through sport, to promote gender equality and making sport a tool for girls’ 

and women’s empowerment as well as develop sport and social business via a collaboration 

with Yunus Sport Hub (IOC, 2021b, pp. 53–57). 

In the following sections, I would like to focus on the initiative that was launched in 2017, 

namely the International Partnership Against Corruption in Sport (IPACS)56, which address the 

problem of corruption, integrity, and governance in sports events. The complex and specific 

nature of Olympic Games such as fixed deadlines, the necessity of meeting numerous 

technical and operational requirements or managing significant resources, also from the 

public sector, may create favourable conditions for arising negative phenomena and illegal 

rent-seeking behaviour. Acting under time pressure while developing Olympic projects may 

compel organisations and governments to evade established procurement procedures, 

underpinning infrastructure delivery and undermine sound risk management practices (OECD-

 
56 I would like to notice that in the time preceding the foundation of IPACS, several high-profile international 
organisations combating corruption had already addressed the risk of corruption in major public events 
(including OG) and the necessity to manage this kind of risk. For instance, the UN Office on Drugs and Crime 
(UNODC) in September 2013 published a document “A Strategy for Safeguarding against Corruption in Major 
Public Events” (UNODC, 2013). In 2016, Transparency International released “Global Corruption Report: Sport” 
with contributions written by several authors on corruption and other unethical practices and disintegrations in 
the sports industry and governance. 
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IPACS, 2019). The Olympic event is a source of many economic and political rents, and 

procurement and tendering processes of sports-related infrastructure (however, it could be 

extended to non-sports-related infrastructure, e.g., transport, accommodation, etc.) are one 

of the most considerable sources of these rents. The growing scale, size, and complexity of 

sporting mega-event as the Olympic Games have accelerated the exposure to financial and 

reputational risks. Bearing in mind an institutional context, in some cases risk management 

strategies are incapable of being effective due to extractive types of political and economic 

institutions in the host country. 

Taking into account the above considerations, the role of IPACS as a multi-stakeholder 

platform is “to bring together international sports organisations, governments, inter-

governmental organisations, and other relevant stakeholders to strengthen and support 

efforts to eliminate corruption and promote a culture of good governance in and around 

sport.” (IPACS, n.d.-a). The central body of IPACS is the Steering Committee with the agenda 

and organisational modalities prepared and supported by a core group of stakeholders 

composed of the Council of Europe, the IOC, the OECD, the United Kingdom and UNODC 

(IPACS, n.d.-a). The IPACS Steering Committee established four task forces to address four 

specific areas of corruption in sport: 

• Task Force 1: reducing the risk of corruption in procurement relating to sporting 

events and infrastructure 

• Task Force 2: ensuring integrity in the selection of major sporting events, with an 

initial focus on managing conflicts of interests 

• Task Force 3: optimising the processes of compliance with good governance 

principles to mitigate the risk of corruption 

• Task Force 4: enhancing effective cooperation between law enforcement, criminal 

justice authorities and sport organisations. 

Analysing the IPACS potential contribution to the revised Games governance model, I 

would like to focus on Task Force 1 & 2 as they are related with major sports events like the 

Olympic Games. Within the Task Force 1, IPACS prepared a report reviewing frameworks and 

practices related to ten major sporting events held from 2008 to 2018 and analysing 76 

procurements being a first step toward developing guidelines and practical tools for detecting 

and mitigating corruption and collusion risks (IPACS, 2018). 
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The importance of this initiative, its recommendations and guidelines developed should be 

clearly signalled, especially in light of previous experiences and irregularities in the Games 

delivery actions. The IOC seems to notice the problems in procurement processes and that 

they could be sources of fraudulent practices, because in May 2020 it released an own study 

with good practices and guidelines for the Olympic Movement on procurement of major 

international sport-events-related infrastructure and services (IOC, 2020d). On the one hand, 

the importance of this document should be further reinforced in the Olympic lifecycle, where 

potential host cities would be obliged to develop risk management strategies that lower the 

degree of inefficiencies, corruption, frauds, and serious misconduct in procurement and 

tendering processes. Moreover, these rules can improve cost management in the Olympic 

Games with better spending schemes, increased transparency, and proper arrangement of 

entities and interests in procurement and tendering cycle. On the other hand, the IOC 

acknowledges that “in a fraudulent or corrupted environment, sport-event, related 

organisations with a short lifespan will unfortunately always face challenges related to the 

temporary nature of their activity; one can always influence behaviour, but it is very difficult 

to change old practices in a short timeframe.” (IOC, 2020d, p. 28). These organisations with a 

short lifespan could be the OCOG or delivery authority. The above remark could be interpreted 

that if a host country has inefficient, extractive types of institutions that are deeply embedded 

in their institutional architecture, it would be exceedingly difficult to introduce reasonable and 

good solutions. 

In turn, the Task Force 2 addresses the problem of conflict of interest in bidding processes 

and failures in ensuring integrity in the selection of host city in major sporting events (IPACS, 

2019). To provide guidelines to protect the integrity and credibility in bidding process, 

awarding the hosting rights and organisational processes for mega-sport events, and 

identifying policy options for International Sport Organisations (ISOs), IPACS developed a 

stocktaking report on managing conflicts of interest relating to the voting for the selection of 

hosts for major sports events (IPACS, n.d.-b). While the proposed recommendations primarily 

focus on ISOs’ procedures and practices for managing conflicts of interest related to the voting 

procedure for the selection of host cities, the role of governments is essential to ensure 

effective rules and legal and institutional mechanisms for mitigating the risks of conflicts of 

interest in selection process for mega-sport events. IPACS report puts more emphasis on the 

internal rules of the game within ISOs and how they organise the selection process, but 
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simultaneously indicates that governments should also have effective rules and mechanisms 

in place. A positive is that the IOC has already developed its own rules concerning conflicts of 

interests affecting the behaviour of Olympic parties in the IOC Code of Ethics which is a part 

of contractual framework for hosting the Olympic and Paralympic Games and Host Contract 

that the Host City is obliged to respect. 

4.2.4. Contractual aspects, taxes and, guarantees 

The Host City Contract (HCC), currently known as Olympic Host Contract (OHC) (Host 

Contract)57 is a fundamental document for staging the Olympic Games and is a legally binding 

agreement for key stakeholders, which is signed immediately upon the host city election by 

the IOC, the elected host city and the NOC. Following OA 2020 Recommendation 1, point 9, 

“the IOC would accept other signatories to the Host Contract than the host city and the NOC, 

which are in line with the local context”. Shortly after its establishment, the OCOG shall adhere 

to and become a party to this agreement. The OHC describes the relationships between the 

Olympic Host(s), the Host NOC, the OCOG and the IOC and their respective responsibilities 

regarding the planning, organising, financing, and staging the Olympic Games, as well as the 

contribution of the IOC to the success of the Olympic Games. In case of conflict between 

provisions of the HCC and the Olympic Charter, the HCC shall take precedence. 

Upon the OA 2020 implementation, several changes to this agreement were introduced, 

mainly regarding its content, transparency, formal structure, and operational requirements. 

In the revised version, the core elements of the OHC are the Olympic Host Contract – 

Principles and the Olympic Host Contract – Operational Requirements with the following 

characteristics (IOC, 2015c, 2017c, 2018b, 2018b; 2018c): 

• The OHC – Principles sets out the general contractual relationship between the 

Olympic Host(s), the Host NOC, the OCOG, the IOC and, if appropriate, other 

signatories, and includes the legal commercial, organisational, reporting, and 

financial obligations of each signatory of the OHC. This document also defines the 

Games Delivery Plan (“GDP”) and Candidature Commitments which are also 

formally binding on the agreement’s parties.  

 
57 In this dissertation also known as Host Contract. 
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• The OHC – Operational Requirements defines the specific obligations of the OCOG 

in each of the delivery areas necessary for the successful planning, organisation, 

financing, and staging of the Games. It contains 40 areas (+ annexes) that specify a 

set of core elements to be delivered by the OCOG, which provide appropriate 

conditions for the athletes and other participants. This document is also used by 

potential host cities to match their Games concepts to their own sporting, 

economic, social, and environmental long-term planning needs. 

Since the Olympic Charter’s coming into effect on 26 June 201958, the OHC has been 

regulated in separate Rule 36. Two important notes have been added. Firstly, only the IOC 

Executive Board can decide whether other entities can be signatories of the OHC. The second 

refers to the financial responsibilities, stating that “the IOC shall have no financial 

responsibility in respect of the organisation, financing, and staging of the Olympic Games 

other than the contribution determined in the Olympic Host Contract, unless otherwise 

agreed in writing” (IOC, 2019a, p. 73). Since the OHC 2024, the IOC is obliged to reveal its 

financial contribution to the Olympic Games. 

From a formal point of view and implemented reforms by IOC, the OHC basically reflects 

changes generated by the New Norm, providing greater flexibility and enhanced assistance 

and support from the IOC and key stakeholders. There is also a greater transparency for public 

opinion, because since the OHCs for 2024 and 2026 have been made public and are provided 

at the outset of a given bid process. This is particularly important for potential candidate cities 

to have a clear view on the IOC requirements, tasks, responsibilities, and obligations. 

A significant change refers to the human rights issues. Since the OHC 2024, a point is 

included where the Host City, the Host NOC and the OCOG shall prohibit from any form of 

discrimination, protect, and respect human rights and ensure that any violation of human 

rights is remedied in a manner consistent with international agreements, law, regulations and 

all internationally recognised human rights standards and principles, both applicable in the 

Host Country. 

Moreover, the OHC signatories are required to “avoid involving into any fraud or corruption 

in a manner consistent with any international agreements, laws and regulations applicable in 

 
58 The current Olympic Charter in force is from 17 July 2020 and the Rule 36 remained unchanged. The Olympic 
Charter is usually updated annually. 
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the Host Country, and respect all internationally recognised standards and ensuring effective 

reporting and compliance” (IOC, 2017c, p. 16). 

Finally, the revision of Host Contract has made this key document less complicated due to 

distilling the content from 32 Technical Manuals (7000 pages) to Operational Requirements 

(approximately 250 pages). 

The revised contractual framework basically maintains a status quo in tax rules for groups 

involved in staging the Olympic Games, also ensuring a minimal tax impact. The competent 

Host Country Authorities are obliged to implement the tax legislation that guarantees the 

achievement of the established financial goals. Accordingly, the OCOG shall not be subjected 

to or impacted by any direct or indirect taxes due in the Host Country in connection with any 

payment or other contribution made to the OCOG by the IOC or IOC Controlled Entities in 

accordance with the Host Contract. To match the tax legislation, the OCOG are usually 

established as a non-profit, private entity. Any payments, contributions and revenues made 

by the IOC, IOC Controlled Entities and/or the Official Timekeeper that are Games-related shall 

not be subjected to nor impacted by any direct or indirect taxes due in the Host Country in 

connection with any payment to be made by them to the OCOG. The appropriate legislation 

should be ensured to avoid double taxation for individuals and legal entities that are 

temporarily present in the Host Country for the purpose of Games-related activities (e.g., 

athletes, employees, members, staff, judges, referees, etc.). Additionally, the IOC, IOC 

Controlled Entities, NOCs, IFs, IOC Marketing Partners and Rights-Holding Broadcasters shall 

also enjoy the favourable tax environment as the OCOG Marketing Partners and other 

domestic operators with respect to indirect taxes (e.g., consumption tax, value added tax), to 

the extent that such tax treatment would be applicable. All these tax regulations shall be 

effective not later than four years before the scheduled beginning of the Olympic Games and 

shall remain in effect until at least one year following the end of the Olympic Games. 

Guarantees requested by the IOC and provided by interested cities are a key part of the 

bidding procedure. Following OA 2020 implementation, there is a difference of guarantees 

submissions in a stage of candidature process, but in general guarantees are similar in their 

core content and number. Since the WOG 2026 and ongoing bidding procedures guarantees 

are only required during Stage Two – Candidature phase. Potential host cities are still required 

to submit a guarantee to cover any potential economic shortfall of the OCOG, usually 

underwritten by the host national government or other representatives of competent public 
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authority. In this case, a host country still plays a role of a lender of last resort, thus indirectly 

putting taxpayers into the sponsor role of the Games. 

4.2.5. Legacy and sustainability 

Legacy and sustainability have become “Olympic leitmotifs” and since OA 2020 & New 

Norm they are of greatest prominence in Games planning. According to the IOC the aspects 

of legacy and sustainability are “interrelated and complementary, but distinct. While legacy 

refers to the long-term benefits, or outcomes, of putting the Olympic Movement vision into 

practice, sustainability refers to the strategies and processes applied in decision-making to 

maximise positive impacts and minimise negative impacts in the social, economic, and 

environmental spheres” (IOCd, 2017, p. 17). 

The importance of legacy appears in Recommendations 1, 2 and 4 of OA 2020. Introduced 

at the end of 2017, the new Legacy Strategic Approach covers the various legacy aspects, with 

the IOC role to encourage, support, monitor and promote legacy in partnership with its 

stakeholders and is a core document for the legacy planning in host cities. It is based on 

previous host cities’ experiences as well as consultations with a selected group of NOCs, IFs, 

OCOGs, the IOC administration, academic organisations and experts representing a variety of 

opinions and viewpoints. The IOC established the following definition: “Olympic legacy is the 

result of a vision. It encompasses all the tangible and intangible long-term benefits initiated or 

accelerated by the hosting of the Olympic Games/sport events for people, cities/territories and 

the Olympic Movement.” (IOC, 2017e, p. 2). The complexity of the Olympic project has caused 

that several expected long-term legacies which are identified in Figure 4.3. As it is presented, 

these legacies are multidimensional and including themes as economy, human capital, 

environment, urban, sport and social development, culture, and innovations. 
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Figure 4.3. Expected long-term benefits from the Olympic Games 

Source: (IOC, 2017e, p. 17) 

 

The New Norm lists eight specific measures related to legacy issues, outlining an 

importance of legacy throughout the whole Olympic lifecycle (IOC, 2018d, pp. 17–18). The 

new approach also relies on arranging new methodology in measuring legacy. The aim of 

tracking and analysing legacy in host cities is “to explain legacy from the point of view of 

causality and change, explaining how legacy is created and what the specific role played by 

the hosting of the Olympic Games is” (IOC, 2017e, p. 29). Legacy planning should be 

synchronised with the host city’s long-term urban development goals. Therefore, each 

candidate city is asked to demonstrate that there is an alignment of the Games concept with 

long-term development plans of the basis of: strategy, urban/spatial planning, environmental 

and sustainable development, mobility, social and economic parameters and financing. Cities 

are strongly encouraged to integrate legacy vision and objectives into the whole Olympic 

lifecycle and to ensure that legacy entity and other relevant bodies of the host city/country 

are to be operationally engaged into the main decision-making from the onset of Olympic 

lifecycle. The IOC puts a great emphasis on regular monitoring of legacy elements and, if 

necessary, propose corrective measures. The legacy outcomes will be measured based on a 
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set of key performance indicators (KPIs) tailored to each Games edition, so it leaves a lot of 

space to consider a local context. The IOC assures that any unexpected (i.e., unplanned) 

legacies and long-term negative results from the Olympic Games will be also identified and 

measured. Moreover, the Host City is asked to provide a broad reporting on progress towards 

delivering the legacy plan. Apart from that the Games delivery, legacy strategy and its 

implementation are among top priorities, one that must be independent from any political 

changes and operational pressures. The funding for legacy should be ensured through early 

definition of the roles and responsibilities of local authorities involved on the long-term 

financing of the overall legacy programme. Finally, OCOGs are entitled to dedicate any 

financial surplus from the Games to legacy projects and activities proposed in the Candidature 

Process. Table 4.8 presents how cities aligned their impact and legacy concept with long-term 

city development plans under OA 2020 & New Norm’s guidance.
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Table 4.8. Selected legacy and sustainability aspects and their alignment with long-term city development plans 

City Selected legacy and sustainability themes, goals and vision for the Games Strategic documents consistent with Games 
concept 

Tokyo 
2020(1) 

• Unite and recover the country following the Great East Japan Earthquake in March 2011 

• Improve the urban environment in a sustainable manner 

• The Games as an environmental benchmark in Japan 

• Improve of sports infrastructure through the refurbishment of venues from the 1964 

• Social legacies for sport 

• Legacy pillars: Sport and Health; Urban Planning and Sustainability; Culture and Education; Economy 

and Technology; Recovery, Nationwide Benefits, and Global Communication 

• Tokyo Vision 2020 (long-term urban strategy 

of the Tokyo Metropolitan Government 

(TMG). It is an extension of the “Tokyo’s Big 

Change – The 10-Year Plan,” which was 

developed for the 2016 Bid, 

• Other, not mentioned in the bid: TMG’s four-

year development plan “New Tokyo, New 

Tomorrow. The Action Plan for 2020” 

Madrid 
2020 

• Projecting the city’s progress in climate change and sustainable development challenges 

• Boost the economy with innovative and effective management 

• Sport as a hallmark and social hub 

• Promote the role of culture in the city 

• Legacy strategy based upon a SMART management model 

• Strategic development plan since 1999 

• Futuro Ciudad Madrid 2020 Strategic Plan 

Istanbul 
2020 

• Staging the Games to be a “national priority” 

• Boost the confidence and national pride and position in the world 

• Provide new social, economic, business and innovative opportunities for large youth population 

• Improve transport mobility, housing in a city growth area (e.g., a green building programme), new 

accessibility standards and improve education 

• Sustainable solutions and green areas 

• Cultural understanding (a bridge between East and West) 

• 2023 Master Plan for Turkey 

• City of Istanbul’s 2010-2014 Strategic Plan 

Baku 2020 • Games as a catalyst for both social and physical transformation 

• Accelerating city’s development with diverse cultural and ethnic background into a modern, world-

class destination through sustainable economic, social and environmental legacies and to open up 

a new region for the Olympic Movement 

• New residential area through decontamination process on part of Baku Bay 

• Create a sustainable urban environment, including the transformation of the city’s waterfront 

• Baku as a leading city in providing sustainability in the Caucasus region and wider Central Asia 

• President’s Vision for 2020 (government 

strategy) 

• National Strategy on Physical Education and 

Sport Development (2009-2020) 
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• Accelerate awareness, inclusivity, accessibility and sport opportunities for persons with a disability 

• Another ‘Barcelona’ concept 

Doha 2020 • The Games and sport as a catalyst for social change 

• Inspiring the nation’s youth to live a healthy lifestyle 

• Sport as an instrument for women empowerment and creation of new opportunities 

• Legacy as a catalyst for social inclusion, accessibility and awareness of individuals with a disability 

that will lead a change and model for the entire region 

• New venues to encourage sport participation and to create a regional centre for elite sport and 

hosting international sporting events 

• The Qatar National Vision 2030, 

• The Qatar National Master Plan 2032,  

• The Qatar National Development Strategy 

2011-2016,  

• The Transport Master Plan,  

• The Qatar Sport Venue Master Plan (QSVMP). 

 

Paris 2024 • Transformation of the neighbourhoods along the River Seine, particularly the department of Seine-

Saint-Denis as a great urban renewal project with a new residential district and transport hub – 

Pleyel 

• The district as a benchmark for sustainability and urban renewal, improved public facilities, 

upgraded riverbanks and a centre for companies in the culture and creation sectors 

• Fully accessible above-ground public transport and multi-lingual passenger information system 

• Intensifying the sense of belonging and social inclusion between the city centre and north districts 

• The Games as an opportunity to induce economic activity and enhance France’s international 

position, including a demonstration of “operational excellence” as a further boost for France’s 

economic attractiveness for FDI 

• The evolution towards a sustainable society with the Games as “an exceptional laboratory for 

sustainable innovations” (e.g., rehabilitation and enhancement of the River Seine and its canals, the 

protection of new natural spaces and endangered wildlife, including Nature 2000 site 

• The Olympic and Paralympic Village as an example of smart city 

• Various initiatives that bring social legacies through sport based on the principles of inclusion, civic 

responsibility, and engagement 

• The Grand Paris Project 

• The Paris Region’s long-term development 

strategy for 2030, 

• Three impacted territories Plaine Commune, 

Le Bourget and the City of Paris have 

complementary long-term urban planning 

schemes. 

• The Paris Region Urban Mobility Plan (PDU) 

LA 
2024/2028 

• Sustainability 

• Social inclusion and participation 

• Public transportation improvements (Twenty-Eight by ’28 Initiative: 28 Metro projects for potential 

completion by the 2028 Summer Olympic and Paralympic Games) 

• “Energy Positive Games” 

• No displacement of residents 

• The Metropolitan Transportation Authority’s 

Long-Range Transportation Plan (a 30-year 

plan released in 2009), 

• The LA Sustainable City plan (the “pLAn” (a 

20-year plan released in 2015; now updated 

to the 2019 version – L.A.’s Green New Deal), 
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• No negative impact on protected sites 

• Additional USD 7.5 billion to be invested in transport infrastructure by 2028 

• The General Plan (a comprehensive 

development initiative) 

Brisbane 
2032 

• More active society, enhancing health and wellbeing and reducing health care burden 

• Reinvigorated high performance sport programme with Olympic and Paralympic Games focus 

• Support the evolution of a diverse yet integrated society with opportunity for all 

• Support knowledge and skills transition to support future economy and lifestyle 

• Develop a broad range of entertainment, engagement and cultural opportunities for residents and 

guests 

• Promote the evolution of environmental policy and establish best practice exemplars 

• Assist transition and stimulation of economic development 

• South East Queensland (SEQ) Regional Plan 

2017 and the SEQ City Deal, February 2019 

• The Brisbane Visitor Economy Strategy to 

2031 and Queensland’s 2019 Tourism Brand 

Strategy 

• Others: Queensland’s sustainability goals, 

Sport infrastructure, National health and 

wellbeing programme 

Milano-
Cortina 
2026 

• The Games as a catalyst to boost economic development in north Italy, including supporting regions 

to achieve their specific tourism goals 

• Stimulating economic activities and strengthen collaboration between the metropolitan and 

mountain areas 

• Enhancing global profile and positioning, aspirations to stage the most sustainable Games ever – in 

a fiscally-responsible, socially-sustainable, environmentally-friendly manner 

• Delivering benefits in areas as sport, culture, business, innovation, education, sustainability, people 

• Milano 2030 Urban Development 

Programme, 

• 2018-2023 Regional Development 

Programme for Lombardia, 

• Strategic Plan of the Veneto region (also 

covering Cortina). 

Stockholm-
Åre 2026 

• The Games as a catalyst for promoting active and healthy lifestyles and encouraging more exercise 

and sports participation, especially among Sweden’s youth, at a time when physically activity is 

declining 

• Developing a more integrated and inclusive society for all the country’s inhabitants, whatever their 

origin or background, including the large number of refugees and migrants that Sweden has received 

in recent years 

• Sweden’s diversity and culture as business and tourism drivers 

• Reaffirming Sweden’s recognised leadership in sustainability 

• The Games as a positive experience for all stakeholders 

• Creating a new and responsible hosting model, setting a new standard for innovation, sustainability, 

creativity, and fiscal responsibility for future WOG. 

• “Vision 2040, a Stockholm for Everyone”  

Source: compiled from (AOC, 2021; Baku 2020, 2012; Doha 2020, 2012; Istanbul 2020, 2013; LA 2024/2028, 2016; Madrid 2020, 2013; Milano-Cortina 2026, 2019; Paris 

2024, 2016a; Stockholm-Åre 2026, 2019; Tokyo 2020, 2013)
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In the context of OA 2020 implementation, Schnitzer and Haizinger (2019) analyse whether 

OA 2020 is powerful enough to create a new model of Olympic heritage/legacy through the 

case of OWG 2026. The authors examined official documents and feasibility studies of the 

WOG 2026 and conducted 15 interviews with experts in the field to diagnose positive and 

negative aspects of the Olympic Games development and current situation and what are the 

prospects of OA 2020 for future Olympic Games. Among the selected findings are that the OA 

2020 is not concrete enough and a real evaluation of its efficiency could be made after few 

years since its enactment. Even though the costs decreased in bidding and staging for the 

Games and building infrastructure in this candidature process, moving sports events further 

than the host regions, or even to neighbouring countries, may cause an opposite result and 

make the co-hosting formula more complex. From a practical dimension, it seems that OA 

2020 found its usage in making WOG 2026 bids more effective in terms of costs and 

organisation – lower bid budgets, OCOG and non-OCOG budgets, venue plan based on 

maximum use of existing or temporary facilities, and optimisation of seat capacities. 

In turn, sustainability is one of the three pillars of OA 2020, alongside credibility, youth, and 

supports a commitment to contribute to the UN 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development 

(IOC, 2017d). The IOC promotes the concept of sustainability and legacy as the foundations 

for long-term benefits of staging the Olympic Games for host city and host country, therefore 

these two notions are inextricably linked with each other. However, such an approach 

requires a wide-ranging cooperation with multiple stakeholders from the public and private 

sector to independent organisations and local communities to deliver the best solutions that 

best fit the city and reconcile all interests. Host cities in coordination with the IOC and Host 

Country Authorities are required to develop a sustainability strategy compatible with the IOC 

Sustainability Strategy adopted in October 2017. This document should consider the views of 

all relevant stakeholders and be a much more refined version of commitments and plans 

presented during the Candidature Phase, including but not limited to the following areas of 

the OHC and its Operational Principles: infrastructure and natural sites (Venues), sourcing and 

resource management (Sourcing and Resource Management), mobility (Transport), workforce 

(People Management), Climate. The entire document with appropriate implementation plans 

should be submitted to the IOC for comments and approved prior to publication. Table 4.9 

presents how sustainability themes has been embedded by future host cities. 
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Table 4.9. Sustainability themes in Paris 2024, Milan-Cortina 2026 and Los Angeles 2028 

Host City Main objective Key themes 
Paris 2024 “Delivering exemplary Games 

that will set new [sustainability] 

standards for international 
sport events and the sports 

movement” (2017, p. 83) 

• Sustainability embedded in Games governance and 
delivery throughout the whole Games lifecycle 

• Strong partnerships with third-party entities and NOGs in 

France such as WWF France, Yunus Centre and UNICEF 

• Drawing on the experience and best practice in staging 

sustainable major sporting events 

• Creating value for the environment and society through 

Paris 2024 Environmental Excellence Strategy 

• Leveraging sustainability through media impact and 

athletes to drive positive change in people’s behaviour 

Milan-
Cortina 
2026 

“Promote a shared-value 
creation process by enhancing 

the synergy between social and 
economic benefits activated by 

hosting the 2026 Winter 
Olympic and Paralympic 

Games” (2019, p. 59) 

• Putting the Alpine region at the heart of sustainable 
development strategies 

• Specific focus on environmental protection 

• Sustainability strategy engaging all relevant stakeholders 

Los 
Angeles 
2024/2028 

“Hosting a financially and 

environmentally sustainable 
Games that benefits all 

participants and their 
communities – in Los Angeles 

and around the world” (2017, 
p. 62) 

• Sustainability as a core guiding principle of LA 2028 and 

OCOG’s planning and decision-making around 
successfully delivering the Games 

• Committing to a low-waste, low-carbon, water-smart, 

and socially and economically inclusive Games 

• Strong collaboration and engagement of stakeholders 

• Sustainable procurement processes, management 

systems 

Source: compiled from (LA 2024/2028, 2017; Milano Cortina 2026, 2019; Paris 2024, 2017) 

 

Moreover, the Host City should ensure that Sustainability Management System is 

independently certified as being consistent with the requirements of the standard ISO 20121 

at least two years before the Games. Since the 2018 edition, every OCOG is required to obtain 

ISO 20121 certification. Paris 2024 has already acquired such a certification, Tokyo 2020 as 

well, but the Host City received its certification less than a year (November 2019) before the 

initial date of the Olympic Games (IOC, 2019c). Beijing 2022 received ISO 20121 certification 

in November 2019. Moreover, the Host City is obliged to prepare a carbon management plan 

to measure and minimise greenhouse gas emissions and take actions to promote low carbon 

solutions and compensate the greenhouse gas emissions caused by OCOG activities. 
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4.3. Model of institutional change in the Olympic Games 

Staging the Olympic Games is associated with a vast array of transactions, governing rules, 

and collective actions. The institutional matrix of Olympic Games presented in chapter 2 

shows how many formal and informal institutions and organisations are involved in this 

project and how ranging their interests are. Therefore, I argue that the Olympic event acts 

within two institutional orders consisting of institutional system in host country and 

institutional system of the Olympic Games created and governed by the IOC. Both institutional 

orders are key on each stage pf the Olympic lifecycle and determine its overall performance 

(see Figure 4.4). 

 
Figure 4.4. The Olympic Games and institutional orders influencing the Olympic Games 

lifecycle 

Source: own work 

 

The first institutional order refers to institutional environments, institutional arrangements 

and governance structures applied in bidding and hosting countries. The latter is projected 

and governed by the IOC which sets rules for bidding procedure, Games preparations and 

delivery and legacy strategies that cities should follow. These institutional orders determine 

bidding for the Games, their delivery and legacy concepts presented in bid books as well as 

governance structures and relations between Olympic stakeholders. The cultural, historical, 

and axiological dimension of the Olympic Games and Olympic philosophy cannot be omitted, 

and how the Games and Olympic values are entangled with culture, norms and other informal 

institutions in candidate and host countries. 

In this study, it is argued that institutional change in the Olympic Games represents two 

trajectories (see Figure 4.5). The first one is that the institutional change represents a 

designed-based approach. It is a centralised and collective-choice process overseen by the IOC 
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in which rules are explicitly specified by a collective entity – in this case the IOC, and all 

interested parties such as city and state authorities, and the Olympic stakeholders engaged in 

collective action, bargaining, and sometimes conflict – of interests in particular. Accordingly, 

in this process the institution was designed and implemented by the IOC and had preceded by 

submissions and ideas from various entities and interested parties. The process of change has 

emerged from an intentional action initiated and monitored by the IOC as a response for 

exponential growth of the Olympic Games, which paradoxically, have become a great concern 

for IOC and major Olympic stakeholders. The institutional change has been determined by 

several factors, leading to various disequilibria in the Olympic lifecycle and interactions 

between Olympic stakeholders. High costs and financing from public funds have become no 

longer acceptable in public opinion, where taxpayers indirectly sponsored Olympic-related 

investments. The triad of Olympics in developing countries – Beijing 2008, Sochi 2014, and Rio 

2016, with their institutional environments underpinned by extractive economic and political 

institutions – has revealed organisational grandiose, partially acknowledged by the IOC by 

nominating these countries as hosts. These cases have also highlighted how Games 

organisation, elite-driven governance, and financial magnitude invested into the whole 

undertaking contrast with the socioeconomic situation, which can be perceived as a 

consequence of institutional environments in host countries. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 4.5. Simplified model of institutional change in the Olympic Games 

Source: own work 
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Secondly, the trajectory of institutional change in the Olympic Games is, to some extent, 

evolutionary and path dependent. This is because historical experiences in host cities 

identified through determinants of institutional change, together with an expansionary 

character of the IOC in terms of its increasing commercial interest, international influence, 

imposing requirements, and obligations on host cities, have induced institutional change. In 

path-dependent institutional change history matters – the past shapes the future. And in this 

case it has also occurred – hosting the Games in the previous host cities have revealed many 

inefficiencies, asymmetries of interests, and adverse effects, which have driven the need to 

introduce a major change in the rules of the game in the Olympic Games lifecycle. Moreover, 

the evolutionary path is also due to human actions such as learning. The IOC and Olympic 

stakeholders learn from the past experiences and try to develop and adapt new institution in 

the Olympic lifecycle that will be more efficient and successful for all involved formal and 

informal organisations. Drawing on Ostrom’s model of relationships of formal and informal 

collective-choice arenas, Figure 4.6 depicts this model adjusted to the Olympic Games and the 

definition of institution conceptualised in this dissertation. It presents four arenas that shape 

operational rules-in-use in the Olympic Games lifecycle. Especially, the role of formal and 

informal third-party monitoring and enforcement activities could be of great importance in 

terms of implementing various tasks and policies dedicated to sustainability, socioeconomic 

development of local communities or environmental protection. For instance, this role could 

be played either by formal, strategic partners such as the UN or IPACS, or informal as grass-

roots campaigns. As a result, these kind of third-party organisations – formal and informal 

ones – could also shape the operational rules-in-use in the Olympic lifecycle. 



 
 

174 

 
Figure 4.6. Adjusted model of relationships of formal and informal collective-choice 

arenas in the Olympic Games lifecycle 

Source: own work 

 

There are several reasons why the institution has changed in the Olympic Games. First is 

that they have become ineffective. A two-phase bidding procedure with its rules has not 

fulfilled its role to provide the process more transparency and efficiency, especially in terms 

of its complexity and costs. The host city election still more relied on voting preferences by 

IOC members than technical evaluations of Games concepts and candidates’ ability to stage 

the biggest sporting mega-event worldwide (for instance as it happened in Sochi 2014 or Rio 

2016). The number of candidate cities continued a downward trend, correlating with 

decreasing public support to welcome the Olympic event in potential host cities.  

Secondly, the institutional change in the Olympic Games can be explained through the 

paradigm of a rational actor. The Olympic Games is a significant and unique marketing 

platform for the global and domestic sponsors and the Olympic brand is perceived as one of 

the most valuable worldwide. The Olympic Games is a raison d’être for the IOC and Olympic 

Movement and main revenue source through selling broadcasting rights and sponsorship 

programmes. Therefore, the institutional change is driven by economic interest to secure the 

future of the Olympic Games, and simultaneously, maximise utility of all actors involved. 
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Certainly, it would be a huge exaggeration to say that there will be any interested city in 

staging the Olympic Games in the nearest future. But recent bidding procedures in some way, 

have exerted pressure on the IOC to make such unprecedented decisions as awarding the 

Games simultaneously to two cities – Paris 2024 and LA 2028 or selection between 

candidatures from cities in two autocratic states – Beijing 2022 and Almaty 2022, preceded by 

turbulent bidding procedure with referenda and withdrawals. This bidding situation is a result 

of the inefficiencies of the old institutions to attract cities for hosting the Olympic Games. OA 

2020 & New Norm implementation may signify a pursuance of state of institutional 

equilibrium, which balances the interests between actors, ensures inclusive governance and 

institutional structures, promotes socially beneficial solutions for host city residents, 

guarantees a continuity of rules and mechanisms, and finally provides a high degree of 

predictability and transparency in bidding, delivery, and legacy agenda. 

Thirdly, institutional change in the Olympic Games is a response to evolutions and 

challenges in the modern world through technological change, Industry 4.0, or climate and 

environmental change. Rising public awareness in ecological and climate issues force 

organisers to deliver sustainable Olympic Games with more efficient tools to mitigate any 

negative impacts. In a world of constant innovations, new technologies, and the need for 

sustainable forms of organisation or management, sporting mega-events as the Olympic 

Games should adopt more innovative initiatives and solutions, which could also lead to 

financial prudence. 

The process of institutional change in the Olympic Games and, broadly speaking, in Olympic 

Movement seems to be continuing. This is because OA 2020 has been followed by the Olympic 

Agenda 2020+5 (henceforth OA 2020+5), which will guide the works and activities of the IOC 

and Olympic Movement until 2025 (IOC, 2021a). The document was approved in March 2021 

by the 137th IOC Session and includes a set of 15 recommendations59 that builds on OA 2020 

by updating or extending the previous set as well as introduces completely new proposals. 

Apart from detailed goals and tasks, each recommendation is underpinned by a background 

that reinforces its significance and gives a context for their introduction. With regard to the 

conceptualised topics in this chapter, I would like to focus on the following recommendations 

with their brief description: 

 
59 A complete list can be found in Appendix 6. 



 
 

176 

• Recommendation 2: Foster sustainable Olympic Games. It further streamlines the Games 

delivery and legacy with an emphasis on sustainability and cost-effectiveness in all aspects 

of the Olympic Games. 

• Recommendation 10: Strengthen the role of sport as an important enabler for the UN 

Sustainable Development Goals. It builds on existing relationships with UN agencies to 

influence social policy change and resource allocation, initiates social development 

through sport partnerships, and enhances cooperation with the IPC on social development 

programmes, for example refugee participation. 

• Recommendation 13: Continue to lead by example in corporate citizenship. The IOC as a 

leader in implementing sustainable solutions and policies within the organisation; its role 

to inspire and assist the Olympic Movement in developing sustainable sports worldwide; 

to foster gender equality and inclusion; to strengthen human rights approach. 

• Recommendation 14: Strengthen the Olympic Movement through good governance. 

Further reinforcement of the document “Basic Universal Principles of Good Governance” 

among NOCs, IFs, IOC-Recognised Organisations; strengthen transparency and 

involvement in the IPACS to increase the effectiveness of anti-corruption measures. 

• Recommendation 15: Innovate revenue generation models. Enhancement of digital or 

alternative transmission methods, role of official Olympic broadcasters to support and 

benefit from the IOC Digital Strategy, evolution, and enhancement of the TOP Programme; 

creation of a centralised Olympic hospitality programme; continuation of sponsorship 

programmes for the athletes’ benefit; diversification of Olympic revenue sources (such as 

global e-commerce, commercialisation of social media, and Olympic-related gaming). 

 

As its predecessor, the OA 2020+5 is the current “new strategic roadmap of the IOC and 

the Olympic Movement through 2025”. Undoubtedly, the coronavirus pandemic and its 

health, social, and economic consequences have driven key trends that are embraced by OA 

2020+5 recommendations such as: solidarity, digitalisation, sustainable development, 

credibility, economic and financial resilience (IOC, 2021a, p. 3, 2021c). Solidarity refers to the 

increasing social, political, and economic polarisation that undermine the sense of equality, 

respect, and inclusion; therefore the Olympic Movement as a concerted action should 

contribute to more inclusive and peaceful society. In turn, accelerating digitalisation is a result 

of the Covid-19 pandemic that radically reshaped our approach to the physical and digital 
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world. In this context, the new digital technologies should serve as a tool for addressing and 

promoting the Olympic values among people, simultaneously bearing in mind that about a 

half of the global population is not provided with a full range of digital services. Sustainable 

development is further reinforced, with putting an emphasis on the evidence-based 

interdependency between people’s health and the climate condition of our planet. Through 

the IOC’s strong advocacy, sport has been officially recognised as an important enabler of 

sustainable development, and its potential could significantly contribute to the UN 

Sustainable Development Goals. In light of declining trust in traditional institutions as 

governments, social institutions, businesses, and organisations like the IOC, the need for 

credibility, nota bene, one of the key pillars of OA 2020, is continuously of greatest 

importance. For that reason, integrity, transparency, and good governance have to further 

strengthen across the entire Olympic Movement. Finally, economic and financial resilience 

should be developed to alleviate wider economic gaps within societies and between countries 

as well as the perspective of reshaping priorities by governments and the business community. 

Thus, the IOC strives to contribute to the recovery from the financial and economic crisis 

exacerbated by the pandemic. 

4.4. Key findings 

The first finding that emerges from the analysis is that the reform of bidding process 

introduced by OA 2020 & New Norm enables the Olympic Games to be more flexible, to serve 

as a tool for long-term socioeconomic and urban development plans as well as to receive more 

support and assistance from the IOC, which guides the process. However, this new bidding 

procedure has not turned out as a remedium for decreasing interest in staging the Olympic 

Games when we consider the number of withdrawals during the SOG 2024 and WOG 2026 

bidding processes. The example of SOG 2032 also revealed some loopholes in terms of full 

transparency and communication between the IOC and interested parties. Nevertheless, 

these new rules of the game in the process allow a more-individual and specific approach for 

potential host cities. 

Secondly, OA 2020 & New Norm promise more cost-effective, sustainable, less complex 

Olympic Games, which will truly embrace the local context and environment of the host city. 

The Games concept that is fully aligned with OA 2020 will significantly favour bids from 

advanced countries with a developed sporting and training base, with an adequate number of 
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venues ready for hosting the biggest sports mega-event worldwide. An analysis of candidature 

files has shown a high proportion of using existing venues, reasonable budgets, and ambitious 

legacy agenda. However, many aspects still depend on the host country institutional 

background as well as a governance model proposed by the host city. Also, a question arises 

whether this reformed approach could represent a durable and effective institutional change 

in the Olympic Games and for all stakeholders, and consequently OA 2020 & New Norm have 

a potential to become institution-in-use, so practically implemented, rather than institution-

in-form. We know from the past that some reforms have turned out ineffective such as the 

recommendations proposed by the Olympic Games Study Commission in 2003. 

Thirdly, the IOC role has also changed through its more supportive and expert approach 

towards cities, nevertheless it remains a principal into the overall Olympic lifecycle (cf. 

Gauthier, 2017).  
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Conclusions and implications 

The main aim of this dissertation was to reconstruct the process of institutional change in 

the Olympic Games, with an emphasis on presenting two documents – OA 2020 & New Norm 

as an institutional change. Through a critical insight into the extant literature, reports, and 

data, a set of determinants of procedural, socioeconomic, socio-political, and environmental 

nature was identified that have driven this institutional change. Furthermore, based on critical 

literature review, the institutional framework of the Olympic Games has been elaborated, 

including four major elements – formal institutions, informal institutions, formal organisations 

and informal organisations. This novel analytical construct is conducive to understanding the 

Olympic Games as a unique institutional structure. Analysing the Olympic Games through the 

institutional prism contributes to the ongoing discussion about the economic viability of 

staging the Olympics and the role of Olympic stakeholders and their interests in the Olympic 

Games lifecycle. Finally, this dissertation has embedded OA 2020 & New Norm 

implementation into the model of institutional change in the Olympic Games. It has been 

argued that previous experiences in bidding processes, Games preparations and delivery, and 

post-Games legacy outcomes have determined new rules of the game, which apply to 

reformed and redesigned Olympic lifecycle. 

Based on own elaborations, it has been argued that the model of institutional change in 

the Olympic Games has represented a dual approach: designed-based and evolutionary (path-

dependence). On the one hand, it has been a centralised and collective-choice process 

overseen by the IOC in which rules have been specified by a collective entity – in this case the 

IOC, and all interested parties such as city and state authorities and the rest of Olympic 

stakeholders engage in collective action, bargaining, and sometimes conflict of interests. 

Accordingly, in this process the institution was designed and implemented by the IOC, but had 

been shaped by submissions and ideas from various entities and interested parties. The 

process of change has emerged from an intentional action initiated and monitored by the IOC 

as a response for exponential growth of the Olympic Games, which paradoxically, have 

become a great concern for the IOC and major Olympic stakeholders. On the other hand, the 

trajectory of institutional change in the Olympic Games is, to some extent, evolutionary and 

path dependent. Past experiences observed at every stage of the Olympic lifecycle (regarding 
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the selected editions) determined the institutional change, which now shape the future of the 

Olympic Games, or broadly speaking, the whole Olympic Movement. 

Furthermore, this study has demonstrated that the Olympic Games acts within two 

institutional orders. The first one refers to institutional environments, institutional 

arrangements, and governance structures applied in bidding and hosting countries. The latter 

institutional order is designed and governed by the IOC which sets rules for the bidding 

procedure, Games preparations and delivery, and legacy strategies that cities should follow. 

To some extent, these institutional orders determine Games delivery and legacy concepts 

presented in bid books as well as governance structures and relations between Olympic 

stakeholders. The cultural and value-based dimension of the Olympic Games should be added, 

and how it is entangled with culture and traditions in candidature and host countries. All these 

elements have created a unique type of institution defined in this thesis as an integrated 

system of rules that structures the Olympic Games lifecycle (Candidature, Delivery, Legacy) 

and interactions between Olympic stakeholders and actors. 

Transferring the above into reality, in most democratic states with strong institutional 

foundations, public opinion is more aware about the pros and cons of having the Olympic 

event in their place of living. Therefore, the social movements and public voice have found 

their place in institutional framework of the Olympic Games. On the opposite side is the 

situation in countries with flawed institutional quality. In these nations, the political elites use 

positive value-based associations of the sport festival to realise their soft power strategy or 

particular interests. This is mostly the case of emerging markets as Brazil, Russia, or China. In 

example of Russia and China, the autocratic regime hinders or even bans any forms of social 

opposition, despite that, the public support for staging this kind of events is usually very high. 

The nations’ cultural and historical embeddedness in their imperialistic ambitions outweighs 

the negative effects of staging the Games. The societies are attracted by the Olympic 

spectacle, not paying attention to any formal and financial irregularities, any lack of 

transparency in governance and delivery model. Therefore, the quality of the institutional 

environment and inclusive institutional framework will play an important role in Games 

planning and determine the utility of OA 2020 recommendations and the New Norm 

measures. 

Undoubtedly, the Olympic Games have required a thorough reform and change to secure 

the future of the event itself, but also the IOC and the whole Olympic Movement. Increasing 
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cost and cost overrun (Flyvbjerg et al., 2021), complexity of bidding procedure (Oliver & 

Lauermann, 2017), numerous Games requirements, unclear distribution of tasks, 

responsibilities and financial participation between major stakeholders, or environmental 

concerns are just a sample of problems that have been observed over the last decades. OA 

2020 & New Norm seem to address these problems, provide several recommendations and 

measures to approach, and then resolve them. 

Bidding procedure for the SOG 2024 was the first to be held according to the new rules and 

it concluded with an unprecedented decision to award the Olympic event in 2024 to Paris and 

in 2028 to Los Angeles simultaneously. Paris and Los Angeles have developed very strong and 

high-quality bids, putting a clear emphasis on utilising existing venues and sustainability. 

Additionally, both cities are global metropolises with relatively stable economies and an 

inclusive institutional environment, full of tourist attractions, advanced transport 

infrastructure, and an admiration for sport. In terms of the WOG 2026, Milano-Cortina has 

profoundly made the most of the opportunities created by OA 2020 & Norm through 

maximum use of existing venues and creating clusters, resigning from the principle of unity in 

space and time. 

Nonetheless, the coronavirus pandemic and its unprecedented health and economic 

consequences will undoubtedly have an impact on the future shape of Olympic Games and 

the whole sports industry. The global situation has forced the Tokyo 2020 organisers to make 

an unprecedented decision to postpone the Games to 2021. At the time of concluding this 

dissertation (July 2021), the Olympics in the Japanese capital are on schedule despite the 

situation being severe. The massive roll-out of vaccinations gives a light of hope to mitigate 

the course of pandemics and return the sport events to relative normality, but without a 

doubt, the Tokyo 2020 Olympics will not be conducted according to the already well-known 

scheme. As the organisers in collaboration with the IOC intensively work on appropriate health 

protocols, there is another issue that should be concerning for organisers and the IOC, that is 

a gradual decrease in public support to stage the Olympics in 2021 (‘Faster, Stronger, 

Superspreader?’, 2021). Before the pandemic, the Japanese society was a relatively strong 

supporter of staging the Olympics, believing that positive economic impact will outweigh the 

costs incurred. Since March 2020 and Games’ postponement, the situation has completely 

changed. In a survey conducted in May 2021, approximately 80 percent of Japanese people 

does not want to hold the Olympics and Paralympics (Inoue, 2021). Moreover, the event is on 
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the way to become the most expensive Summer Olympics (Wade, 2020), which only 

aggravates the situation. The example of Tokyo 2020(1) and the Games postponement due to 

the coronavirus pandemic and their preparations for summer 2021 amid an ongoing crisis and 

dramatically decreasing public support in Japan is another important argument in the public 

debate over the Olympic Games. From this case emerges a question of accountability, both 

from Japanese politicians and organisers and from the IOC side and the immanent conflict 

between public good and private interest. 

Undoubtedly, the Tokyo 2020 case, with mounting problems, questions, uncertainties 

around the whole process of Games delivery with the coronavirus contagion, shows how 

different, and sometimes divergent, the interests of main Olympic stakeholders are. On the 

one side, we have the IOC and OCOG who want to maintain the enduring tradition and create 

an environment for competing athletes, for whom the Olympics is their dream. The IOC 

delegates the Olympic Games to host cities not only to sustain a tradition but also to secure 

financial stability for the IOC itself, but also for the global sport. In turn, OCOG fulfils the tasks 

and obligations imposed by the IOC to smoothly deliver the Games, but also simultaneously 

to respect a host city goals related with staging the Olympic Games. On the other side, we 

have a group of domestic and global sponsors and rights-holding broadcasters (RHBs) who 

treat the Olympics as a source of financial profits and marketing platform. Thirdly, is a group 

of politicians who want to have the Olympics in their city, region, or country, depending on 

the government level they represent to politically capitalise on the event. And finally, there 

are host city residents and organisations that appear in multiple roles – entrepreneurs, 

business owners, sports fans, or just observers. And if they like it or not, they are affected by 

the Olympics during the whole Olympic lifecycle. As a result, reconciling all interests 

represented by Olympic stakeholders is a challenge. On the one hand, the state of the 

pandemic escalates uncertainty among Olympic stakeholders and raises questions whether it 

will be possible to fulfil Games and legacy concepts and promises made in the bid books. 

On the other hand, the Olympic Games might serve as a tool for social and economic 

recovery in the post-pandemic world and this rhetoric is promoted by the future host cities 

and the IOC. If the Olympics were the only opportunity to employ public and private funds 

into grand infrastructural projects prepared in the vein of fair socioeconomic legacy, then the 

answer could be positive. It seems that the enhanced flexibility owing to OA 2020 & New 

Norm, and followed by OA 2020+5, regarding Games delivery and aligning the event into the 
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long-term city development plans could help achieve more socioeconomically and financially 

sustainable impacts. 

This dissertation provides both theory-oriented and policy-oriented impacts. Firstly, the 

case study of OA 2020 & New Norm as institutional change in the Olympic Games advances 

the knowledge and exemplification base that underpins the concept of institutional change, 

which is a core notion of institutional economics. It means that this theoretical concept might 

exhibit its usage, by not only in explaining institutional change in the field of economics, but 

also in studies on broadly understood socioeconomic and institutional aspects of mega-

events. This study is in nature interdisciplinary, combining institutional economics, public 

choice, and interest group theories with specifics of sports economics, sport management, 

urban studies, urban economy and sociology. Thus, the outcomes of this research are 

expected to have a multi-directional scope, stimulating theoretical knowledge of several 

disciplines in social sciences. 

Secondly, the interdisciplinary nature of this research demonstrates a highly practical 

dimension. The research findings are expected to contribute to supporting economic 

instruments, measures, checks and balances in the Olympic Games and the whole Olympic 

Movement due to OA 2020 & New Norm implementation.  

There are, as always, some limitations to this research and I am aware of the possible 

caveats that might be attributed to this research. The first is regarding the quality of data. This 

study mostly relies on secondary sources as reports, publications, official reports, etc., that 

are released by the IOC. Therefore, they could be biased by presenting a positive view on the 

Olympic Games and their outcomes. 

Secondly, some might perceive the process of change presented in this dissertation more 

as an organisational change than institutional change. The first one belongs to theoretical 

concepts of institutional theory that explains individual and organisational action (Dacin et al., 

2002). In this approach an organisation is a key subject of analysis with norms, structures, 

actors that might experience the process of change. However, the author’s aim is not to 

present an organisational change in the IOC per se, but a process that reaches beyond one 

organisation. In this dissertation it is argued that the institutional system of the Olympic 

Games is a combination of internal rules provided and monitored by the IOC but also external 

institutional quality of both candidate and host cities. 
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With regard to the directions for further research, it would be interesting if the institutional 

approach applied in this study were extended to the other mega-events. In this dissertation, 

the research focus is on the Olympic Games, but more sports mega-events are in the sports 

calendar such as FIFA World Cup, UEFA EURO, Commonwealth Games or Asian Games. All 

represent unique institutional matrix, impact on cities/regions/countries, and operational 

requirements, therefore the application of institutional approach could enrich the research 

results in this area. 

The logic direction for further research will be a post-event qualitative and quantitative 

examination of the Olympic Games in host cities, that are aimed at complete implementation 

of OA 2020 & New Norm. At the moment, I include Paris 2024, Milano-Cortina 2026, LA 2028 

to this group. All three cities already have more than 90 per cent of existing venues, what is a 

good point of departure for cost-effective delivery and then sustainable legacy. It seems that 

the IOC is on a favourable course to secure the future of SOG up to 2032 as Brisbane is called 

a “preferred host” in the new approach to the bidding procedure (as of July 2021). 

As it was stated in the introduction, the Olympics is embedded into our modern civilisation. 

All the Games’ editions have accompanied the most seminal global changes and more or less 

fortunate historical events over the 20th and 21st centuries, also those of institutional 

character, for instance institutional changes and transformations in countries or whole 

regions, as well as the processes of globalisation, neoliberalisation and commercialisation. 

Therefore, the Olympic Games simultaneously, can be viewed as a reflection of these changes 

and a product of these changes. The Olympic Games also embrace these changes, are 

positively or negatively affected, or seize the opportunities resulting from them. The Ancient 

Greeks and then baron de Coubertin developed something that is full of ambiguities and 

paradoxes (cf. Müller, 2017a), but they make it something unique and one of a kind. As long 

as there will be at least one city willing to host the Olympic Games, we can assume that the 

tradition will survive. And I think that, despite the ambivalent nature of this event, we are all 

the fans of the Olympic Games. But the change was, is and will be still needed to keep the 

Olympics attractive, not only for Olympic stakeholders, but for the people above all.
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Appendices 

Appendix 1. The Olympic Summer Games 1896-2028 

Year 
Year 

awarded 
Host 

Other bidding cities (applicant + 
candidate phase) 

NOCs Number of athletes 
Sports 
events 

Countries 
broadcasting the 
Summer Olympic 

Games (1936-2016) 
1896 1984 Athens (GRE) - 14 241 (men only) 43 n/a 

1900 1984 Paris (FRA) - 24 
997 (22 women, 975 

men) 
95 n/a 

1904 1901 St Louis60 (USA) Chicago (USA) 12 
651 (6 women, 645 

men) 
95 n/a 

1908 1904 London61 (GBR) Berlin (GER), Rome (ITA)  22 
2 008 (37 women, 

1 971 men) 
110 n/a 

1912 1909 Stockholm (SWE) - 28 
2 407 (48 women, 

2 359 men) 
102 n/a 

1916 1912 

Games not held because 
of WWI. 

Planned location: Berlin 
(GER) 

Alexandria (EGY), Budapest (HUN)   - - - 

1920 1914 Antwerp (BEL) - 29 
2 626 (65 women, 

2 561 men) 
156 n/a 

1924 1921 Paris (FRA) 
Amsterdam (NED), Barcelona (ESP), Los 

Angeles (USA), Prague (TCH), Rome (ITA) 
44 

3 089 (135 women, 
2 954 men) 

126 n/a 

1928 1921 Amsterdam (NED) - 46 
2 883 (277 women, 

2 606 men) 
109 n/a 

 
60 The nomination was originally to Chicago. 
61 The nomination was originally to Rome. 
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1932 1923 Los Angeles (USA) - 37 
1 332 (126 women, 

1 206 men) 
117 n/a 

1936 1931 Berlin (GER) 

Alexandria (EGY), Barcelona (ESP), 
Buenos Aires (ARG), Cologne (GER), 

Dublin (IRL), Frankfurt (GER), Helsinki 
(FIN), Nuremberg (GER) 

49 
3 963 (331 women, 

3 632 men) 
129 1 

1940 1936 

Games not held because 
of WWII 

Planned location: Helsinki 
(FIN) 

Tokyo (JPN), Rome (ITA)  -   

1944 1939 

Games not held because 
of WWII 

Planned location: London 
(GBR) 

Detroit (USA), Lausanne (SUI), Rome (ITA)  -   

1948 1946 London (GBR) 
Baltimore (USA), Lausanne (SUI), Los 
Angeles (USA), Minneapolis (USA), 

Philadelphia (USA) 
59 

4 104 (390 women, 
3 714 men) 

136 1 

1952 1947 Helsinki (FIN) 
Amsterdam (NED), Chicago (USA), Detroit 

(USA), Los Angeles (USA), Minneapolis 
(USA), Philadelphia (USA) 

69 
4 955 (519 women, 

4 436 men) 
149 2 

195662 1949 
Melbourne (AUS)  

Buenos Aires (ARG), Chicago (USA), 
Detroit (USA), Los Angeles (USA), Mexico 

City (MEX), Minneapolis (USA), 
Philadelphia (USA), San Francisco (USA)  

67 
3 155 (364 women, 

2 791 men) 
145 1 

Equestrian Games: 
Stockholm (SWE) 

Paris (FRA), Rio de Janeiro (BRA), Berlin 
(GER), Los Angeles (USA) 

29 
159 (12 women, 147 

men) 
6 n/a 

 
62 The Games took place in two different cities, countries, continents, and seasons (June and November) to allow for the equestrian sports to be held and to avoid the problem 
of quarantining horses upon entering Australia. This is the only time in the Games’ hundred-year existence that the unity of time and place has not been observed (Melbourne 
1956, n.d.). 
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1960 1955 Rome (ITA) 
Budapest (HUN), Brussels (BEL), Detroit 

(USA), Lausanne (SUI), Mexico City (MEX), 
Tokyo (JPN) 

83 
5 338 (611 women, 

4 727 men) 
150 21 

1964 1959 Tokyo (JPN) 
Brussels (BEL), Detroit (USA), Vienna 

(AUT) 
93 

5 151 (678 women, 
4 473 men) 

163 40 

1968 1963 Mexico City (MEX) 
Buenos Aires (ARG), Lyon (FRA), Detroit 

(USA) 
112 

5 516 (781 women, 4 
435 men) 

172 n/a 

1972 1966 Munich (FRG) 
Detroit (USA), Madrid (ESP), Montreal 

(CAN) 
121 

7 134 (1 059 women, 
6 075 men) 

195 98 

1976 1970 Montreal (CAN) Los Angeles (USA), Moscow (URS) 92 
6 084 (1 260 women, 

4 824 men) 
198 124 

1980 1974 Moscow (URS) Los Angeles (USA) 80 
5 179 (1 115 women, 

4 064 men) 
203 111 

1984 1978 Los Angeles (USA) - 140 
6 829 (1 566 women, 

5 263 men) 
221 156 

1988 1981 Seoul (KOR) Nagoya (JPN) 159 
8 391 (2 194 women, 

6 197 men) 
237 160 

1992 1986 Barcelona (ESP) 
Amsterdam (NED), Belgrade (YUG), 

Birmingham (GBR), Brisbane (AUS), Paris 
(FRA) 

169 
9 356 (2 704 women, 

6 652 men) 
257 193 

1996 1990 Atlanta (USA) 
Athens (GRE), Belgrade (YUG), 

Manchester (GBR), Melbourne (AUS), 
Toronto (CAN) 

197 
10 318 (3 512 

women, 6 806 men) 
271 214 

2000 1993 Sydney (AUS) 
Berlin (GER), Beijing (CHN), Manchester 

(GBR), Istanbul (TUR) 

199 [+ four 
individual 

athletes (IOA)] 

10 651 (4 069 
women, 6 582 men) 

300 220 

2004 1997 Athens (GRE) 

Buenos Aires (ARG), Cape Town (RSA), 
Istanbul (TUR), Lille (FRA), Rio de Janeiro 

(BRA), Rome (ITA), San Juan (PUR), St. 
Petersburg (RUS), Seville (ESP), 

Stockholm (SWE) 

201 
10 625 (4 329 

women, 6 296 men) 
301 220 
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2008 2001 Beijing (CHN) 

Bangkok (THA), Cairo (EGY), Havana 
(CUB), Istanbul (TUR), Kuala Lumpur 

(MAS), Osaka (JPN), Paris (FRA), Seville 
(ESP), Toronto (CAN) 

204 
10 942 (4 637 

women, 6 305 men) 
302 220 

2012 2005 London (GBR) 
Madrid (ESP), Moscow (RUS), New York 

(USA), Paris (FRA), Havana (CUB), Istanbul 
(TUR), Leipzig (GER), Rio de Janeiro (BRA) 

204 + 4 
Individual 
Olympic 
Athletes 

10 568 (4 676 
women, 5 892 men) 

302 220 

2016 2009 Rio de Janeiro (BRA) 
Chicago (USA), Madrid (ESP), Tokyo (JPN), 

Baku (AZE), Doha (QAT), Prague (CZE) 

205 + 10 
athletes of the 

Refugee 
Olympic Team 

(ROT) + 9 
Individual 
Olympic 

Athletes (IOA) 

11 238 (5 059 
women, 6 179 men) 

306 220 

2020(1) 2013 Tokyo (JPN) 
Istanbul (TUR), Madrid (ESP), Baku (AZE), 

Doha (QAT) 
- - 339 Global 

2024 2017 Paris (FRA) Los Angeles (USA) - - - - 

2028 2017 Los Angeles (USA)63 - - - - - 

Source: based on (IOC 2017b; The Olympic Studies Centre, 2019)

 
63 Los Angeles was awarded the 2028 Games after an unprecedented decision made in 2017 during the IOC Session in Lima, Peru. Los Angeles and Paris were candidates for 
the 2024 Games, both presented very strong bids with an emphasis on using temporary and existing facilities. After negotiations between the IOC, both city representatives, 
a Tripartite Agreement was reached where Paris was elected to host the 2024 Games and Los Angeles will host the 2028 edition. 
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Appendix 2. The Olympic Winter Games 1924-2026 

Year 
Year 

awarded 
Host 

Other bidding cities (applicant + candidate 
phase) 

NOCs Number of athletes 
Sports 
events 

Countries 
broadcasting the 
Winter Olympic 

Games (1936-2016) 

1924 1921 Chamonix (FRA) - 16 
258 (11 women, 247 

men) 
16 n/a 

1928 1926 St. Moritz (SUI) Davos (SUI), Engelberg (SUI) 25 
464 (26 women, 438 

men) 
14 n/a 

1932 1929 Lake Placid (USA) 
Bear Mountain (USA), Denver (USA), Duluth 
(USA), Lake Tahoe (USA), Minneapolis (USA), 

Montreal (CAN), Yosemite Valley (USA) 
17 

252 (21 women, 231 
men) 

14 n/a 

1936 1933 
Garmisch-

Partenkirchen (GER) 
- 28 

646 (80 women, 566 
men) 

17 n/a 

1940 1937 

Games not held 
because of WWII 
Planned location: 

Sapporo (JPN) 

St. Moritz (SUI), Garmisch-Partenkirchen (GER) - - - - 

1944 1939 

Games not held 
because of WWII 
Planned location: 

Cortina d’Ampezzo 
(ITA) 

Montreal (CAN), Oslo (NOR) - - - - 

1948 1948 St. Moritz (SUI) Lake Placid (USA) 28 
669 (77 women, 592 

men) 
22 n/a 

1952 1947 Oslo (NOR) Cortina d’Ampezzo (ITA), Lake Placid (USA) 30 
694 (109 women, 585 

men) 
22 n/a 

1956 1949 
Cortina d’Ampezzo 

(ITA) 
Colorado Springs (USA), Lake Placid (USA), 

Montreal (CAN) 
32 

821 (134 women, 687 
men) 

24 22 

1960 1956 Squaw Valley (USA) 
Innsbruck (AUT), Garmisch-Partenkirchen 

(FRG), St. Moritz (SUI) 
30 

665 (144 women, 521 
men) 

27 27 
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1964 1959 Innsbruck (AUT) Calgary (CAN), Lahti (FIN) 36 
1 091 (199 women, 

892 men) 
34 30 

1968 1964 Grenoble (FRA) 
Calgary (CAN), Lahti (FIN), Sapporo (JPN), Oslo 

(NOR), Lake Placid (USA) 
37 

1 158 (211 women, 
947 men) 

35 32 

1972 1966 Sapporo (JPN) Banff (CAN), Lahti (FIN), Salt Lake City (USA) 35 
1 006 (205 women, 

801 men) 
35 41 

1976 1972 Innsbruck (AUT) 
Denver64 (USA), Sion (SUI), Tampere (FIN), 

Vancouver-Garibaldi (CAN), Lake Placid (USA), 
Mont Blanc (FRA) 

37 
1 123 (231 women, 

892 men) 
37 38 

1980 1974 Lake Placid (USA) - 37 
1 072 (232 women, 

840 men) 
38 40 

1984 1978 Sarajevo (YUG) Falun-Goteborg (SWE), Sapporo (JPN) 49 
1 272 (274 women, 

998 men) 
39 100 

1988 1981 Calgary (CAN) Falun (SWE), Cortina d’Ampezzo (ITA) 57 
1 423 (301 women, 

1 122 men) 
46 64 

1992 1986 Albertville (FRA)  
Anchorage (USA), Berchtesgaden (FRG), 
Cortina d'Ampezzo (ITA), Falun (SWE), 

Lillehammer (NOR), Sofia (BUL) 
64 

1 801 (488 women, 
1 313 men) 

57 86 

1994 1988 Lillehammer (NOR) 
Anchorage (USA), Oestersund-Åre (SWE), Sofia 

(BUL) 
67 

1 737 (522 women, 
1215 men) 

61 120 

1998 1991 Nagano (JPN) 
Aosta (ITA), Jaca (ESP), Ostersund (SWE), Salt 

Lake City (USA) 
72 

2 176 (787 women, 
1 389 men) 

68 160 

2002 1995 Salt Lake City (USA) 
Ostersund (SWE), Quebec City (CAN), Sion 
(SUI), Graz (AUT), Jaca (ESP), Poprad-Tatry 

(SVK), Sochi (RUS), Tarvisio (ITA) 
77 

2 399 (886 women, 
1 513 men) 

78 160 

2006 1999 Turin (ITA) 
Sion (SUI), Helsinki (FIN), Klagenfurt (AUT), 

Poprad-Tatry (SVK), Zakopane (POL) 
80 

2 508 (960 women, 
1 548 men) 

84 200 

 
64 Initially awarded to Denver but rejected following citizens’ referendum in 1972. 
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2010 2003 
Vancouver-Whistler 

(CAN) 

PyeongChang (KOR), Salzburg (AUT), Andorra 
La Vella (AND), Harbin (CHN), Jaca (ESP), 

Sarajevo (BIH) 
82 

2 566 (1 044 women, 
1 522 men) 

86 220 

2014 2007 Sochi (RUS) 
PyeongChang (KOR), Salzburg (AUT), Almaty 
(KAZ), Borjomi (GEO), Jaca (ESP), Sofia (BUL) 

88 (+ 1 
independent 

Olympic 
Participant) 

2 780 (1 121 women, 
1 659 men) 

98 220 

2018 2011 PyeongChang (KOR) Annecy (FRA), Munich (GER) 
91 + athletes from 
Olympic Athletes 
from Russia (OAR) 

2833 (1 169 women, 
1 664 men) 

102 Global reach 

2022 2015 Beijing (CHN) Almaty (KAZ) - - - - 

2026 2019 
Milan-Cortina 

d’Ampezzo (ITA) 
Stockholm-Åre (SWE), Erzurum (TUR) - - - - 

Source: based on (IOC, 2018a)
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Appendix 3. Data sources used in Table 3.3 (p. 91) 

Data Source 

Planned costs in Candidature File 

(OCOG + non-OCOG expenditures) 

[in billion USD, in year of bid 

submission] 

Candidature Files:  

SOG: Tokyo 2020(1), Rio 2016, London 2012, 

Beijing 2008, Athens 2004 

WOG: PyeongChang 2018, Sochi 2014, Vancouver 

2010, Torino 2006 

Final outturn sports-related costs 

[in USD 2015 billion] 

(Flyvbjerg et al. 2021) 

Cost overrun [%] (Flyvbjerg et al. 2021) 

Total costs [in billion USD] Athens 2004 – Rio 2016: (Council on Foreign 

Relations, 2018) 

PyeongChang 2018: (Settimi, 2018) 

Tokyo 2020(1): (Wade & Yamaguchi, 2019) 

Share of public funding [% of final 

sports-related costs] 

(Müller et al. 2021b) 

GDP Olympic year (deflated and 

expressed in USD 2015 real terms) 

World Bank (n.d.-b) 

Tokyo 2020(1): IMF (2021) 

Host city population (Olympic year) Euromonitor International (n.d.); OECD (n.d.); 

Candidature Files 

Host country population World Bank (n.d.-b) 
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Appendix 4. 

 
 

Figure A.4.1. Arcelor Mittal Orbit (left) designed by British-Indian sculptor Anish Kapoor and the Olympic 

Stadium (right) converted into home football stadium of West Ham United FC after the OG 

Source: Photo taken by author (February 2019) 

 

Figure A.4.2. The Olympic Aquatics Centre designed by Zaha Hadid - one of the most well-known 

architects worldwide  

Source: Photo taken by author (February 2019)  
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Figure A.4.3. View on the Queen Elizabeth Olympic Park 

Source: Author’s private archive (February 2019) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure A.4.4. The part of East London skyline and view on the Aquatics Centre and Stratford International 

(view from the ArcelorMittal Orbit) 

Source: Author’s private archive (February 2019) 
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Figure A.4.5. Marking urban regeneration of East London - one of the tables located on the ArcelorMittal 

Orbit 

Source: Author’s private archive (February 2019) 
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Appendix 5. Olympic Agenda 2020 Recommendations 

1. Shape the bidding process as an invitation 

2. Evaluate bid cities by assessing key opportunities and risks 

3. Reduce the cost of bidding 

4. Include sustainability in all aspects of the Olympic Games 

5. Include sustainability within the Olympic Movement’s daily operations 

6. Cooperate closely with other sports event organisers 

7. Strengthen relationships with organisations managing sport for people with different 

abilities 

8. Forge relationships with professional leagues 

9. Set a framework for the Olympic programme 

10. Move from a sport-based to an event-based programme 

11. Foster gender equality 

12. Reduce the cost and reinforce the flexibility of Olympic Games management  

13. Maximise synergies with Olympic Movement stakeholders  

14. Strengthen the 6th Fundamental Principle of Olympism 

15. Change the philosophy to protecting clean athletes 

16. Leverage the IOC USD 20 million fund to protect clean athletes 

17. Honour clean athletes 

18. Strengthen support to athletes 

19. Launch an Olympic Channel 

20. Enter into strategic partnerships 

21. Strengthen IOC advocacy capacity 

22. Spread Olympic values-based education 

23. Engage with communities 

24. Evaluate the Sport for Hope programme 

25. Review Youth Olympic Games positioning 

26. Further blend sport and culture 

27. Comply with basic principles of good governance 

28. Support autonomy 

29. Increase transparency 

30. Strengthen the IOC Ethics Commission independence 
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31. Ensure compliance 

32. Strengthen ethics 

33. Further involve sponsors in “Olympism in Action” programmes 

34. Develop a global licensing programme 

35. Foster TOP sponsors’ engagement with NOCs 

36. Extend access to the Olympic brand for non-commercial use 

37. Address IOC membership age limit 

38. Implement a targeted recruitment process 

39. Foster dialogue with society and within the Olympic Movement 

40. Review scope and composition of IOC commissions 
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Appendix 6. Olympic Agenda 2020+5 Recommendations 

1. Strengthen the uniqueness and the universality of the Olympic Games 

2. Foster sustainable Olympic Games 

3. Reinforce athletes’ rights and responsibilities 

4. Continue to attract best athletes 

5. Further strengthen safe sport and the protection of clean athletes 

6. Enhance and promote the Road to the Olympic Games 

7. Coordinate the harmonisation of the sports calendar 

8. Grow digital engagement with people 

9. Encourage the development of virtual sports and further engage with video gaming 

communities 

10. Strengthen the role of sport as an important enabler for the UN Sustainable 

Development Goals 

11. Strengthen the support to refugees and populations affected by displacement 

12. Reach out beyond the Olympic community 

13. Continue to lead by example in corporate citizenship 

14. Strengthen the Olympic Movement through good governance 

15. Innovate revenue generation models 
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Appendix 7. Examples of long time series economic impact studies with key findings 

Time and territorial 
scope 

Source Key findings 

Host and bid countries 

1950-2006 (panel data 

for 196 territories and 

localities referred as 

countries 

(Rose & 

Spiegel, 

2011) 

• Olympic Games host countries experience significant positive, 

lasting effects on exports. Similar effect applies to bid countries 

• The Olympic effect on trade is attributed to the signal of policy 

aimed at future trade liberalisation a country sends when 

bidding to host the games, rather than the act of actually hosting 

the Olympic event 

Host countries, time 

span range between 

1950 to 2008, 

depending on data 

availability for 

particular parameter 

(Tien, Lo, & 

Lin, 2011) 

• Results indicate that the economic impact of the Olympic Games 

on the host countries is only significant in terms of certain 

parameters (i.e. GDP performance and unemployment) in the 

short-term period and only before the event 

• There is no long-term impact on the host countries 

Host (treatment group) 

and non-host countries 

(control group) 1950-

2006   

(Maennig & 

Richter, 

2012) 

• Research challenging Rose and Spiegel (2011) empirical findings 

because they may suffer from selection bias 

• The authors prove that with an appropriate matching and 

treatment methodology, a positive, lasting effects on export in 

the Olympic host countries (Olympic effect) diminish 

Host cities 1950-2005 

(panel data with 529 

cities and 88 countries) 

(Billings & 

Holladay, 

2012) 

• Regression results with a difference-in-difference estimator 

found no long-term impacts of staging an Olympics on real GDP 

per capita and trade openness 

Host and bidding 

countries 1950-2009 

(panel data for 188 

countries) 

(Brückner & 

Pappa, 

2015)  

• Assuming that an Olympic bid represents a type of news shock 

about increases in government investment, key results confirm 

that economies react to news shocks: investment, consumption, 

output significantly increase 9 to 7 years before the Olympic 

event in bidding countries. Hosting countries also experience 

significant increases in the above variables 5 to 2 years before 

the hosting of the Games 

Host and bidding 

countries 1950-2009 

(panel data for 188 

countries) 

(Langer, 

Maennig, & 

Richter, 

2018) 

• Research challenging (Brückner & Pappa, 2015) empirical 

findings because they may suffer from selection bias 

• Redesign of econometric model to provide a correct match 

treatment and control groups and dataset extension caused that 

the authors do not find significant economic effects regarding 

the Olympic Games 

Host and bidding 

regions 1992-2020 

(Firgo, 2021) • The study investigates the effects of hosting Olympic Games on 

regional GDP per capita with using runners-up in the Olympic 

bidding process as counterfactual for host regions 

• Summer Olympics show positive effects for the year of the event 

and the year before, but results on positive longer-run effects 

are less robust 

• No positive effects can be found for Winter Olympics 
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