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SUMMARY

From the perspectives of cities and countries idtfor the Olympic Games,
hosting the event can represent a smart way tdiyalyidifferentiate themselves from
their main rivals in the globalised world. Howevettaging the Games implies a
significant financial commitment from the State, i@fhdoes not necessarily produce
any positive return once the Games are over an®tpmpic spotlight has turned in
another direction. In addition, the Olympic Gamesally imply fundamental changes
in the political economy in the host country, byigg rise to new institutional
arrangements in order to provide for the Gamesraly¢here is a tension between the
decision to stage the Games and the normal funogaof the Regulatory State, which
is markedly risk averse, depoliticised and oriertbgdrational judgement. This article
investigates what is behind such tension, focusimgherationale of States and their
leaders for embarking on an Olympic project. Lon@@i2 Olympic and Paralympic
Games serve as a case study, chiefly with respebetmanagement of one of the most-
touted elements of every recent Olympics, and imdom’s case one of the main
promises from the onset: tangible legacies. Thielartoncludes by demonstrating that
Regulatory State ambitions are so much entwineld thig¢ British institutional tradition
that, even in circumstances of hyper-politicisatithat mode of governance is not
completely overshadowed.
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INTRODUCTION

The Regulatory State has prevailed over the PesifiWelfare) State as the
mainstream mode of governance since late 1970 becaupromised long lasting
benefits through rationalisation, specialisatiord aonstant innovation, both on the
Government’s side and on that of the market. WithRegulatory State the focus shifts
from the public to the private, pursuant to an ldgg that postulates that flaws and
limitations of the Welfare State were inherent i@yiiesian interventionist policies. The
Regulatory State would be more efficient becausedepoliticised, leaner in scope and
structure, and concentrated on promoting the ‘pudptiod’ by operating hand in hand

with a freer market.

Even though it is broadly accepted that these mitrenal and efficiency centred
justifications were not the only reasons for theerof the Regulatory State, it is also
well recognised that that mode of governance hatedithe capitalist world for the last
three decades or so. There is a mounting listbafrdilising reforms which have taken
place in the most diverse situations and geograpbsitions in the world, to the point
that the Regulatory State, as a model, is at pteseealy challenged by any sort of

alternative public policy or trend.

Given such status, it is rather intriguing to netibe effect that iconic mega-
events have in the same States which have preyicagbpted that governance
approach. Unlike in the domain of the Regulatorgt&tthe world of mega-events is
highly politicised in its decisions. Moreover, f@aom being lean, mega-events exhort
opulence and grandeur. Unquestionably, the flagehifhose events are the Olympic

Games.

The Olympics are currently a State sponsored e#ssentially, private funding
accounts for a small fraction of the whole costg] #@ is hardly enough to finance the
operation of venues and facilities during the thorefour weeks of the Games.
Governments bear the largest costs and the regldapsof preparing the city and the
country for the Games. The International Olympicntduttee (IOC) is the only
formally non-private organisation which directlyofits from the Games. All other



bodies involved in staging the Games at the nalti@val are dependent on, or at least
largely influenced by, the Government, mainly tlemtcal Government, including the
Organising Committees. The tension with the RegujaGtate is evident because its
main ambition is put at risk, that of “subjectinglipy choice to systemic rational
analysis” (Moran, 2003: 176).

Furthermore, hosting the Olympic Games tends nditetdinancially profitable
in the short or even medium terms. Conversely @ontended that the Olympic Games
represent a lifetime experience for a country, aont just in sporting terms. It is a
chance for repositioning the country on the wothlye, increasing tourism figures and
promoting unprecedented infrastructure transforomaitn the host cities’ and countries’

landscapes, among other alleged benefits.

However, if it is true that there are economic outes that potentially accrue
from the Olympic Games, a question should be askiat is the reason for treating
them differently, and to make wider public polices much event-led? Moreover, why
does the Regulatory State, virtually universallgegated in the capitalist world, may not

lend itself (at least not entirely) to the Olym@ames organisation?

This article considers these questions, drawingherliterature and on practical
cases some insights in order to place the Olym@Emeés in the public management
spectrum. For this purpose, Chapter | sets outdie of a peculiar governance model
to which the Games give rise, the “Olympic Statki.addition, the first Chapter

reviews the key literature that has documentecttiodution of the Regulatory State.

The second Chapter aims to detail the politicaheaay of the Olympic Games.
This Chapter points out the main reasons which dgeepustify an active participation
from Governments in Olympic projects, from both gegspective of Governments own

decision making processes and that of the extgumdhance by the IOC.

The third Chapter analyses one of the main elememsived in Olympic
Games projects, that of tangible (or “hard”) legaciln this context, the third Chapter
begins by identifying the specific features of ‘tialegacy management. Subsequently,

the London 2012 Games will be assessed with redpeds political implications,



particularly in relation to the “hard” legacy ofethGames, and its planning and

management mechanism.

Ultimately, the objective of the article is to lobleyond institutional tension to
identify to what degree, if anything, Regulatoryat8t principal ambitions currently
inform the preparation for the Olympic Games, diigfith respect to the management
of “hard” legacies of London 2012.



| — THE REGULATORY STATE AND THE OLYMPIC
GAMES

I.1 — Contextualising the “Olympic State”

The Olympic Games have been driving substantigagtfucture projects in host
cities and countries for many years. The supplyirclod public services, particularly
traditional network utilitie$ such as transport, water, energy and telecommiomisa
are often redefined in some aspects, as a restitteoGames influence (Jennings and
Lodge, 2010). Even services without any ‘publicadcteristics, such as hotels, are
sometimes included as an element of planned infretstre improvements and are

prone to receive unprecedented Governmental support

What seems to be evident in the case of the lastClympic Games is that the
State has clearly shaped — or reshaped - its agproavards general infrastructure
provision so as to provide for the Games (Cleseal., 2007). Local, regional and
mostly national — or central — Governments beconmemactive in face of the
Olympics, both in financing the event and managihg preparation (Gratton and
Preuss, 2008). A similarity between the last fewn@s is the fact that public bodies
have been at the forefront of the Olympic projectsespective of the degree of
economic clout the public sector had been exefigfgre the Games became a national

issue (Forster and Pope, 2004).

Governmental participation in the economy is gelheeamplified as a result of
a winning bid, which in some recent cases has oedun contrast to the political and
economic mindset of the Government and the ingiitat pattern of the time (Jennings
and Lodge, 2009). This has happened not merehespect of the funding of new
infrastructure necessary for the Games, but alsegerds the whole organisation, and
sometimes the actual delivery of the Games andnidn@agement of the legacy (Forster
and Pope, 2004).



Capital costs, comprising the construction of thastv majority of the
infrastructure and venues, and after the Gameadhenistration of the bulk, including
the Olympic Park, tend to rely heavily on the Sté@mshman, 2006). The OCOG
(Organising Committee of the Olympic Games), imfus primarily tasked to “throw
the party”. According to the Host City Contract,etfOrganising Committee is
responsible for planning the event six or sevensybafore the opening ceremony, and
for operating the Olympic Park up to the closingecgony, yet not bearing any capital
cost (Zimbalist, 2010).

Moreover, unlike operational revenues, which aeerttain source of early cash
flow, the return on capital investments associatéti the Games are rather uncertain
(Fedderseret. al., 2007)2 In the exceptional cases where there has beetustirpthe
operational balance sheet of an Olympic editior, dmount was meagre compared to
the total capital expenditUtdecause the operational figures of any Olympic &am

account for a small fraction of the total costs.

The Olympic Games have invariably prompted changeshe institutional
landscape as well. For the London 2012 Olympic Garwe instance, both the delivery
authority (ODA — Olympic Delivery Authority) andeéhcompany in charge of managing
the use of the Olympic Park after the Games (Le@zmypany — Olympic Park Legacy
Company) were established as public-owned orgaoisat In Brazil, an Olympic
Authority (Autoridade Publica Olimpica — APO) hdsmabeen set up to lead Rio de
Janeiro’s infrastructure main projects in the ragnup to the 2016 Olympic Games.
The establishment of the Brazilian Olympic Authpriwas a measure included in a
formal covenant signed by the municipal, the saéae the federal governments with the

purpose of better coordinating their efforts tovgattte Games.

Additionally, as important as any perceivable clemgthe course and trend of
the economic policy is the fact that the privatetseis left with a quite specific role as
to the preparation and management of the Olympimé&3a The fact that the OCOG
(Organising Committee of the Olympic Games) is galherun as a private company
and is formally created as such does not dismesgtedominant public nature of the

stakeholders (Jennings and Lodge, 2009).



According to Chappelet and Kubler-Mabbott (2008)repprivate OCOGs are
progressively disappearing; the most common natutbat of a government agency,
guasi-public foundation or alike. The reason fattis two-fold. Firstly, because even
for the Organising Committees the highest positiares frequently appointed, or have
their nomination dependent on the formal approvaaguiescence of the Government
— especially the central Government. Secondly, lmeahe role of the OCOG is
increasingly overlapping public policies, as in ttese of environmental issues and
sustainability (Chappelet and Kubler-Mabbott, 2008)

It is worth noting that some host countries, likdir@, had had highly
interventionist Governments prior to the Games, @ndas not a surprise that the
Chinese government took the leading role and foabkdut 85% of the bills for
infrastructure projects associated with Beijing @Boynter, 2006: 15). In other cases,
however, open capitalist economies with far lederuentionist Governments have
hosted the Games with equivalent or even greateergmental participation. In
financial terms, the paramount case is Montreal619hich was not only almost
entirely public funded but also one of the mostffinient in terms of legacy, as a
considerable amount of infrastructure and spoiitifias were left unutilised (Lenskyj,
2000). The two most recent US Games, Los Angelest 18nd Atlanta 1996, are
regarded as being the very few exceptions in tbspect, as the participation of the
public sector was much lower. Figure 1 detailsfihencing model of selected editions
between 1972 and 2012.



Figure 1 - Public Finance Ratio for Staging ther@yc Games (selected editions)
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Source: Poynter, 2006: 12.

More remarkable yet is the fact that, since Muri®i2, only the Los Angeles
1984 Games did not exceed £1 billion of overalt€¢gK House of Commons, 2003).
Nevertheless, it is worth pointing out that Los Algg was the sole applicant for the
1984 Games, which gave the city considerable bairgai power with the I0C
(International Olympic Committee) (Cochraee al., 1996). In the case of Atlanta
1996, the 10C ended up not convinced that the “esteely commercial temper” of the
Games had been positive, quite the opposite (Rug0n9: 15). Preuss (2004: 13)
postulates that, once Atlanta 1996 was over, “thegee loud demands not to award
Games again without a governmental warranty deatexa Therefore, the last US
Games and their alternative financing schemes tige®m likely to be replicated in the

near future, especially after Chicago lost the 20l8npic bid on the same grounds.

As a consequence, despite of the 10C official disse of tackling the gigantism
of the Games (Chappelet and Kubbler-Mabbott, 20@&8)yched as soon as President
Jacques Rogge took office, in 2001, the overaltscoslated to the Games have been

following an upward trend since Atlanta 1996, asvat by the table below.



Table 1 — Estimated Cost of The Last and the Upogr@ilympic Games editions
(in £m 2010 prices)

VA CERE

Host City Year of the Games Cost of the Games (Atlanta 1996
equals 100)
Atlanta’ 1996 1,719
Sidney' 2000 2,942 71%
Athens' 2004 4571 166%
Beijing* 2008 9,775 469%
London® 2012 9,325 442%

t From Atlanta 1996 to Athens 2004, cost figuresemgpdated from the original source using UK CPI
percentages as inflation index.
¥ Beijing 2008 cost figures are the officially plaath According to Brunet and Xinwen (2009: 169),

however, the final cost of that edition could bdaage as £m 20,000.

§ London 2012 figures correspond to the public falr@ady earmarked to the Games as of December
2010 (Em 9,325).

Sources: UK House of Commons Enquiries (HC 268DP820Department for Culture, Media and Sport
(2010)

Therefore, given the magnitude of the financial ootments and the
managerial transformation, it may be argued thathe face of the Olympic Games,
host States tend to give birth to a sub-systemgdesdi to provide for the Games. This
sub-system amounts to a rather particular phenomemboich involves multi levels of
the bureaucracy, and is both influenced by andiénftes it in relation to every matter
remotely related to the Olympic Games. It is a 86rtOlympic State” that operates

inside the main bureaucratic structure.

In fact, although public bodies and officials maintan active role throughout,
the extent to which public policies adapt to they@pic Games depends also on
specific circumstances, as contingencies and crigght arise along the way. Some
countries have even set up new bodies in the adibriof the Olympics as decisions in
connection with the Games still had to be made #fiey were finished, as was the case
in Sydney 2000. Another example is the British QbyenPark Legacy Company
(“Legacy Company”), established in London threergdaefore the start of the 2012



Games, with the mission of managing and commissgrenues and facilities of the

Olympic Park for a period which goes far beyondehd of the Games.

Additionally, the political devotion to the Gameassubject to the environment in
which the sub-system is embedded. Risks concemisging deadlines, contingencies
or crises may also cause the State to temporaripeomanently redefine its strategy, or
even to replace stakeholders. This might happeardy stages as well, as it is frequent
the “replacement of the bid team (often dominated PR officials, sporting
ambassadors and political fixers) with infrastruetand operational teams tasked with

project delivery” (Jennings and Lodge, 2009: 08).

In sum, as contended by Cochrahal. (1996), from the moment when the I0OC
announces the winning candidate onwards, decisuithsa connection to the Olympics
in the future host country turn “systematically uteged from politics-as-usual”
(Cochraneet. al., 1996: 1330).

I.2 — The Regulatory State Model as an Analyticalamework

Given the recent global records, any transformatiat implies a change from
the model where the State is essentially a reguktd a rule-making actor to one
where public organisations become much more ineblue economic activities,
particularly in infrastructure, is significant. Tl@ympic Games have been constantly
spurring such changes. No other mega-event of ang kas the same impact
(Chappelet and Kubler-Mabbott, 2008).

Mega-events are normally classified as large-satents with dramatic
character, popular mass appeal and internatiogaifisiance, and are able to attract
global media attention and engender significansegnences for the host city or nation
(Roche, 2000). However, in the case of the Olyntpames, another aspect must be
taken into consideration: they are “once-in-a-gatien” test. This makes the

Olympics a serious venture for the host.

Returning to the political economy front, it is ¢ended that up to late 1970,

particularly in the developed world, the predominarode of governance was that of



the Welfare (or Positive) State, in which publistitutions were at the forefront of the
economic process, and market failures were meartiete@orrected by direct State
intervention. In late 1970 the dominant view betianhange; another model that had as
one of its pillars a less interventionist Statethe economy started to spread widely
(Moran, 2003).

Some of the main ideas behind the new model, wivghld turn out to be the
new mainstream, were those of a leaner bureauemadyninimum intervention by the
State (Baldwin and Cave, 1999). Public institutioms this sense, should be more
concerned with broader issues and with “greasirgg wineel” of the economy, by
focusing mainly on allocative efficiencies (Pross399). Governments’ toolbox would
be made up of a collection of less intrusive rudexl selective instruments for
regulating the economy. Policy making would be sa&ga from policy delivery as
public agencies would carry out the latter by opegaat arm’s length from both the
private sector and the Executive, with the goalagkling specific market failures in a
technocratic fashion, and ensuring credible comemtis: on the side of the State
(Moran, 2001; Christensen, 2006).

Over the last three decades or so, countries &ss@éias Brazil and the UK, for
instance, have embraced this new mode of governdhat of the Regulatory State
(Newbery, 2000). Techniques such as decentralisatial delegation of fundamental
public services have been widely adopted during thme, in a sort of “taken-for-
grantedness” movement of institutional mimetism t tmached many countries
(Thatcher, 2002: 136).

A clear (and desired) effect of this ideologicalvament over the last decades
was that of shifting the State away from directipgration in the market place, notably
in the case of utilities. Some scholars name thisodowing out” (Moran, 2003), or a
process of “shrinking” the State (Feigenbaeimal., 1998). Braithwaite (2008), in turn,
referred to this transformation as being a resuithe consolidation of the Regulatory
Capitalism, in which more capitalism (and more rin&tionalisation) would imply more

regulation.



However, in an Institutionalist perspective, thesens for the rise of the
Regulatory State go far beyond pure economic eapilams, as the regulatory space
where the State defines its priorities, policies] agoals influences every reform
(Hancher and Moran, 1989). There are “path depamderand “institutional
endowments” that influence every kind of regulatgoplicy. Consequently, as
infrastructure industries have become essentighé modern State (Lodge, 2008),
public policy towards them “will inevitably reflecteeper political and cultural features
of society, as will institutions that evolve in pesise to these factors” (Newbery, 2000:
02).

Lodge (2008) thoughtfully summarises the rise &f Regulatory State by three
factors: (i) disappointment with the inability dig Welfare State to achieve socially
desirable goals; (ii) strategic choices, both @ ¢éisonomic and in the political domains;
and (iii) habit change, or a sort of “snowball effeof international standardisation
aimed at assuring “credible commitments” and priogdreliable safeguards in an
international economy context. According to the samthor, the Regulatory State era
would be characterised by three main interrelatdaty choices: (i) the privatisation of
activities formerly undertaken by State organigagjo(ii) the emergence of formally
autonomous regulatory agencies; (iii) formalisatiand contractualisation of
relationships (Lodge, 2008).

Equally, the pure economic and rational argumeintsyhich the Regulatory

State model has officially based its very existemlmes not seem to be able to explain
the substantial influence that a temporary andyreskent like the Olympic Games has
in every host governmental structure. While theneooic reasons for hosting the
Games and the potential legacies from them arguatiby (as will be discussed below),
some authors take a much more pessimistic viewgaras far as to state that “the task
of justifying a major event [e.g. the Olympic Gaines economic grounds is like trying
to justify the construction of a bridge that is mgito be used for two weeks only”
(Atkinsonet. al., 2008: 421).

The “Olympic State” in reality amounts to an evid-management approach
that does not fit into any pre-conceived model ofeynance nor of urban planning

(Chalkley and Essex: 1999). Some authors make #se that in terms of public



expenditure, Olympics investments hardly pass besinomic tests because future and
higher returns on the resources re-allocated tdGdmmes are highly uncertain (Forster
and Pope, 2004).

Overall, contradictions, and individual and pamisnterests are behind every
iconic project such as the Olympic Games (MorarQ12@003). Therefore, it seems
that systemic rather than narrow approaches aree nuseful to explain why
Governments adapt so devotedly and quickly to tleeessities of an Olympic
endeavour. The shift in public policies towardsrasfructure in exchange for the
“honour and responsibility of hosting the OlympiarGes” (Olympic Charter, item

33.2) does reflect normative and political contexts

How a host country uses the Games to generatev@kapacies goes hand-in-
hand with its idiosyncrasies. However, the bottame-Irests upon the fact that in the
case of any Olympic preparation there is rarelyoopmity for “trial and error” because
deadlines and requirements are fairly strict. Wiildhe Regulatory State one of the
ambitions is to ensure that “policy process isliiggent enough to allow modification or
abandonment of projects as the initial mistake bexsoclear” (Moran, 2001: 418), there

Is no time for major adaptations along an Olympar@s preparation.

In summary, there are major dissimilarities betwtentwo global phenomena
as far as their nature and ambitions are concef@p@n that, two questions may arise.
Firstly, why do countries and their leaders dedweyo throw this clash of policies?
Secondly, is there any space for conciliation betwdoth, in other words, do
mainstream Regulatory State practices remain someladid within the “Olympic

State"?



I — THE POLITICAL ECONOMY OF THE OLYMPIC
GAMES AND THE REASONS FOR STAGING THE
OLYMPICS

It is necessary to delve deep to understand whyef®@ovents themselves are so
adamant about Olympic projects, and to find theswea that explain why some
otherwise consolidated and unquestionable polise=mm to pale into insignificance
compared to the lure of the “Olympic State”. Thigapter contemplates an attempt to
disentangle different natures of conditions ancemtives that help to elucidate why
Governments opt to embark in an Olympic projeckeylare of two categories, namely

external and internal drivers.

To start with, it is worth remarking that the canfeorary Olympic Movemefit
has become distinctively market-oriented. Rustii0® sees Olympismas having
adapted seamlessly to Globalisation and to the rhege market environment.
However, it is also noticeable that the adaptatadnthe Olympic Movement to
Globalisation, and the consequent corporatisatiothe Olympics, has not occurred
through concrete initiatives towards less relianoepublic funds, nor have candidate
cities and host Governments shied away from baclargensive Olympic Games

tenders (Forster and Pope, 2004). Quite the omposit

In pursuit of profit maximisation, and at the satinge seeking to ensure that the
Games will live up to its expectations and satigfystrict demands, the 10C has come
up with a financial and marketing strategy for atting private capitaln addition to
large public outlays to finance the Games. In they, the I0C has succeeded in
making the Games increasingly profitable, due $opbpularity (Feddersest. al.,
2007).

The I0C takes also full advantage of the fact t@atvernments and their
representatives put their reputations, and thétefvhole nation, at stake, which makes
any failure in delivering the Olympics terribly dgrous. In addition, Governments
generally allocate considerable funds and borrotvaeamounts, if necessary, quicker

than any private company. Thus, having Governmerasmitted and legally



responsible for the organisation makes things eési¢he owner of the “franchise”, the
IOC (Preuss, 2004).

Moreover, the Olympic Movement is largely self-rieded and self-referenced.
It is also highly independent from outside mechasisof control, including States’
powers and international public laws (Chappelet akdbler-Mabbott, 2008).
Consequently, the 10C has a broad leeway to autoosiy create rules that partly

explain why Governments cannot be absent in anyn@iy project.

The 10C sets rules that make host Governmentsubeagtors of last resort for
the Olympic Games. These rules are mainly in thenpic Charter and the Host City
Contract. Altogether, they make it evident that &€ “will not look seriously at a
candidate city unless it is able to demonstraté ithhas the backing of all levels of
Governments” (Hill, 1996: 73). On the other harnd IOC is exempted from every sort
of financial burden, as stated by the item 37 ef @ympic Charter: “... the IOC shall
have no financial responsibility whatsoever in sxtpf the organisation and staging of

the Olympic Games.”

The 10C is also increasingly concerned about making that the organisations
in charge of the preparation will find at their gisal enough instruments to take
forward the Olympic projects and effectively accadistp what had been planned and
committed from the onset (Hill, 1996). For instanbeth London and Rio de Janeiro,
even before winning the bids for the 2012 and 2GHénes respectively, committed
themselves to setting up delivery authorities satedr from the central Government,
both tasked with managing the most relevant investsfor the Olympics (IOC, 2005;
2009), as commented above.

The whole set of IOC requirements amount to extemcwuses for the
Government decision to participate in an Olympicdering. Those requirements are
not under the jurisdiction or direct control of Gonments, but they do make States

bound to their commitments.

On the other side, there are also internal incentifor Governments and

politicians to commit themselves, the city and tiagion to the 10C’s requirements.



Partisan interests usually welcome the Games, derisg the impressive popularity of
the Olympics. In addition, there are tangible gaireg explain the increasing interest of
nations to bid to the Olympics — the so-called thimgacies” (Fedderseat. al., 2007).
There are also potential intangible benefits fer ¢ty and the country — “soft legacies”.
This two-fold legacy is commonly presented as teminarguments for any bid
(Gratton and Preuss, 2008).

Firstly, the opportunity to put the city and theuntry under the Olympic
spotlight fascinates the elites (Roche, 2000). Government leaders it is a chance to
promote their visions, and for collective and indual gains. Equally, the Olympics
may represent a convenient solution to generatéigabl consensus over particular
policies and programmes (Blakeley, 2010). Spegificate groups are likely to benefit
more with the Games too, such as “construction eongs and their unions,
architectural firms, investment bankers, lawyerd athers” (Siegfried and Zimbalist,
2006).

Secondly, Olympic Games amuse the general pubkeetigRoche, 2000), who
are often convinced by arguments of national prichege fortification and economic
benefits. As explained by Blakeley (2010: 140), gyonnent strategy brings politicians,
private sector and citizens together, exhortingntiie work for the same team, which
makes “opposing and alternative views and projdiffieult to voice”. Ken Livingston,
the former Mayor of London, publicly defended hity’s Olympic project against what
he called “cynics and pessimists” (sic) (Livingst@007).

In this respect, it is worth mentioning that patsmmissioned prior to the 10C’s
decision as to the host city for the 2012 Olympgiese shown that the percentage of
support within London’s population was as high 8%6while in the UK at large it was
of 70% (Atkinsonet. al., 2008: 426). In 2007, when London had already lzeeswrded
the 2012 Olympics, the British Department for CrdiuMedia and Sport (DCMS)
commissioned research which showed that 76% otUtKkepopulation was “pleased”
with London hosting the 2012 Games (DCMS, 2007: 17)

However, the potential outcomes of the Games atamavely immaterial and

material dividends to elites. The legacy of the fyycs, which in theory can be



positive or negative, is “multi-dimensional” (Gratt and Preuss, 2008). According to
Preuss (2004: 26), the legacy should be measunettiéiinfrastructure, social, political,
ecological and sporting impacts a city and a cqurgceive from the Games and not in

a simple subtraction of the expenditure from theneies”.

Both intangible and tangible legacies may resutnfrthe Games and benefit
hosts cities and countries. A large body of reseas examined these two categories
of legacies. For the present purpose, it is endiaghlifferentiate them. Intangible
legacies have to do particularly with the imagé¢hef city and country from outside, and
the “feel good” factor the Olympics engender in gopulation, by boosting people’s
moral and the national pride (Close al., 2007). It is understood that intangible

legacies are likely to render positive economic political gains.

In this sense, global cities and major countrike liondon and the UK would
benefit from the Games by reaffirming their posigoin the global scenario, and by
differentiating themselves from their main rivalsidor et. al., 2004). In other cases,
cities and countries such as Seoul and Korea, Bar@eand Spain, and Beijing and
China have built on the Games to transform an inddeckwardness into modernity
(Closeset. al., 2007).

On the other hand, tangible legacies have to db anty measurable economic
benefit from the Games. The prominent example ésittiprovement in infrastructure,
including utility networks, sports venues and fieis, together with hotels, airports,
ports, commercial centres and so on (Poynter, 20@%pct, tangible impacts are not
necessarily “hard”, as indirect benefits such asnarease in tourism spending, rise in
investments and consumption and other similar et¢sneould also be measured and
assessed with respect to their performances asul of the Games.

What is more relevant is to bear in mind that dgfies of legacies, tangible and
intangible, are arguably targeted by Governmentsnithey decide to support a bid for
the Olympic Games. Investing to produce these legagould generate a fillip to the
local and national economy. However, at the samme tihat legacies may promote
economic and geopolitical benefits, the can alsotrdmute to opportunistic gains,

especially for politicians and their private allies



In any sense, political dividends, and tangible andngible legacies are to a
large extent under the control and managementaai land national Governments. In
particular, Governments are able to decide on thgmitude and type of the legacy.
Consequently, those aspects are internal drivershio State — and their leaders — to
back the Olympic Games. Combined to the externaleds explained above these
internal incentives have been paving the way fervdist majority of Olympic bids.



Il — PRODUCING “HARD” LEGACIES — A CHANCE TO
REDRESS THE BALANCE?

[1l.1 — Managing Tangible Legacies

Cashman (2006: 15) emphasises that tanyitde “hard”) legacies of the
Olympics are neither self-evident nor necessardgifive, as they do not “flow to a
community at the end of the Games as a matter wfsed. In this respect, it has been
argued in this article that there have been diffees depending on hosts’ characteristics
and on the scale of the infrastructure the orgamigkanned to construct for the Games.
Nonetheless, what seems to vary most is the antaaagement of what is meant to

become “hard” legacy (Cashman, 2009).

A particularity as to “hard” legacies of Olympic @as is that some tangible
projects are contingent to the Games. The Olympieg/ represent a facilitator,
accelerating infrastructure projects that would hetotherwise completed within the
same time frame, or would not even be conceivetarfirst place (Gratton and Preuss,
2008). The Games are able to create sufficient mtumeto intervene in the city’s and
country’s public infrastructure and urbanisatiomether it is through utilities’ network

upgrades or new sports facilities, venues and parks

A second particularity with respect to “hard” legecconcerns the governance
model generally employed by the Games. Having itiedtearlier in this article that the
bidding and mostly the preparation for the Gamestara large extent reliant on the
public sector, it is unsurprising that the managenoé tangible legacies tends to follow
such pattern. In legacy management, the idea afasigublic governance model is

very likely to remain, which would subject it toetBamead hoc “Olympic State”.

In addition, an atypical infrastructure transforimoatin Olympic cities places a
great deal of pressure on planners, as there atengeable deadlines, and possibly no
opportunity for “trial and error” and to bounce kgdennings and Lodge, 2010). As a
result, although the general trend is that of asiwaspublic support, the way in which it

occurs varies from one Olympic edition to the otlietard” legacies are also largely



dependent on the willingness of the Governmenbmothe one hand, build new public
infrastructure and a string of first-class spomwes, and on the other hand to rely on
consolidated methods of public management in andéto usher an unnecessary drain

on the public purse.

Given that, it is worth shedding some light on tiegoming Olympics edition,
that of London 2012, so as to explore how the UKu#ding on the preparation for the
next Games to produce positive “hard” legacies. Tethodology will be that of
investigating the motivations for the bid and alse governance scheme designed for
the Games. Further, London 2012 organisation anth#in stakeholders’ roles will be
assessed in accordance with the principal featofem iconic project, especially as
described by Michael Moran (2001), and its degrealignment with the Regulatory
State. Ultimately, the aim is to understand whetrenot the Regulatory State informs
the preparation for the Olympic Games, predominaintlrelation to tangible legacies

management.

[11.2. London 2012 and the Regulatory State — Colating Instruments

It is argued that the 10C left a clear messagé¢oBritish delegates after three
unsuccessful bids by both Birmingham (1992) and dhaster (1996 and 2000): if the
UK really wanted to have a chance to win, it haditbwith London (Lee, 2006). Not
only had London 2012 bidding team understood tha&ssage very clearly but
something more, as they sustained the bid on aagess enduring sporting, social and
economic legacy to the country, and particularlytlom regeneration of a deprived area
in East London (LOCOG, Candidate File, 2004). Fr2001 onwards, probably as a
result of corruption scandals (e.g. Salt Lake @Ggmes) and the subsequent pursuit for
greater legitimacy and better reputation, the IG5 placed more importance on the
legacy of the Games (Cashman, 2009). London 20dRadvantage of that.

The London Olympic project was conceived fully agd to I0C’s mindset, and
based on the idea of creating a powerful socialesmhomic message, both inside and
outside the country (MacRury and Poynter, 2008ohding to Rustin (2009: 19), “the
bid for the London Games was shaped in respongelgements about what the 10C,

the voting nations, and British public opinion, wemost readily respond to”.



What was less advertised was that reaffirming Londs a global city and the
UK as a modern and dynamic country was seeminglgv@m more important reason
for the bid, according to a senior official with raajor role as to London 2012
management (Interview, August 2010). This offiagi@kes the point that international
reputation was much more a direct aim than tanddgacies, including the most-touted

regeneration of East London:

“. .. to my mind the country decided it wantedhimst an Olympic Games for
national prestige purposes, but having decided thay wanted a good outcome
to be the regeneration of East London . . . youlccdiave regenerated East
London with less money and more efficiently thaagstg an Olympic Games.
So it’'s a by-produét(emphasis added)

Thus, according to the quoted senior official (imew, August 2010), London
2012 was primarily conceived to generate a “satjdcy in the form of national pride
and the country’s and city’s image. It is beliewbdt in the contemporary capitalist
world “soft” legacies are immaterial capital momes#y accumulated when the country
is linked to values of multiculturalism, moderneynd liberalism, all associated to the
Olympic Games (Closet. al., 2007). Gratton and Preuss (2008) explain that the
symbolism of the Games does have an economic ntiotivhehind it. Cities strive in
constant global competition, and a positive imagéa encourage investors’ perception
and lead the host city to a better position in thee against its rivals (Gratton and
Preuss, 2008).

Nevertheless, Michael Moran’s approach (2001) maggest a not so glorious
end to London 2012. With such an iconic value, tlomdon Games could become
another “fiasco” in Britain, whose history would gl of disastrous projects resultant
from the participation of the Government in circuamces of symbolic commitments
and partisan interests, at the expense of ratigreatid the credibility of robust methods
of evaluation. In other words, “fatally compromigithe ambitions of the Regulatory
State” (Moran, 2001: 425). Jennings and Lodge (2Q1) resonate this view by
arguing that “the London bid and planning was awagh a series of ‘czars’ and czar-
like figures responsible for inter-connecting anxiniy its overlapping political and

administrative jurisdiction as well as complex ingtonal structures”.



Unsurprisingly, for the Games, large-scale infradire projects have emerged,
alongside new organisations and laws. The most singgoroject is the Olympic Park
itself, a massive site full of first-class sportnues and equipments erected in East
London. In addition to the Park, several new planslving utilities had to be designed
or rescheduled ahead of the Games. Overhead pawes, ffor instance, had to be
grounded in and around the Olympic Park area. Afs@a, very peculiar case, OFGEM
(Office of Gas and Electricity Markets — the elexty regulator) had to decide to assign
the costs of some new energy projects carried plF Energy in the Park region to
the British Government, because otherwise the conpaould have to be allowed by

the regulator to charge its costumers by raisinffta

Organisationally, it was precisely after the IOGamnced that London would
host the 2012 Olympic Games, in 2005, that a hdndffugovernmental or quasi-
governmental (or quasi-private) institutions goga@ged in the Olympics, which had the
effect of putting the State at the heart of theppration for the Games. More
specifically, the regeneration of East London fog Olympic Games is a project which
reinforces the state control over its legacy (MagRand Poynter, 2008). In this
context, it is intriguing to speculate how “haréghcy could possibly become a priority
for London 2012 organisers.

In fact, it seems the organisation for London 20i#5 built on previous
experiences of mega-events which took place incthentry as a means to design the
legacy strategy. The first experience to informpheparation for the Olympics was that
of the Millennium Dome project (Newman, 2007). Tivas a mega-project designed to
showcase London at the turning from the 20th to2hia century, which involved the
construction of a gigantic arena in Greenwich, lamdThe Millennium Dome was
plagued by serious problems of management and ipignfThornley, 2000). The
project was originally conceived to be privatelyeogted but ended up being fully
publicly funded (Moran, 2001). Marketing and tiakettargets have not been achieved
and post-event plans were almost non-existent (lapr 2000). It was until after
consuming nearly £3 billion (including a wider pragime of grants) that the
Millennium Dome was handed over to a private conypamd became the O2 Arena in
2005 (Jennings, 2010).



Unlike the Millennium Dome, the 2002 Manchester @oonwealth Games is
assumed to be an example of good organisation egacy planning (Gratton and
Preuss, 2008). According to the senior official tmared above (Interview, August
2010), Manchester reflected upon legacy and pastafisvenues at the initial stage.
Vigor (2004) maintains that Manchester identifiedaage of ancillary projects that
could run alongside the Games in order to maxirtiseopportunity and take the most
of the change to stage those Games, which cosn@r6670 million (Gratton and
Preuss, 2008: 1929).

London 2012 has been informed by these two prevements, one markedly
negative and the other potentially positive, togetwith some management tools
already tested in Olympic editions held in otheurdoies. Altogether these elements
partly explain the concepts, ideology and plangéetbto spend over £9 billion pounds
of public funding plus the costs of operation af ttegacy Company (NAO, 2010)

But what most distinguishes London 2012 is the terse of an Olympic
Delivery Authority (ODA) and the Legacy Company thb@ublic-owned. The ODA is
the main body responsible for the constructiont@d venues and the infrastructure
investments required for the Games. The ODA hasrarcE7 billion of the public
Olympic budget, being the largest individual pdrthe total public funding allocated
for London 2012 (NAO, 2010). The Legacy Companyrigurn, an organisation set up
in 2009 by the Mayor of London along with the CahiGovernment to manage the
development of the Olympic Park after the 2012 Qiigs. Legacy Company’s remit is

solely the Olympic Park, not the surrounding areas.

ODA and Legacy Company are to operate hand in hathdLondon Organising
Committee of the Olympic Games (LOCOG). The Orgagi€ommittee is expected to
be self-financing, and throughout the preparationthe Games it is responsible for
raising private money and signing commercial catgrdor the event (NAO, 2010).
During the weeks of the Games, LOCOG will takeldaal.

All of these organisations operate under the coatehn and supervision of the
Olympic Board, which is the overall decision makibgdy, and the Government

Olympic Executive. Their roles are complementeddgular hearings in the Parliament



and also by the monitoring of the National Auditfi®d (NAO), which periodically
releases reports on the preparations for the Gamesddition, there are crucial rules
and frameworks that aim to ensure the mandate asgponsibilities of those
organisations, among which is the Olympic Act, whicreated the ODA, and the
Legacy Master Plan, produced by the Departmentutiu€, Media and Sport (DCMS)
with the objective of detailing how the organisesl keep their five “promises” made
in 2007, in the document named “Our Promises t®2(CMS, 20083°.

At this point it is worth returning to Moran’s amgarch (2001) in order to draw
the main distinctions as to London 2012 governanoeel. That author’'s analysis on
mega-projects and the likelihood of them ending bging “fiascos”, consequently
moving away from the Regulatory State model, is mamsed by two main features.
The first one is the intangibility of the goals. Moran (2001: 425), intangibles in
iconic projects are more likely to “resist to theasure and evaluation of the Regulatory
State”. Intangible (or “soft”) elements are defait the case of London 2012, which
was originally oriented to cater for symbolic aegutational values (Interview, August
2010). This in reality is a particularity of they@ipic Games, which “are an example of
symbolic politics or entertainment spectacle tlaahe argue are a substitute for social
engineering and technocratic ambitions of the Mmgbdernistic States and society”
(Jennings and Lodge, 2010: 162). Hence, in respkdhe first feature pointed by
Moran (2001), London 2012 appears to depart freerRbgulatory State model because

their natures and ambitions are different.

The second feature pointed out by Moran is the oisthe operation of iconic
projects to be appropriated by actors in high malithemselves least interested in and
least equipped for the complexity of steering angpdic preparation (Moran, 2001). As
for London 2012, this risk is not as evident ash@ case of intangibility (first feature).
Although the main bodies involved in London 2012 aoliticised to some degree,
including as to nomination, the real politicisatiseems to have taken place at the
outset, when “high politics” had the greatest iaflae and set the concept of the
London Games. During the stage of preparation ttlees not appear to be much room

for the Olympic Project to be manoeuvred directhircompetent political actors.



The structure created for the Games, which is aleastrained by the
supervision of the Parliament and the NAO, may é&enakd to be somehow in line with
the Regulatory State. Thus, it suggests that atdmee time as the British Regulatory
State may permit attempts of agenda-setting byativies of hyper-politicised iconic
projects, in relation to the day-to-day of govermtaé functioning, including the
operation of a major project such as the Olympiean€s, the British “institutional
endowment” makes the Regulatory State maxims muaie mesilient.

Jennings and Lodge (2010: 177) reinforce this apsiom by commenting that
the organisational structure created by the Govemrfallowed for input from, and
delegation to, expert and specialist functions binpic organizations and agencies”.
Even though connected to political “czars”, thenal structure seems to resemble the
Regulatory State. This demonstrates that the asgdan for the Games has inherited
something from the British institutional traditiomhich is marked by the early adoption
of principles such as decentralisation, delegatiospecialised and independent bodies,
and the use of cutting-edge technical methodola@iesan, 2003).

However, there is also a possible problem concgramordination in this case,
which could also move London 2012 staging schemaydwom the inheritance of the
Regulatory State. Jennings and Lodge (2010) exptainin the case of mega-events the
attempt to promote co-ordination among the bodeslved (some new in the
institutional spectrum, such as the ODA, the Leg@oypany and the LOCOG) could
end up enhancing operational fragmentation and rgpbgcal overlapping. The NAO
(2010: 20; 29) has discussed these threats irotloeving way:

“Successful delivery of the programme, however,unesg integration and
coordination across its various activities. . .”

“The need for clarity on scope and boundary isqetsieen LOCOG and the
Delivery Authority is a point that has been empbegiin successive NAO
reports.”

The problem with co-ordination in special has toabddressed in order to adjust
the “Olympic State” to the Regulatory State. Altgbuco-ordination is an issue even

without the Olympic Games, with them political camtover the institutions involved in



delivering the Olympics may replace the usual marial control proper to the

Regulatory State.

In sum, if on the one hand there seems to be tiutsthal endowment” and
“path dependence” enabling some influence of RégujaState methods in the
organisation for London 2012, on the other handnam the UK, which stood out in the
transition from the Positive State (Moran, 2008 adequacy of the Olympics to the
Regulatory State has proved incomplete. Symbolittig® have the power to harm
rational commitments and jeopardise intra-goverrtalerto-ordination, and the

Olympic Games management may well be plagued ly tha

Therefore, if delivering an Olympics is an irra@ndecision from the
perspective of the Regulatory State, as postulajetloran (2001), the likelihood of
London 2012 keeping the promise of a lasting legacythe city and the country lies
partly with the capacity of the organisers to beemmarter, in the sense given by the
literature on the Regulatory State (Black, 2006ambitions and natures are distinct,
instruments, including institutional arrangementsl aollective decision-making, are
the way through which the Regulatory State haverméd the functioning of the
“Olympic State” in the London 2012 case.



CONCLUSION

In this article it has been argued that the curr@ympic Games are
organisationally and financially a public enterpri¥hroughout the years of preparation
for an Olympic Games edition, Governments have @redantly taken the leading role
by investing heavily — both financially and poldlty — in the project and creating
complex governance fabrics to implement all of théma movement which largely
contradicts the recent predominance of the RegylaBiate mode of governance

worldwide.

The first Chapter in particular has detailed how"“@hympic State” emerges
from inside the Regulatory State, and also the raisim between this institutional
model and the decision to stage the Olympics. § Regulatory State is about
rationalisation, prediction, specialisation andnkerapublic intervention, the Olympic
Games usually requires an active, interventiomst anlarged State, willing to make
decisions not properly in line with Regulatory $tatinciples.

Chapter 2 has showed that it is crucial to undedsthat there are both external
and internal causes for the Government to standngplead the Olympic Project, and
relevant public policies, in a different fashionhel I0C, on its side, demands
unequivocal public compromise as a way to secutermeon its sole product, the
Olympic Games. At the national level, there areaspmistic incentives for the State,
that is, its leaders, to commit the country to emnic project which is very likely to
benefit the elites in the short term and later,arralmuch more complex combination of

factors, the country as a whole.

There is arguably space for countries to capitaliséhe Games by repositioning
themselves on the world stage, and by using theeSdmadvance public policies for
which consensus has previously been difficult foiee. On this account, Governments
have been justifying the Games to the general pwdia great leap forward and as a

means for a radical break with the past.



However credible the arguments on a given Olymplitian, it does not seem
fair to say that some problems, such as the exist&f deprived urban areas in a
country, localised lack of housing, insufficientbtia transport and deficient sport
engagement, are all caused by the lack of an Olyngmmes. These issues are
persistently presented by candidate cities as aggtsnfor staging the Games, and it
appears generally inconsistent to promise to th@madhat by “olympifying” public
policies those problems will be solved all at once.

This article has thereafter focused specificallytb@ management of tangible
(or “hard”) legacies of the Olympics. Chapter 3 dastrated that “hard” outcomes of
an Olympic Games usually carry a history of sultshoutlays. It is a rather sensible
element because, in a one-off mega-event, crudi@structure investments may not be
sufficiently resilient to bounce back if a majoroplem arises. Furthermore, “hard”
legacies represent evidence in concrete, steat and pipes of the Olympic Games

organising performance.

More recently, however, the use of consolidatechoalogies to gauge crucial
numbers before, during and after the preparationghe Games, and also some sort of
delegation to dedicated bodies tasked with specédgponsibilities, suggest that the
Regulatory State could be married to the Olympigjqmts. In the particular case of
London 2012, considering that in the UK it is difflt to disentangle the Regulatory
State from British “institutional endowment”, itesas equally complicated to precisely
define the extent to which that mode of governama® on one hand, been thwarted by
London 2012 and, on the other, collaborated witlAitthe same time that ambitions

and nature are conflicting, instruments may pronsotae intersection between both.

London 2012 was taken as a case study in thedasbs of the article, and is an
important example because the UK has stood outartransition from the Positive to
the Regulatory State, since late 1970. In thiseeisgMoran (2003: 174) has elaborated
on other symbiotic cases of iconic projects andemymliticisation in Britain to find out
that, although they represent the reverse of whattended in the Regulatory State, at
the same time “it is hard to either fully to excater or fully to implicate the new
Regulatory State in these affairs [in the UK]”. Bhit should not be expected that even
for London 2012 the technicality of the Regulat@iate would simply defeat the



immateriality and the politicisation of the Gamésela gold medallist smashing an

Olympic record.
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! In this article, all of the following terminologs will be used in reference to the “Summer Olynapid
Paralympic Games”, unless otherwise stated: Olyr@ames, Olympics, Games; and in the case of any
specific edition, just the name of the city and tbgpective year, e.g. London 2012.

2 According to Brian Levy and Pablo Spiller (19243), utilities feature three main characteristigs:
important economies of scale and scope; (ii) mesets are highly specific and non-redeployable; and
(i) broad range of users, usually overlappingtbé&ng population of the country.

® Bidding teams commonly produce upfront Cost Benafialysis that normally present unrealistic

figures and underestimated costs (Cha, 2009).

* In Beijing 2008, for instance, the official surplaéthe Organising Committee was US$ 16 million,
whereas the investment in infrastructure amountechéore than US$ 14 billion (Brunet and Xinwen,
2009: 167).

® Since Athens 1986, with the exception of the waargemodern Olympics have taken place every 4
years in several countries. With the 2012 Gamesdbn will become the only city to stage the Olynspic
three times, which makes up one Olympic editiomg@8,7 years.

® “The Olympic Movement is the concerted, organiseiarsal and permanent action, carried out under
the supreme authority of the I0C, of all individaand entities who are inspired by the values of
Olympism. It covers the five continents. It reaclitsspeak with the bringing together of the world’s
athletes at the great sports festival, the Olyn@pames. Its symbol is five interlaced rirfg€Olympic
Charter, item 3)

" “Olympism is a philosophy of life, exalting and cbiming in a balanced whole the qualities of body,
will and mind. Blending sport with culture and edtion, Olympism seeks to create a way of life based
on the joy of effort, the educational value of gadmple and respect for universal fundamentatakhi
principles.” (Olympic Charter, item 1)

8 In this chapter, tangible legacies will be tréates material legacies only, i.e. “hard” legacies,
particularly infrastructure constructions in redatito utilities networks, sports venues and faesit
together with hotels, airports, ports, commercéitees and such like, unless otherwise stated.

° Legacy Company costs are not included in theipidbhding for the Games. They are funded by the
London Development Agency and Communities and L@&alernment (NAO, 2010).

% Those promises are: 1. To make the UK a worlditeasporting nation; 2. To transform the heart of
East London; 3. To inspire a generation of youngptez 4. To make the Olympic Park a blueprint for
sustainable living; and 5. To demonstrate the UK @eative, inclusive and welcoming place to live
visit and for business.



