MEGA EVENTS

Selling the city or selling it out?
Mega-events rarely benefit those who need it most and often lead
to forced evictions
Often local populations look in vain for the
benefits to them when their cities host a
mega-event. In Beijing for instance, many
people have been displaced and their homes
demolished to make room for magnificent
Olympic buildings like the Bird’s nest.
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if they resist eviction, they often face brutal and
violent intimidation or even being sentenced
without any legal proceedings.

“Sport is good for you always”

by Maria Suurballe
“There is not much to gain and a whole
lot to lose.” Kim Schimmel, Associate
Professor of the Sociology of Sport, Kent
State University, was clear when she spoke
at the mega-event session at Play the
Game 2007. She believes there is no clear
evidence that a mega-event creates any big
economic profit.
“Sport mega-events are inherently controversial and
problematic. They require massive infrastructural
development, massive ideological support and
massive funding, and all of this is usually pushed
against a forced timeline,” Schimmel said.
Kim Schimmel agrees that some people will
benefit from a mega-event, but it rarely tends to
be the people who need it the most. On the other
hand, when making up the account from hosting
these big sports mega-events, she numbers a
series of disadvantages: loss of public space,
environmental damage and redirecting public
money away from much needed social services.

As for the Olympic Games, more than two
million people have been displaced in the last
20 years, disproportionately affecting minorities
such as the homeless, the poor, Roma and
African-Americans. Also in Beijing, there is ample
evidence of people being forcefully evicted from
their homes and forced to live in the street in
order to make space for the Olympic Games.
China promised to approve its appalling
human rights record, but in some ways, the Games
have made things worse.The compensation people
are offered for being evicted are pitifully low, and

World Cup 2006 research
It is possible for local communities to
benefit economically from hosting a megaevent. Research carried out by economist
Markus Kurscheidt from Ruhr-Bochum
University in Germany on the FIFA 2006
World Cup shows that a positive legacy
can be achieved only through careful and
efficient management.

Many forced evictions
A serious cost of hosting a mega-event is the
forced evictions that are executed in the name of
the progress.
According to the report, “Fair Play for
Housing Rights: Mega Events, Olympic Games
and Housing Rights”, published by the Centre on
Housing Rights and Evictions in 2007, 20 per cent
of all forced evictions in 2004 were related to a
mega-event.
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According to Schimmel, the incitement to host a
mega-event is the pursuit of social and economic
benefits including benefits for the local population.
Critics claim that a substantial part of the residents,
mainly the lower class, experiences the downside
more than the benefits.
Being critical towards sports mega events is
not popular as the inherent beliefs that “Sport is
good for you, sport creates better citizens, and
sport benefits the community as a whole”, are
extremely hard to argue against.
Kim Schimmel recommended that if megaevents are to retain public support and become
more democratically accountable achievements,
more accurate evaluations should be carried
out, and social impact assessments and full public
consultation should be practiced before submitting bids.

According to Markus Kurscheidt, some cities benefitted
economically from hosting the World Cup 2006.

For international associations like the IOC and
FIFA, mega-events are big money-spinners. “FIFA
made a 2 billion euro turnover on World Cup
2006. When you look at the whole marketing
chain of a world cup, it might even be double as a
result of licences and so on,” says Kurscheidt.
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London Olympics drains
grassroots sport budget
According to James Stibbs of the Central Council
for Physical Recreation (CCPR), a sporting legacy
should encompass all people, regardless of age,
ability or disability.

The government has no plan for sporting
legacy either
by Michael Herborn
When London was awarded the 2012
Olympics at the 2005 Olympic Congress in
Singapore, legacy was key to the bid – both
regenerational and sporting. Now it appears
that grassroots sport will be 560 million
pounds worse off for hosting the Olympics.
The figure was presented to Play the Game by
James Stibbs of the Central Council for Physical
Recreation (CCPR). He said the money will be
used instead to fund building projects associated
with the Games.
The CCPR, which represents 270 sports bodies
from right across the sporting spectrum, has been
critical of what it sees as a lack of commitment by
the government to creating a sporting legacy.
At the time of the bid’s approval, the budget for
preparing for the Games was set at approximately
2.4 billion pounds. Now, that budget has reached a
staggering 9.35 billion pounds, taking into account
contingency funds, security and tax. This leap in
costs for hosting the event is placing pressure on
the government and Games organisers to ensure
finances are kept in order.
It is in this atmosphere that grassroots sport
has to compete for funds with marquee projects

such as new stadia and regeneration projects,
and as things stand, grassroots sport seems to be
losing out.

There is still time
Legacy questioned
Whether the government seriously entertained
creating a lasting sporting legacy is also questionable.
At the Olympic congress in Singapore where London got the nod, bid backers, including the British
Prime Minister Tony Blair and organising committee
chairman Lord Coe, suggested the Games would
act as an inspiration for youth around the world to
take up sport in the run-up to the London 2012.
However, that legacy never seems to have been
considered achievable by experts working behind
the scenes on the bid. A government report by
the Department for Culture Media and Sport on
the legacy from 2002 – three years before London
was awarded the Games – found that “there is
little evidence that hosting events has a significant
influence on participation.” According to the report,
“hosting events is not an effective, value for money
method of achieving either a sustained increase
in mass participation or sustainable international
success.”
These findings were backed up by studies by
two political think-tanks close to the government,
which both suggested a sporting legacy would be

shows economic legacy
But a good economic result for the organiser
does not necessarily mean that host regions also
enjoy economic benefits from mega-events. Indeed,
much of the research that has been carried out on
mega-events has pointed towards a non-existant
or negative economic legacy from hosting megaevents for host regions. However, Kurscheidt
believes that relying on these accounts does not
paint a full and proper picture of economic legacy
and mega-events.
“Only a restricted number of events have
been studied, most of them were in the USA, and
most of them were quite particular. In one region
one event could be successful, in another region
it isn’t.”

hard to achieve through merely hosting the
Games.

Nonetheless, Stibbs believes that there is hope for
a sporting legacy, but only if the government acts
now to secure it.
“Whilst the notion of a legacy automatically
trickling down is not realistic, that is not to say that
it cannot be achieved at all,” says Stibbs.
For Stibbs, a sporting legacy does not just mean
a legacy at the elite level. Nor does it mean just a
legacy at a general youth level. A sporting legacy,
Stibbs and the CCPR argue, should encompass all
people, regardless of age, ability or disability and
encourage them to take up sport in whatever way
they can.
While watching the pole vault might not
encourage everyone to take up the sport itself,
it might encourage people to get active in other
ways, for instance taking up walking or light jogging.
Adequate funding and an effective strategy for
getting people off the armchair need to be in place
in time for the Olympics. Grassroots sports can
be boosted by hosting a mega-event but watching
sport itself is not enough to make people active.

by Michael Herborn

Marketing and technological progress means
that the events of the 1980s and 1990s are not
the events we have now, and therefore Kurscheidt
and his team decided to investigate the economic
impact of the FIFA World Cup 2006 held in
Germany.

Benefit is peanuts
The team’s findings showed that Germany enjoyed
an eight billion euro boost from the tournament.
While this is no doubt a large sum, in terms of
the German economy the figure is ‘peanuts’
say Kurscheidt. It accounted for under 0,1 %
of German GDP growth, a figure that is fairly
insignificant in economic terms. Still, some benefit

is better than none, and Kurscheidt points out that
the figures do not take into account the multiplier
effect, that could see the boost in GDP in 2006
carried through into 2007 and 2008.
The economic benefit was found to be
greatest in towns that have a great location and
facilities but a poor reputation, such as the postindustrial city of Dortmund. For these cities,
mega-events cannot only provide a short-term
boost to visitor numbers and tourism revenues,
but also stand to enjoy the greatest benefit from
an effective management of the post-tournament
economic legacy through place marketing.
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