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ABSTRACT: Mega-event strategies and their impact on hogscihave drawn increasing interest, as
organising large-scale urban events has becomeoparteliberate urban policy strategy to promaoieal
economic growth and put the host city on the waddnda. Thus far, the research addressing whidgitra
can be adopted and to what extent the strategreprealuce a catalyst effect has been limited. Euntiore,
while most mega-event studies have addressed thactnn a specific economic, spatial or environrabnt
perspective, little research has been done on ftenteto which mega-event strategies may lead to
sustainable development, balancing economic, san@dlenvironmental perspectives in the long tersing
Sydney as a case study, this paper examines hologteity of the Summer Olympics in 2000 explotiesl
mega-event strategy concept to create a cataly@sfarban regeneration programme.
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1 INTRODUCTION

Mega-events — such as the Olympics or a World +aire large-scale undertakings which are intended
to encourage local and regional economic developimeattracting investment, tourism and media itben
for the host city. Host cities generally attachagranportance to factors such as the event’'s ecanom
implications, event-related income and the develeminof tourism. Consequently, many studies havkddo
at the economic implications of staging mega-evéntshost cities. Most studies attempt to identife
economic benefits, measuring either the extenthiwhvsuch benefits offset the costs or the extenttich
such benefits can be sustained in the long terreu@@r 2004; Kasimati 2003; Gratton et al. 2006).
Meanwhile, others focus on the development of eteatism (Higham 2004; Gotham 2005; Weed 2008;
Van den Berg et al. 2002). In addition to the eenitoimplications, a number of studies have drawn
attention to the event’s likely sociocultural amvieonmental impact, such as the local communggsse of
self-worth. However, there may also be negativaas@ifects, particularly on housing and tenanights
and processes of social gentrification (Jones 200ds 1998; Waitt 2003).

Among various mega-events, the Olympic Games arbape the most spectacular. The Games’
five-ring symbol alone can be recognised by appnately 90 percent of the world’s population. Githe
event's significance and mass involvement of cépiend, construction and actors, studies have paid
increasing attention to the Olympics in recent ge&@ithough the Olympic Games usually have a huge
impact on a host city’s spatial structure due te t®C's requirements regarding the construction of
enormous sports venues and facilities, studieshef Games have been largely concerned with a city’s
economic or social motives for hosting the evemtelcent years, the Olympic Games have increasbegy
viewed as a means to stimulate urban developmenepses, as new landmarks, infrastructure and urban
renewal processes frequently transform an urbaoesf@halkley and Essex 1999; Roche 2000; Gold and
Gold 2006). The Olympics’ role as a catalyst fdvarr development and regeneration was first ideniifin
Barcelona’s bid. Owing to its use of the Olympigdey, increased capital flows and its improved
attractiveness as a city, Barcelona was able tstht®economic growth, enhance its image and fioams
itself into a globally competitive city. Barcelosasuccess is one indication of the significance tha
Olympic Games can have for urban development metnd urban policy in host cities, and, equttlg,
importance of understanding the Olympic Games faonurban development perspective.
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With this success in mind, the objective of thipgrais to understand how Sydney, the host citytHer
2000 Summer Olympic Games, explored the mega-estesitegy concept to create a catalyst for its urban
regeneration programme. In doing so, we attempdréav links between the Olympic Games and urban
development practices. Olympic-related urban deprekmt in host cities will be examined in terms loé t
motives behind applying to become an Olympic ditg urban development strategies designed to achiev
the goals which were set and the impact of thestesfies. The remainder of the article is structuae
follows: in Section 2 we will explain the context the Summer Olympic Games and outline our research
model. We will then turn to the empirical case gtofl Sydney in Section 3 and ask: What motivatedriey
to submit its bid to host the Games? What werevthimus urban development strategies that were tsed
translate the host city’s visions and goals intitg? and What was the expected impact of the Gaanel
what has been the reality? In Section 4 we will siamse the findings of our empirical case study ealate
them to our research model. We conclude this phpédrighlighting the catalyst effect of the megasgve
strategy which promotes urban transformation, betwill also reflect on the potential challengesttaa
mega-event strategy may introduce in relation te tiftimate goal of the sustainable development of
Olympic cities.

2 THE RESEARCH MODEL

The relationship between the Olympic Games andrudevelopment in host cities is often addressed
from two distinct angles: the Games as a glama a local phenomenon. The reason for this is that th
Games are a global event that unfolds in a pastiquiace (Short 2008). Mega-events such as the @itym
Games have often been described as one of thergrarpressions of globalisation, especially withael
to their social and cultural significance and rolglobal society or, as Roche puts it, as “largale cultural
(including commercial and sporting) events, whicdwvér a dramatic character, mass popular appeal and
international significance” (Roche 2000). Roche 020102, 119) also argues that the continuity of a
mega-event has the potential “to exert a populgrealpas temporal markers throughout the history of
modernity”, and that such an event’s ability to pogp and adapt to the time structure imposed https
coordinate intergenerational cultural, political@ctonomic flows and networks” at the global level.

Moreover, the unique feeling of being in a ‘globdllage’ and the ‘one world awareness’ that is
provoked by the Games has been further strengthbpdatie emergence of globally mediated television
broadcasting and advances in communications tesgpoHorne and Manzenreiter (2006) for example,
suggest that new developments in mass communisateshnology, especially satellite television, have
created unprecedented global audiences for megdsev@hey also argue that the formation of a
sport-media-business alliance has transformed gsfieal sports through the idea of packaging “hia t
tri-partite model of sponsorship rights, exclustw@adcasting rights and merchandising”. In the&wyi
exposure to vast global audiences allows thisralato benefit from the promotion and associatibn o
business with sport. In such circumstances, sgorsthe Olympic culture “provide a special and aljy
unique sphere and system of social organisationoardltural events and exchanges in which somibef
international, transnational and universal dimemsiof human society in the contemporary period lwan
experienced in dramatic, memorable and signifigatthnslinguistic forms of communication both by
performers and by media spectators” (2006: 31)thia way, as Roche (2006: 30) argues, the Olympic
Games have become “an element in the developmejtolodl culture” on local soil.

For host cities, the Games provide an incentiveaombrtunity for city elites to restructure theities in
an increasingly competitive environment. The Olyen@iames have often been described as a lucrative to
for place promotion and marketing and as a key tietween the local and the global (Surborg et @82
Short 2008). Since the Games are tightly interwowéth urban economies and urban development or
redevelopment schemes, the ways in which citieedsarthe Games and create their own Olympic legacy
can best be understood by looking at their motitles type of Olympic legacy that they anticipatel dme
implementation processes that connect the visidh thie expected results. As one would expect, tizeese
wide range of literature on the Olympic Games duiglis even the case if one narrows the criterradtives
for hosting the Games and their effects. In genéhal literature distinguishes between motiveshiasting
the Games, strategies for implementing the variobfectives and the impact of these strategies (the
Olympic legacy). We conducted a thorough reviewa sfgnificant number of studies on the Olympic Game
so as to identify the factors proposed in the mebeanodel as shown in Fig. 1. All of the motives,
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strategies and effects mentioned above were groigtecne of four perspectives: economic, spatial a
environmental, social and governance-related petisgs. As we are interested in the balance between
different perspectives and sustainable developmerd, distinguish between the widely accepted
three-dimensional nature of sustainable developnrereconomic, social and environmental terms and
governance which relates to the implementatiome$é perspectives.
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Figure 1 Research model

2.1 Motives

A number of factors can shape a city’s motiveshimsting the Games, including its circumstancesr prio
to the Olympics, the key challenges that it faced is vision of how the Games will contribute than
regeneration. With a view to this, studies haverfpositioned host cities — especially Western strikl
cities — in the context of deindustrialisation (va and Henry 2001; Surborg et al. 2008). Priohdsting
the Olympics, many of the cities in question hadetktheir involvement in traditional industriesrtewly
industrialised countries and were facing significahallenges in the form of local economic depr@ssi
unemployment and urban decay. Recognising the ggpwportance of the service sector and the cneatio
of new leisure and consumption spaces in the posti§t urban economy, these cities chose to hast th
Olympic Games as a strategy to facilitate urbatruetiring and transformation processes (Surborg.et
2008; Hannigan 1998). Furthermore, Hiller (20003/IH2006) and Surborg et al. (2008) explain thetho
cities’ motives in terms of concepts such as thbamr growth machine, urban boosterism, urban
entrepreneurship and neo-liberalism. In doing Isey thighlight a coalition between two kinds of Ibektes
— local government officials and interest groupsparticular the private sector — both of whom wisluse
the institutional apparatus to pursue material gohld this way, the Olympic Games can be used as an
instrument to facilitate the development of alliesic

2.2 Urban development strategies

Perhaps the most significant urban developmentesfies to appear in the literature are those rbltate
spatial development and environmental upgradingiwihost cities. They are concerned, in particuddit
how to combine preparation for the Olympics wittbam restructuring programmes designed to meet
long-term demand. Chalkley and Essex (1999) ideati§eneral transition in urban development stiaseg
from an early emphasis on constructing massivetsgacilities and urban infrastructure, to a mucballer
notion of urban regeneration and restructuring gnes that sees the Olympic Games as a catalytbte |
case of Berlin (1936), Rome (1960) and Tokyo (196d) example, the host cities reconstructed and
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expanded existing facilities, constructed landmawkdings and generally improved existing infrastwue

in order to achieve urban upgrading. In the caskl@ftreal (1976) and Seoul (1988), Chalkley andekss
explored the role of the Olympics as a vehicleudran change via the development of the Olympiagen

In these two cases, the sports facilities and Olgrplages were developed in combination with urba
renewal and schemes for “improved traffic manageméme enhancement of cultural facilities, an
environmental beautification program and actionsngure health and hygiene standards throughout the
city” (Chalkley and Essex 1999). Furthermore, tlewadopment of Olympic sites has been increasingly
integrated into host cities’ larger-scale urbanelegment plans, enabling such sites to become spord
recreation complexes, harbour developments, orihguend tourist accommodation after the Olympics.
Barcelona (1992) perhaps offers the most exparesiaeple of how the Olympics can function as a gatal
for urban development. Not only was Barcelona’'saarbtructure modified through the development af fo
Olympic sites in different types of location (sueh a low-income neighbourhood, a declining indaksite
and a waterfront area), but many programmes thithbhaady been proposed, such as the creationbditpu
open spaces, the general improvement of publicsp@mation, the opening of the city to the sea, the
renovation of the city’s cultural infrastructurdiet landscaping of squares and the commissioningeof
sculptures, could finally be realised. These pnogngs might otherwise have suffered long delaysjight
have been cancelled altogether (Chalkley and E$8689; Marshall 2000, 2004; Monclu 2007; Coaffee
2007).

2.3 Expected effects

Despite the important economic impact that spoenéy can have on their host cities, evaluating this
impact remains a complex undertaking (Owen 2006ynkr (2006) suggests that it is perhaps useful to
distinguish the financial costs and benefits detiieom staging the event (the ‘one-time’, primary
Games-related impact) from an evaluation of thgéorierm structural economic changes that are egriv
from investing in transport infrastructure, telecoomications, the environment, social and sport8itias,
and housing (the secondary impact). Ingerson (2@&D suggests that studies of the economic impfact
sporting events should take two key elements inbmant; the costs and revenues for the event'naegs,
and the event’s impact on the area in questiome&sed community pride and self-esteem, incredsirals
of cultural interaction, boosting a city's profided making a place more interesting to live in,ar®ng the
positive social outcomes of hosting the Games. 8\hie Games can have a positive social legacye iker
no compelling evidence to suggest that individ@ald groups in local communities of host cities reca
fair share of the rewards. Some analyses suggasstitly elites tend to steer the Games towardsaratp
rather than social goals, thus undermining the riatie positive social impact on local communities.
Moreover, “which social groups actually benefit,igthare excluded, what scope is there for coniestatf
these developments, and how can social equalitméasured are three important questions that aes oft
ignored” (Horne and Manzenreiter 2006: 8).

3 SYDNEY: AN EMPIRICAL CASE STUDY

3.1 Motives for hosting the Games

The motive behind Sydney’s bid for the Olympic Game 2000 was to contribute to Australia’s
internationalisation and to promote the city aslabal city (Cashman 2002; Hollway 2001), as the
preoccupation of many Australian cities was thatythwere isolated from the world. Defenders of the
Olympic Games foresaw that the event could brimg{term promotional benefits for the whole of Aatifr,
a significant increase in its international profiled lift Sydney’s profile as a Pacific Rim and &sibusiness
centre and tourist destination (Berlin 2003). Wiitense publicity and a positive image projectemifrthe
event, the Australian organisers aimed to incréasecity’s international profile, attract inwardvistment,
promote tourism and create temporary and permajobst (Yu 2004). Various studies estimated around
AU$3,500 million for the host city, AU$1 billion business for the State of New Southl&¥ (NSW) and
AU$6.5 billion in business for Australia as a wholée Australian Tourist Commission also predidfesl
arrival of an additional 2.1 million overseas \s#t between 1995 and 2004 due to the Sydney Ohlanpic

! At the time of writing AU$1.00 was equivalent t0.88.
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generating an estimated AU$16 billion in tourisnd aneating 150,000 new jobs (Hall 2001).

Along with commercial, economic and political legaBydney also aimed to pursue a tangible legacy,
including spectacular Olympic venues, an upgradedastructure system and impetus for its urban
regeneration programme. When the IOC signalledatsre to apply the concept of sustainable devetopm
to the Olympic movement as a means to raise glabareness of environmental and resource issues,
Sydney appealed to this concept in its bid and lsoug become the first city to adopt the 10C'’s
environmental agenda and produce a ‘Green Olympicsénsure a net regeneration and environmenial ga
Sydney chose to regenerate Homebush, a derelich@&@re former industrial site that had housedcitye
abattoir and a rubbish dump, located on the PattarRaver, some 19 kilometres from the city centre.

3.2 Urban development strategies

The Homebush Bay development zone was an area rd@romated wasteland used for dumping
household and industrial waste. In the early 1980i,and water tests estimated there were 9 milliguare
metres of domestic, commercial and industrial wasteead over 160 of the 760 hectares of the shle. T
Sydney bid included a total clean-up — or remedgiiatt of the previously contaminated industrial, stethat
Homebush would qualify for the Olympic event (Sygr@rganising Committee for the Olympic Games
[SOCOG] 2001). The master plan, developed by thanPic Co-ordination Authority (OCA), provided a
coherent vision that would advance all three complanning aspects, creating a successful centréhéo
Sydney 2000 Games, addressing the environmentalreeegents and ensuring development would create
assets for the future. In addition, the master @mo “determined the mixed uses of the site amd th
relationships between the various precincts” (SOCZGL1: 55). As stated in the official report, thaster
plan was the cornerstone for the development of étarsh Bay, setting out the location of each of the
Olympic and Paralympic sporting venues, the locatibroads and other essential infrastructure asiga
principles to guide construction. The new Athlet®@sdium, warm-up track and Aquatic Centre, togethe
with the Olympic Village, would create a multi-usentre for Western Sydney.

The master plan concept divided the site into fdistinct precincts: (1) an urban core with sporting
entertainment, exhibition and commercial facilitig?) an Olympic village which would become a
residential suburb for some 5,000 people, (3) anmagtropolitan park and (4) a waterfront developiie
provide public access to the Homebush Bay shorbks. &tablishment of a central sports complex and
additional recreational facilities was an integratt of Sydney’s bid for a successful 2000 Olympames
( Fig. 2). Furthermore, the master plan was suppdoly a public transport strategy which integrdtedvy
rail, bus, coach and ferry facilities and an extemspedestrian and cycle network. The plans for a
transportation and construction included AU$2 diilfor the upgrade of Sydney airport, AU$700 millfor
an Eastern Distributor (road network) in Sydney #id5320 million for the beautification of Sydney’s
Central Business District. Public transport to Blmpic site was further enhanced by a new rak lin
capable of delivering up to 50,000 passengers an Hwe construction of Homebush Bay Wharf, allayvin

SydneyOlympicPark O

u

Figure 2Sydney Olympic Park (Source: www.sydneyolympicparlcom.au)
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people to access Sydney Olympic Park by ferry,thedprovision of bus parking bays (SOCOG 2001). The
existence of the public transportation system gledilong-term benefits for Sydney, allowing easseas to
Olympic Park Station from both the east and wed#ssi Furthermore, the Olympic village was intentied
be a model of ecosensitive design, which was uaklentjointly with Greenpeace, incorporating solawer,
water recycling and passive heating and coolingletsiled set of ‘green’ guidelines that were ineshdo
govern the design, layout and construction of Olgnfacilities was published by the Sydney Orgargzin
Committee. Some 90 ecologically sustainable devetori (ESD) principles were included, with stateraent
on recycling, renewable energy sources, publicspart, derelict land and protection of threatened
environments and endangered species. The themestHirgbility was also addressed by situating many
Olympic facilities within walking distance of eaokher, reducing the dependence on motor vehicles.

The process of staging the Sydney Games and pngvttie facilities saw the creation of two new state
government agencies: the Sydney Organising Conerfitiethe Olympic Games (SOCOG) and the Olympic
Coordination Authority (OCA). While SOCOG was respible for undertaking the bid with regard to the
organisation and staging of the Games, OCA wasigtel with the task of delivering venues and faedi
for use during the Olympic and Paralympic Gamesciiate efficiency in terms of implementation and
operation, Sydney’s organisational structure embsurggh-level government involvement and financial
backing, but also a leading decision-making roléirstralia’s sporting community (SOCOG 2001). Bg th
same token, the Olympic Roads and Transport AUth@DRTA) was established by the New South Wales
Government to coordinate all ground transport ses/ifor the Games. Special Olympic legislationciée
significant changes to the usual planning and dtatste process, aiming to provide certainty in the
development procedure and meet the deadlines &olOtlympic planning process, “[tlhe relaxing of the
planning process, for example not requiring envitental impact statements for Olympic development,
enabled organising authorities to have most Olyrfgiidities ready nearly twelve months in advantéhe
opening ceremony” (Owen 2002: 332). However, thdsnges reduced the levels of accountability to the
community at large and provided insufficient infa@tion to the local community.

The main goal of place marketing was to attractrmss and investment through the Olympic event and
strategically seek to maximise long-term benefliydney invested heavily in the regeneration and
construction of landmark Olympic venues and varitwesutification programmes in order to promote
Sydney and Australia in general as an attractivtimggtion for tourism and business investment. The
opening and closing ceremonies and the extensianattention during the Games all played theitgir
projecting an image of Australia and Sydney inipafar to the global audience. To maximise the Gete
the tourism industry, a series of promotional pangmes were launched to target the various potential
groups before, during and after the Games. In 1988, Olympic Business Roundtable (OBRT) was
established as an umbrella organisation with reptesives from government, Olympic sponsors, SOCOG
and industry groups. OBRT launched a series ofnlessi promotion programmes which aimed to present a
high-profile business image of Australia, one exiniiging Investment 2000, which was designed tacitt
companies to invest in and establish branches sirAlia, and another being Business Club Aust(&@&A),
which would provide a business-matching servicavbeh Australian and overseas companies (Yu 2004).

Despite the increasing concerns and attention giwetme social impact of a mega-event such as the
Olympics (Olds 1998), the sociocultural dimensiéthe Sydney Games was somewhat forgotten duriag th
bidding process and the following period. Excet thie extent in which the different cultures of f&aba
could be used to promote an image which might lseéid attempt succeed” (Hall 2001), no social ichpa
study was undertaken by the Sydney bid team duttiegbidding process. After the bid was won, a
comprehensive housing and social impact study vaased out by Cox et al1994), which presented a
number of recommendations that would lead to pasitiocial development. However, the low-income
housing recommended in Cox’s study did not intetlestNSW State Government or the Sydney Olympic
organisation, which was more interested in higheoine housing, benefiting commercial interestslaod
revenues. Lenskyj (2002) reveals the harsh remlitfethe most vulnerable members of the community
contrary to the ‘best-ever Olympic Games’ claimgd®C president Samaranch.

3.3 Effects

Hosting the Sydney 2000 Olympic Games undoubtedigegated certain positive benefits. Sandy
Hollway, the Chief Executive Officer of the 2000dBey Olympics, has spoken of the tangible legacy in
terms of three categories: (1) the presence ofriatmnal standard sport facilities in Sydney daethe
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Games, (2) the improvement of urban quality dudhéorehabilitation of the Homebush Bay area andh@)
development of economic infrastructure as an ingolsthe Games, such as the airport upgrade,imés |
and the Eastern Distributor motorway (Hollway 200t)was a public-private partnership that saw the
Homebush site created, with exceptional transpamhections to the Sydney city region and Games “tha
captured the imagination of the nation, as a direate to performance on a world economic stagést@tt
2001). Without the Olympics it is highly doubtfébr example, whether the regeneration of Homebush B
would have been achieved within the time frameroisioch a scale, or whether a new railway would have
been built: “The win skewed the regeneration towarohstruction of Olympic venues, a large housieg a
and a regional park which helped Sydney’s clainadbreen Games” (Searle 2002: 850). The significant
urban development consequences of the Green Gaoressp were the adoption of strong ESD principhes i
building the Athletes’ Village and the creation®fdney’s largest urban park, Millennium Parklaras 450
hectares of formerly derelict land between Olynfpick and the Parramatta River. However, the impess
tangible spatial outcome may have been undermiyethé difficulties that the two Olympic stadiums —
Stadium Australia and the Sydney Superdome — hasedfin the post-Olympic period. Since the Olympic
Games they have experienced major financial sHisrtf@hich threaten their viability. Despite being a
continuous attraction to 9 million tourists annyathe two large stadiums are having difficultiesattracting
large events or a large audience for sporting evafter accommodating the huge Olympic Games crowds
After 2000, Homebush has been host to a handfuligify and cricket internationals, but the attendaaic
these events hardly compares with the Olympic ceo(@karle 2002; Berlin 2003). Sue Holliday, therfer
chief planner for the Sydney Games, told a confararcently that the host city should have focurede
broadly on a legacy programme for the Olympic sit®8ydney is paying the price”, she said (The
Independent 2008). The Sydney Olympic Park becasteayother white elephant after the Games closed
and a long-term plan for its redevelopment, turriimg site over to residential and commercial ugkndt
appear until 2005 (Lochhead 2005).

The same dilemma is apparent in relation to theremwmental legacy. As mentioned above, an
innovative action taken by Sydney’s organisers twadevelop a partnership with the NGO Greenpeace to
outline ESD principles and bring them into practiewever, the ‘green’ credentials of the Gamesewer
challenged during the process (Lenskyj 1998), withumber of environmental organisations and pressur
groups questioning whether the various commitmset®ut in the Environmental Guidelines would aliyua
be delivered. Measures to increase the city’s dirpapacity, an integral part of the Olympic depeh®nt,
were opposed by local residents, who argued thratetivould be adverse environmental consequences in
terms of noise and pollution. There were mediagaliens that not enough work was being undertaken t
clean up areas on the Homebush Bay site from toxdamination, with suspected dioxin contamination
arousing particular concern. The ‘Green’ Olympiemained, therefore, the subject of considerable
controversy (Chalkley and Essex 1999).

Before the Games started, several projections eretonomic impact of the Sydney 2000 Olympic
Games appeared, among which were reports by KPMK98 and Arthur Anderson in 1999, both of which
presented positive economic impact predictionseiAthe Games, however, doubts were raised about the
positive legacy claim. According to Haynes (200the total cost of staging the Olympic Games as
announced by NSW Treasurer Michael Egan was AU®8l®n. The Federal Government contributed
AU$194 million and the private sector AU$1.3 billiowhile the NSW State Government contributed
AUS$2.3 billion. Haynes believes that the Sydneyr@tyc Games were not the money-maker that the 1984
Los Angeles Games were, but neither have they aémancial burden on the NSW State Governmenth Wit
respect to the post-Olympic economic impact, PiNaerhouse Coopers (2001, in Clark 2008), a major
source for a positive evaluation, concluded thatSdney Olympic Games delivered substantial bentfi
Sydney, NSW and Australia, including some AU$3iduillin business outcomes, over AU$6 billion injekcte
into infrastructure in NSW, over AU$1.2 billion wbrof convention business for NSW between 1993 and
2007, over AU$6 billion in inbound tourism spendidgring 2001, greatly enhanced business profiles fo
Sydney, NSW and Australia through the equivalenipto AU$6.1 billion worth of international expasu
and great expertise and confidence in tendering) Homestically and overseas, for large-scale ptaje
This economic impact analysis was echoed by reldesm Yu (2004) and Hill (2009).

Madden (2002) extended the assessment of the emmopact of Sydney 2000, suggesting that the
economic activity in NSW was 0.3 percent higherrahe 12-year period due to the Games. Anotherrtepo
about economic legacy of Sydney 2000 pointed tofétoe that the Olympics helped to create a more
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competitive economic attitude in Australia, alsantiog to the catalyst effect the Olympics have lwed
economic, cultural and social change (SOCOG 200fboit 2001). They considered that there were
undoubtedly clear and lasting rewards for the suttigl investments made with respect to many istere
groups in the city, region and even country as alewhHowever, other researchers doubt the direét i
between the two. Weed (2008: 149) questions theracg of the impact measurement since “little reea
to specifically examine this issue has been comdlicsuggesting that in some cases there was “ecvélef
duplication”. Preuss (2004) reported that the ltamgn increase in tourism cannot be proven due ¢o th
drastic change after 11 September 2001. He alsdgubio some miscalculation during the Games, sisch
the overbooking of hotel rooms by SOCOG and thenphreenon whereby the Olympic attraction adversely
affected local trade during the Games. He furtleeninds us of the price increases suffered by thel lo
community after the Games. Impact research on yldeeyy Olympics undertaken by Giesecke and Madden
(2007) seven years later actually confronted ub wihet consumption loss of approximately AU$2ItLoii.

Much research has touched upon Sydney’s impressivan imaging process and place marketing
strategy to promote Sydney through the Games (Bf2lill). There was widespread agreement that the
greatest opportunities would arise due to the as®d media exposure that Australia would gain resalt
of the Games. Australia would thus become “the f@/mpic host nation to take full advantage of the
Games to vigorously pursue tourism for the benefithe whole country”, stated Michael Payne, I0C
Director of Marketing (Brown 2001: 15). It is ingsting to highlight that the AU$12 million four-yea
Olympic strategy launched by the Australian Tou@sgtmmission (ATC) in 1996 was a combination of
short-term advertising campaigns, a marketing cagnpand research and strategy on long-term
image-building measures (Brown 2001). Clear indicest of the positive impact of place marketing vilzes
large influx of overseas visitors to Sydney durihg Games and that 50-60 percent of the econoniadm
was generated by Olympic-related tourist visits a&odrist spending over the ten year period between
1994-2004 (Chalip 2000).

The social effects of the Sydney Olympics are matiity absent from the urban development strategy.
Despite the event contributing to a sense of conityuand national spirit (Waitt 2003), the Olympics
downplayed “community and social interests, paltidy those of inner city residents”, while being
narrowly concerned with “commercial, economic amditigal interests” (Hall 2001). Research by Blunde
(2007) shows that the staging of the Olympic Galmesight forward an escalation in housing costs in
Sydney and some loss of low-income housing stoakh Yigher-income households the target of housing
development, low-income earners who suffered fremtal increases in traditionally cheap housing grea
moved away. The lack of a low-income housing progne, together with an increase in commercial
housing development aimed at white-collar profesai® indicates a movement towards gentrification i
many of the inner Western suburbs of Sydney neandtwish Bay.

The contrast between the overemphasis on placeetiragkand economic calculation and the largely
absent social concerns simply reveals the curmamest of staging a mega-event. The Sydney Olynguies
a classic case of what Hall has claimed to be faesentative of the growth of corporatist politios
Australia” and the subsequent treatment of a @ty @roduct to be packaged, marketed and soldhichw
opinion polls substitute for public participatiom the decision-making process (Hall 2001). In f&aiyen
even argues that mega-events such as the Sydneyf@b/are important redevelopment tools to besetili
by entrepreneurial government. His research previddficient examples of entrepreneurism, includihg
centralisation of planning powers, the increasimgivement in government activities, and the refiaxaof
planning processes, result[ing] in reduced openressountability and public participation” (OwenQ20
323). Perhaps a more positive result of entrepmisdeam would be greater private investment and the
establishment of a closer partnership between ubégand private sectors to share the risks amefits of
the Olympic Games, with a direct consequence bbiegeduction of the burden placed on taxpayers.

4 CONCLUSIONS

Urban development strategies generally addressedgals in both the global and local contexts. The
intensification of global competition and capitablpility have undoubtedly resulted in national, cegil and
local governments becoming increasingly concernéll promoting local economic development through
place marketing. A mega-event strategy such adrigoghhe Olympic Games is seen by host cities as a
strategic opportunity to gain regional, nationatl amernational media exposure at low cost andverége
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for generating future growth and waging a compatisitruggle to attract investment capital (Andracioet

al. 2001). Cities have related the staging of thgmPic Games to a broader and more strategic urban
development agenda, using the Games to “boostrtienieconomy, permanently reposition the city im th
global tourist market, promote regeneration, alkbv revamping of transport and service infrastmastu
create vibrant cultural quarters, and establisletavark of high-grade facilities that could servetlas basis

for future bids” (Gold and Gold 2008: 301). Theeaxh model we introduced in this article has rolpe
depict the main factors that a host city will haeedeal with in using a mega-event strategy sucthas
Olympic Games as a catalyst to stimulate its urtbevelopment process. It is evident that differaties
have adjusted their approaches to fit particulezucnstances, particularly with a view to temporaindnd,
purpose, political agendas and the locality in tjaesThus, while the 1984 Los Angeles Olympics 1992
Barcelona Olympics and the 2000 Sydney Olympicsehall been viewed as ‘successful’, each city had
fundamentally different aims and objectives andktddferent approaches. Unlike Barcelona, Sydneg wa
not facing an economic crisis, but it still hadfitad a niche in order to beat its stronger competih the
bidding process, Beijing. Sydney thus appealech&l©OC’s concerns about sustainable development and
aimed to achieve an environmental legacy. An ingivesachievement, despite some controversy, Sydney
succeeded in creating a balance between economierasironmental objectives, providing a good exampl
to other potential host cities.

In Sydney’s experience we detected an enthusiasinntiany host cities share with respect to the
long-term impact the Olympics may have on the ditye Games have become a metaphor for the pufsuit o
excellence in the world economy and for Australataking an international role. Sydney has made
particular efforts in the urban imaging processptomote Australia and pursue the place marketing of
Sydney as a new business and tourist destinatemos urban development strategies that Sydnelpedg
actually addressed the same place marketing goals.

Perhaps one of the most important concepts to Bmerged from impact studies is that of the ‘legacy
momentum’, that is, a host city’s capacity to coné to grow in the wake of the immediate post-Games
downturn in economic activities and drive the tfammation of the host city (London East Researdthitute
2007). Various studies of Sydney’'s experience agisg the 2000 Olympic Games acknowledge the
complex challenges associated with bidding for atatjing the Olympic Games. However, the greatest
challenge faced by a host city is not so much hofast-track Olympic venue development under exérem
time pressure, but rather what longer-term goafsbeaachieved and sustained after the Games leave t
Indeed, when 10C president Samaranch declaredetovthild at the closing ceremony that the Games had
been the best ever, Sydney 2000 was seen by manglasess in engineering, communications techgolog
marketing, finance, operations management and maf@mal capacity. Yet, when changing the focasnfr
the sixteen days of the Games to the post-Olymgiogd, the answer to the question concerning thadg
that the Olympics left Sydney is somewhat mixedsTésue has much in common with the 10C’s concerns
about sustainable development (Furrer 2002). @iagdérs may well view the Olympic Games in strategic
terms, as an opportunity to gain regional, natiomadl international exposure at a relatively lowtcos
However, they also face a huge and complex tasiddressing financial, spatial and temporal chalteng
prior to and during the Games, not to mention ther®ous investment in resources needed, and thpe lar
number of actors involved in the development precedubject to time pressure and without careful
consideration of the long-term impact, Olympic vesumay become ‘white elephants’ after the Games hav
taken place, isolated in their city landscapes r@fu2002; Cashman 2002). In such situations, rattiem
economic benefits, the host city may be left witlgé debts that take many years to repay. Morediver,
promises of social benefits made to local commesithay well prove to be empty, with the circumstanc
of vulnerable groups potentially worsening, rati@n improving. The contradictions and controvessie
surrounding the Summer Olympic Games may thus lsaymficant implications for the lives of people
living in host cities, and are therefore worthyirdreased attention on the part of policymakersgdadners.
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