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6.1 Theoretical Explanations for Olympic Cost Overruns
6.1 Theoretical Explanations for Olympic Cost Overruns
In this reflection we offer explanations about the different drivers that initiate cost 
and revenue overruns . Before we issue our 17 recommendations, we will use sev-
eral theories that help us to understand why cost and revenue overruns occur . The 
theory is important to consider because it will emphasise our recommendations .

The reasons for Olympic Games cost overruns are many, and these can be ex-
plained by several phenomena . Reasons that trigger cost overruns may be casual, 
happening just by chance (at random) or more basic and systematic, i.e. structural . 

Casual causes are:

1 . Unpredictable and uncertain factors generate delays in the project achievement 
– which is often the case in the construction industry . Then the project that is 
lagging behind schedule must be finished in a rush, which always causes extra 
costs; therefore Ct > Ct-n .

2 . Mismanagement of the project . This might have happened in some cities that 
hosted the Olympic Games, although this must be the exception rather than 
the rule .

3 . The project has been conceived and designed with too high expectations in 
terms of short duration and low (or not too high) cost which is usually due to 
decision-makers’ excessive optimism and/or ambition . Although such a mood 
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may have surrounded the preparation of some Olympic Games, it cannot be 
considered as a recurrent source of cost overruns even though excess optimism 
may lead to one of the two structural causes below . 

Consequently, such causes of cost overruns that emerge haphazardly, at random, 
cannot be generalised in terms of an economic analysis of the Olympic Games, 
even less could they be incorporated into a theoretical approach of the Olympic 
Games cost overruns .

From an economic standpoint, structural causes of cost overruns in long duration 
Olympic projects can be theorised once they are identified as:

1 . The local Olympic project governance is weak or bad, which means that (some) 
local decision-makers who host the Games do consider their budget as rather lax 
and are ready to envisage that expenditures (costs) could run over budget; and the 
project is run under a so-called soft budget constraint (Kornaï, Maskin & Roland 
2003) . Usually economists consider that this managerial misbehaviour has its 
roots in some inappropriate set of institutions and hence resort to institutional 
economics . The soft budget constraint is a concept that has already been called 
into sports economics analysis (Andreff 2007; Storm & Nielsen 2012), though 
not in the case of mega-sporting events, namely for explaining cost overruns . An 
alternative attempt at analysing weak governance, i .e . resulting from inappro-
priate institutions, and the subsequent “structural” managerial misbehaviour, is 
the PRINCIPAL-AGENT model (Jensen & Meckling 1976; Fama & Jensen 1983; 
Laffont & Martimort 2003), which has also been applied in sports economics 
though not for studying the Olympic Games (Miceli 2004; Andreff 2015) either, 
despite the fact that it seems to be a theoretical framework that helps explain 
cost overruns . It is therefore adopted below in this study .

2 . The use of public funding and public goods: The occurrence of soft budget con-
straints and cost overruns is more probable when public funding is involved in 
the host city’s financing of the Olympic Games . When a non-negligible share of 
an Olympic project is financed on public funds, then an opportunity emerges 
for local decision-makers (primarily politicians) to overload the project with 
expenditures (costs) that would not have been planned otherwise (the famous 
watchword that “hosting the Games will facilitate and accelerate the building 
of new non-sporting infrastructures”) . With public finance, there is always an 
incentive to spend without counting (since it is not your own but public money), 
to bargain additional subsidies and the like . In the worst case of actually bad 
governance, corruption may arise . Obviously, analysing this facet of cost overruns 
calls for some references to the public choice theory, in particular free-riding 
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behaviour in the face of the request for financing public goods . It is therefore 
adopted below in this study .

3 . The Olympic project is allocated to host cities through an auction or an auction-like 
process . This is the winner’s curse theory of Olympic cost overruns (Andreff 
2012, 2014), which is briefly recalled below and used as a third theoretical in-
terpretation of the emergence of lasting cost overruns linked to the allocation 
mode – through an auction-like process – of the Olympic Games . It is therefore 
adopted below in this study .

In short, we will offer theoretical reflection by using the following theories: 

• Neo-institutionalism theory . In this theoretical framework, we will address in 
particular:
a . The Principal-Agent Theory and its adverse selection problem
b . The Principal-Agent Theory and its moral hazard problem
c . The Public Choice Theory 

• The Theory of public goods and its inherent free riding problem 
• The Auction theory and in particular the “Winner’s Curse”
• Evolution theory, public interest theory and planning fallacy theory 

6.1.1 The Neo-Institutionalism Theory and Cost/Revenue 
Overruns

Adverse selection problems 
The following explanation is related to the often strategically desired underestimation 
of costs during the bidding stage . This section explains why we strongly suggest to 
any reader to interpret cost overruns only after the Games were awarded to a city 
and the first serious cost estimate was made . This study has clearly shown that a 
realistic cost estimate can usually be done three to four years before the Games .

Due to the competitive bidding and the Olympic auctioning process, cost estimates 
requested by the sports governing body is different for each mega project (e .g . Preuss 
& Schnitzer 2015) . Non-sport mega projects tend to have much more controlled 
and expected cost estimates because they are from one industry . Therefore, it is 
debatable whether an interpretation of cost and revenue overruns should be taken 
from the time span of a first (very early) cost estimate or a little later from the offi-
cial bidding documents or even later from the first cost estimate based on the true 
knowledge of the project . Reflecting this, we wonder, why does the IOC continue 
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to demand cost/revenue estimates in the candidature file? If the above reasoning is 
right, everyone is supposed to know that this first cost and revenue estimate must 
necessarily be wrong and only four years before the Olympic Games the organisers 
have a full picture and valid overview . Thus, taking the cost and revenue estimate 
from the official candidature files means taking a politically influenced cost/revenue 
estimate that is presented to the population, and therefore we can already explain 
two factors for cost overruns . One is the political setting of the budget, and the 
other is a strong uncertainty about the number and size of projects that are really 
needed for the Olympic Games . The overall question here is, whether the cost and 
revenue estimate presented to the IOC members (before voting) has an impact on 
their decision . If so, the IOC may take this information out .

Based on the information that the local residents/population have about a po-
tential Olympic Games, they want the Games or they reject them (in recent years 
many referendums were lost thus indicating that those that are voting do not want 
the Games) . If the Games seem to be attractive, the population wants to bid for 
the Olympic Games and directs their desire towards the “political system” of the 
city/NOC . This is a classical PRINCIPAL-AGENT situation, which is a “pervasive 
fact in economic life” (Arrow 1985a, 37) . Constitutional for a PRINCIPAL-AGENT 
relation is that the utility level of the principal is influenced by the agent’s auction 
(Picot, Dietl & Franck 2005, 72) . The AGENT, here the political system, has better 
information about the costs and revenues of the Olympic Games than local res-
idents/population (PRINCIPAL) . The so-called information asymmetry gives an 
advantage to the AGENT . The AGENT (political system) can take opportunistic 
advantage by exaggerating the (own) positive event effects and/or just undermining 
costs and other negative effects when reporting to the PRINCIPAL (local residents/
population) . This is an important observation because the information politics 
(which can be pro Olympic opposition or Olympic supporters) influence the out-
come of a public referendum .

Local residents/population acquire their information about the potential bene-
fits of the Olympic Games through various channels (Preuss 2004, 49) . These are:

a . Information and advertisements, which are often spread by the AGENT (the bid 
committee or local politicians), but also 

b . Information published by the media, and opposing and lobby groups . Due to the 
complexity of Olympic-related projects, which can easily be more than 200, the 
cost estimates, including non-Olympic costs, sometimes tend to be extremely high . 

c . Information about the event, which was staged in another city . Information is 
passed on through TV reports, live coverage or print media articles .
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d . Personal experiences with other (mega) sporting events at home or abroad in 
the past .

The information provided to the local residents/population is usually not compre-
hensive enough for them to reliably assess the potential benefits of the Olympic 
Games for themselves . Therefore, the local residents/population do not know the 
real cost-benefit balance of a future mega sport event in their city .

Looking at the interaction between those involved in a bidding process, we can 
observe a cascade of PRINCIPAL–AGENT relations where the AGENT becomes 
PRINCIPAL in another relation (see also Picot, Dietl & Franck 2005, 2) . In each cas-
cade, the interest in showing the true costs of Olympic Games is not fully explained .

Government Population 

PRINCIPAL AGENT

Local 
Government 

Government 

PRINCIPAL AGENT

Bidding 

Committee 

Local 
Government 

PRINCIPAL AGENT

Local Residents 

Population Government 
Local 

Government 

Bidding 

Committee 

Fig. 44 Cascade of PRINCIPAL–AGENT relations

Opportunistic behaviour of the AGENT is most likely . The PRINCIPALS and 
AGENTS follow different aims, but the information asymmetry avoids transparency . 
Even though both want to have successful Olympic Games staged, the benefits and 
opportunity costs of the Games are different for each group and lead to opportu-
nistic behaviour . The AGENT (in our bidding scenario, the bid committee is better 
informed) has to follow the objectives of the PRINCIPAL, but will adopt opportu-
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nistic behaviour geared towards its objectives . Despite the opportunistic behaviour 
of the AGENT, the PRINCIPAL usually obtains a benefit from the relation . Both 
follow a win-win situation, also called non-zero-sum situation, because the main 
objective (successful Games) is the same without a conflict in this interest . Due 
to the complexity of Olympic Games projects (investments) and the large number 
of cost areas, the PRINCIPAL is not able to observe and judge all actions of the 
AGENT . Additionally, other stakeholder have an influence on the activities of the 
AGENT (e .g . demand from officials of international federations, mayors of suburbs 
or related communities, federal politicians/senators) and make the action of the 
AGENT opaque . Finally, the performance of the AGENT towards a successful bid 
is insecure, because only one bidding city can win the right to host the Olympic 
Games . All these factors complicate the PRINCIPAL’S possibility of controlling 
and judging the importance of the AGENT’S activities. In other words the AGENT 
can act opportunistically (which means using the Olympic bid) to maximise its 
own benefits . This can be an additional infrastructure project, higher construction 
costs (if he participates by a certain percentage based on the overall costs of the 
construction), the choice of other locations than those being cheaper, etc . All this 
leads to an increase in the budgets and later to cost overruns .

When bidding for the Olympic Games, the bid committee has the best informa-
tion . Local politicians have the second best information, followed by the govern-
mental politicians . The local residents/population, finally, have little information . 
This means that there is great information asymmetry between the PRINCIPALS 
and AGENTS . The next table displays the different roles and objectives of the 
PRINCIPALS and AGENTS .

Table 77 Principal-agent relations in the bidding process for a mega sports event

Cascade level Principal Agent

1

Population (nation)
demands the Olympic Games 

Government
subsidises the Games (infrastructure 
of city) and supports the bid, provides 
financial guarantees

2

Government
demands the Games, which pro-
mote economic growths, interna-
tional prestige, national presen-
tation, etc.

Local Government
subsidises the Olympic Games and ex-
pedites city development, local repre-
sentation, provides political support and 
backs the bid

Local residents (city)
demand the event 
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Cascade level Principal Agent

3

Local Government
demands profitable organisation 
of the Games and long-term ben-
efits from the event in regard to the 
long-term city development, local 
representation

Bid Committee
optimises the event organisation and 
maximises short-term success (event) 
because success is visible and the PRIN-
CIPAL will rate that

The initial initiative to bid for the Olympic Games often comes from private groups 
or local politicians . Their intention is often different from that of the local residents/
population . For example, the initiative to bid for the Olympic Games in Atlanta for 
1996 came from the construction industry seeking new business . The Barcelona 
politicians wanted the Games to be one (out of many) driver for redeveloping the 
city, the Catalan government wanted to promote Catalonia as a rival to Madrid, 
and the central government wanted to control the Olympic Games as Spanish 
Games (Botella 1995, 143) . These objectives were used to justify substantial public 
investment during the Olympiad and to create within the city and the province of 
Catalonia the desired impetus to take stock of the long-term under-investment in 
leisure, culture, sport and transportation during previous decades (Millet 1995, 191) .

Moral hazard problems 
Each AGENT – being in another relation PRINCIPAL – will use scarce public 
resources to promote the Olympic Games and take opportunities to reach its 
individual targets . In such situation, the AGENT cannot be observed (lack of 
transparency), which leads to the opportunity for the AGENT to make decisions 
for its own benefit (moral hazard) . These can be, for example, to re-plan parts of 
the city that are not necessarily needed for the Olympic Games, but the city may 
manage to get the national taxpayers to pay the bill . The information asymmetry 
enables the AGENT claiming that this re-planning was necessary for the Games . 
This happened for example in Athens, when, only three years before the Games, the 
Olympic Stadium surroundings were nicely upgraded by star architect Calatrava 
which cost more than EUR 200m covered by the Greek state to incorporate design 
excellence (Pollalis 2006, 4) .

This PRINCIPAL-AGENT theory helps to explain a certain ineffectiveness in 
investing public resources (national taxpayer perspective) for the Olympic Games . 
However, for a local taxpayer, this investment paid by national taxpayers is very 
effective . In contrast for the national taxpayers it tends to be less effective because 
they do not benefit from local city development since they do not live in the host city . 
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The problem addressed here is that too many AGENTS are involved in the bidding 
for and preparation of the Olympic Games and all want to benefit from the project, 
but those who have to pay the bill (taxpayers) do not have enough transparency (a 
typical moral hazard problem) . Thus the opportunistic behaviour of AGENTS makes 
the Olympic Games a mega project that contains hundreds of smaller investment 
projects to make them benefiting and this finally increases the overall costs .

The many public referendums (see introduction) have shown that taxpayers are 
concerned about the financial control of such a project . The negative referendums 
and thus the decrease in the number of bid cities have shown that the PRINCIPAL 
is still very important and the support of local residents and national population 
is important to win an Olympic bid .

Public choice theory 
Public choice theory can help explain cost and revenue overruns based on political 
behaviour . In particular we want to refer to conflict of interests . In regard to cost 
overruns, we need to study self-interested AGENTS (politicians, officials from 
International Sport Federations or city developers) and their interactions . Their 
position during the bidding stage for the Olympic Games or later on during the 
construction phases helps explain lower cost expectations by looking at their utility 
maximisation or the way of decision taking .

The theory on conflicts of interests is also based on the PRINCIPAL-AGENT 
setting . The AGENT has to fulfil the job given by the PRINCIPAL, but will use in-
formation asymmetry to maximise his/her benefits following his/her own agenda .

Politicians or sport officials often have a conflict of interests by having multiple 
positions/functions or when they have to trade-off between several projects . Ra-
tional choice theory teaches us that people consider their preferences, opportunity 
costs and institutional/cultural/organisational constraints whenever they have to 
decide between different projects . It is normal for many projects to have conflicting 
aims . Regarding the construction of sports venues the decision taken may often be 
in conflict with the best practice for taxpayers . Information asymmetry helps to 
make a decision against the interest of the taxpayer (PRINCIPAL), and often this 
asymmetry is an incentive to follow a selfish interest . Examples of this are when 
a local politician gets governmental money for local infrastructure, an architect 
increases the costs of a project as he/she gets a percentage of the project as his/her 
salary or someone owns an area and wants an upgrade of the surroundings . For the 
Olympic Winter Games, people who own ski resorts want better traffic connections 
or someone who owns construction companies wants contracts . 

What the IOC can do is to reduce this information asymmetry by, for example, 
better informing about the infrastructure required for the Olympic Games . In other 
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words, if the IOC openly tells the population what is needed or which sports facility 
is sufficient to stage Olympic Games, this will lower the information asymmetry 
and diminish the opportunistic behaviour of the agent .

Public goods and free riding 
Most of the capital investments for the Olympic Games are financed from public 
resources . The reasoning for this is that the infrastructure built and the Olympic 
Games in general are of national interest . Therefore, public subsidies are justified . 
However, many stakeholders benefit from the projects but do not have to pay for 
them . For them, utility maximising means using public resources for their own 
benefit . This can be:

a . an official of an International Sports Federation who wants to have a new sports 
venue for his/her sport for training or competition;

b . an architect who earns his/her salary based on a share of the overall contract;
c . a construction company that earns money by adding extras as much as a con-

tract allows it to do so;
d . the hotel and tourism industry that wants more attractions and better infra-

structure .

In contrast to the above-mentioned conflicts of interests, here we face the problem 
that those deciding do not have to pay, but benefit from the decision taken . This 
leads to an overspend of public money and to cost overruns . 

In other words, when a share of an Olympics’ project is financed from public 
funds then an opportunity emerges for local decision makers (primarily politicians) 
to overload the project with expenditures that would not have been planned other-
wise and are not needed for the hosting of the Games . The famous watchword that 
“hosting the Games will facilitate and accelerate the building of new non-sporting 
infrastructures” . With public finance there is always an incentive to spend without 
counting (since it is not your own, but public money), to bargain additional subsi-
dies and the like . In the worst case of actually bad governance, corruption appears . 

Most revenue overruns – in particular when they take the form of extra-profit 
or rent – usually accrue to private owners, enterprises, local decision-makers, etc ., 
who are not compelled to invest or consume in the local economy . While cost over-
runs are often (at least partly) covered by public funds, which means, at the end of 
the day, by some (local and/or nationwide) taxpayers . When it is so, a well-known 
outcome in economics emerges: indirectly or directly public funds (then taxpayers) 
are paying for privately appropriated extra-profit or rent – in other words: “social 
deficits fuel private profits” . If one wants to enhance the acceptability of hosting 
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the Olympic Games by potential host city populations, this is the kind of situation 
that must be drastically combatted and cured . That is why, beyond the issue of cost 
overruns, the appearance of a deficit is even more crucial and, consequently, the 
emergence of revenue overruns that may or may not cover cost overruns .

6.1.2 Auction Theory: The Winner’s Curse 

Above we have mentioned many causes for cost overruns . However, one more inter-
esting cause can be derived from the auction theory – as long as the Olympic Games 
are awarded through an auction-like process that can fuel a so-called winner’s curse . 
The latter occurs when the project has been conceived and designed with too high 
expectations (overestimation), for instance in terms of short duration or significant 
economic impact and with too low or not high enough costs (underestimation), 
which is usually due to decision-makers’ excessive optimism and/or ambition .

The winner’s curse phenomenon was discovered when explaining the unexpected 
low returns to companies engaged in competitive bidding for oil and gas leases in 
the Middle East (Capen, Clapp & Campbell 1971) . Further on, the winner’s curse 
theorem was demonstrated namely by Richard Thaler, the 2017 Nobel Prize winner in 
Economics . Thaler (1994) wrote: “In any auction-type setting where the value of the 
auctioned object is uncertain but will turn out to be the same for all bidders, the party 
who overestimates the value is likely to outbid the competitors and win the contest” . 

This theory was applied to explain cost overruns when hosting the Olympic 
Games (Andreff 2012, 2013, 2014, 2016), now summarised here:

1 . Ex-ante (before awarding the Olympic Games), nobody knows the value of 
hosting the Games .

2 . Through the bidding process, the IOC expects to obtain the best possible Olympic 
Games in terms of quality and is looking through an auction-like award process 
for a guarantee of well-functioning and secure sports contests, excellent quality 
Olympic venues and hosting accommodation, impressive opening and closing 
ceremonies, high-quality media and telecommunications and, increasingly, envi-
ronmental quality . The problem is that the IOC also (just like the taxpayers above) 
operates under an information asymmetry about the details of each candidature file .

3 . The objective function of bidding cities consists in obtaining the right to host 
the Games and, for this purpose, in overbidding each other, and eventually out-
bidding all competing cities . Each bidding city must promise fixed quantities of 
sporting facilities requested by the IOC . Usually the city also fills its candidature 
file with a lot of promising general non-sporting infrastructures, which is the 
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most important trigger of the winner’s curse and cost overruns – even though 
this kind of costs are not taken on board in the present study . 

4 . As in all auctions or auction-like allocations of this kind, the winner is the most 
optimistic bidder, i .e . the one who underestimates the cost (and/or overestimates 
the benefit, for instance the impact and legacy) . Usually an overoptimistic 
economic impact study, produced by a well-known commercial or marketing 
agency, is instrumental in highlighting the best features of the bidders’ projects 
and shadowing or blurring the lesser ones . Then the most optimistic bidder wins 
the bid but will be cursed because it will have to pay for the actual ex-post cost 
and not for the ex-ante underestimated cost . 

5 . The bidding process is an auction-like awarding . If there is just one candidate to 
host the Games, then there is no winner’s curse and no (structural) cost overruns .

This theory has been successfully tested in Andreff (2012, see Tables for all Olympic 
Games from Munich 1972 on and Winter Games since Lake Placid 1980), including 
the exception that confirms the rule: Los Angeles, the only candidate for hosting 
the 1984 Olympic Games, did not have any cost overruns . Other studies have 
exhibited cost overruns, though not in the context of the winner’s curse theory, 
such as Preuss (2004) and Solberg & Preuss (2007), who showed an increase in the 
operational and construction costs between the first and the last estimate for all 
Olympic Games from 1972 to 2000 .

6.1.3 Public Interest Theory vs Chicago Theory:  
Market Regulation to Favour Public Interest? 

The Public Interest Theory explains in general terms that regulation seeks the 
protection and benefit of the public at large . The Chicago Theory (also known as 
the Economic Theory of Regulation), suggests that regulation does not protect the 
public at large but only the interests of groups (Hantke-Domas 2003, 165) .

Public interest can be further described as the best possible allocation of scarce 
resources for individual and collective goods . In other words, it questions whether 
the use of public money for the Olympic Games is the best spending for the popula-
tion . For each Games the answer is different . The better the legacy and the smaller 
the public money share, the better the Games serve public interest . However, the 
negative referendums in the past indicate that the public seem to be against the 
Olympic Games, or at least the bid committees are not able to sell the benefit to be 
expected from the Games . 
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In these theories, regulation means the employment of legal instruments for the 
implementation of social-economic policy objectives . For example, the government 
can establish economic and social regulations in order to realise goals like allocative 
efficiency, stabilisation or fair and just income distribution . The question is, if the 
Olympic Games can be such an instrument .

The Public Interest Theory has two acceptable concepts . The first explains that 
regulation seeks the protection and benefit of the public at large . The second defines it 
as a system of ideas, which proposes that, when the market fails, economic regulation 
should be imposed in order to maximise social welfare (Hantke-Domas 2003, 166) .

In modern economies, the allocation of scarce resources is mainly coordinated 
by the market . In theory, this allocation of resources is optimal, but these conditions 
are frequently not fulfilled in practice . The allocation of resources is not optimal and 
there is a need for methods to improve the allocation . Therefore, the IOC should 
not expect that awarding the Olympic Games will finally benefit the population 
in the way it is expected . There may be a need for regulation based on a contract to 
better ensure social welfare provided by a mega project such as the Olympic Games . 

One of the methods for achieving efficiency in the allocation of resources is 
government regulation (Arrow, 1985b) . However, the question is if the government 
can control the Olympic project properly . Thus it was good that Sydney 2000 started 
to have a ministry coordinating the projects and other host nations followed . This 
will be shown in our recommendation 9 (see below) . 

6.1.4 Evolution Theory and Planning Fallacy Theory

Furthermore, evolution theory can be used to explain cost overruns . Evolution 
theory describes the formation and change of units that are the result of a devel-
opment process in a scientific way (Cambridge Dictionary, n . d .) . Cost overruns 
can be explained using the theory of evolution, as there are changes in scope and 
definition between the initial phase and the completion of the project (e .g . Odeyinka 
et al . 2012) . For the Olympic Games, these may include technical developments 
like the support of drones during the Opening Ceremony in PyeongChang . In 
addition, the network coverage of the country can be improved to allow for better 
TV transmission or result transmission . These technical changes are associated 
with evolution . Therefore, it is important to know exactly what is needed . This fact 
is considered in recommendation 1 (see below) .

In addition, the psychologically based planning fallacy theory can also help to 
explore cost overruns . Planning fallacy theory is a phenomenon that deals with 
optimistic estimates of temporal predictions of future work . The time required 
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for tasks to be set up is optimistically underestimated . This theory was first de-
scribed by Kahnemann & Tversky (1979) . Although the individual may already 
have experience and knowledge of previous similar tasks that have taken more 
time than anticipated, this phenomenon occurs in spite of it . Above all, these are 
predictions of one’s own tasks . Outside observers tend to overestimate the time 
required pessimistically . Lovallo & Kahneman complemented the existing theory 
in 2003, adding the components of costs and risks that are underestimated while 
overestimating the benefits of the action . In summary, the theory describes the 
time overruns, cost overruns and benefit shortfalls of tasks and projects, which 
in turn can be combined with the auction theory (see Auction Theory chapter) . 
Recommendation 3 deals with the fact that there should be no strategic cost un-
derestimations to minimise cost overruns .

6.2 The Evolution of Olympic Budgets and Their  
Economic Consequences

6.2 The Evolution of Olympic Budgets and Their Consequences
6.2.1 Evolution of Olympic Budgets 

The difficulty in coordinating the organisation of the Olympic Games becomes 
obvious when looking at the total number of changes, for example at the Salt Lake 
City 2002 Organising Committee (SLOC) . Between July 1999 and March 2002, 
the SLOC had processed 2,551 change orders26 and had to manage 3,780 contracts 
(without venue construction) (Hopkins 2002, 15) . 
 

26 Change orders are the “unilateral written order by a project owner directing the contractor 
to change contract amount, requirements, or time . Such changes must be within the 
scope of the contract and in accordance with the contract’s changes clause to be legally 
implemented without the consent of the contractor” (Businessdictionary, n . d . b) .



158 6   Reflections

0

20

40

60

80

100

120

140

160

Fig. 45 Number of change orders at SLOC
Source: Hopkins (2002, 15)

Our study of 10 Olympic Games shows that the typical evolution of an OCOG 
budget is as follows:

1 . The bidding budget his very roughly estimated . We found that many smaller 
projects were not considered, venues were planned too small or in a location that 
was not feasible enough to be used . That leads to later changes in the master plan . 

2 . This bidding budget is only slightly adjusted, even after winning the bid, until 
approximately four years before the Games . In this phase (t-7 and t-4), we found 
very little data and this could prove that there are not many efforts taken to keep 
control of the budgets . It seems that the government authorities change the master 
plan during this time and also follow stakeholders’ and politicians’ interests . 
These changes in the master plan are basically because, after winning the bid, 
the OCOG needs to re-do the planning until it is staffed, people understand 
the project, build relationships with stakeholders and understands the needs . 
Changes happen until the plans become more detailed and budgets more accurate .

3 . Approximately four years before the Games, the government authorities and 
the OCOG have a clear view about what exactly is needed and how to satisfy 
the various stakeholder interests . At this time, the budget usually has high cost 
overruns . Pressure from the public and political opposition starts .

4 . Then, a year before the Games, great efforts are undertaken to reduce costs and 
try to increase revenues . Financial changes can be expected that usually end in 
a balanced OCOG budget (through greatly increased revenues and moderate 
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expenditure overruns), and capital investments also end up with a moderate 
cost overrun . Interestingly, this is quite different from project to project and 
depends a lot on changes in the master plan .

The measures taken in step 4 have sometimes been significant . The reduction of 
costs is often possible because free riders and opportunistic behaviour as well 
as budget cuts can be made without endangering the Olympic project . The next 
figure illustrates the gap evolution of the SLOC budget for Salt Lake City 2002 . 
Here the revenue overruns helped to balance the budget during Games time, but 
most important was the cut in expenditure from USD 1 .51m down to USD 1 .27m .

0

50

100

150

200

250

300

350

400

0

200

400

600

800

1000

1200

1400

1600

Mar 94 Jul 99 Dec 01

Budget Gap
$ 1,509 M

$ 1,100 M
Bid

$ 379 M
Gap

$ 1,268 M
Current

$ 0 M
Gap

Fig. 46 Budget evolution and financial gap at SLOC (2002)
Source: Hopkins (2002, 36)

The budget changes were quite extensive as the next figure shows . Here, SLOC 
managed to cut the budget by almost 32%, although an increase of almost 23% 
was later necessary . 
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$ 1,509 M 
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Fig. 47 Volatile budget development at SLOC (2002)
Source: Hopkins (2002, 39)

6.2.2 Economic Consequences: Cost Overruns, Revenue 
Overruns and Deficit

If cost overruns are obviously caused by the Olympic Games (preparation, staging 
and legacy), then we should also observe overruns (ROV) of the revenues:

COV => k . ROV

An important question is, what does it mean if revenue overruns are equal, higher 
or lower than cost overruns: k ≥ 1 or k <1; or whether the below inequality (1) or 
(2) prevails .

The final outcome (deficit or no deficit) depends on the comparative size of cost 
overruns and revenue overruns:

(1) If ROV ≥ COV => no deficit
(2) If ROV < COV => deficit

The hypothesis that ROV = COV or k = 1 may occur only by chance . Otherwise, there 
is a (multiplier-type) argument in favour of k > 1 (ROV > COV) which is: increased 
revenues (overruns) triggered by cost overruns will not be entirely saved, at least a 
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part being consumed, another one purchasing imports; therefore k > 1 – under the 
usual assumption that c > e, where c stands for the marginal propensity to consume 
locally and e for the marginal propensity to import locally27 . Other occurrences 
can emerge that would trigger ROV < COV (k < 1):

1 . A specific investment within the Olympic Games overall project eventually 
appears to be more expensive than forecast in the candidature file . Here, cost 
overruns are simply due to an (unexpected) extra cost without any change in the 
investment programme . Then unexpected extra revenues usually accrue in the 
form of profit or extra-profit to some enterprise(s), and this does not necessarily 
fuel a new other investment (financed on extra profit) in the local economy, and 
probably never increases local consumption . In such occurrence, probably k is 
below 1, possibly=0 .

2 . Delayed completion of an Olympic Games investment is another source of cost 
overruns . When a project is lagging behind the expected schedule, it must be 
finished in a rush with higher costs (extra employment, overtime work, etc .) . 
Again, this may increase some enterprises’ turnover and profit without any 
guarantee of a subsequent increase in consumption, and probably with k < 1 .

3 . Cost overruns, whatever their cause, may be taken over by public authorities 
through a subsidy . How this affects the local economy will very much depend 
on how this extra public expenditure is financed . As, with the Olympic Games, 
it is sometimes financed through an increase in consumers’ and/or investors’ 
taxation, then it is unlikely that k > 1 and it is extremely probable that, through 
reduced consumption and investment by overloaded taxpayers, k will be lower 
than 1, maybe equal to zero . 

4 . At the end of the day, cost overruns may lead to local fiscal deficit and/or public 
debt . Again, the burden usually falls on the shoulders of taxpayers, and this will 
reduce k below 1, and sometimes to zero . 

5 . The worst case (as suspected with the Athens 2004 and Sochi 2014 Games) is 
when costs run over due to speculation, bribery, black boxes, corruption and 
the like . Then cost overruns simply fuel extra revenues of a rent-type which, at 
the end of the day, have no chance of feeding the local economy in any way . For 
sure, from the standpoint of the local economy k = 0 .

27 In a small economy very much open to trade, it may happen that c < e, and thus k < 1 . 
We do not discuss this case since none of the editions of the Olympic Games has been 
hosted in a small open economy since 2000 . Even though Athens 2004 is a small econ-
omy, it had access to the European market .
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All in all, the risk is higher that finally k < 1, that is ROV < COV in most Olympic 
Games non-OCOG budgets because one or several of the above occurrences 1, 2, 
3, 4 or 5 is/are at work . One objective and value added of the present study is to 
check the comparative magnitude of ROV and COV . 

6.3 Practical Recommendations to Reduce Cost Overruns
6.3 Practical Recommendations to Reduce Cost Overruns
This study brought up several key learnings that can be transformed into recom-
mendations to the IOC, OCOGs, host cities and public authorities . Many of them 
are suggestions for controlling factors that lead to cost overruns . In the following 
we do not suggest points for controlling revenue overruns, as an underestimation 
of revenues is conservative; moreover, contrary to cost overruns, revenue overruns 
are unexpected good news and basically do not require monitoring .

 ▶ R1: Cities need to receive earlier guidance about capital investments required  
 for the Games .

One key learning from this study is that the idea of staging the Olympic Games usu-
ally comes from the desire for (political) worldwide recognition, sport organisations 
and from the wish to develop the host city . Financial planning and full awareness 
of which investments the Olympic Games require are often only formed during 
the bid . Usually a first feasibility or impact study is undertaken . Then, in a difficult 
process of coordinating many stakeholders’ interests, a first budget is produced right 
before the candidature file is submitted to the IOC . The stakeholders’ interests can 
be very controversial . Some demand the minimisation of capital investments . Others 
like to use the opportunity of hosting the Olympic Games to add many additional 
projects (park lands, airports and suburbs, rail systems etc .) in the hope that most 
of that will be paid by the government and not the city community .

The Sydney 2000 financial plan from September 1990 shows how different the 
first sketch of the Games budget was and how much that already changed in com-
parison to the Candidature File in 1993 . 

One main reason for wrong cost estimates is often a lack of knowledge about 
what exactly is required for hosting the Olympic Games . The IOC should better 
educate the bid cities about the cost structures and cost overruns witnessed in 
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previous Olympic cities28 . It should offer workshops to give better understanding 
about the needs and complexity of the Games . Furthermore, the IOC could teach 
(demand) using modern techniques in cost estimates and project planning . Some 
underestimations of costs can be avoided this way .

 ▶ R2: The IOC should alleviate pressure on cities during the bidding stage in 
 order to reduce the risks of a winner’s curse .

However, often it also looks like politicians wanted a lack of realism for their initial 
cost estimates in order not to kill the idea of staging the Games by too high costs . 
Another reason may be that politicians underestimate the costs of hosting the 
Olympic Games by overestimating the benefits . This leads to the winner’s curse 
because too many costly promises (e .g . the construction of new sports facilities) 
are made during the bidding, and later these promises have to be kept . 

Therefore, it would be good if the IOC consulted the cities about what infrastruc-
ture is really needed for the Olympic Games . The new format of “dialogue” which 
the IOC has put into place as part of its Olympic Agenda 2020 to ensure the fit of 
the city to stage the Olympic Games but also more importantly how the Games 
can fit the city, is a first step . As part of this roadmap, the new approach towards 
Olympic bidding and hosting, called The New Norm, was launched early 2018 (IOC 
2018b) . The Olympic candidature and hosting model seems to have evolved with 
affordability, sustainability, legacy and maximising the use of existing infrastruc-
ture being as priorities into the early discussions and requirements of the IOC . The 
idea is for the process to allow for a continual improvement of each Games project 
and ensure that the Games best fit a city and region’s long-term development plans 
and ambitions .

If this proves to be put into practice, then the candidate cities will rightly focus 
on themselves without comparing themselves with the other cities . 

 ▶ R3: The IOC should work against strategic low-cost estimates to protect the  
 taxpayer and should ensure figures given are as realistic as possible .

This recommendation can avoid two things . The IOC can avoid the strategically 
set low-cost estimates and thus protect the taxpayer against wrong information; 

28 The IOC already holds workshops for the bid cities advising on what areas were under-
estimated or not fully scoped for past Olympic Games .
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and it can avoid disappointment about budget overruns in the following years . As 
it is difficult to increase the contingencies (currently they are already around 10% 
of the total budget) to counteract possible changes in the master plan, the costs 
should be estimated realistically . This should also be monitored by the IOC and 
supported by the transfer of knowledge from previous Games .

If the IOC is participating in budget estimates, local politicians and other stake-
holders cannot easily add on non-Olympic projects without justification . 

 ▶ R4: The host city should start constructing the required infrastructure as 
 soon as the Olympic Games are awarded .

The length of construction for mega projects and cost of delays are often underes-
timated . For the Olympic Games, the deadline for being ready is set, which puts 
time pressure on several investment projects . Time pressure makes construction 
expensive; it makes the government vulnerable to corruption and may cause pres-
sure to change policies (e .g . regarding public procurements – as happened in Rio) . 

If venues are ready earlier than the Games start, the costs of maintaining them 
is much cheaper than the costs of a delay or the pressure to complete infrastructure 
in a very short time .

 ▶ R5: The IOC should maintain responsibility for the agreed structural changes 
 and enforce its overarching power to avoid unnecessary investments .

Not to criticise the awarding process of the IOC, it is important that, after award-
ing the Games to a city, the IOC can insist on and monitor those investments 
promised during the bid . Even though recently several changes led to decreased 
budgets (e .g . Tokyo 2020), this study showed that changes to the master plan have 
often increased the costs . 

The free-riding mentality of stakeholders that benefit from construction but 
do not have to pay for it increases the risk that, after winning a bid, some changes 
would lead to investment in “white elephants” . It is a fact that the IOC loses influ-
ence on investment decisions after awarding the Games . The problem is that the 
nation/city that obtains the right to host the Olympic Games is autonomous in its 
decisions to invest . 

The market and political powers start using the “delivering the best Games 
possible” argument to add projects or change the project design . Then there is gov-
ernmental regulation needed to act in the public interest . The problem faced here 
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is that powerful stakeholders benefit from investments (e .g . construction industry, 
local communities and local politicians), while the national taxpayer has to finance 
an overall economically inefficient project . 

Local efficiency (city financial output/input) may often be very positive for an 
Olympic city, while national efficiency (national financial input from taxpayer/
national financial benefit for taxpayers) is debatable . This study showed several 
examples of master plan changes that raised a concern about the socially fair dis-
tribution of national resources and overall opportunity costs (see public interest 
theory) . In this debate, exactly which infrastructure adjustments that are needed 
for the delivery of the Games and what is just a nice add-on should be considered . 
Ultimately, the IOC should have the sovereignty to select the sites specified in 
the candidature file as the actual sports venues for the Games . As a result, sports 
facilities that were not planned at the beginning should not fall under the burden 
of the Olympic Games .

 ▶ R6: The IOC should ensure that the host city’s decision-makers extensive plans  
 regarding the funding of each Olympic “required” investment .

Avoiding free-riding and non-efficient add-on projects which pump up the non-
OCOG budgets implies that the IOC should expect a soundly estimated budget for 
the Games and needs to know who will fund the planned projects .

Mitt Romney, the President of SLOC, stressed this point in a letter to the gov-
ernment saying: “In order to form the foundation of an effective public debate, the 
participants should understand which spending is actually Olympic required and 
Olympic related” (GAO 2000, 97) . The discussion is complicated by the fact that a 
unified approach or agreement about the projects to be included in the final cost is 
often missing, and there is a tendency to also include the cost of capital investments, 
which would have incurred even if the Olympic Games had not been awarded to 
the host city (Kitchin, 2007) . This also counts for some venue construction . For 
example, only four years before the Games in Athens, the Olympic stadium was 
given a nice iconic surrounding which caused high extra costs . It is debatable if 
this was necessary and counted as part of the needed stadium (sports place) or as 
an add-on recreational area . Each planner should avoid “unnecessary” additions 
to the project scope .
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 ▶ R7: The IOC should ensure that infrastructure costs that would have been 
 incurred in any case are not counted in “Olympic” costs .

Overall, all non-OCOG costs need to be allocated between Olympic and non-Olym-
pic budgets . The non-Olympic budget is not necessarily a matter of the Olympic 
Games . Another important aspect of cost definition concerns the split of expen-
diture between the government authorities and the OCOG . There is a grey area of 
where in practice the public authority’s responsibility for venue construction stops 
(at construction) and the OCOG’s responsibility for fitting out the venues starts .

It is suggested that “Olympic” costs be defined as expenditure on new venues 
and facilities for the Games and the infrastructure associated with them (Pricewa-
terhouseCoopers 2018) . “Non-Olympic” costs comprise expenditure on ancillary 
infrastructure such as the undergrounding of power lines . When starting to differ-
entiate the costs, it should be recognised that the scale of the Olympic programme 
incurs costs to a range of central and local government bodies . They are to some 
extent associated with the Games, such as the costs of improving transport links, 
of policing the host city during the event, and of providing health services in the 
local area . Seemingly such activities should fall within the scope of pre-existing 
programmes and would be subject to usual public spending and accountability 
arrangements at either national or local level . However, these activities could be 
essential to the success of the Games and funding might be brought forward or be 
higher than it would otherwise have been .

 ▶ R8: Cost and revenue projections should be estimated at the Games-time 
 value . Inflation must be accounted for on the basis of consumer price 
 indices and construction price indices .

Changes in exchange rates and inflation rate are often unheeded, as are geographical 
risk, and quantity and price changes . In this study it became obvious that the han-
dling of inflation and currency fluctuations was a major issue when discussing cost 
overruns . The currency used for budget projections cannot be recommended here . 
On the one hand, many of the revenues will be in USD, but then need to be trans-
ferred into local currency . For the construction budget projections, we recommend 
using local currency . The problem remains that future rates have to be estimated .
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 ▶ R9: The host government should appoint a professional executive leadership .

Coordinating the multiple (public) contributions to the Olympic Games is a key 
task . The government Olympic executive’s leadership role is crucial . It is recom-
mended that the executive needs the government authority and technical skills to 
challenge and influence all Olympic projects effectively . The executive has to be able 
to oversee the administratively and logistically complex Olympic programme . In 
contrast to this recommendation, for example, Beijing 2008 and Sochi 2014 each 
had only one person dealing with it . This may have led to higher costs for Sochi 
2014, but also to no record for Beijing 2008 .

 ▶ R10: The host government should report to the parliament annually on the 
 estimates of non-OCOG costs .

The need for strong financial management and control on the Olympic programme 
is plain . It is particularly important to monitor the performance of the Olympic 
projects by facilitating timely decision-making on the most important projects . A 
regular report to the parliament, which is the representative of the taxpayers, is 
recommended as is providing regular public information to make the process more 
transparent . This means the future host governments should produce an annual 
report of what was spent in one year, but also an annual report of estimates of what 
the final costs will be . For example, the Olympic law passed by the French Parlia-
ment in February 2017 states that every year until 2024 the public auditor (Cour 
des Comptes) of all public expenditures in France will be in charge of elaborating 
on, publicising and publishing an annual report covering the actual costs and 
revenues accounting for the 2024 Olympic Games in the currently reported year . 

 ▶ R11: Workforce and administration need to be budgeted with higher contin- 
 gencies .

The Olympic Games always contain technological innovation . Examples include 
the construction of an iconic stadium or the OCOG depending on high-tech IT 
and media equipment . Technological development tends to lead to cost increases . 
This study revealed that these are often not adequately accounted for in initial cost 
estimates . This study is limited to show the cost increase for technology for the 
OCOGs only . However, the technology needed for Olympic venues showed no severe 
cost overruns even though the organisers always had concerns . For the Olympic 
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Games, it was proven that workforce and administration and coordination seem 
to be those categories with highest cost overruns and therefore here contingencies 
should be planned higher at the bidding stage .

 ▶ R12: Legacy transformation costs need to be planned and budgeted from the 
 very beginning .

The post-Olympic use (legacy) of each (sporting and non-sporting) venue should 
be defined from the moment the bid file is being put together and finalised in the 
initial phase of Olympic preparation, in line with the (revised, if necessary) mas-
ter plan of the host city . This suggestion is useful to stick to the planned projects 
and their long-term use . This could at least hinder excessive extensions of the 
sub-projects . However, the study showed many cases where flexibility was needed 
and adjustments of the master plan were good . 

 ▶ R13: Host cities/the IOC should insist on maximising legacy through capacity 
 reduction and post-event planning .

Further, the seating capacities of the Olympic venues should be adjusted to their 
anticipated use in the post-Olympic period . They may be only temporarily enlarged 
for the Olympic Games . Additionally, in cooperation with the International Fed-
erations, the IOC could take the lead in trying to schedule a number of interna-
tional (sporting and non-sporting) events as early as possible in the post-Olympic 
period . This would help to sustain the momentum and facilitate the integration 
of the Olympic venues into city life (Cartalis 2015) . However, if no event can be 
dedicated, this may be an early sign that the venue will not have a great legacy . 
The post-Games use would add revenues without having new high costs . Then the 
revenue generation would also be post-Games . 

 ▶ R14: The IOC should undertake measures together with the host government 
 with a view to increasing transparency in relation to budget, cost and 
 revenue changes .

This study has shown that the financing of the Olympic Games means coordi-
nating a high number of projects (not all of them infrastructure) and also means 
coordinating many shareholders with different interests and agendas . Information 
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asymmetry is huge, and even investigative journalism is almost unable to illustrate 
a full picture of the Games . When public money is involved, the taxpayers have 
expectations regarding a post-Games benefit . However, we observed that some 
stakeholder interests led to opportunistic behaviour . It may be a way to start in-
cluding cost-specific (e .g . escalation) clauses as a part of contract agreements . Those 
who are in power or the free riders that benefit from the Olympic Games but do not 
pay for it often are interested in increasing information asymmetry (which means 
increasing the lack of transparency) . 

 ▶ R15: The delivery authority has to maintain a clear focus on the need for timely 
 decision-making individually and collectively on an Olympic programme, 
 in particularl when there are multiple stakeholders and interests .

In order not to lose control over the project interests and to always reflect whose 
money is spent and who are the beneficiaries of the Olympic Games, a delivery au-
thority has to keep a clear focus . Legacy plans need to be produced . Decision-making 
is important at all stages in the project life cycle cost . The authority should act in 
the public interest .

 ▶ R16: The IOC should create a consistent financial category system .

When sifting and putting together the budgets of the different host cities, many 
discrepancies in the presentation were noticed . Especially in previous years of 
the Games, no uniform categorisation was used by the organising committees . 
In Sochi, at least the comparability within a Games edition was possible because 
a uniform categorisation was used . Nevertheless, this comparability between the 
Games has been difficult until now . A more detailed categorical system should 
be developed that clearly identifies which components belong to a category . After 
that, this category system must also be applied to the candidature file to be more 
comparable over the whole preparation process .

 ▶ R17: A first serious budget estimate should be made only once there is a valid 
 overview of the overall project .

As our results show, budget estimates change when the organising committee is 
founded . The initial estimate of the organising committee is usually found four 
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years before the Games were staged . Everyone involved can assume that the bud-
get set up in the candidature file does not cover the actual costs, so why it is still 
required? This recommendation might be problematical for the population, since 
their approval can only be given if they are informed about the costs .

 ▶ R18: The IOC should ensure that the Organising Committee conducts, in 
 collaboration with relevant partners, a cost-benefit analysis before and 
 after the Olympic Games .

Cost and revenues are only the tangible economic dimension of sustainable de-
velopment . The social, environmental and intangible economic implications are 
ignored in economic impact studies . Cost–benefit analysis (CBA) investigate the 
expected balance of benefits and costs, including an account of the status quo (to 
not stage the Olympics) . A CBA helps predict whether the benefits of the target to 
be achieved by the Olympic Games (e .g . by the legacy plan) outweigh its costs, and 
by how much, relative to other alternatives or the not hosting of the Games . It is 
difficult to conduct accurate CBA . Thus a standard should be defined by IOC before 
the host cities undertake an analysis . At the end a CBA offers an informed estimate 
(if conducted prior to the Games) or a more complete cost–benefit ratio (after the 
Games) including intangible effects . However, a perfection in terms of economic 
efficiency and social welfare is not guaranteed but the IOC, the host population and 
politicians are much better informed about the outcome of the Games . 

6.4 Summary and Outlook
6.4 Summary and Outlook
With Olympic Agenda 2020, the IOC has developed the process and the form of 
the Olympic Games . The IOC implemented 40 recommendations which should 
be in action until 2020 (IOC n . d .) . Some of these recommendations refer to our 
practical recommendations to reduce cost overruns . 

The first recommendation of Olympic Agenda 2020 relates to the shaping of the 
bidding process as an invitation and includes the selection of the best project which 
matches most in terms of sports, economic, social and environmental long-term 
requirements in the planning . Furthermore, the IOC will provide an assistance phase 
for cities that want to apply for the Olympic Games to get a better understanding of 
hosting the Olympic Games . This recommendation includes the will to maximise 
the use of existing venues and temporary facilities . There is also the possibility to 
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host competitions outside the city or country . This first and very important rec-
ommendation refers to some of our recommendations to reduce cost overruns . In 
our first recommendation, we advise giving earlier orientation about the required 
capital investments . Similarly, the host cities should avoid unnecessary investments 
(recommendation 5) and maximise the utilisation of legacy (recommendation 13) . 

The second recommendation of Olympic Agenda 2020 concerns the budget in 
general, and in particular the two budgets for long-term investment in infrastructure 
and return on such investment on the one hand, and the operational budget on 
the other hand . The IOC wants to clarify the elements (accounting systems) . This 
directly relates to our recommendations 8, 11 and 16, which refer to the estimate 
of the budget . It is necessary to calculate the costs and revenues of the Games in 
Games-time value by taking inflation into account (recommendation 8) . Even though 
our recommendation has already been included in the IOC bidding process since 
2016, the host cities often communicate the cost and revenue only in the value of 
the bidding time . Further, the workforce and administration categories should be 
budgeted with higher contingencies or planned more realistically, because they 
proved to have high cost overruns (our recommendation 11) . A last recommen-
dation regarding budget is number 16 . We suggest that the IOC should develop a 
consistent, standardised category accounting system, which should be used from 
the first budget estimate to the final budget . This increases transparency for the 
IOC, planners, politicians and citizens regarding cost and revenue developments .

Strengthening of the IOC advocacy capacity is addressed in recommendation 21 
of Olympic Agenda 2020 . This reflects the avoidance of unnecessary investments in 
our 5th recommendation . The IOC should have the sovereignty to select the sites 
specified in the candidature file as the actual sports venues for the Games . Then a city 
cannot easily change locations and venues based on national stakeholder interests . 

The 27th recommendation of Olympic Agenda 2020 is related to compliance 
with the basic principles of good governance . Therefore we suggest that the OCOG 
and delivery authority should have to provide an annual financial report to the 
government (our recommendation 10) . Further, the IOC and the host government 
should implement measures to increase transparency around the budget, costs and 
revenue changes (our recommendation 14) . Our two suggestions can also be found 
in recommendation 29 of Olympic Agenda 2020 . Here the IOC demands increased 
transparency by providing financial statements, annual activities, etc . 

Olympic Agenda 2020 is a good step forward to reform the Olympic Movement . 
Hence the IOC could consider our recommendations, because they can help to sig-
nificantly reduce cost overruns or at least reduce the risk of cost overruns . Many of 
our recommendations increase transparency . This is an important step to increase 
the desire of politicians, industry and population to host future Olympic Games . 
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