
 
 
Oxford 11 September 2020 
 
 
 
 
Open letter to President of the IOC, Thomas Bach 
 
Dear Thomas Bach, 
 
We hope you are well. 
 
We have noted with interest the IOC's response in the media to our new Oxford Olympics study, 
"Why the Games Blow Up." 
 
According to Reuters, InsideTheGames, and other media, the IOC claims the Oxford study is wanting 
in the following ways. 
 
First, according to the IOC as quoted by the media, we are "mixing two different budgets: the budget 
for the organisation of the Games, and the infrastructure budgets of the city, region and country.” 
 
For clarification, we do the exact opposite of what the IOC claims we do: our numbers include only 
the direct sports-related costs of the Games. The wider infrastructure budgets of the city, region and 
country – which, as you know, are often several times higher than the sports-related costs – are left 
entirely out of our numbers, as stated on p. 20 of our paper. 
 
If you disagree with this, could we respectfully ask you to document one example of our numbers that 
mixes the two budgets (direct sports-related costs and wider infrastructure costs), in the IOC’s view? 
 
Second, the IOC is quoted as saying that the Oxford study suggests that "infrastructure budgets serve 
only the four weeks of Olympic Games competition and must be 'written off' immediately afterwards." 
 
Our study does not state this. In fact, we have not expressed this view anywhere. 
 
Third, the IOC is quoted as complaining that the Oxford study was launched "without giving the IOC 
the chance to see the paper." 
 
This is incorrect. The publication date for the study is 15 September. We sent the study to the IOC on 
4 September, i.e. 11 days before publication. Specifically, we sent the study to the IOC Director of 
Communications. We are sorry if the study was not effectively communicated to you and others at the 
IOC. 
 
Fourth, the IOC stated, "The researchers have not requested any kind of data from the IOC over the 
past few years." 
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This is correct, but there is nothing negative about it, because it means we have succeeded in obtaining 
data directly from host cities and countries, i.e. closer to the source and therefore more reliable. 
 
Fifth, the IOC criticizes that "the legacy of the Olympic Games is completely left out of the picture" in 
the Oxford study.  
 
This is an irrelevant and an invalid point of criticism, because the Oxford study never claimed to cover 
legacy or any other potential benefits from the Games. The Oxford study is – and explicitly positions 
itself as – a study of cost, and cost only. We agree that the study of legacy is important and we are 
pleased that we have esteemed colleagues who are covering this. 
 
Sixth, the IOC complains that, "the study ignores the fact that the new procedures implemented by the 
IOC after the reforms of Olympic Agenda 2020 now encourage future hosts to develop Olympic 
Games projects that best fit their own social, economic and environmental vision." 
 
Again, this an irrelevant and an invalid point of complaint, because none of the Games covered by the 
Oxford study (1960-2016) were subject to the new procedures. These procedures could therefore not 
possibly have influenced the costs and cost overruns covered by the study, and are consequently per 
definition irrelevant to the study. 
 
However, we welcome the new procedures and agree with the IOC that they are a step in the right 
direction. We look forward to studying their effect on cost and cost overrun for future Games. 
 
Seventh, and finally, the IOC points to a study that "found that ALL Games editions investigated since 
2000 have either broken even or turned a profit" (caps in the original). 
 
We respectfully ask you to confirm or repudiate that the IOC funded this study. 
 
If any of the above quotes from the media are incorrect, please let us know, so we do not criticize the 
IOC for something it did not say. 
 
As rightly observed by Los Angeles mayor Eric Garcetti, "Most cities, unless you have a government 
that's willing to go into debt or pay the subsidy of what this costs, most cities will never say yes to the 
Olympics again." Garcetti said this before the covid-19 pandemic. After covid-19, the pressure on 
cities to be frugal is even higher. 
 
We are great fans of the Games and hope the IOC will be able to again make them attractive to host 
cities, not least by helping to effectively drive down costs and cost overruns. This should have 
happened years ago, in our view, but better late than never. If we at the University of Oxford can help 
you in any way with this important task, do not hesitate to let us know. 
 
Stay safe. 
 

Respectfully yours, for the author team 
 
 
 

Bent Flyvbjerg 
BT Professor and Chair 

Major Programme Management 


