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Abstract

The purpose of this article is to discuss whether the Universiade 2005 Izmir Games had any tangible or
intangible benefits to the city of Izmir and to the overall improvement of the competitive sporting ability of the
nation of Turkey internationally. The Universiade 2005 Izmir was also one of the most expensive to be
organized. Together with the city of Izmir, the Turkish government spent nearly $100 million USD in order to be
able to successfully complete the Games. Local and national governments and the NGO resources were the
major resources to fund the games. Sources such as ticket sales and advertisement sponsorships were minor in
scale, but respectively used to fund the Games. The city of Izmir consisted of 93 sport facility locations in 2004,
jumping to 141 by 2007. Not all established facility locations were able to be used due to type of facility not
needed, location or beyond reasonable repair cost. Under the patronage of this authority, a total of 59 facilities
were used for training and the competition sites. Ten (10) facilities were built new just for the purpose of the
Universiade Games, and 49 sites were either renewed or fixed for the Games. A grand total of 18,753 volunteers
were recruited for the Games and 84% of the volunteers were citizens of the city of Izmir. The volunteers were
recruited from 77 universities and 75 cities around Turkey. Of the 18,753 volunteers 56% of them were females
and 44% were males, collectively 72% of the volunteers were university students.
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Introduction

The main purpose for mega sporting organizations or sports game-festivals such as the Olympic Games, The
Universiade (University Games) and FIFA’s World Cup investment varies from nation to nation depending on
the socio-economical and political status of the state. While, for the most part, economically well developed
nations primarily USA, Canada, Australia, Japan, and most of the Western European countries host the Games
for profit making. Economically less developed nations, however, such as China, Turkey, Mexico, Russia and
Korea, etc., have other more intangible goals in mind such as political recognition and international prestige.
From commercial development to build up a positive national identity in international scope, there appears to be
several tangible and intangible benefits of hosting Mega Sporting Games for the hosting nations. By the same
token there is also convincing evidence that financially games do not generate money. Preuss (2005) suggests
that “marketing and financing the games is a controversial subject staging this mega-event bears a financial risk
for all hosts”. The question is why many countries are willing to spend millions of dollars to host such games?

In the case of Turkey, from the political administrative and organizational perspectives the Turkish officials
considered that the Universiade Games were the “demo” or practice Games for Turkey’s bid for hosting
Olympic Games in Istanbul. The Turkish National Olympic Committee and the Turkish government have been
working vigorously to host the Olympic Games for the past two decades. This was going to be a demonstration
of success that ‘yes, Turkey can successfully host an Olympic Games.’ The organizers of Universiade Games put
their organizational expertise, know-how and resources into practice. From this perspective the Universiade 2005
Izmir organization has received good reviews; for instance the FISU President Mr. Killian indicated that “Turkey
and the city of Izmir have shown the ability of how to organize a world class multi sports event.” Furthermore
Mr. Killian noted that “The quality of the organization and the operation of the venues helped to increase the
performance of athletes in establishing new Universiade records, by marking the Universiade as a key sporting
event on the international sports calendar” (Official Universiade Reports, 2005).

It is the good will and the belief of the mega sporting games promoters that the games “will bring significant
direct economical benefits to the hosting city” before, during, and long after the Games are gone. While in some
case this claim is accurate, in most cases the data indicates otherwise. To make their case acceptable, sometimes
organizers provide biased statistics about “how much visitor spending will occur, how many jobs will be created
and how the city as a whole will benefit from the experience” (Rosandich, 2004). It is understandable that the
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organizers paint a rosy picture. The reality for the majority of the previous, for instance Olympic Games and
Universiade Games, organizing cities has been that projected measurable economic benefits of hosting Games
have not met the expectations. Preuss’ 2001 study clearly demonstrates that there is no clear statistical
correlation between general infrastructure construction and economic development, there is no clear way of
measuring this result. Following other reports have also concluded that there appears to be no statistically
significant correlation between sport facility construction and economic development.

Hosting the Mega Sporting Games is not always about generating income. The main purpose for Mega Sporting
Games such as Olympic Games and the Universiade Games varies from nation to nation depending on socio-
economic and political status. While, for the most part, economically well developed nations host the Games for
profit making; economically less developed nations, however have other more intangible goals in mind such as
political recognition and international prestige. There is a concept in sport finance called “Psychic income”.
Psychic income represents the intangible benefits of hosting an event such as an Olympics and in many ways can
be more important to the community than the dollars and cents measure of revenue and expenses. It is really
about demonstrating to the world-at-large that “our city” has arrived on the international stage; that the city is
important in world affairs (Preuss, 2001).

This may provide a sense of civic pride felt by all of its citizens that is hard to develop by other means. By
building up to and culminating in the Games themselves, the city becomes a center of global attention. It is
raised in the consciousness of millions of people in a way that is unmatched by any other means. This too
represents an economic benefit though one that is impossible to measure. For instance, for Atlanta host of the
1996 Olympic Summer Games, the objective was to move the city from its position as a regional city to a global
one. The estimated net tangible economic impact for the past 4 Summer Olympic Games have shown that
properly organized Games can be profitable. The 1988 Seoul Games had a $2.6 billion impact on the economy,
Barcelona (1992) witnessed a $16.6 billion dollar impact, Atlanta (1996) reported a $5.1 billion dollar impact
and Sydney (2000) is reporting a $4.3 billion dollar impact (Olympics leave lasting legacies on host cities
according to Jones Lang LaSalle 2001).

As Sydney, Atlanta, and Barcelona have shown, there are many tangible and long term benefits of hosting the
largest sporting event in the world. Before the 1992 Barcelona Olympic Games, Barcelona was ranked as the
16" most popular tourist destination in Europe (Papanikos, G. T., n.d.). Nearly seven years after the 1992
Barcelona Games the city became the third most popular tourist destination in Europe (Papanikos, G. T., n.d.).
The 1992 Games added $16.6 billion to the economy of Spain between 1986 and 1993 (Papanikos, G. T., n.d.).
In October of 1986, the month Barcelona won the bid to host the Games, the unemployment rate in Barcelona
fell from 18.4% to 9.6% in 1992 (Papanikos, G. T., n.d.). The city’s infrastructure witnessed a reform also.
New highways and tunnels in the Barcelona area reduced the city’s downtown traffic by 15 % (Papanikos, G. T.,
n.d.). 1992 witnessed the first Olympic Games in three decades where an Olympiad was hosted without a
boycott in the city of Barcelona. Former Soviet Union athletes competed as the "Unified Team" and for the first
time since 1964, Germany competed as a unified country. South Africa was allowed to rejoin the Olympic
Games because of the elimination of the apartheid. While there are serious concerns about the financial
feasibility of hosting Olympic Games for the hosting city there are considerable tangible and intangible long
term benefits of hosting the largest sporting event in the world.

Materials & methods

This is a case study of the 23™ Universiade Games. Case studies are an appropriate method for questions relating
to events over which the researcher has little or no control. They are valuable for providing in-depth knowledge
of complex events as they unfold over time (Eisenhardt, 1989; Yin, 2003). Eisenhardt and Graebner (2007)
argued that case studies “emphasize the rich, real-world context” of the phenomenon under study. Given the
explicitly exploratory nature of the current study, qualitative and iterative methods are used (Pratt et al., 2006).
Data collected by interviews and document reviews. Interviewers consisted of the organizing committee and the
Turkish General Directory of Youth and Sport staffs.

Results

The 23" Universiade Games held in the Aegean city of Izmir, Turkey in 11-21 August 2005. Since the 1972
Mediterranean Games, the 23" games of Universiade 2005 Izmir were the largest international sporting event
that ever took place in Turkey. In many ways Universiade 2005 Izmir Games were a successful event.

Several FISU (International University Sports Federation) games and event records were renewed with: the most
countries participated - 131, the most athletes attended - 5372, and the most administrative official staff - 2512,
the most medals awarded - 1341. The Universiade 2005 Izmir was also one of the most expensive to be
organized. Together with the city of Izmir, the Turkish government spent nearly $100 million USD in order to be
able to successfully complete the Games. The consensus was that hosting The 23™ Universiade Summer Games
in Izmir, Turkey was going to be a very costly. For instance, starting from the bidding process and the
acceptance of the Games, to the restructuring of on the organizing city, the national government had to divert
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huge public money from well deserved public projects such as education, health care and infra structure
economics and social development programs to the 23™ Universiade Izmir Games, that according to the
opposing critics, you entertain a group of people for about three weeks. According to the official reports of the
23" Universiade organizing committee the city of Izmir and the Turkish governments spent about 34 million US

dollars to successfully host the games (see table 1).

In terms of dollars, the cost of The Games came to a grand total of 100 million dollars.

Table 1: Games Budget Break Down

Cost Breakdown by Type In Euros In Dollars
1 | Opening & Closing ceremony 747,500 1,121,250
2 Commemorative items 612,575 918,862
3 Event transportation service 3,060,111 4,590,166
4 Printed materials and publications 464,000 696,000
5 Information Technologies and result system 5,100,239 7,650,358
6 Consultants 1,796,667 2,695,000
7 | FISU contract, meeting and organizations 208,889 313,333
8 | Temporary structures, installations and overlays 3,669,463 5,505,195
9 | Administrative cost 490,134 735,201
10 | Volunteer management and expenses 2,751,236 4,126,854
11 | Security equipment and services 1,180,937 1,771,405
12 | Communication expenses 50,200 75,300
13 | Image, promotion and public relations 3,333,333 5,000,000
14 | Accommodation cost 1,668,990 2,503,485
15 | Athletes’ village operation expenses 571,954 857,930
16 | Cultural events 803,158 1,204,736
17 | Furniture, materials and equipment 8,164,060 12,246,089
18 | Contingency 1,666,667 2,500,000
19 | Medical services 209,850 857,930
20 | Insurance premiums 1,342,232 1,204,736
21 | TV broadcasts 3,500,000 5,250,000
22 | Telephones and line expenses 641,747 962,620
23 | Venue operating expenses 231,000 346,500
24 | Travel and transportation costs 953,069 1,443,783
25 | Wages and Salaries 3,917,556 5,876,333
26 | Uniforms 962,522 1,443,783
27 | Catering expenses 7,969,756 11,954,634
TOTAL 62,795,444 94,193,166
(Official Universiade Reports, 2005)
Table 2: Expenditures, allocation and sources of funds
Sources of Fund from In Dollars

1 | Central government 75,066,660

2 | Metropolitan municipality of Izmir 6,000,000

3 | Organizing committee conducted business 11,583,333

4 | Sponsorship rights 6,333,333

5 | Delegation services 4,166,666

6 | Ticket sales 250,000

7 | Other 833,333

TOTAL 93,250,000

(Official Universiade Reports, 2005)

Local and national governments and the National Government Organization (NGO) resources were the major
resources to fund the games. Sources such as ticket sales, and advertisement sponsorships were minor in scale
but respectively used to fund the Games. Table 2 shows the distribution and the sources of the dollars that were
generated to fund games. (FISU Official Reports, 2005).
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Table 3: Chronicle breakdown of investments for facilities

Project Year Expenses $

1 | Kemalpasa sports hall (repair) 2004 46,205
2 | Belkahve sports hall (repair) 2005 558,235
3 | Seha Aksoy athletics running-tracks (repair) 2005 669,365
4 | Karsiyaka stadium (repair) 2005 446,951
5 | Led display system (rent) 2005 261,666
6 | Ataturk stadium (repair) 2005 8,288,585
7 | Karsiyaka stadium (repair) 2004 617,500
8 | Ataturk Swimming complex (repair) 2004 1,429,744
9 | Seha Aksoy stadium (repair) 2004 1,299,875
10 | Universiade tennis complex (new) 2004 6,374,166
11 | Alsancak stadium (repair) 2004 340,833

TOTAL 21,442,654

(Reference; GDYS (General Directorate of Youth and Sport), [zmir, Archive, 2007)

Table 4: Investments by IPPA
Project Year Expenses $

1 | Gaziemir sports hall (new) 2004 1,006,352
2 | Konak sports hall (new) 2004 1,056,955
3 | Buca sports hall (new) 2004 1,313,305
4 | Narlidere swimming pool with diving platform 2004 2,308,880
5 | Cesme sports hall 2004 1,117,980

TOTAL 6,883,374

(Reference; IPPA (Izmir Province Private Administration, Izmir, Archive, 2007)

The city of Izmir General Directorate of Youth and Sport (GDYS) was the administrative authority to control
expenses and allocate the financial resources of the entire Games. Under the patronage of this authority a total of
59 facilities were used training and competition sites. Ten (10) facilities were built new just for the purpose of
the Universiade Games, and 49 sites were either renewed or fixed for the Games. According to the reports of
Izmir GDYS aside from the Central Government’s financing, the 23" Universiade Games were also sponsored
and financed by the City of Izmir and by Izmir Province Private Administration (ICPA) with 30 million USD
(table 4).

Table 5: Descriptive chronicle of facilitation

Facilities 2004 2005 2006 2007
1 | Grass football stadium 27 28 29 30
2 | Synthetic football field 1 1 3 15
3 | Sports hall 25 31 31 31
4 | Swimming pool 8 10 10 10
5 | Tennis court 32 48 55 55
TOTAL 93 118 128 141

(Reference; GDYS (General Directorate of Youth and Sport), [zmir, Archive, 2007

In a trivial scale, at the organizational level, the 23™ Summer Universiade Games in Izmir were organized in a
similar philosophy that the Summer Olympic Games are organized and run. However The Universiade Games
are administrated and run by a considerably smaller number of staff. Similar to the [OC’s staffing of Olympic
Games, the main source of workforce for FISU is also administered by the volunteers. A grand total of 18,753
volunteers were recruited for the Games and 84% of the volunteers were citizens of the city of Izmir. The
volunteers were recruited from 77 universities and 75 cities around Turkey. Of the 18,753 volunteers, 56% of
them were females and 44% were males, collectively 72% of the volunteers were university students (Official
Universiade Reports, 2005).

Conclusions
Considering the national size of the economy of Turkey from start to the end this was a significantly costly

project for the Turkish government. Considering its political and governing system, at the amateur sports level,
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the Turkish government runs and administers the Turkish sports from the office of GDYS, located in Nation’s
capital. It is therefore natural that a significant portion of the Games’ expenses, a total of 75 million USD, was
funded by the central government. In addition to the government’s funding the city of Izmir spent about 30
million dollars, see tables 1, 2, 3 and 4. In total the 23" Universiade Izmir Games cost Turkey about 105 million
dollars. To point out the tangible benefits of the 23™ Universiade Izmir Games it is worthwhile to mention that
the city of Izmir gained several new state of the art sports facilities such as a 7500 seat capacity multi use indoors
basketball, volleyball and handball stadium, two brand new swimming and diving facilities. Some new facilities
such as the 5000 seat capacity central tennis court were totally new to the city of Izmir. Several existing facilities
were renewed, fixed or revised. Athletically in 27 different athletic competitions Turkey won 27 medals and
completed the Games in 8" place which was the best ever performance for the nation at the intangible level, of
course the major cosmetic beautification of the city was appreciated by the local people and by the visiting
tourists as well. A sense of civic pride felt by all Turkish citizens would be considered under the “Psychic
income.” Another positive effect of Games is that the significant increase in the number of active licensed
athletes from 22,200 in (2004) to 29,134 in 2008. The number of total licensed athletes jumped from 67,790 to
136,325 in 2008 (GDYS report, 2008). However, no information is available about the long-term tangible
economic benefits. Hence, since 2005 Turkey has participated in four World Championships in various sports
events, and the 2008 Beijing Olympic Games and several European Championships, which according to the
GDYS reports, Turkey performed its worst Olympic Games and no significant success was reported from any
other competitions. Consequently, at least from the medal count, it is important to point out that Turkey’s
investment of 105 million USD for the 2005 Universiade Izmir Games have not paid off. Unfortunately, despite
the fact that Turkey spent nearly 50 million dollars for building state of arts sports facilities and spent millions of
dollars for renewing various other facilities due to the poor management and in efficient utilization and poor
maintenance various facilities such as the brand new Tennis Center Court, and the new 5000 seat multipurpose
indoor stadium have been rapidly decaying. In summary usually the long-term benefits of Mega Sporting Games
fall into three categories:

1 The creation of world-class facilities. Through Universiade 2005 Izmir Games both the city of Izmir

and the nation of Turkey have accomplished that satisfactory level.

2 The national and international recognition of the city through media exposure. The city of Izmir was

already an accomplished city in this category therefore the Games had no significance.

3 Community benefits (including local tourism, job creation and training, youth and education programs,

funding for community economic development projects and cultural programs. There is no single report or
recording regarding this category. Despite the vigorous efforts through various government and civil institutions
(such as ministry of youth and sports and the office of chambers and commerce of city of Izmir) the researchers
were not able to find or collect any information regarding this category.
Conclusion, the aim of this article was to discuss whether or not the Universiade 2005 Izmir Games had any
tangible or intangible benefits to the city of Izmir and to the overall improvement of the competitive sporting
ability on the nation of Turkey in international arena. From the evidence it can be concluded that the Games had
significant long term benefits in terms of providing world class athletic facilities for both the city of Izmir and
Turkey. However, due to the lack of skilled management and staff the facilities are not used and utilized properly
and they are decaying with huge maintenance expenses. Despite the fact that the number of active licensed
athletes has jumped up significantly that has not shown its reflection on the medal count in international
competitions.
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