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Abstract: The contribution of this research resides in the proposal of a 
comprehension tool allowing to represent the relational dynamics and the 
decision making within the framework of a bid for an international sports 
event. To control the selection and organisation phases, the International 
Olympic Committee maintains close relations with the candidate cities. It is 
legitimate to question the power profiles of the candidates and the decision 
made. The methodology is qualitative through expert interviews and data 
collection from the press on the specific case of French bids for the 
organisation of summer and Winter Olympic Games since 1968. The results 
obtained within the framework of French bids make it possible to verify that 
relational dynamics and power profiles have an impact on the selection of the 
candidate city. Relational dynamics are present in the literature on sport 
management, they very rarely appear under the aspect of relational dynamics. 
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1 Introduction 

At a time of health crisis, the repositioning of public policies on austerity measures and 
the loss of household confidence, the sports industry continues to see its events develop 
(Szymanski et al., 2019; Andersson and Getz, 2020). International sports events now 
represent the objectives of many countries (World Cups of football) or cities (Summer or 
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Winter Olympic Games) (Gökgöz and Yalçın, 2021; Mancini et al., 2022). Bidding to 
host international sporting events is a phase in which each city tries to implement 
strategies to be able to take advantage of the considerable stakes and emerge victorious 
(Bourg and Gouguet, 2010; Yang et al., 2015). The theoretical literature in management 
is primarily concerned with the resources of these candidates (Slack and Parent, 2006), 
but it is important to ask whether the relational dynamics of power are not more 
important (Jalali, 2020). International institutions own these events and are sovereign in 
terms of attribution and control of the organisation (Dingle and Stewart, 2018). In France, 
for nearly a century (1900–2024) 11 cities (Paris, Lyon, Lille, Annecy, Grenoble, Nice, 
Chamonix, Gérardmer, Luchon-Superbagnères, Albertville and Pelvoux-Écrins) were 
candidates to the French National Olympic and Sports Committee (CNOSF) to be the 
French city selected by the International Olympic Committee (IOC) for the Olympic 
Games (Summer Olympics: 1900, 1920, 1924, 1968, 1992, 2004, 2008, 2012, 2024; 
Winter Olympics: 1924, 1968, 1992, 2014, 2018). These 20 candidacies resulted in six 
victories (three Summer Olympics: Paris 1900, Paris 1924, and Paris 2024; three Winter 
Olympics: Chamonix 1924, Grenoble 1968, and Albertville 1992). These cities had to 
maintain relations with the IOC, whose objective is to obtain, from the candidates, the 
realisation of the specifications of the competition. The relations give rise irremediably to 
power (Weber, 1947) according to three power profiles named by Galbraith (1983): 
personality, ownership and organisation. The objective of this research is, firstly, 
theoretical by the creation of a tool capable of analysing the interplay of relational 
dynamics and, secondly, methodological by putting this tool in a research field and by the 
desire to validate it. This research aims to characterise the relational dynamics of power 
and the decision making at the time of the application phase, and also wishes to answer 
the question: is there an adequacy of power profiles between the holder of the event and 
the selected candidate? 

The contribution resides in the proposal of a comprehension tool allowing to 
represent the relational dynamics within the framework of a bid for an international 
sports event according to profiles. The tool promotes the understanding of the 
environment and power, and the identification of relationships represents an action tool 
for organisations allowing them to setup a decision management system (Soltwisch, 
2015). Power must be understood as the ability to influence an entity to carry out an 
action that it would not have carried out without this intervention (Dahl, 1957). To test 
the chosen tool, a qualitative case study approach is used (Miles and Huberman, 1994). 
This research is based on interviews with experts (Morrison and Misener, 2021). Two 
types of secondary data, internal documents and a database of press articles covering the 
period 1960 to 2019, were added to the interviews conducted. Now that we have 
introduced the article, we will define the power theoretical framework used in this 
research. Then we will justify the methodology of the case study applied to the Olympic 
Games. We will present and discuss the results before concluding this research with the 
perspectives. 

2 Power 

The literature on power is abundant and the theories that make it up are many and varied. 
The choice of Weber (1947) was made out of a desire to anchor a little-explored field 
thanks to an author who is very present in management sciences (Kim et al., 2005). 



   

 

   

   
 

   

   

 

   

    Relational dynamics and decision making for the organisation 3    
 

 

    
 
 

   

   
 

   

   

 

   

       
 

Power is the exercise of domination over an organisation, in such a way as to engender 
behaviour that would not be achieved without this influence (Dahl, 1957). Highlighting 
this structuring of power implies the need to understand the mechanisms allowing this 
domination (Crozier and Friedberg, 1980). Among the mechanisms for exercising this 
domination are the sources of power. Weber (1947) proposes three sources of legitimacy 
that he identified in traditions, in the charisma of a providential man and in bureaucratic 
organisation (Pichler, 1998). From these sources he founded three sources of power: 
traditional power, charismatic power and legal-rational power (Pichler, 1998). Before 
looking at other control mechanisms, it is necessary to explain the reasons that lead to the 
existence of such processes. The justification lies in the actors’ desire to enjoy freedom 
and the power holder’s desire to see this freedom limited in order to constrain them 
(Crozier and Friedberg, 1980). This freedom generates zones of uncertainty that must be 
reduced by the holder of power or else they will disappear (Crozier and Friedberg, 1980). 
Power resides in the margin of freedom available to each of the partners involved in a 
relationship. The magnitude will depend on the holder’s modes of control and the 
capacity of the other stakeholders to deal with it (Crozier and Friedberg, 1980). 

To analyse the mechanisms and strategies allowing this domination, a tool is 
proposed based on the proposals made by Galbraith (1983) using Weber’s (1947) model. 
Each of these sources comprises three elements: 

1 personality is composed of charisma (Selzer et al., 2018), daring (Young, 1991) and 
strength (Toffler, 1991). 

2 ownership combines tradition (Selzer et al., 2018), wealth (Toffler, 1991), and 
intelligence (Young, 1991). 

3 organisation is based on law (Young, 1991), knowledge (Toffler, 1991), and 
structure (Young, 1991). 

The authors in management completed the model and proposed a tool for analysing 
relational power dynamics. This identifies the power held by the dominant entity in the 
relationship and characterises the control mechanisms. It consists of a single source, a 
form of application (Galbraith, 1983), a mode of control (Mintzberg, 1983) and two 
control mechanisms (Gherra and Lassalle, 2015). Table 1 will present all the elements. 

This results analysis tool will allow the power profiles of organisations during the 
Olympic bid campaigns to be drawn up. In the theoretical literature (Weber, 1947; 
Schelling, 1958; Mintzberg, 1983), two different power profiles cannot lead to an 
agreement in the relationship unless there is sufficient concession from one of the parties 
(Nakamura, 2005; Bertrand and Lumineau, 2016; Couper et al., 2020). The analysis will 
make it possible to determine whether the organisations in question have an identical 
typology of relational power dynamics. In the positive case, they are in a stable situation 
guaranteeing the success of the relationship (Schelling, 1958; Bertrand and Lumineau, 
2016). Otherwise, the relationship cannot lead to an agreement and ultimately leads to 
conflict (Couper et al., 2020). Aware of this latent conflict, the holder chooses to 
negotiate with the organisation that has the same power profile as his or her own 
(Bertrand and Lumineau, 2016; Yeniyurt and Carnovale, 2017). The winning candidate 
organisation will have the same power profile as the organisation holding the event and 
those that are different will be in a situation of failure. 
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Table 1 Power relations analysis tool 

 Personality Ownership Organisation 
Sources Charisma Tradition Law 

Force Wealth Knowledge 
Daring Intelligence Structure 

Forms Persuasion (popularity/ 
negotiation/ 

conditioning) 

Retribution 
(material/ 

moral) 

Dissuasion (constraint/ 
directivity/ 

punishment) 
Control modes Power (strength) Authority (prestige) Direction (rationality) 
Reactions to 
previous oversight 
mechanisms 

Fear (fear/terror) Assent (enthusiasm/ 
fanaticism/ 

conviction/respect) 

Consent (scheme) 

Subsequent 
control 
mechanisms 

Death (dead/exile/ 
slavery) 

Excommunication 
(excommunication/ 

putting to death) 

Exclusion (exclusion) 

Source: Self-development 

The power and power profiles present in the relationship are decisive for the conclusion 
of an agreement. In the field of international sports events, many factors will impact this 
relationship and the likely agreement. Indeed, the field of this research is particular in the 
sense that many stakeholders influence the relationship between the IOC, the National 
Olympic Committee (NOC) and the national bids (Pizzo et al., 2022). Among the various 
stakeholders, sponsors, the media (especially television groups), international federations, 
spectators and athletes play an influential role in the choice of the attribution of the 
organisation of the Olympic Games to a city (Li et al., 2021). This influence of 
stakeholders is particularly studied because each of them will try to favour their position 
by intervening in relational dynamics through the possession of information, financial or 
material resources, or more simply by making use of their power over the actors in the 
relationship (Talay et al., 2020). 

The multi-stakeholder approach also justifies the use of power for the dominant 
stakeholder according to the theory of resource dependence (Andriof et al., 2017; 
Weitzner and Deutsch, 2019). Ansoff and Slevin’s (1968) approach makes it possible to 
understand that the organisation must achieve objectives not only for its survival but also 
to satisfy a relational game with its partners (clients (spectators), suppliers (media), 
investors (sponsors)) (Schönberner et al., 2021). The sport organisation must adjust its 
goals to ensure that they receive a fair share (Ansoff et al., 2018). In the case of 
international sports events, expectations can be measured in terms of media exposure, 
entertainment, number of hours of broadcasting, consumption of products, etc. 

The multi-stakeholder approach is part of a strategic logic of justification of the 
existence of power (Mitchell et al., 1997) and an interdependent relational dynamic 
between the different actors (Andriof et al., 2017; Liu et al., 2022). Multi-stakeholder 
relationships are affected by the quality and nature of the stakeholders, but also by the 
specificity of the interaction between them and with the organisation (Fransen and Kolk, 
2007). The field of sports events is specific by its ephemeral nature (one month), by the 
time between each event (four years) and by the considerable stakes that each of the 
stakeholders hopes to gain from it (McGillivray et al., 2022). 
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3 Methodology 

This research is based on a qualitative case study methodology (Yin, 2017). It makes it 
possible to observe hidden organisational phenomena or power relations (Sanday, 1979). 
Primary and secondary data were collected in order to triangulate them and ensure their 
credibility (Eisenhardt, 1989; Miles and Huberman, 1994). 134 expert interviews were 
carried out, 652 internal documents (IOC protocols and internal documents of the 
candidate cities) were retrieved and a database of international press articles (279,680 
press articles) was created to allow saturation. Data collection began in 2016 and was 
completed in 2019. During these three years, press articles from 1960 to 2019 were 
searched. Those prior to 1960 were either too few or not accessible for technical reasons 
(applications from Paris 1900, Lyon 1920, and Paris 1924 for the summer and Chamonix 
1924 for the winter). The first candidatures studied were therefore those of 1968 (Lyon 
for the Summer Olympics and Grenoble for the Winter Olympics) representing 15 
candidatures (out of 21) and three victories (out of 6). Once collected, data must be coded 
(Eisenhardt, 1989) before being subjected to content analysis. Coding in this research is 
based on a dictionary created from authors’ writings and completed by words with 
identical meanings, which is almost 90% reliable (Miles and Huberman, 1994). 
Wordmapper and Alceste allow data analysis using complementary techniques, one by 
hierarchical top-down classification and the other by hierarchical bottom-up 
classification. The statistical results generate a representation of the masses and then 
provide access to the details. 

Figure 1 Research methodology 

 

Source: Self-development 

The software, Alceste and Wordmapper, allow to cross complementary techniques (Illia 
et al., 2014), by hierarchical descending analysis (Alceste) and hierarchical ascending 
analysis (Wordmapper), which will automatically group text segments into context units 
according to their frequency, or their importance, in the studied contexts, sentences, 
paragraphs, etc. The hierarchical descending analysis draws up lists, classes or categories 
of significant words and links them together, while the hierarchical ascending analysis 
identifies important words and goes back up in the text to find the connections, then 
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scroll up through the paragraphs to the full text. A top-down analysis of the text and an 
ascending analysis of the text is necessary to obtain a complete coding of the data. 
Software goes further and further down the text until it makes sense. Alceste shows more 
homogeneous and less numerous classes of discourse than the clusters resulting from 
Wordmapper’s hierarchical ascending classification, which, on the other hand, makes it 
possible to highlight the articulation of themes between them (Illia et al., 2014). They 
allow, from the ‘contexts of use’ of concepts, to make a readable graphic representation 
and give an exploratory representation of the domain allowing to clarify the problematic. 
The software allows the obtaining of frequencies of recurrence of the terms. This 
statistical method first allows a representation of the masses (co-occurrence of significant 
words, representation of a context of use of the words) and then gives access to details 
(Illia et al., 2014). 

4 Olympic Games 

The choice, to test the present power over international sporting events, was based on the 
bids for the summer and Winter Olympic Games of French cities since 1968. To obtain 
the organisation of Olympic Games, the NOC, CNOSF in France, must present a single 
city as a candidate to the IOC (Nys, 2006). The latter sets up a bid committee that will 
become an organising committee (OCOG) for the event. The position of organiser, due to 
the ratification of the Olympic Charter and the specifications, places the victorious 
organisation of the bid campaign in a bidding situation with respect to the IOC (Geeraert 
et al., 2014; Hums and MacLean, 2017). 

Figure 2 The IOC’s hierarchical structure for the bid to host the Olympic Games 

 

Source: Self-development 

The Olympic Games currently represent the pinnacle in terms of organisation, media 
impact, and financial benefits that a city can obtain when it presents itself for the 
organisation of an international sports event (Geeraert et al., 2014). The summer and 
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Winter Olympic Games have the particularity of having financial coverage, allowing the 
construction of sports venues, provided by the IOC to the organiser through media rights. 
This media coverage also provides the various candidates with international visibility that 
generates tourism spin-offs (Miller, 1979; Wall, 2001). In order to answer the research 
question, it is necessary to draw up the power profiles of the various protagonists  
(Figure 2) present in the French bids to organise the Olympic Games. 

The research field is limited to French applications. Access to the field is an 
important element of a qualitative analysis (Miles and Huberman, 1994). For France, the 
CNOSF is therefore the institution that can present a city’s bid to host the Olympic 
Games (Nys, 2006). The presence of 15 French cities bidding to the CNOSF to compete 
in the Olympic Games guaranteed a rich national terrain that allowed for an analysis 
made up of a large amount of data due to the national regulations in place. 

Figure 3 Frequencies and co-occurrence of the elements of the ‘organisation’ dimension for the 
IOC (2018 Olympic Winter Games) 

 

Source: Self-development 
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Table 2 Power profile of Olympic Movement Relations 

1968 1968 1992 1992 2004 
Summer Winter (V) Summer Winter (V) Summer 
International 
Olympic 
Committee 
power 

International 
Olympic 

Committee 
power 

International 
Olympic 

Committee 
power 

International 
Olympic 

Committee 
power 

International 
Olympic 

Committee 
power 

Personality Personality Personality Personality Organisation 
Frequency Frequency Frequency Frequency Frequency 
78.70% 77.68% 78.67% 82.47% 62.37% 
Co-occurrence Co-occurrence Co-occurrence Co-occurrence Co-occurrence 
73.44% 77.02% 76.55% 79.55% 60.62% 
National 
Olympic 
Committee 
power 

National 
Olympic 

Committee 
power 

National 
Olympic 

Committee 
power 

National 
Olympic 

Committee 
power 

National 
Olympic 

Committee 
power 

Personality Personality Personality Personality Organisation 
Frequency Frequency Frequency Frequency Frequency 
72.09% 71.51% 72.21% 78.44% 63.55% 
Co-occurrence Co-occurrence Co-occurrence Co-occurrence Co-occurrence 
69.57% 70.34% 70.08% 74.32% 61.84% 
2008 2012 2014 2018 2024 
Summer Summer Winter Winter Summer (V) 
International 
Olympic 
Committee 
power 

International 
Olympic 

Committee 
power 

International 
Olympic 

Committee 
power 

International 
Olympic 

Committee 
power 

International 
Olympic 

Committee 
power 

Organisation Organisation Organisation Organisation Organisation 
Frequency Frequency Frequency Frequency Frequency 
65.61% 72.48% 73.17% 73.99% 72.36% 
Co-occurrence Co-occurrence Co-occurrence Co-occurrence Co-occurrence 
64.93% 70.19% 70.26% 70.13% 69.33% 
National 
Olympic 
Committee 
power 

National 
Olympic 

Committee 
power 

National 
Olympic 

Committee 
power 

National 
Olympic 

Committee 
power 

National 
Olympic 

Committee 
power 

Organisation Organisation Organisation Organisation Organisation 
Frequency Frequency Frequency Frequency Frequency 
67.83% 73.04% 73.51% 74.25% 71.76% 
Co-occurrence Co-occurrence Co-occurrence Co-occurrence Co-occurrence 
66.82% 70.82% 71.28% 67.48% 67.35% 

Source: Self-development 
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5 Results 

The first results from the analysis software concern the IOC and should make it possible 
to identify the form of power exercised in relational dynamics. For example, for the bid 
for the 2018 Winter Olympics, in terms of frequency of terms, all the elements of the 
‘organisation’ profile score higher than the elements of the other two profiles. With the 
source of power in Wordmapper software, the term ‘organisation’ reaches 68.81% 
presence with 27,410 appearances. ‘Personality’ has only 5.97% presence (2,380) and 
‘ownership’ reaches 25.22% (10,047). These terms, under Alceste software, also validate 
this distribution. The ‘organisation’ is at 82.30% with 2,326 appearances, the 
‘personality’ obtains 9.70% (274) and the ‘ownership’ 8% (226). To facilitate the 
presentation of the data in this research, the two results have been grouped together to 
present only the final total. The process was identical for the frequency of the terms and 
for the co-occurrence between them. 

All the results, regardless of the different candidatures, show that the IOC’s power 
profile is identical to that of NOCs. Each of the power profiles exceeds the 50% presence 
in the data. The results concerning the form of control, the mode of control and the two 
control mechanisms are also each time above 50% (Table 2). It is also necessary to check 
the existence of links between the elements of the dimension. The ‘co-occurrence’ 
function calculates the number of times these elements are linked according to the 
software and the results confirm the power profile. It can therefore be concluded that the 
IOC and the NOC manage their relational dynamics according to the same profile. 

It is necessary to study the results obtained for the candidate cities in order to finalise 
the analysis. If we look at Table 3, presenting the results obtained on the two software, 
for the different French cities, we realise that the cities do not all have the same profile. 
Table 3 Power profile of candidate cities 

 Cities power 
1968 Olympic 

Movement 
Lyon 

Summer Personality Organisation 
Frequency 

74.28% 
Co-occurrence 

70.57% 
1968 Olympic 

Movement 
Grenoble 

Winter 
(V) 

Personality Personality 
Frequency 

65.33% 
Co-occurrence 

62.08% 

Source: Self-development 
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Table 3 Power profile of candidate cities (continued) 

 Cities power 
1992 Olympic 

Movement 
Paris 

Summer Personality Organisation 
Frequency 

71.88% 
Co-occurrence 

69.03% 
1992 Olympic 

Movement 
Albertville 

Winter 
(V) 

Personality Personality 
Frequency 

73.76% 
Co-occurrence 

70.64% 
2004 Olympic 

Movement 
Lille Lyon 

Summer Organisation Organisation Organisation 
Frequency Frequency 

72.83% 54.37% 
Co-occurrence Co-occurrence 

70.91% 52.77% 
2008 Olympic 

Movement 
Paris 

Summer Organisation Personality 
Frequency 

72.44% 
Co-occurrence 

69.70% 
2012 Olympic 

Movement 
Paris 

Summer Organisation Organisation 
Frequency 

54.38% 
Co-occurrence 

52.87% 

Source: Self-development 
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Table 3 Power profile of candidate cities (continued) 

 Cities power 
2014 Olympic 

Movement 
Annecy Grenoble 

Winter Organisation Organisation Organisation 
Frequency Frequency 

59.34% 53.55% 
Co-occurrence Co-occurrence 

57.92% 51.09% 
2018 Olympic 

Movement 
Annecy Grenoble Nice Pelvoux-Ecrins 

Winter Organisation Organisation Organisation Ownership Ownership 
Frequency Frequency Frequency Frequency 

60.72% 53.84% 58.86% 63.00% 
Co-occurrence Co-occurrence Co-occurrence Co-occurrence 

70.53% 64.03% 58.63% 63.58% 
2024 Olympic 

Movement 
Paris 

Summer 
(V) 

Organisation Organisation 
Frequency 

73.88% 
Co-occurrence 

70.22% 

Source: Self-development 

The results tell us that some cities do not have the same power profile as the Olympic 
Movement (Lyon 1968, Paris 1992, Paris 2008, Nice 2019, and Pelvoux-Ecrins 2018). 
All these cities did not obtain the organisation of the Olympic Games, or were not even 
presented by the NOC to the IOC. Thus, we can confirm Schelling’s (1958) statement 
that two different power profiles cannot lead to victory. Other cities do have the same 
power profile as the Olympic Movement and won the bid phase and thus were able to 
organise the Olympic Games (Grenoble 1968, Albertville 1992 and Paris 2024). 
Nevertheless, some candidate cities, although they have the same power profile as the 
Olympic Movement, were either not selected by the NOC (Lyon 2004, Annecy 2014, 
Grenoble 2014 and Grenoble 2018), or did not succeed in winning the bid phase to be 
designated ‘host city’ (Lille 2004, Paris 2008, Paris 2012 and Annecy 2018). Regarding 
the latter situation, the reason may come from foreign cities, also candidates, which may 
have power profiles more in line with that of the Olympic Movement. 

On these results, not having those of foreign cities, two situations raise questions. The 
first is that of cities with the right power profile and not selected by the NOC. Concerning 
this situation, we can dwell on the results obtained. For example, in the case of the 2004 
Summer Olympic Games, the city of Lille was chosen to the detriment of Lyon, but this 
choice is explained by a power profile more in line with that of the Olympic Movement. 
Indeed, the city of Lille has an attendance frequency of 72.83% in terms of the 
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organisational profile, while Lyon’s is 54.37%. For co-occurrences, those of Lille are at 
70.91% while those of Lyon are at 52.77%. At the same time the Olympic Movement has 
frequencies at 62.37% and co-occurrences at 60.62%. Thus, we can note that it is the city 
that has the power profile with the best results that is selected. This is also true in the case 
of the 2018 Winter Olympics with Annecy. 

For Annecy and Grenoble in 2014, it is the choice made by the NOC not to handicap 
the Paris 2012 candidacy (a dual candidacy, summer and winter, could have led some 
IOC voters to choose the winter 2014 candidacy to the detriment of the summer 2012 one 
for France, so that one country would not organise both major events). In the case of 
2014, this is a purely political choice and not based on an analysis of resources, relational 
dynamics or other factors. 

The second question is related to the choice of presenting a city with the wrong power 
profile. Did it have a chance of winning or is defeat inevitable? To do this, we simply 
checked the verbal trials of the elections1 to see if these cities came close to victory (Lyon 
1968, Paris 1992 and Paris 2008). For Lyon 1968, the city ranked 3rd out of 4 candidates. 
The winning city, Mexico City, won in the first round of voting with a relative majority 
and 250% more votes than Lyon.2 For Paris 1992, the city ranks 2nd out of 6 candidates. 
The winning city, Barcelona, wins in the third round of voting with a relative majority 
and 204% more votes than Paris.3 Finally, for Paris 2008, the city ranks 3rd out of 5 
candidates. The winning city, Beijing, wins in the second round of voting with a relative 
majority and 311% more votes than Paris.4 

It can therefore be said that these three candidatures were not close to winning in 
view of the voting results. Indeed, for 1968, Lyon finished 3rd out of 4 and there was 
only one round of voting, whereas if the results had been close it would have taken three 
to determine the winner. In 1992, although 2nd, Paris lost in the third round of voting 
when it could have hoped to go as far as the fifth and last. Barcelona did not need to go 
that far in the electoral process to win. In 2008, Beijing crushed the competition with 
only two out of four possible rounds of voting and more than three times the number of 
votes that the city of Paris received. We can therefore conclude that a bad profile of 
power although it can pass at the level of the NOC does not manage to obtain the final 
victory for the organisation. 

6 Discussion 

The results in the case of the Olympic bid show that the winning cities of the bid phase 
(Grenoble 1968, Albertville 1992 and Paris 2024) have a profile of relational power 
identical to the Olympic instances. It can be noted that in view of the selection result 
(2004: Lille selected, Lyon eliminated; 2014: Annecy and Grenoble eliminated following 
the Paris 2012 bid; and 2018: Annecy selected, Grenoble, Nice and Pelvoux-Écrins 
eliminated), the cities managing their relations on a different dimension of power from 
those of the IOC and the French National Olympic and Sports Committee were 
eliminated first. When the selected cities are not on the same power profile or the 
percentages of representation of this power are too low, then they fail on the result of the 
bid. In this situation, the Olympic Movement selects a candidate with the characteristics 
most likely to suffer its power (Couper et al., 2020). The answer to the research question 
is that there is a good match between the power of the holder of the event and the city 
selected. 
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The limitation of this research is that we do not know whether cities with the right 
power profile lost because of identical power profiles of victorious foreign cities but 
superior in terms of frequency and co-occurrences. For this, we would need to study the 
power profiles of these cities [Athens5 (Greece) 2004, London6 (England) 2012 and 
Pyeongchang7 (South Korea) 2018]. The study was limited to the bidding campaign of 
French cities due to a lack of access to information from foreign bids. One of the research 
perspectives will be to obtain information from these bids in order, first of all, to verify 
that they too are on the same power profile and possibly through the frequencies of the 
tool’s terms to identify the reasons for their victory. The choice of the different French 
cities serving as an illustration for power relations may be a limitation due to other 
parameters such as culture, French organisational structure, etc. nevertheless, French 
cities must compete for the Olympic Games according to their own characteristics. They 
therefore present a credible choice of research field. Theoretical limitations, such as 
analysis based on the Weberian model or the use of mainly management authors, 
generate opportunities for future investigations. The complementarity of certain 
theoretical tools would make it possible to strengthen the analytical tool proposed for the 
study of power relations. 
Table 4 Evolution of the power relationship analysis tool 

 Personality Ownership Organisation 
Sources Charisma Tradition Law 

Force Wealth Knowledge 
Daring Intelligence Structure 

Forms Persuasion (popularity/ 
negotiation/conditioning) 

Retribution 
(material/moral) 

Dissuasion (constraint/ 
directivity/punishment) 

Control modes Power (demonstration of 
strength) 

Authority (prestige) Direction (rationality) 

Reactions to previous 
oversight 
mechanisms 

Fear (fear) Assent (enthusiasm/ 
fanaticism/respect) 

Consent (scheme) 

Subsequent control 
mechanisms 

Death (punishment/ 
dismissal) 

Excommunication 
(excommunication/ 

fine/dismissal) 

Exclusion (dismissal 
wanted by the team and 

not management) 

Source: Self-development 

Improving the tool also involves changing certain terms (Figure 1). Indeed, modes of 
control, reactions to previous control mechanisms and sanctions are no longer necessarily 
relevant in the context of organisations, and even more so in the context of sports 
organisations. The power-based mode of control needs to better reflect the notion of 
demonstration of strength in order to train the appropriate response. The reaction to 
control mechanisms now leads to fear of punishment or dismissal on the field of sports 
events. Concerning conviction, these mode of assent no longer appear in the data, while 
Respect and Enthusiasm are widely acclaimed. Fanaticism, although limited, still exists 
essentially through a deep belief in the values of such events (dove of peace, stopping 
conflicts during the Olympic peace, universal values, etc.). The response to subsequent 
control mechanisms has evolved to be more relevant, given the different behaviours. 
Death, exile, slavery, excommunication or killing are no longer used in organisations, 
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while fines (mainly financial), punishment (loss of role and influence) or dismissal play a 
dominant role in control. Moreover, dismissal can take different forms depending on the 
source of power (Turker, 2014). In the case of personality, it can be a professional death 
by the withdrawal of the deviant entity, the weak place it may subsequently occupy 
leading it to disappear. In the case of ownership, it may be a rejection of the group by a 
loss of common value, as surfers’ organisations have been able to illustrate by certain 
decisions (Byers et al., 2022). Finally, for the organisation, the dismissal is wanted by the 
whole team who asks the management to exclude. Thus the new tool should, in view of 
the changes perceived in the field of sports organisations, rather look like this in Table 4. 

In order to obtain a scientific tool, generalisation remains essential, so it will be 
necessary to test it in other sectors of economic activity in order to validate its global 
character. The analysis identified the power exercised by the holder and the profiles of 
the candidates in the restricted framework of the Olympic Games bid. Identifying the 
power present in the relationships as the determining element of a bid to organise an 
international sports event represents a new avenue of understanding for sports 
organisations. This understanding of the relations between sports organisations on an 
event is a major challenge for all the players. 

At the managerial level, understanding power and explaining the different relational 
profiles is today a determining component of organisational management. This research 
shows, first of all, that an organisation whose power is not identical to that of the owner 
of a sports event has little chance of being organised. An organisation wishing to bid for 
the organisation of a sports event should first make sure that its power system 
corresponds to that of the holding organisation in order to avoid failure (Malik and Yazar, 
2016). An additional managerial attraction of this search is to define its relational power 
profile. Candidate organisations, often unstructured and ephemeral in nature, have little 
or no knowledge of their power structure and often misjudge this element as a 
determinant in relationships (Weber, 1947; Schelling, 1958). The power profile is one of 
the prerequisites for the performance of organisations in the bid phase (Jensen, 2021). 
The second step will be to question the performance of organisations based on their 
power profile. Understanding and maintaining performance is now the most important 
element to master for all organisations, whether sporting or non-sporting (Di Minin et al., 
2014; Jaoua, 2016). 

Among the writings in sports literature, most authors have focused on the study of the 
organisation of a sports event through organisational functions (ticketing, logistics, …). 
Other research has measured the impact of these one-off, rare and sought-after events, 
intuitively generating strong financial, media or tourism spin-offs (Miller, 1979; Wall, 
2001). On the other hand, little research has been conducted on the power present in the 
relations between sports organisations. The essential contribution of this research lies in 
the proposal of a tool for understanding based on different profiles. 

7 Conclusions 

This research focuses on the existence of power who affects organisations’ relationships 
(Weber, 1947; Mintzberg, 1983) and their ability to reach agreement (Schelling, 1958). 
According to theory, two power profiles cannot agree (Weber, 1947; Schelling, 1958; 
Mintzberg, 1983). Power therefore plays a central role in the application phase, which 
requires the matching of two identical power profiles (Bertrand and Lumineau, 2016). 
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The existence of two different power profiles can lead to relational disagreement and de 
facto failure to organise an event (Couper et al., 2020). The example of French 
candidacies to Summer and Winter Olympic Games shows that the relational dynamics 
put in place are articulated around a relational power, a dominant organisation (the 
Olympic Movement) and an adapted response by the other organisations (candidate 
cities). 

The understanding of power relations for sports organisations on a bid is a major 
issue for all stakeholders. The aim of the tool is to enable relational representations that 
promote understanding of the environment and power, an element that is often intangible. 
Identifying power relationships is an action tool for organisations enabling them to setup 
a decision management system based on the type of power they are subject to and 
exercise. Another interest of this research lies in the understanding of their profile and the 
adequacy or not with the holder of the event, favouring the capacity to apply. The 
relational approach to power allows organisations to focus not only on tangible elements 
such as the resources they possess (Fink et al., 2017), but to take into account what may 
be decisive in the attribution of an event. 
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