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Abstract
The London 2012 Games will mark 100 years of official Olympic cultural programming
and aspire to present the largest Cultural Olympiad yet, reaching out to the whole of the
UK and providing full integration between Olympic and Paralympic cultural activity.
The original bid for culture promised to engage youth and overcome barriers to
participation from all social groups. To make this aspiration a reality, the Cultural
Programme is being delivered not only by a culture team within the Organising
Committee for the Games, but also thirteen creative programmers based in every UK
region and nation. This unprecedented management framework has been made possible
by the commitment of public stakeholders to ensure the Games leave a widespread
legacy and the establishment of special funding arrangements for cultural activity
inspired by the Games. London 2012 has created distinct activity identifiers such as the
‘Inspired by 2012’ mark, to maximise programming inclusion without challenging
established Olympic global marketing guidelines. The range of managerial, funding and
promotional innovations in the context of the Cultural Olympiad have created
opportunities to maximise access and engagement to Games related activity throughout
the country. But it has also involved important challenges in terms of synergy of vision,
communications and Games association which point at the ongoing struggle to position
the Cultural Olympiad as a core dimension of the Olympic and Paralympic experience.

Keywords:
Cultural Olympiad, Olympic art festival, cultural policy, torch relay, branding, Olympic
and Paralympic synergy, UK-wide participation, regional cultural programmes.

By the time of the London 2012 Olympic and Paralympic Games it will be exactly one
hundred years since the first official presentation of an Olympic cultural programme.
London has placed a strong emphasis on its cultural and creative narrative since the bid
1

Dr Beatriz Garcia is Head of Research at the Institute of Cultural Capital and Senior Research Fellow in
Sociology at the University of Liverpool. She has led research on the Olympic Games since 1999,
undertaking data collection at eight Olympic Games editions to date (Barcelona, Sydney, Salt Lake City,
Athens, Torino, Beijing, Vancouver and the lead-up to London). She has been funded by the IOCOlympic Studies Centre, the International Olympic Academy, the European Commission, the AHRC and
the ESRC, the British Academy and the Universities China Committee in London and has been involved
as academic advisor on Culture and Education to the London 2012 team since the Bid stage. Dr Garcia is
a member of the IOC Postgraduate Research Grant Selection Committee and has been appointed by
London 2012 to conduct its Cultural Olympiad Evaluation. She is author of numerous journal
publications on the cultural dimensions of the Games, including a special edition of Cultural Trends on
the Cultural Olympiad. Her monographs ‘The Olympics. The Basics’ and ‘The Olympic Games and
Cultural Policy’ are published by Routledge in 2012.
Paper written in the framework of the IOC’s OSC Postgraduate Grant Selection Committee (2011
meeting).

1

stage, building on its reputation as a ‘creative city’ (Landry 2005) and a world leading
centre for the cultural and creative industries. London has also been keen to claim that
the Games will leave a long lasting legacy, not only for the host city – and its East end
in particular – but for the rest of the UK. The UK-wide dimensions of the legacy have
often been articulated in cultural terms, with a focus on the commitment to a national
cultural programme as well as the expected national Torch Relay celebration. Some of
the central claims of London’s cultural programme – the Cultural Olympiad - are a
promise to use culture and the arts to expand engagement from young people and help
overcome barriers to participation for people with disability. Advancing youth and
disabled people’s engagement are two central commitments from the 2012 Games at
large; by promising that the Cultural Olympiad will expand opportunities at a national
level, London is positioning the programme as an essential Games component to fulfil
its inclusion promises.
Attempting to present a strong cultural narrative for the Games is not a new endeavour.
However, most Games editions have struggled to position their official cultural
programme as central to the Games experience due to ongoing tensions in terms of
media profile, sponsorship and branding regulations, let alone a difficult to overcome
sense of rivalry between the sports and arts agendas of key stakeholders. This paper
provides a reflection of London’s experience bidding for, designing, promoting and
managing its Cultural Olympiad in a context of heightened expectations about the host’s
cultural offer. London’s cultural proposal built on the unique positioning of the city and
the UK as a leading hub for the cultural and creative industries worldwide and the
expectation by national and international stakeholders that the Games should benefit
from such cultural reputation as well as contribute to its long term sustainability. The
paper also offers some reflection on the relationship between the Cultural Olympiad and
the Torch Relay as the Games most iconic programme dedicated to nation-wide
involvement.

Defining London’s cultural vision: the bid
The London 2012 Games bid was not as high profile or widely supported as other
competing 2012 bids in the early candidature years. Cities like Madrid and Paris were
presenting their second consecutive bid to the IOC and counted on visible and
enthusiastic public support from day one, having started their campaigns earlier than
London. Within the UK, the decision to bid was not publicly announced until late 2003
and the profile of the bid was low until the final countdown, gaining momentum from
the end of 2004 (only half a year before the final presentation to the IOC), possibly on
the back of the UK’s successful performance at the Athens 2004 Games.
Following established bid regulations, London was asked to respond to a Candidature
Procedure and Questionnaire by the IOC (2004) and set up separate teams to address
each of the main Questionnaire chapters. Jude Kelly MBE was appointed to lead on the
‘Olympism and Culture’ chapter, which also included questions about the Torch Relay,
Ceremonies and Education programmes. In common with previous candidates,
particularly since the Barcelona 1992 bid, London saw in its culture chapter an
opportunity to present a distinct vision and propose innovative ideas about how to
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experience the Games and define what the Olympics and Paralympics mean for youth
today. Since early in 2004, Jude Kelly embarked on an ambitious journey to attract high
profile artists and intellectuals as cultural programme advisors, conducted a wide range
of workshops and agreed to speak at public events to involve the views of arts
organisations around the country (see Garcia 2005 & London2012 2005). Ideas
circulated at the time ranged from how to link the largest sport event in the world with
the largest arts festival (the Edinburgh festival) which were to coincide in the UK over
August 2012, to discussion about the meaning of internationalism and interculturalism,
and ways of ensuring that the Olympiad provided a platform to ‘keep this [Olympic]
Movement moving’ (Kelly in Garcia 2005: 19) and in touch with contemporary youth
concerns.
During the writing up process, which involved feedback from IOC advisors, it became
apparent that there were certain limitations to the kind of language that was most
appropriate to use in order to appeal to and engage IOC members. Terms such as
‘fusion’ (of cultures, of artforms) were discouraged on the grounds that they would be
difficult to appreciate or understand universally by all members. This exercise and the
need to question the jargon that has become commonly attractive within UK culture and
creative circles was an interesting process for the bid team to engage with, in order to
appreciate what it takes to convey a message that is fresh and distinct as well as easy to
understand by an organisation with such ties to tradition and such international (and
non-English dominated) representation.
The eventual chapter narrative focused on youth, the diversity and global connections of
host communities and the strength of London and the UK as a world centre for creative
industries and entrepreneurship. Beyond this, the aspects most distinct to the cultural
programme were first, the commitment to engaging the whole of the UK and the
promise of a seamless transition and build up on the preceding Games, Beijing, two
aspects not explored by any of the competing bids. The Education programme was also
distinct in the richness of detail (eg. its emphasis on the concept of FriendShip,
described below), and the rare proposal to create a national Olympic Institute as a key
legacy. For the Torch relay, the main proposal was to use it to advance peace and
promote the IOC’s ‘Olympic Truce’ narrative, involving an international route touching
on the homes of Nobel Peace Prize laureates around the world. These are all examples
of initiatives unmatched by rival candidates, which tended to present vaguer cultural
proposals. The London culture bid was also the only one to clearly emphasise a
commitment to bring their programme into the Olympic village to engage athletes and
was ambitious in its promise to stage the first ‘World Culture Fair in honour of the
Olympic Games’ (London 2012 Bid 2005).

Culture in action – making a difference at the bid stage
London’s final Bid presentation in Singapore in July 2005 has been widely presented as
successful and memorable for its emphasis on youth and the distinct take on ‘Olympic
values’, credibly presented by a veteran Olympian, Sebastian Coe, as head of the bid
team and organisation. This was in stark contrast with the more managerial tone of other
presentations, which focused on technical aspects or used less distinct (and ethnically
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diverse) styles to represent people’s engagement with the bid (Hart 2005). The
involvement of 30 children from the East End of London (who made up a considerable
proportion of London’s delegation) and the use of a small local (East end) based
creative company to produce their main presentation films were all hints at London’s
credentials as a city with great confidence and expertise supporting the creative talents
of its population, particularly new emerging talent.
Within the UK, in the lead to this final presentation, London committed to supporting a
nationwide programme of cultural activity involving young people acting as
ambassadors for their local identity. This was part of the so-called ‘FriendShip’
programme, which connected with an initiative already in place via the Liverpool 2008
European Capital of Culture programme (see London2012 2005b). These activities were
all ways of demonstrating London’s commitment to youth and using cultural expression
as a platform to expand the appeal of the Games to young people. From a policy
perspective, the value of these initiatives was also to show how the Games would link to
existing or emerging programmes UK-wide. As suggested by the FriendShip
collaboration, a common narrative at this point in time was that the Cultural Olympiad
would build on and extend the experience and legacy of the European Capital of Culture
programme- using 2008 (ECoC year) as the gateway to the Olympiad.

Delivering the cultural programme – from promises to reality
As is common within any Games hosting process, once the Games were awarded to
London, some major changes were required and this had a significant impact on the set
up for the cultural programme. During the bid stage, the team was formed as a coalition
between Culture, Ceremonies and Education. Most bid staff members were seconded
from other organisations, ranging from the UK Department for Culture, Media and
Sport to the Arts Council England. During the initial years of OCOG formation, these
secondments changed regularly, particularly within the Culture section, thus threatening
the team’s continuity of vision and their steep learning process in terms of Olympic
delivery needs. Interestingly, this was not the case for the Education team, which
retained the same staff member from the bid stage.
Beyond the regular changes to team composition, the main challenge to retaining
aspects of any Games Bid original vision is managing the transition in senior positions
or ‘director roles’. For London, the high profile lead of the culture bidding team became
Chair of the original Cultural Olympiad Advisory Board, but was progressively
removed from the day to day operations, which would be led instead by a specially
appointed Head of Culture and a joint Culture, Ceremonies & Education Director. For a
period of time, the Chair retained a public leadership and championing role and
continued close conversations with key advisors – however, such involvement
diminished with time. The role of the Advisory Board became unclear for a while and
this group was eventually disbanded, to be replaced by a considerably different group of
individuals and Chair. In other host cities, although it is common for the Director role
to change and the Board to have a slight different emphasis from that of the Bid stage, it
is however usual for the culture Bid leader to retain a chairing role throughout, which
eases the protection of the most aspirational aspects of the original Games proposal. In
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London, these changes resulted in a marked departure from the original underlying
narrative about ‘keeping the movement moving’ and the abandonment of some of the
most iconic project priorities.
Major changes included the elimination of the FriendShip as the main flagship initiative
that was to offer a continuum between Beijing and London, and the explicit
commitment to an Olympic Institute for research. However, other important aspects,
such as the idea of nation-wide programme with strong regional involvement and the
emphasis on youth as creators and users of activity were retained throughout. This is to
the credit of the original bidding team as well as the transition teams, who had to
grapple against ongoing budgeting and structural team modifications.
The vision for the Torch Relay changed considerably as well, particularly as, on the
wake of Beijing’s noticeably controversial international relay, the IOC decided that
future hosts would no longer be allowed to programme an international leg for the relay,
focusing instead on the established tradition of a brief relay in Greece (after the lighting
in Ancient Olympia) and a direct transfer into the UK, for a nation-wide relay. This
effectively meant that the original concept of a Relay visiting the locations of Nobel
Peace winners had to be dropped. The emphasis on peace as the motif for the relay has
also faded, with references being made just in passing to the traditional rhetoric
presented via the Olympic Charter, but with no distinct 2012 narrative about his issue.
Instead, the emphasis is on the originality of the torch design, as it has been common in
most previous Games.

Management challenges and innovations
One of the most challenging aspects for the delivery of a Cultural Olympiad is choosing
the most appropriate management framework. Given the now established commitment
of host cities to deliver a four year programme, in practice, this means that this is the
earliest Olympic programme to go into delivery mode and one of the first tests for an
OCOG to prove that it has a clear operational structure and clear roles and commitments
agreed with its key stakeholders. In London, the Culture Team was originally integrated
with the Ceremonies team, which had responsibility to deliver the very first high profile
global Olympic statement for London 2012: the staging of an 8 minute segment within
the closing ceremony of the previous Games host, Beijing. This counts as part of the
‘Ceremonies’ rather than ‘Culture’ commitments for the OCOG but was all the same a
key statement that required a degree of coordination with London’s main cultural
vision. As already noted, at this early stage, the team was small and fluid – with
constant staff replacements and few full time appointments, but the pressure to deliver
the 8 minute segment assisted solidifying their visibility.
By 2008, however, it became apparent that each part of the team had a very different set
of pressures and priorities to attend to. The Culture team lost its original Head in 2008,
two years after his appointment, and did not get a new Director until January 2010, once
a new Board and Chair had been established. Thus, after considerable transition in the
period 2005-2008, it was not until late 2009 that the Culture Team became more stable
and grew considerably. The appointment of Ruth Mackenzie as Director, a well known
and respected figure with experience managing large scale events and advising
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government on cultural policy priorities, has been seen as positive to ensure confidence
amongst national and international arts peers. Some of the activities coordinated by the
team within the London 2012 offices involve a series of high profile national
programmes (a range of which build on the original bid proposal), as well as a distinctly
branded series of cultural events during the Olympic year: the London 2012 Festival,
presented as the ‘culmination of the Cultural Olympiad’ (see next section, ‘Promotional
Issues’). Since late 2008 and 2009, the role of the team has mainly been to keep abreast
of the wide range of Olympic-driven or other Games-related activities taking place in
London and throughout the UK, and to help determine what should be considered part
of the Cultural Olympiad and how to make this operationally feasible. A considerable
part of this task is of a promotional / branding negotiation nature and it is covered in
following sections.
Within this section, it is relevant to consider some of the most ambitious management
innovations for culture. As has been the case now for a number of Games editions,
London 2012 is designed as an organisation that manages both the Olympic and
Paralympic Games and has promoted both events simultaneously from day one. While
this is an established requirement, previous Games had opted to present their Olympic
and Paralympic cultural activity as two separate consecutive programmes as it happens
with the sporting events. In London both cultural programmes are fully integrated,
which means that all funding streams, dedicated staff and related promotions refer to
both Games. As discussed in following sections, this has strengthened the visibility and
centrality of disabled arts activity, which cannot be disassociated from any dimension of
the Cultural Olympiad.
Beyond the above, another important innovation brought by the 2012 Games was the
decision to establish a UK-wide structure, with 13 creative programmers being
appointed in late 2007 and 2008, two for London and one for each UK region and
nation. These posts have enabled considerable growth and consolidation of Games
inspired cultural activity throughout the country. However, the capacity of programmers
to shape initiatives varies quite a lot from area to area. While in the northern parts of the
country programmers have felt empowered to steer or commission projects building on
generous purpose-specific funding (allocated by the Legacy Trust UK– see below) and
thus drive new activity and priorities, in the southern parts, despite also counting on
special funding allocations, they have mainly operated as coordinators of activity
defined by other organisations rather than taking a leading role defining an Olympic
vision for their region (Garcia 2012a).

Programming overview and funding sources
As suggested above, in order to make the Cultural Olympiad feasible and as inclusive as
possible, it has been conceived as a series of programming layers managed under
slightly different frameworks within and outwith LOCOG. In the lead to its original
launch in 2008, the core values and main themes of the Cultural Olympiad were
presented as follows,
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Core values: ‘Celebrate London and the whole of the UK welcoming the world
[…] ; Inspire and involve young people; Generate a positive legacy’ (LOCOG
2008: 4)
Main Themes: ‘Bringing together culture and sport; Encouraging audiences to
take part; Animating public spaces through street theatre, public art, circus skills
and live big-screen sites; Using culture and sport to promote environmental
sustainability, health and well-being; Encouraging collaborations and innovation
between communities and cultural sectors; Enhanding the learning, skills and
personal development of young people by linking with education programmes’
(LOCOG 2008: 5)
According to LOCOG, the estimated audience up to the end of 2011 is 16 million
people.2 The combined budget for four years of activity has been presented tentatively
as £100 million, but LOCOG is not the budget holder. Instead,
‘the structure of the Culture Programme [has been] designed so that LOCOG
would be the catalyst rather than the funding source for the Cultural Olympiad
and LOCOG would open up opportunities for the cultural sector to exploit – and
to do so in a far more open way than perhaps has been possible in previous
Games.’ (LOCOG 2008: 11)
The Cultural Olympiad principal funding bodies are listed as ‘Arts Council England,
Legacy Trust UK and the Olympic Lottery Distributor’, and the programme’s ‘Premier
Partners’ (meaning London 2012 domestic corporate sponsors associated with the
Olympic cultural programme) are British Petroleum (BP) and British Telecomm (BT).
The British Council ‘support[s] the international development’ of projects and
Panasonic, a global Olympic sponsor, is noted as presenting partner of the project ‘Film
Nation’.3 The Legacy Trust UK, one of the three principal Cultural Olympiad funders,
has committed £17m towards four national programmes and £24 to 12 regional
programmes4 (each of them coordinated by a different regional creative programmer).
This brings a distinct angle to the work presented, as it is designed to last beyond the
Games period and become a sustainable venture. It is the first time that such an
emphasis is placed on the sustainability of the Games cultural programme, an approach
that is consistent with the decision to appoint a Legacy Steering Committee for the
Olympiad, as well as fund a Cultural Olympiad Legacy evaluation programme.
In order to understand the multiple dimensions and scope of the programme, Figure 1
presents an overview of activities, core teams in charge and main funding sources.
Table 1 goes on to outline the different Cultural Olympiad sub-programme descriptions
and (where available) their respective estimated audiences.
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London 2012: http://www.london2012.com/cultural-olympiad (last accessed January 2012)
Cultural Olympiad webpage: http://www.london2012.com/cultural-olympiad
4
See: http://www.legacytrustuk.org/
3
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Table 1: Cultural Olympiad, key programme components
Major National
programmes / Signature
programmes
Different start dates
2008-2012

Description: “Large-scale programmes with nation-wide reach and
impact which will form the centerpiece of the Cultural Olympiad between
[2008] and 2012 and which are being produced in partnership with
leading arts and cultural organisations in the UK”. A range of these were
first outlined within the original bidding documents.
Funding: Estimated up to £60m from all main funding partners

Regional Programmes
(12 major programmes)
2008-2012

Objectives: “To unite culture, sport, knowledge and learning, in line with
the values and vision of the Olympics; to make a lasting difference to all
those involved; to be grassroots projects, often small in scale, and uniting
communities of interest at local and regional level.”
Funding: Legacy Trust UK (£24m)

Inspire Mark
(2,000 individual projects,
UK-wide)
2008-2012

Description: “An Olympic and Paralympic first, the London 2012 Inspire
programme enables non-commercial organisations across the UK to link
their events and projects to the London 2012 Games in an official scope.
From Wales to the East of England, from the South West to Yorkshire and
Humber - more than 2000 projects and events have been awarded the
coveted Inspire mark for their work in one of six areas: sustainability,
education, volunteering, business, sport or culture.”
Funding : No specific funding has been allocated. Organisations apply to
LOCOG and justify how they meet their selection criteria to obtain the
Inspire Mark.

Open Weekend
(thousands of individual
projects, UK-wide)

Description: “London 2012 Open Weekend is an annual event happening
each summer leading up to 2012 to celebrate the countdown to the Open
Ceremonies at the London 2012 Olympic Games and Paralympic Games.”

1 Weekend per year
2008-2011

Funding: No specific funding has been allocated. Organisations apply to
LOCOG to be listed under this programme.
Estimated audience outreach: Over two million people up to 2011
taking part in sport, arts and culture events across the UK.

London 2012 Festival
(over 1,000 events UKwide)
21 June-9 Sep 2012

Description: “The culmination of the Cultural Olympiad, […] Leading
artists from all over the world will come together in the UK’s biggest ever
nationwide festival – a chance for everyone to get into the spirit of
London 2012 through dance, music, theatre, the visual arts, film and
digital innovation and leave a lasting legacy for the arts in the UK.”
Expected Audience outreach: 10 million people. Some of the events will
be ticketed, the majority will be free to attend.

Source: London 2012 website and programme-specific press releases
This multiplicity of stakeholders and need for agenda coordination has made the
Cultural Olympiad possible at a grand scale but it has also brought one of its main
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challenges. Due to the need to rely on a wide range of funding sources, many
organisations take a stake on what the Olympiad should be about, with the consequent
risk of having to make decisions ‘by committee’ which may ensure policy consensus,
but rarely achieves truly original and memorable cultural interventions. As Charlotte
Higgins put it in 2009,
One person I spoke to, who is running a Cultural Olympiad project, said: "It's very
labyrinthine. There are one or two good people, but the meetings last for ever.
You need a benign dictator to bang some heads together. There are too many
fiefdoms. (Higgins 2009)
With the appointment of Ruth MacKenzie in 2010, the right balance may be achieved
after all. At the time of writing, with just one month to go before the start of 2012, a lot
seems to depend on how the distinct London 2012 Festival is conceived, promoted and
understood by partners and the general public, and whether this contributes to,
diminishes or simply ignores the credibility and value of a four-year UK-wide Cultural
Olympiad concept.

Promotional issues
From a promotional point of view, London 2012 has inherited the challenges that have
been common to Games cultural programmers since the establishment of the very
successful but utterly restrictive Olympic global brand guidelines (London2012 2010).5
The main issue to overcome is the conflict of interest that exists in the use of the
Olympic rings, the most priced Games commercial asset which the IOC has monetised
by offering it as an exclusive right to a very limited number of global sponsors (TOP
programme) and broadcasters. For cultural organisations this means that unless their
activity is sponsored exclusively by one of the TOP sponsors, they are not allowed to
use the rings nor associate themselves with the Olympic programme. This situation
tends to apply to the majority of Cultural Olympiad contributors as, typically, most art
organisations receive some degree of support from non-IOC sanctioned organisations,
be it in the commercial or public sector.
The London team was keen to consider options to address this issue from the start.
Since 2005, they worked on the creation of a parallel ‘brand’ or visual icon that could
be used to signify an association with the 2012 Games, without breaching IOC global
partner branding exclusivity rights. This resulted in the creation of the ‘Inspired by
2012’ mark, originally seen by some as the main vehicle to label Cultural Olympiad
activity, though eventually this is a mark that welcomes applications from culture as
well as voluntary, educational and grassroots sport organisations.6 Organisations
throughout the UK have been encouraged to apply for the Inspire mark, on the condition
that their work is non-lucrative and takes place before 2012. This has resulted in a
unique layering of branding, where activities have been tagged as related to the 2012
Games, even though they are not part of the IOC-led Olympic global branding. This
5
6

See: http://www.london2012.com/about-us/our-brand/frequently-asked-questions.php
Inspire mark website: http://www.london2012.com/about-us/our-brand/inspire-programme.php
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technique has also been valuable in the sense that it breaks the Olympic / Paralympic
branding division which has been common to previous Games.
In parallel, the appointment of 13 creative programmers with differing levels of
affiliation and access to funding pots has also resulted in the creation of an additional
layer of ‘brands’ or associated programmes that present themselves as respective
regions contribution to the Games cultural programme. The most visible layer is that
funded by the Legacy Trust, resulting in twelve programmes around the country, each
of which involves a number of specific events or festivals which also bring their own
distinct branding style. 7 Not all of these programmes are promoted individually (via
separate websites or brochures), but many of them are and the styles of communication
vary greatly, not always presenting a clear narrative of Games association. The resulting
picture is, therefore, confusing and makes it difficult to capture the attention of the
media and ensure a clear understanding for the average public or, even, interested
audiences.
Figure 1: Overview of Cultural programmes

7

Legacy Trust website: http://www.legacytrustuk.org/
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Furthermore, up until late in 2011, the term Cultural Olympiad was not used beyond
stakeholder documents and reports or the LOCOG website. Due to it being property of
the IOC (effectively, a variation of the term Olympic) the term (or any recognisable
logo) was absent from the brochures designed to promote specific activity – particularly
in the regions. The Inspire mark logo has been growing in use since 2009 but this has
not been clearly associated with the Cultural Olympiad until 2011 and, has not been
used consistently in parallel with this term in most event materials. Instead, activity is
varyingly promoted, following very different design styles and often ignoring any kind
of Games related narrative.8
The Cultural Olympiad national programmes tend to be a bit more consistent in their
promotion of Games association – some, such as Film Nation, going as far as to adopt
the London 2012 visual look.9 However, there is no overarching style of
communications and up to the end of 2011, some of them, such as the TATE Movie
Project, fail to clearly highlight (either visually or textually) their London 2012
relationship.
Overall, it is expected that branding coherence and Games narrative will not be in full
operation until well into 2012. The creation of yet another ‘brand’ for Games time
cultural activity, the London 2012 Festival, will assist creating an overarching look and
coordinated promotion during the final months leading to the Games. The need to create
a different title for Games time activity is not uncommon, but it tends to happen when
host cities have created non-obvious Games link titles for their festivals. For instance, in
Sydney, its year-long festivals were named Festival of the Dreaming, A Sea Change,
Reaching the World and The Harbour of Life. The choice to change the title of the
final, Games time, festival into ‘Olympic Art Festival’ was successful in promotional
terms – it attracted the right kind of attention by the media and attained greater
recognition by the public (Garcia 2012b). In the case of London, given that the term
Cultural Olympiad was not widely used by anyone other than boards and committees in
advance of 2012, it is less obvious that a different name was required for Games time
and the elimination of an explicit Olympic reference does bring the risk of a loss of
clear association. However, some arguments in favour are the desire to distinguishing
activity and distancing it from any negative pre-conceptions associated with the difficult
(communications as well as managerial) build-up.
On a separate note, the Torch Relay has followed a completely different promotional
journey. As an activity that needs no introduction and enjoys iconic status and high
demand from corporate as well as public partners, there has been no need to start from
8

As an example, in the North West, We Play is the main Games cultural programme and consists of three
large-scale events within the region, all funded via the Legacy Trust. Of these, Lakes Alive, does not
include any London 2012 related visuals within its 2011 website, nor any reference to its links with the
Games or Cultural Olympiad; Abandon Normal Devices includes the Inspired by 2012 logo but not any
reference to it being part of the Cultural Olympiad. In Wales, the range of events and activities framed as
Legacy Trust funded omit any Games related visual identification and only a few are explicit in their
reference to a relationship with London 2012, while references to the Cultural Olympiad have not been
found within their 2011 webpages. In contrast, in the West Midlands, the ‘Dancing for the Games’
programme utilises a visual style that is very strongly reminiscent of London2012 communications and
the Inspire Mark is clearly displayed.
9
See: http://www.filmnation.org.uk/
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zero explaining ‘what it is’ (an exercise of considerable importance in the case of the
Cultural Olympiad) and instead has simply had to focus on negotiating the route and
related timeframes. A major difference with the Cultural Olympiad is that this is a
highly commercialised programme, with corporate partners dominating presentation
styles. Coca-cola, Lloyds TSB and Samsung are the three London 2012 partners for the
Relay and they have led the promotional strategy, enacting UK-wide torch showcases
and encouraging ‘torch bearer nominations’ by the general public.
Figure 2 shows the essential differences in branding style and opportunity for the
cultural programme and the torch relay. While the pictogram for the torch incorporates
the logos of its corporate presenting partners, the Cultural Olympiad simply combines
both Olympic and Paralympic logos (it is the only official Games programme to do so,
which could be considered highly advanced and symbolic of the Olympiad role
advancing full Games integration), while the 2012 Festival pictogram and the Inspire
mark essentially demonstrate that it is possible to recognise London 2012’s iconography
without need for the rings, which in turn is also symbolic of Olympic and Paralympic
programming integration.
Figure 2: Cultural Olympiad and Torch Relay branding

Engagement and legacies beyond 2012
The London 2012 Cultural Olympiad has tried to advance the Olympic and Paralympic
cultural agenda and attempted to prove that it is possible to expand the Games
experience nation-wide and coordinate activity with diverse stakeholders, from
grassroots to world-class organisations. It has also claimed that activity will be
sustainable and leave a long lasting legacy and has committed to achieving this by
establishing the Legacy Trust as main funding body and conducting detailed evaluation
into the main lessons learnt and assist knowledge transfer within the UK as well as
future Olympic hosts. By the beginning of 2012, some of these promises seem to have
been met. The creation of a nation-wide network of programmers, with appointed
individuals retaining their posts from 2008 onwards is a Games first that has enabled
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new kinds of collaboration, particularly within respective regions. Although many
programmers would note that it has been difficult to interact at a national level or
sustain a clear relationship with the London 2012 team and their vision, there is
consensus over the range of opportunities to explore new synergies within their
respective areas and, in many cases, also agreement that new subjects have been
explored or received additional attention thanks to the Games. Key examples include
the innovative approaches to exploring the concept of ‘play’ in the North West, or
explorations around ‘movement’ in Yorkshire. 10 Programmers also note that they have
been encouraged to be more ambitious in their uses of open spaces in order to attract
more diverse and younger audiences (Garcia 2012a).
Another major achievement has been the clear integration of the Olympic and
Paralympic message in the context of the cultural programme. London’s ingenious
conception of a single design for both the Olympic and Paralympic logo, with an
emphasis on the number ‘2012’ has been paramount to achieving this integration, which
is extended in the creation of the Inspire mark (equally valid for both) without
depending on the Olympic rings. Expectably, this is an initiative that may be
encouraged in future Games – although it puts into question the relevance of the ‘rings’
as the most priced symbol or identity in the local and national context. London may in
fact have opened a new era for Games cultural programming, where the association is
created with the Games as a unified Olympic and Paralympic entity, rather than the IOC
or the rings as an Olympic-only mark of prestige.
Despite these achievements, some major challenges remain. The multiplicity of brands,
funding body agendas and the ongoing barriers to using the term Olympic or
Paralympic – let alone any attempt at using the rings – in association with the diverse
range of activity that supposedly constitutes the Cultural Olympiad, means that in the
four years leading to the Games, events and initiatives have been extremely fragmented
and have not achieved a unifying narrative to be captured by the media or understood by
the general public. Lack of message integration and public awareness are still major
limitations for the Cultural Olympiad that London has not been able to overcome in the
years preceding 2012. This has been so despite major advancements with the Inspire
Mark, and may be indicative of the amount of time required to experiment with such a
potentially revolutionary new Games identity. With the Inspire Mark finally in full
swing, a national programme launch in November 2011 and regional programme
launches in the early part of 2012, these are challenges that may be finally overcome
during the Games year, just in time for the sporting competition fortnight and the
concentration of global media attention on the UK.

Transfer of knowledge
Cultural programming remains an ambiguous area of delivery in the context of an
otherwise extremely structured and regulated event hosting process. However, both
local hosts and the IOC or International Paralympic Committee (IPC) as umbrella
organisations seem to be paying greater attention to this programme and considering
options to extend its influence and visibility as part of the Games experience. This
involves a marked evolution, from the origins of the concept as part of an ‘ideal’ or
10

See programme websites for ‘We Play’: http://tinyurl.com/cut9qj3; and ‘imove’ : www.imoveand.com
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philosophy of Olympism but not backed by any clear operational guidelines (Garcia
2008), into more pragmatic recent rediscoveries as an opportunity to maximise
engagement, assist in the projection of local and national identities and as a distinct
branding asset that can help positioning the Games as a global event with a history,
values and social agenda more credible and extensive than other multinational sporting
events such as the World Cup (Miah and Garcia 2012). The latter considerations have
grown since Barcelona 1992, which created a narrative of success around its cultural
offer, even though its cultural Olympiad was flawed from a managerial and promotional
point of view (Moragas 2008). Sydney and Athens were also insistent on the centrality
of their cultural programmes to demonstrate the value of hosting the Games, though
they were less successful generating media attention around its Games time cultural
offer and equally limited in their Cultural Olympiad management structure – in Sydney,
for lack of funds, in Athens for excess of bureaucracy and dependence on agendas alien
to the organising committee for the Games (Garcia 2012b, 2008).
With London, an opportunity has emerged to both strengthen the generic international
narrative (e.g., the UK as a world creative centre) and make real progress in terms of
managerial and promotional structures. The creation of the Inspire Mark and the
creative programmers network provide two alternative models for delivery that could be
taken up and developed as a Games requirement in the future. In contrast, the
relationship between the nation-wide cultural programme and the Torch Relay remain
an underdeveloped area, reliant on ad-hoc decisions and challenged by commercial
versus artistic interests. Other popular programmes, such as the LiveSites (a legacy
from Sydney 2000), are also still poorly connected with the Cultural Olympiad, despite
original (bid stage) attempts at exploring options for greater integration.
Conversations have already started with representatives from Rio 2016, which are the
first Games to respond to a bidding proposition where culture is not treated as a separate
chapter, but an integral part of the Olympic experience (IOC 2008). Their ability to
build on London’s achievements and learn from their limitations will depend on the
degree of transparency and extent of documentation over the 2012 experience. The
commitment towards extensive and varied research, observation programmes and
evaluations, from a DCMS-led meta-evaluation to a specific Cultural Olympiad
evaluation and multiple event-specific monitoring and research projects, offers a strong
indication that this will be possible and is a good reference for future Cultural Olympiad
hosts. Despite the ongoing challenges and limitations, London’s approach to its cultural
programme shows a clear commitment to making it sustainable and sharing lessons
learnt, which is already an important step forward and is raising the expectations of key
Olympic and Paralympic stakeholders so that this aspect of the Games is not
overshadowed in future editions.
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