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Abstract 

 

 This study undertakes a comparative analysis of Olympic architecture in order to 

yield a greater understanding of the conflict between nationalism and cosmopolitanism— 

a conflict that has long occupied a central place in practical and theoretical debates within 

the field of international relations (IR). The thesis begins by offering a review of the 

relevant literature in the fields of IR theory, Olympic Studies, and Architectural and 

Visual Studies. After producing a political context narrative for each of the Summer 

Games held between 1936 and 2012, the author conducts a formal analysis of key venues 

for each of the Games. The results of the analysis are summarized in architectural 

diagrams and reconciled with the respective political narratives in order to test four 

hypotheses: 1) That nationalist formal elements and motifs will be more readily apparent 

in the architecture of Olympic venues in which the host country seeks primarily political 

rather than economic benefit. 2) That nationalist formal elements and motifs will be more 

readily apparent in the architecture of Olympic venues built in countries with more 

authoritarian forms of government. 3) That nationalist formal elements, architectural 

motifs, and patterns of urban planning will reinforce the dominant narrative propagated 

by host-country organizers, and 4) That countries wishing to advance national interests 

have increasingly relied on cosmopolitan rhetoric, a shift that will be apparent in 

architectural form.  

In the end, the paper concludes that all four of the hypotheses may be too simple 

adequately to describe the complexity of the observed phenomena.  While the study finds 
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support for the idea of architecture as a useful tool of legitimation, it also calls into 

question the adequacy of nationalist visual content to achieve desired goals. It seems that 

embracing the mantle of cosmopolitanism has increasingly become the path of choice for 

host countries wishing to advance national interest by way of visual rhetoric; the thesis 

calls for more research to interrogate connections between architectural theory and 

aesthetic diplomacy.  
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Why are the streets and squares emptying so rapidly, 

everyone going home lost in thought? 

Because night has fallen and the barbarians haven't come. 

And some of our men just in from the border say 

There are no barbarians any longer. 

Now what's going to happen to us without the barbarians? 

These people were a kind of solution 

 

 

From Waiting for the Barbarians, C.P. Cavafy 
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Introduction 

 

Writing more than twenty years after the defeat of the Third Reich, Hitler’s 

architect, Albert Speer, recalled of his chief patron, “his sense of political mission and his 

passion for architecture were always inseparable.”1  Speer remembered the day Hitler 

erupted in rage upon seeing the architectural plans Otto March had drafted for the venues 

of the 1936 Berlin Olympics. The Führer went so far as to instruct one of his state 

secretaries to cancel the Olympic Games immediately on the grounds that he could not 

possibly be expected to set foot in a modern glass box like the one March had designed.  

Instead, Hitler wanted something heavier and more permanent, and he was delighted 

when Speer proposed to remove the glass partitions and clad the existing steel structure in 

stone.  Hitler understood the potential of architecture as a powerful means of symbolic 

communication that could convey legitimacy and project authority or advance the 

Modernist ideas of transparency and democracy with which he so strongly disagreed.  

For, whether one privileges the intent of the architect or the effect of the architecture, the 

idea that powerful actors can use design as a rhetorical instrument is uncontroversial.  

Indeed, as Speer’s recollection attests, Olympic architecture offers fertile soil to till for 

insights into the political agendas and international priorities of host-country 

governments and elites. In pursuit of such insights, and with the goal of yielding a greater 

understanding of the conflict between nationalism and cosmopolitanism that has so 

                                                             
1 Albert Speer, Inside the Third Reich (New York: Simon & Schuster, 1970), 80. 
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occupied International Relations (IR) theorists, this thesis undertakes a formal and 

comparative analysis of Olympic architecture. 

In terms of interrogating the relationship between art and international relations, 

and between nationalist and cosmopolitan policy approaches, the Olympic Games 

provide an ideal point of departure and analysis. The value of the Olympics as a focus of 

scholarly attention in this thesis rests in what might be called, “The Olympic Paradox,” or 

the idea that the Games are cosmopolitan sites for abjectly nationalist spectacles.  Host 

countries are confronted with the task of reconciling an innate desire to advance national 

interests with an assumed obligation to act as cosmopolitan facilitators of a global event 

dedicated to universal ideals. This tension plays itself out in the context of sporting 

competitions that are explicitly nation-based, and in which winners stand on tiered podia 

while the flags of nation-states are raised, and the anthems of nation-states played.  

Art and architectural historians, archaeologists, anthropologists, and other 

scholars in diverse fields have long treated architecture as a window into the civilizations 

and contexts in which it is found.  As Vincent Scully wrote of the ziggurats of 

Mesopotamia, “the only immortality Gilgamesh could count on was embodied in 

structures like these, and in the good, well-fired bricks out of which he built his city’s 

walls.”2  This thesis assumes that built architecture is the result of numerous decisions by 

actors on multiple levels of the social and political hierarchy, not the least of which are 

architects and clients themselves.  However, this thesis also assumes that the product of 

these decisions—the architecture—is allowed to exist in a particular context because it 

reflects, in some way, the desires, values, aspirations, or priorities of that context.  With 

                                                             
2 Vincent Scully, “Architecture: The Natural and the Manmade,” in Modern Architecture and 

Other Essays, ed. Vincent Scully and Neil Levine (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 2003), 286. 
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this understanding, the thesis focuses on a question: What does the architectural form of 

Olympic venues reveal about host-country approaches to the inherent Olympic tension 

between nationalist competition and cosmopolitan hospitality?  In answering this 

question, four hypotheses will be tested: 

 

Hypothesis 1: Formal elements and motifs that suggest nationalist themes will be 

more readily apparent in the architecture of Olympic venues in 

countries for which the primary benefits to be gained by hosting 

the Games are political rather than economic. 

 

Hypothesis 2: Formal elements and motifs that suggest nationalist themes will be 

more readily apparent in the architecture of Olympic venues in 

countries with more authoritarian forms of government. 

 

Hypothesis 3: Formal elements, architectural motifs, and patterns of urban 

planning will reinforce the dominant narrative propagated by host-

country organizers. 

 

Hypothesis 4: Countries wishing to advance national interests have increasingly 

relied on cosmopolitan rhetoric, and this shift will be reflected in 

architectural form. 

Preliminary research suggested that Hypothesis 4 was likely to be confirmed, and 

that, because of this confirmation, Hypotheses 1 and 2 might be disconfirmed, or at least 
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revealed to be too simple to describe adequately the observed phenomena.  Early research 

lent credence to the idea of architecture as a useful tool of legitimation but called into 

question the adequacy of nationalist visual content to achieve desired goals. This thesis 

thus tests the conjecture that embracing the mantle of cosmopolitanism has increasingly 

become the path of choice for host countries wishing to advance national interest by way 

of visual rhetoric. 

 



 

 

Chapter I 

International Relations Background and Literature Review 

 

A review of the relevant literature reveals cause to understand, more directly, the 

relationship between the form of Olympic architecture and the political interests of the 

host countries that commission it.  What, for instance, is the relationship between the 

nationalist or cosmopolitan ideologies advocated by host countries, and the nationalist or 

cosmopolitan content of works of art and architecture?  Each host country attempts to 

strike a balance between “playing the good host” and advancing universal values, on the 

one hand, and taking advantage of a unique opportunity for the advancement of national 

interests on the other. An exploration of how these balances—or imbalances—are 

achieved promises to yield increased understanding of both architecture and international 

relations. 

 This thesis takes as its point of departure the intersection of three academic 

literatures. First, there is the International Relations (IR) theory literature in which 

debates are ongoing between advocates of cosmopolitanism and proponents of 

nationalism or realism; the research and conclusions of this thesis are meant to inform 

these debates. Second, there is the Olympic Studies literature in which the Games are 

studied as a social and cultural phenomenon; this literature clarifies the context in which 

the thesis will seek to draw conclusions about IR debates. Finally, there is the relevant 

architecture, urban planning, and visual studies literature; a selection of scholarly 

contributions in this area yields the tools by which the hypotheses of this thesis are to be 
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tested. A broad review of each of these literatures reveals that while portions of the 

present study have been undertaken or suggested, there has been no effort to date in 

which the author has fully integrated visual/formal analysis with the conceptual 

framework of IR theory. 

 

Cosmopolitanism and International Relations Literature 

 

 Any thorough understanding of cosmopolitanism’s role in international relations 

theory must start with an appreciation of cosmopolitanism as a complex, transdisciplinary 

idea. Cosmopolitanism is, fundamentally, a normative theory of international relations 

rather than an empirical one. A review of the origins and development of cosmopolitan 

thought reveals an ongoing meditation on the difference between what is and what should 

be – a meditation begun more than two thousand years ago in Athens. 

 The Greek philosopher Diogenes the Cynic is widely recognized as the first 

cosmopolitan.  Asked from whence he came, his response has echoed across the 

centuries: “I am a citizen of the world.”3 The Stoics followed Diogenes’ lead by 

prioritizing the global community of rational human beings above all others.  Famously, 

Kant extended this community’s moral implications with his categorical imperative and 

his positing of a cosmopolitan right predicated upon universal hospitality.4  Walker 

argues that even before Kant, Thomas Paine articulated the fundamental principles of 

                                                             
3 Martha Nussbaum, “Patriotism and cosmopolitanism,” in For Love of Country?, ed. Joshua 

Cohen (Boston, MA: Beacon Press, 2002), 3. 
 

4 Immanuel Kant, Perpetual Peace: A Philosophical Sketch (1795). 
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cosmopolitanism and expressed their compelling logic with his pronouncement, “my 

country is the world, and my religion is to do good.”5   

While the impassioned cries of famous men capture the spirit of cosmopolitan 

commitment, an attentive excavation of a broad field is necessary to appreciate 

cosmopolitanism’s conceptual scope. To begin, this review will clarify the meaning of 

cosmopolitanism by distinguishing it from its closest cognates: globalization and post-

nationalism. Next, the varieties of cosmopolitanism will be identified to highlight what is 

common to all these manifestations. The review will then address each of the major 

critiques of cosmopolitan thought before considering the challenges associated with 

measuring cosmopolitanism and evaluating cosmopolitan projects from the perspectives 

of social science and the humanities. 

 

Cosmopolitanism and Globalization 

 

 The phenomenon of globalization, upon which there is an increasingly vast 

literature, has undoubtedly contributed to the surge of interest in cosmopolitanism in 

political science.  The temptation to conflate the two concepts or to misconstrue the 

relationship between them is real; giving in to such a temptation comes at great cost to 

our understanding of these ideas.  Beck offered a compelling reason to maintain the 

distinction between cosmopolitanism and globalization when he pointed out that 

cosmopolitanism is in part institutionalized by way of anti-globalization initiatives that 

                                                             
5 Thomas C. Walker, “The Forgotten Prophet: Tom Paine’s Cosmopolitanism and International 

Relations,” International Studies Quarterly 44, no.1 (March 2000): 51-72. 
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promote a global moral solidarity.6  Beck argued that unlike globalization, which has 

prompted a kind of forced recognition of interdependence, cosmopolitanism has always 

recognized and articulated the principle of an interdependent world community. For 

Held, just as for Beck, globalization has led to a critical mass of events that demand a 

cosmopolitan response.7  Held found national and international institutions insufficient to 

address the “jurisdictional,” “incentive,” and “participation” gaps created by 

globalization.8  To be sure, globalization is not new, but the speed and intensity of the 

interactions that have occurred under the present form of globalization have far 

outstretched the capacities of states alone as they have attempted to cope with the rise of 

multinational corporations, international regulation, pandemic disease, climate change, 

environmental degradation, terrorism, and the international drug trade.9 

 Kaufmann framed the relationship between globalization and cosmopolitanism as 

one between medium and message.10  The problem with such a construct is that it 

identified cosmopolitanism only in terms of cultural consumption and sophistication.  In 

attempting to distinguish between globalization (which some have described as merely 

neo-liberalization writ large) and cosmopolitanism, it instead subsumed both under the 

                                                             
6 Ulrich Beck, “Cosmopolitical Realism: On the Distinction Between Cosmpolitanism in 

Philosophy and the Social Sciences,” Global Networks 4, no. 2 (2004): 131-156.  
 

7 David Held, “Cosmopolitanism: Globalized Tamed?,” Review of International Studies 29  
(2003): 465-480.  
 

8 Held, “Cosmopolitanism: Globalized Tamed?,” 467. 
 

9 Held, “Cosmopolitanism: Globalized Tamed?,” 466. 
 

10 Eric P. Kaufmann, “The Rise of Cosmopolitanism in the 20th Century West: A Comparative-
historical Perspective on the United States and European Union,” Global Society 17, no. 4 (2003): 361. 
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logic of global capitalism.  To frame the relationship in such a way is to fail to recognize 

the potential of cosmopolitan dissent, predicated upon righteous indignation at global 

inequality, to critique globalization.  Still, Kaufmann was on target when he observed the 

tendency of social scientists to equate cosmopolitanism with exclusively normative 

debates while equating globalization with largely empirical ones.11 One way to get 

beyond this simplification is to look at cosmopolitanism as both an ethical expression of 

what ought to be and as a political description of the way such proposals are, or could be, 

instantiated.  Even if the misidentification of cosmopolitanism as globalization were 

eliminated, the tendency to conflate cosmopolitanism with the idea of postnationalism 

would remain. But are cosmopolitanism and post-nationalism really the same? 

 

Cosmopolitanism and Postnationalism 

 

Given the regularity with which Kant is invoked on behalf of various postnational 

cosmopolitanisms, it easy to forget that Kant himself envisioned a cosmopolitanism 

defined by peaceful, seemingly sovereign, republican states.  More recently, as strident a 

cosmopolitan as Held conceded that “a cosmopolitan polity does not call for a diminution 

per se of state power and capacity across the globe.”12  Though the relationship between 

nationalism and cosmopolitanism will be discussed in relation to both realism and 

communitarianism, it is worth asking whether nationalism is incompatible with 

                                                             
11 Kaufmann, “The Rise of Cosmopolitanism in the 20th Century West,” 360. 

 
12 David Held, “Cosmopolitanism: Globalized Tamed?,” Review of International Studies 29  

(2003): 478.  
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cosmopolitanism by definition.  Bowden asked just such a question and suggested that 

the differences between nationalism and cosmopolitanism are not irreconcilable.13  

Bowden contended that dueling identities as national and global citizens must first be 

resolved in our own psyche before they can be resolved by institutions.  As Bowden 

framed it, without a sense of belonging or national identity, we may also be incapable of 

identifying and opening ourselves up to externally received (foreign) additions to our 

respective personal and national make-ups.14 While this sentiment might make sense 

from a psychological perspective, it raises what is arguably a troubling contradiction 

within cosmopolitanism, identified by Nyers when he asked “what if cosmopolitanism’s 

high value nonetheless relied on a relationship with an abject non-value for its condition 

of possibility?”15 To rephrase the question in terms of Kant’s original formulation of 

universal hospitality, if cosmopolitanism derives its moral value from the rights of 

strangers, does it not always require an ‘other’?  If this contradiction is already present in 

the concept of cosmopolitanism, then how much more does the coexistence of 

nationalism and cosmopolitanism exacerbate it?   

Derrida probed this question further by contrasting Kant’s justification for a law 

of universal hospitality with the conditions he imposed on the law.16  On the one hand, 

Kant was concerned with the finitude of the earth and the fact that human beings all share 

                                                             
13 Brett Bowden, “Nationalism and Cosmopolitanism: Irreconcilable Differences or Possible 

Bedfellows?,” National Identities 5, no. 3 (2003): 235-249. 
 

14 Brett Bowden, “Nationalism and Cosmopolitanism: Irreconcilable Differences or Possible 
Bedfellows?,” 245. 
 

15 Peter Nyers, “Abject Cosmopolitanism: The Politics of Protection in the Anti-deportation 
Movement,” Third World Quarterly 24, no. 6 (2003): 1073. 
 

16 Jacques Derrida, On Cosmopolitanism and Forgiveness (New York: Routledge, 2002). 
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the same planet—therefore they must all be allowed free movement and the right to 

travel.  On the other hand, the rights of the stranger did not extend to the right to 

permanent visitation or immigration.  How much exclusion can be tolerated by a 

cosmopolitan agenda?  The answers are varied, but all affect the answer to the larger 

question: what is cosmopolitanism? 

The multi-disciplinary literature is peppered full of examples of the noun 

“cosmopolitanism” modified by various adjectives, including: moral, legal, political, 

ethical, normative, philosophical, analytic, empirical, real-world, actually-existing, 

proactive, impartialist, embedded, liberal, civic, cultural, latent, passive, banal, weak, 

strong, attitudinal, and unconscious (a descriptor that captures the state of mind of anyone 

seeking definitional clarity on this topic). 

 

Ethical and Political Cosmopolitanism 

 

 In a frequently cited argument, Pogge laid out three elements shared by all 

cosmopolitan positions.17  First, is “individualism,” which simply means that the 

“ultimate unit of moral concern,” for cosmopolitanism, is the individual human being.  

Second, is “universality,” which says that everyone, regardless of the group to which she 

belongs, is an object of this moral concern.  Third, is “generality,” or the principle that 

everyone, regardless of the group to which she belongs, is a subject of this moral concern, 

that is, that she should have this concern for the individual.  Using these commonalities 

as his point of departure, Pogge distinguished between moral cosmopolitanism, which 

                                                             
17 Thomas Pogge, “Cosmopolitanism and Sovereignty,” Ethics 103 (October 1992): 48. 
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“holds that all persons stand in certain moral relations to one another” and legal 

cosmopolitanism, which “is committed to a concrete political idea of a global order under 

which all persons have equivalent legal rights and duties”18 In the same manner, Erksine 

argued “it is possible to speak of political or ethical cosmopolitanism, neither of which 

necessarily entails the other.”19  

 On one hand, then, there is the view that ethical cosmopolitanism is a broad moral 

code that may or may not correspond to, or dictate the establishment of, political 

cosmopolitanism.  On the other hand, Jones maintained that what I refer to as ethical 

cosmopolitanism more commonly appears as moral cosmopolitanism, an idea that is 

distinct from, and often impedes the development of, a cosmopolitan sense of ethics.20  

According to Jones, although International Relations (IR) theory and cosmopolitan theory 

both claim roots in Greek philosophy, they have made moral judgments in a manner that 

contravenes one of the key tenets of Greek philosophy – a concern with personal conduct.  

For Jones, the difference between the ethical and the political is the difference between 

governing the self and governing society.21 Jones criticized the cosmopolitanism of Held 

and Linklater for making normative moral judgments that fail to take account of ethics, 

“[They] write of the existence of obligations towards ‘the other’ but they never really 

                                                             
18 Pogge, “Cosmopolitanism and Sovereignty,” 49. 
 
19 Thomas Erksine, “’Citizen of Nowhere’ or ‘The Point Where Circles Intersect’?: Impartialist 

and Embedded Cosmopolitanisms,” Review of International Studies 28, (2003): 457. 
 

20 Deiniol Jones, “The Origins of the Global City: Ethics and Morality in Contemporary 
Cosmopolitanism,” British Journal of Politics and International Relations 5, no. 1 (January 2003): 50-73. 
 

21 Jones, “The Origins of the Global City,” 70. 
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come to terms with, or emphasize, the idea that there exist obligations towards ‘the other 

in the self’.”22  

The relationship between ethical cosmopolitanism and political cosmopolitanism 

is an underlying thread that is drawn through much of the literature—one that raises 

persistent questions about the political form that cosmopolitan concerns should take.  

This debate parallels a disagreement between cosmopolitans and communitarians over 

whether rights or obligations should take priority in the distribution of public goods.  For 

now, it is enough to note that ethical cosmopolitanism and political cosmopolitanism are 

not necessarily synonymous. 

 

Critiquing Cosmopolitanism 

 

 Both ethical and political cosmopolitanism—as well as almost all the many other 

variations of cosmopolitanism found in the literature—give some deference to the idea of 

world citizenship; therefore, arguments against cosmopolitanism often begin by 

challenging the notion of world citizenship itself.  In surveying the most prominent 

evaluations of cosmopolitanism, it is important to keep in mind the difference between 

what might be called generalist critiques and particularist critiques.  Generalist critiques 

are addressing themselves to the very idea of cosmopolitanism, the notion of world 

citizenship, per se.  Particularist critiques take issue with certain manifestations of 

cosmopolitanism, but in doing so, these arguments often fall prey to the fallacy of 

composition in which what is true of a part of something is assumed to be true of the 

                                                             
22 Jones, “The Origins of the Global City,” 63. 
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whole. Nevertheless, it is not unreasonable to seek conceptual clarity by placing 

cosmopolitanism in dialogue with the two concepts it is most often said to challenge: 

realism and nationalism. 

 

Realist and Nationalist Critiques of Cosmopolitanism 

 

 Since the late 1930s, realism has asserted itself in the field of international 

relations and has sought to describe interactions between states (the only interactions it 

deems worthy of study) in terms of power distribution.23   Realists take for granted a 

positivist view that the state exists as a natural phenomenon akin to gravity or oxygen, 

and in doing so they lend credence to nationalism’s totalizing narrative. 24 But in 

focusing exclusively on interstate relations, realism fails to take into account what Kaldor 

termed ‘new wars,’ in which intrastate violence is more common than interstate violence 

and in which the state “monopoly of violence and taxation is being eroded.”25  Kaldor’s 

analysis forms the basis of a potential rebuttal to the frequent realist accusation that 

idealism, which includes cosmopolitanism, is naïve in its view of the world.  

Cosmopolitans can claim that what is ‘real’ has now changed, and that a realist analysis 

of the relationship between states fails to account for the complexity of issues such as 

terrorism and international organized crime.  Cosmopolitans question the state’s 

                                                             
23 Martin Griffiths and Terry O’Callaghan, International Relations: The Key Concepts (New York: 

Routledge, 2002), 262. 
 

24 Sharon Anderson-Gold, Cosmopolitanism and Human Rights. (Cardiff: University of Wales, 
2001), 3. 
 

25 Mary Kaldor, Cosmopolitanism and Organized Violence. Paper presented at the Conference on 
‘Conceiving Cosmopolitanism’ (Warwick, England, April 27, 2000): 4. 
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monopoly on violence not only on the normative ground that the state should not seek to 

preserve through violence an arbitrarily constructed community, but also on the empirical 

ground that this monopoly is becoming ever-more tenuous in the “real” world. 

 Taylor had another view on cosmopolitanism that suggested a kind of melding of 

realist and idealist claims.26  Taylor argued that since the Cold War, what he called 

‘proactive cosmopolitanism’ has advanced with the simultaneous strengthening and 

mitigation of state sovereignty.  From this perspective, state sovereignty has become a 

kind of “license” granted to governments through the consensus of the international 

community.  Paradoxically, state sovereignty is seen as both a sign of independence and 

as a sign of interdependence.  In this framework, one could imagine a reconciliation of 

the realist position that states selfishly pursue their own interests with a cosmopolitan 

position that defines state interest as ‘continuity with the collective will of the 

international community.’  For Taylor then, sovereignty was thus coming to be 

constituted as the ability to participate in global decision-making.  The need for Taylor to 

reframe cosmopolitanism in relation to state sovereignty and the notion of community 

indicated to some degree the impact of communitarian critiques on cosmopolitan 

thinking. Often these critiques take the form of what might be called an “argument from 

patriotism.” 

  

                                                             
26 Paul Taylor, “The United Nations in the 1990s: Proactive Cosmopolitanism and the Issue of 

Sovereignty,” Political Studies 63, no. 1 (March 2015): 1-275. 
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Communitarian Critiques of Cosmopolitanism 

 

 Despite some cosmopolitan attempts to rephrase individualism in the language of 

community, communitarian critics insist that a person belonging to everywhere, in effect, 

belongs to nowhere.  The practical wisdom of this contention helps to explain why 

communitarianism offers the most compelling critique of cosmopolitan thought.  At the 

heart of the debate between cosmopolitanism and communitarianism is the battle between 

Rawlsian conceptions of political liberalism which stress the importance of rights and 

communitarian notions of constitutive attachments, which prioritize obligations over 

rights. For thorough explications of these respective positions, see Rawls (1999) and 

Sandel (1996). 27  

Whereas cosmopolitan liberals believe that the autonomy of the individual, per se, 

dictates all other considerations, communitarians believe that the individual does not exist 

prior to community memberships which establish identity through the demands of 

communal obligations.  Thus, many realists fearful of their declining relevance in the 

face of globalization have latched on to communitarian arguments to justify limiting the 

sphere of moral consideration to the nation state.  It is, after all, difficult to argue with the 

proposition that the communities to which we belong shape who we are.  Long before 

Tennyson wrote that he was a part of all he had seen, it was understood that we are not 

born islands.  Erksine recognized this as well, and contended that communitarian 

                                                             
27 John Rawls, A Theory of Justice (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1999), 

and Michael Sandel, Democracy’s Discontent: America in Search of a Public Philosophy (Cambridge, MA: 
Harvard University Press, 1996). 
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critiques of cosmopolitanism were primarily critiques of what he called ‘impartialist 

cosmopolitanism’: 

By ‘impartialist cosmopolitanism’, I mean an understanding of morality that binds 
a universal scope of inclusion inextricably to an account of moral agency 
according to which deliberation requires one to abstract from the perceived 
prejudices of particular ties and loyalties.”28 
 

Erksine advocated instead an ‘embedded cosmopolitanism’ that acknowledges 

constitutive attachments and obligations but denies that identities are continuous with 

national or other borders.  The benefit of such a position is that it recognizes both the 

potentially malleable nature of identity, and the multiple, overlapping character of the 

memberships by which individuals are defined. The challenge then is not to make 

everyone part of one community, but to find common ground with each person 

individually based on shared experiences and interests. 

 Even if cosmopolitans invoke the idea of a global community to promote their 

claims, some scholars question what pull such a distant concept could possibly have on 

the minds of ordinary citizens.  As Meyer observed, “there is no tight connection between 

understanding what morality requires and being moved to do what morality requires.”29  

Kaldor offered the counter to this argument when she asked if individuals could be 

motivated to risk their lives for the sake of all humanity.30  While it is tempting to dismiss 

such a question, she reminded us that not all that long ago, people would have skeptically 

                                                             
28 Thomas Erksine, “‘Citizen of Nowhere’ or ‘The Point Where Circles Intersect’?: Impartialist 

and Embedded Cosmopolitanisms,” Review of International Studies 28, (2003): 460. 
 

29 Lukas H. Meyer, “Liberal Cosmopolitanism and Moral Motivation,” Global Society 14, no.4 
(2000): 631. 
 

30 Mary Kaldor, Cosmopolitanism and Organized Violence. Paper presented at the Conference on 
‘Conceiving Cosmopolitanism’ (Warwick, England, April 27, 2000): 4. 
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asked the same question as it relates to dying for one’s country.  Of course, even some 

who would readily acknowledge our moral responsibilities to others around the globe 

would hesitate to discard the idea of patriotism.  Parekh, for example, maintained that the 

best way to fulfill our obligations to the world is through a globally-oriented national 

citizenship.31 At this point, one might ask how such proposals take account of the 

diversity and pluralism by which contemporary societies are defined. Indeed, some of the 

most potent challenges to contemporary cosmopolitan positions arise from advocates of 

cultural relativism and multiculturalism. 

 

Relativist and Multiculturalist Critiques of Cosmopolitanism 

 

 Cultural relativists and multiculturalists both take as their point of departure the 

fact of diversity – that there are myriad communities and value systems occupying 

diverse geographies around the world.  From this common start, each makes a slightly 

different claim.  Cultural relativists argue that diversity precludes a discernable consensus 

on morality and ethics, and that to impose one on the world is not only mission 

impossible, it is mission immoral.  There is an obvious contradiction in this position, and 

it is one that Caney addressed directly and in conjunction with the charges of 

multiculturalists. 32 Multiculturalists focus on the inclusion of previously excluded groups 

and maintain that cosmopolitanism represents a universalist imposition of Western values 

                                                             
31 Bhikhu Parekh, “Cosmopolitanism and Global Citizenship,” Review of International Studies 29 

(2003): 3-17. 
 

32 Simon L.R. Caney, “Cosmopolitan Justice and Cultural Diversity,” Global Society 14, no.4 
(2000): 525-551. 
 



19 
 

in a manner reminiscent of colonial imperialism.  Caney argued convincingly that our 

actions are always reflective of some moral principles, and since it is unquestionable that 

the actions of one affect all, the question is simply which moral and ethical principles 

represent the best hope for all.  He further contends that not only is the cosmopolitan 

perspective on distributive justice not an imposition of Western imperialism, it is also not 

incompatible with cultural diversity and plurality. According to Caney, diversity benefits 

when the members of diverse communities are preserved and strengthened by addressing 

global problems such as AIDS, poverty, the environment, and starvation. 

 And yet, even if one acknowledges the positive effects of cosmopolitanism on the 

promotion of diversity, there are still benefits to examining cosmopolitanism’s 

relationship to imperialism and other forms of exclusion.  Mignolo made the case that 

past cosmopolitan projects have attempted to homogenize the world in terms of 

exclusively Western values.33  He identified three periods in particular that reflect the 

character of these attempts: (1) sixteenth- and seventeenth-century Christianization; (2) 

eighteenth- and nineteenth-century English and French colonialism; and (3) late 

twentieth-century US colonialism and transnational ‘modernizing’ efforts. 34 Mignolo 

also exposed many of the racist attitudes that led Kant to narrow the scope of his 

proposed universal hospitality.  The value of this information is that it reminds us that 

cosmopolitanism’s universalist scope can fall prey to the need to dominate the perceived 

“other.”  To avoid this, Mignolo asked us to support a “globalization from below” that 

                                                             
33 Walter Mignolo, “The Many Faces of Cosmo-polis: Border Thinking and Critical  

Cosmopolitanism,” Public Culture 12, no. 3 (2000): 721-748. 
 

34 Mignolo, “The Many Faces of Cosmo-polis,” 725. 
 
 



20 
 

views cosmopolitanism from the vantage point of the “colonial difference.”35 Such 

support would require us to engage in “border thinking” that allows for ambiguity and a 

multiplicity of perspectives rather than the foreclosure of certain perspectives in the name 

of universalism.  Similarly, Tomasi suggested that the great lesson from early America 

for the present debates on global governance comes not from the work of the elites in 

Philadelphia, but from the interactions between Native Americans and settlers living 

together in the borderlands.36  As Tomasi explained, these groups took a functional 

approach to their relationships and identities – one that was necessary in a time and place 

where neither group had the power to completely dominate the other.  The lesson from 

the borderlands is that totalizing metanarratives and homogenizing solutions are not the 

only methodologies available to cosmopolitan projects. Indeed, advocates of participatory 

democracy concern themselves with the task of ensuring alternative methodologies are 

considered. 

 

Democratic Critiques of Cosmopolitanism 

 

 Democratic critiques of cosmopolitanism differ from communitarian critiques 

insofar as they emphasize not the psychological importance of community or the 

necessity of producing communities of solidarity as such, but the practical requirements 

necessary for a strong democracy.  While one of these requirements might include the 

maintenance of a community or group identity, these tend to be more instrumental 

                                                             
35 Mignolo, “The Many Faces of Cosmo-polis,” 745. 
  
36 John Tomasi, “Sovereignty, Commerce, and Cosmopolitanism: Lessons from Early America for 

the Future of the World,” Social Philosophy & Policy 20, no. 1 (2003, January): 223-46. 
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considerations in the larger goal of maximizing participation.  Thaa criticized 

cosmopolitan democracy proposals by Held, Archibugi, and others, that she claimed 

extended “legal equality in the public sphere” but did not “address the problematic 

prerequisites for a mutual recognition of citizens as politically equal.”37 Thaa challenged 

the debate between cosmopolitans and communitarians over universal moral principles 

and argued that such principles denied the very practical aim of democracy, which is to 

address unresolved issues.  She cited arguments by Dahl that global democracy’s distance 

from the lives of average people raises questions about its desirability and necessity.  

This calls to mind a key question that remains somewhat unresolved – should 

cosmopolitanism be concerned with establishing procedural fairness at the global level or 

in establishing a conception of the global good? 

Calhoun echoed Thaa’s skepticism of cosmopolitan democracy projects, 

including the movement for ‘deliberative democracy.’  In addressing Habermas’ proposal 

for a ‘constitutional patriotism’ he argued that cosmopolitanism involves identities too 

‘thin’ to support the kind of robust public sphere upon which democracy at any level 

depends. He maintained that: 

The importance of the public sphere lies not only in achieving agreement on legal 
forms and political identity, but in achieving social solidarity as such.  For this to 
happen, it needs to be a realm of cultural creativity as well as rational discourse, 
and a realm of mutual engagement.  For nationalism to give way to some 
postnational organization of social life will not simply be a matter of new formal 
structures of organization, but of new ways of imagining identity, interests, and 
solidarity.38  
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Calhoun made an insightful point regarding the importance of cultural creativity, 

one that bolstered Thaa’s case for participation; but the question is whether both scholars 

underestimated the value of institution-building in establishing stable collective identities 

that do not already exist. At the same time, the prospect of any such institutional 

development raises questions about how one would, as a prerequisite, measure levels of 

cosmopolitanism to establish baselines for improvement. 

 

Measuring Cosmopolitanism 

 

Sharing the cosmopolitan position that “the scope of justice is global,” van den 

Anker proposed the development of what she called an “integrated cosmopolitan 

agenda.”39  One of the initial tasks of such an endeavor would be to “find common 

ground and to identify research questions that would bring the cosmopolitan project 

further.”40 In the years since van den Anker issued this ‘call to arms’, little has been done 

to truly integrate the divergent cosmopolitan agendas. Nevertheless, one early start at 

such a project of empirical assessment was described by Norris. Drawing upon the World 

Values Survey, which conducted public opinion polls in seventy countries around the 

globe, Norris highlighted questions regarding geographic self-identification, confidence 

in public global institutions, and public support for globalization policies. 41 In doing so, 
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she asked whether globalization had created a greater cosmopolitan consciousness among 

the public. The most significant observable finding was that of a generation gap in which 

younger generations were more likely to identify the world as their primary geographic 

unit of attachment, more likely to support global institutions such as the UN, and more 

likely to approve of globalization policies.  What was helpful about this survey is that it 

established a baseline of public opinion from which to judge behavior. The problem with 

the study and with Norris’s analysis was that she assumed, like others I have discussed, 

that globalization and cosmopolitanism are continuous phenomena.  Furthermore, one of 

the facts by which she judged cosmopolitanism was the support for globalization policies, 

which, as I have pointed out, may be an indication of non-cosmopolitan consciousness.  

The way in which she discussed cosmopolitans is also revealing.  While Neilson 42noted 

as early as 1999 that there was a “growing attempt in the US academy to free the term 

cosmopolitanism from its traditional implications of rootlessness and privilege,” Norris 

stated that: 

Cosmopolitans can be expected to be comfortable living and working in different 
countries, familiar with travel well beyond their national boundaries, and fluent in 
languages, as well as well connected to international networks through global 
communications.43  
 

Such a description presupposed a degree of wealth and sophistication that so narrowed 

the definition of cosmopolitanism as to make the study of the phenomenon lose any 

moral patina it may have accumulated.  It also presupposed a kind of canned stereotype 

that is harmful to objective analysis. As Beck argued:  
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the existing forms of cosmopolitanism came into the world not as noble 
achievements that had been fought for and won with all the glittering moral 
authority of the Enlightenment, but as profane deformations carrying the 
obscurity and anonymity of side effects”44 
 

Beck counseled researchers to be on the look-out for cosmopolitanization that does not 

necessarily conform to the image of the formulaic cosmopolitanism of theory.  For 

example, Bruter reported that though the advent of the European Union had not 

necessarily led to a decrease in nationalism or the production of what he called ‘cultural 

cosmopolitanism,’ it did lead to an increase in a ‘civic cosmopolitanism’ fueled by ease 

of movement and more open borders.45  Re-enforcing this study is Kaufmann, who 

argued that the end of the twentieth century was a time of greater cultural 

cosmopolitanism in the United States and greater political cosmopolitanism in Europe.46  

 

Cosmopolitanism in the Humanities and in the Social Sciences 

 

In 2004, Beck rebuked what he termed ‘normative cosmopolitanism’ or, 

alternately, ‘philosophical cosmopolitanism’ for getting bogged down in disputes with its 

critics:47 

The normative and political meanings of cosmopolitanism have wandered through 
world history completely entangled in the enemy image drawn up by its 
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nationalist opponents.  With the concentration on analytic-empirical 
cosmopolitanism – that is with the demonstration that a cosmopolitan perspective 
is epistemologically necessary for a world without frontiers – a new field opens 
up for research and controversy” the real-world cosmopolitanism of the early 
twenty-first century.48   

 
To call attention to the difference between the field as he envisioned it and the field as it 

then was, Beck distinguished between cosmopolitanism and “actually existing 

cosmopolitanization,” and  argued for a discipline that “sees the increased 

interdependence of social actors across national boundaries as an unintended and 

unforeseen side effect of actions that have no normative cosmopolitan intent.”49 Beck 

believed that one of the most crippling features of the existing studies of 

cosmopolitanism were their failure to acknowledge that cosmopolitanism as a real, 

observable phenomenon might not correspond to previous formulaic genealogies.   

An important question to ask is whether we are willing to adopt Beck’s 

recommendation that political science move away from the practice of organizing and 

conducting research in the language of state boundaries.  I would argue that researchers 

need not agree with Beck’s position to benefit from his insights.  Keeping the dilemma in 

our thoughts as we design social research will, regardless of our ultimate choices 

regarding variables and samples, help to insure we remain open to unexpected 

discoveries – ones that may arrive in the manner of an unannounced guest.  In a sense, 

then, we cannot study hospitality effectively unless we ourselves bring to the task a 

hospitable mind. 
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Cosmopolitan Projects 

 

Profound questions of discipline identity have not deterred some scholars from 

moving forward with endeavors to promote cosmopolitanism and its key ideological 

commitments.  One of the most prominent efforts is the cosmopolitan democracy project, 

established in the 1990s with the goal of extending the reach of democracy to the global 

level.  Archibugi, the project’s most prominent advocate, has argued that global 

democracy means more than just the achievement of democracy within states. Why? 

Because, as Archibugi concluded: 

There is no historical or theoretical proof that the more democratic states really 
are more respectful of international legality than other powers.  The United States, 
Great Britain and France—industrial powers who vaunt their long-established 
liberal-democratic traditions—do not hide the fact that they defend their own 
interests in the international sphere.  The foreign interventions of democratic 
states are not always inspired by the principles of their own constitutions.50 
 

Specific policy proposals developed by Archibugi include the introduction of a world 

parliament somewhat akin to the parliamentary body of the European Union (EU), which 

represents citizens rather than states.  Like Held, Archibugi viewed institutionalized 

cosmopolitanism as a necessary response to the inequalities and hazards created and/or 

exacerbated by globalization, problems Anderson-Gold summarized in her discussion of 

the effects of globalization on human rights.51 
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Another example of a cosmopolitan project was Nussbaum’s advocacy for global 

citizenship education in school curricula.  Nussbaum set off a heated debate within the 

academic community with the publication of an essay in which she made a classical 

argument for the priority of cosmopolitanism over patriotism. She argued that:  

If we really do believe that all human beings are created equal and endowed with 
certain inalienable rights, we are morally required to think about what that 
conception requires us to do with and for the rest of the world.52 
 

Harris, in a bit of hyperbole, responded that what Nussbaum was advocating was the 

effective rejection of ethical obligation altogether.53  His response reflected the 

previously discussed communitarian disdain for cosmopolitan’s brand of universalism. 

 

The Essence of Cosmopolitanism 

 

 Considering the complexity of the cosmopolitanism literature and the theoretical 

nature of some of the projects in which cosmopolitan thought has been deployed, it is 

easy to dismiss these issues as speculative ones having no purchase on the world outside 

of academia; a cursory review of daily news accounts in the United States between 

December 2015 and November 2018 obviates the grounds of such a dismissal. Debates in 

which the ideals of world citizenship and universal hospitality are implicated have life-

and-death consequences. News reporting about crises in immigration, political asylum, 

transnational migration, international crime, climate change, cyberwarfare, capital flows, 
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and global income inequality offer regular reminders of what is at stake in the debates 

between proponents of cosmopolitanism and critics of world citizenship in any form. 

 While the populist backlash against cosmopolitan sentiment has increased— 

represented most dramatically in 2016 by the United Kingdom’s June vote to withdraw 

from the European Union and the November election of Donald Trump to the presidency 

of the United States—the fundamental conditions that have enabled cosmopolitan ideas 

to flourish persist. As Beck wrote, “Relations between states remain centrally important, 

but they are no longer exclusive . . . The unit of “international relations”—the fetish 

concepts of “state" and “nation”—are being hollowed out because in a world-risk society, 

national problems can no longer be solved on a national basis.”54 Persisting as well is the 

cosmopolitan insight that individuals are constituted by layered and sometimes 

contradictory identities and affiliations. This complex hybridity forms the basis upon 

which one can begin to look for cosmopolitanism in visual artifacts. Few places at which 

to find such artifacts are more relevant to contemporary debates than the sites of the 

modern Olympic Games. 

 

                                                             
54 Ulrich Beck, The Cosmopolitan Vision, (Cambridge: Polity Press, 2006), 37. 



 

 

Chapter II 

Olympic Studies Background and Literature Review 

 

 There is a large and growing body of literature in the interdisciplinary field that 

has become known as Olympic Studies. While the field encompasses disciplines ranging 

from sociology and anthropology to cultural studies and economics, this review will 

focus on those portions of the literature related to the history and politics of the Games, 

and those related to aesthetic considerations.  

 

Olympic History and Politics 

 

A thousand years after it was employed as a sacred site by its inhabitants, and 

hundreds of years before it would host the temple of Zeus, Olympia was a place for 

competitive sport and a major stop on an athletic circuit that stretched across modern-day 

Greece.55 There is evidence that even those ancient games were never far removed from 

politics, and, writing at the dawn of the Roman Empire, Mark Antony “noted that 

[historically] Olympian laurels were regularly transmuted into exemptions from military 

service, tracts of land, pensions and tax breaks.”56 Success in the Olympics, even then, 

was valued for the political capital it yielded. 
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As the twentieth century approached, however, Baron de Coubertin conceived of 

a revivified Olympic Games that would—at least nominally—eschew politics and 

promote the virtues of amateur athletic competition among Christian gentlemen. 

Coubertin imagined the games as a “grand, if restrained, urban cosmopolitan 

spectacular.”57 Through his relentless advocacy and global networking efforts, Coubertin 

leveraged public nostalgia for a bygone age; his efforts culminated in 1896 with Athens 

hosting the first Olympiad of the modern era.  

From its fledgling beginnings in the early 20th century, the Olympic movement 

has risen to an unparalleled position in the global consciousness as the “biggest and 

probably most important cultural [non-governmental organization] in the world 

international system outside of world religions and scientific associations.”58 In attempt 

to account for this rise, scholars have looked for common themes and historical 

milestones to contextualize the Games. Among the most prominent of these efforts was 

one undertaken by Horne, who classified Olympiads according to three trends he 

observed in the politics of the games.  

In Horne’s first grouping, he placed games in which boycotts and political theater 

had played a defining role in the staging of the event; this group included the games at 

Mexico City, Moscow, Los Angeles, and Seoul.59 Second, he identified a group of games 

of which the most salient feature was a focus on promotional and reputational politics; 
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this group included Munich, Barcelona, Sydney, Athens, Beijing, and Rio de Janeiro.60 

The third and final group was one of which Horne found the most compelling narrative to 

be the neo-liberalization of the games; this group included Montréal, Los Angeles in 

1984, Atlanta, and London in 2012.61  

While Horne’s analysis serves as a useful point of departure, there are ways in 

which it missed the mark. By grouping the games in a way that highlighted politics as an 

explicit topic of discussion and contention surrounding events such as boycotts, Horne 

minimized the political dynamics at work under the surface of every Olympiad. His 

assertion that "the major inducement to engage in Olympic hosting now, as opposed to in 

the 1980s, is of course financial,” deserves considerable scrutiny.62 In fact, the increasing 

trend of neo-liberalization that Horne noted calls into question his neat distinction 

between financial inducements and political ones. In a world in which economic power is 

increasingly a political tool, the complexities and nuances of state-actor motivations must 

be interrogated. In the past, many have considered discussions of Olympic politics and 

economics to be ancillary to ones of entertainment and sport; this thesis posits that these 

questions are inseparable from any study of the Olympics as a powerful non-

governmental organization (NGO). 

Writing in the Harvard International Review in the spring of 2003 International 

Olympic Committee (IOC) President Jacques Rogge made the case for the Olympic 

Games as a force for peace and shared values in a troubled world. He defended his 
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organization’s policy of not taking political positions on issues that were not “universally 

accepted,” and highlighted the progress made by the Olympic movement as it “grew from 

an organization wracked by boycotts and divisiveness only 20 years ago to a unified 

family.”63 Published as it was in the same season in which the Iraq War began and with 

the memory of September 11, 2001 fresh in the minds of readers, the article must have 

offered the refreshing prospect of imagining an entity actively engaged in the 

advancement of world peace without taking a stand on any contested political issue. In 

fact, the image Rogge cultivated of leading an organization free from the stain of politics 

was not quite right; the role of the Olympic Games in international politics had always 

been more complicated than that.  

Kruger captured a kernel of the Olympic movement’s thorny history when he 

wrote of an incident involving Olympics founder Pierre de Coubertin. Coubertin was 

asked his opinion of the Nazi-hosted Berlin Games of 1936 and he responded by asking 

the interviewer “What’s the difference between propaganda for tourism – like in the Los 

Angeles Olympics in 1932 – or for a political regime? The most important thing is that 

the Olympic movement made a successful step forward.”64 Indeed, it is this very 

question, posed by the founder of the modern Olympics himself, that haunts the study this 

thesis describes. Perhaps Horne offered the beginnings of an answer with his observation 

that "since the end of the second world war, being a nation in the modern world has come 
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to be signified by two things: belonging to the United Nations and marching in the 

opening ceremony of the Olympic games.”65 Such a political reality sits uneasily with 

Roche’s claim of the Olympic organization’s knowledge: 

The regimes which won the right to stage the 1968 Mexico Olympics, the 1980 
Moscow Olympics and the 1988 Seoul Olympics were all well known, when the 
events were awarded, for being highly repressive of the human rights of many 
sections of their own citizens.66 

 
The same, of course, could be said for the 2008 Beijing Olympics, in which human rights 

groups protested China’s complicity in a humanitarian crisis in the Darfur region of 

Sudan. 

 

Olympic Aesthetics 

 

Olympic architecture is often able to take advantage of a government-produced 

tabula rasa that allows designers the opportunity manifest larger beliefs about urban 

planning and development.  
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Chapter III 

Visual Studies Background and Literature Review 

 

In turning to the relevant literature from the fields of architecture and visual 

studies, it is essential that one imagine what might be called a thread of transmission 

between the visual artifacts that are the subject of this analysis and the effects desired by 

host country governments and event organizers. If this thesis ultimately concerns whether 

architecture functions as a medium for international relations, then one must identify 

plausible mechanisms of that mediation. One might ask how it is possible for visual 

images and mediated experiences to advance or impede the messages host country elites 

wish to convey? What is the political work architecture can be said to do, and how does it 

do that work? This question asks something more fundamental than an interrogation of 

host-country intent fueled by an effort to establish the “chain-of-custody” of nationalist or 

cosmopolitan content; its focus is not to prove that an agent of the state demanded a 

nationalist structure. Instead, the pressing question is one Goodman (1985) proposed to 

answer in his influential essay “How Buildings Mean” in which he identified four ways 

in which architecture can convey meaning through reference: “denotation, 

exemplification, expression, and mediated reference.”67 Denotation includes all forms of 

explicit labeling, including text and “pictorial representation” that might adorn a building. 

Exemplification occurs when a visual artefact provides an example of certain properties; 

Goodman offers the example of a building whose form demonstrates its tectonic logic by 
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exposing supporting members or connection details to open view.68 Associated with 

exemplification is expression, a situation in which buildings exemplify “metaphorically 

possessed properties” such as stability, authority, and timelessness. For the purposes of 

this thesis, metaphorical expression is an essential vector of meaning to understand.  As 

Goodman explains, “A gothic cathedral that soars and sings does not equally droop and 

crumble. Although both descriptions are literally false, the former, but not the latter, is 

metaphorically true.”69 The final variety of reference identified by Goodman is “mediated 

reference,” more commonly referred to as an “allusion.” In an instance of mediated 

reference, a building conveys meaning by way of a chain of “referential links,” as in the 

case of a postmodern architect’s inclusion of structural elements from vastly different 

historical periods to reference the ideas of anachronism and contradiction.  

In addition to the vectors of meaning described above, many scholars would add 

methods that do not rely on the privileging of language over experience. These critics 

have argued that works of art and architecture can impart informational content that is 

pre-conceptual. Johnson, for instance, has invoked recent findings in cognitive 

neuroscience to charge traditional analytic philosophy with propagating “the mistaken 

idea that…it is words and sentences alone that have meaning…[that meaning] is entirely 

conceptual, propositional, and linguistic.”70 Instead, Johnson agrees with John Dewey 
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that “a thing is more significantly what it makes possible than what it immediately is.”71 

Dovey put it more plainly when he wrote that “architecture evokes and enables certain 

forms of life while constraining others with both walls and sanctions.”72  Architecture is 

unique, then, among the arts, because it offers both images and experiences that can 

literally define the space of possibility in cognitive, conceptual, and physical ways. 

In relying on the above claim, this thesis is obligated to confront the opposing 

view, articulated by Leon Krier: 

There is neither authoritarian nor democratic architecture, no more than there are 
authoritarian or democratic wiener schnitzel. It is just as childish to read a 
particular color or the immanence of a political system into a row of Doric 
columns as it is to accept kidney-shaped tables and tensile structures as the 
authentic expression of a libertarian and democratic regime. Architecture is not 
political; it is only an instrument of politics.73 

The problem with Krier’s critique is that it fails to take account of an ontological property 

that architecture shares with all other “things”—what Heidegger called “being-in-the-

world.”74 As a built reality, occupying a site in space and time, there is no work of 

architecture entirely free from contextual considerations. While such a claim calls to 

mind Derrida’s famous dictum that “il n’y a pas de hors-texte,” it does not require one to 

ascribe to architecture the identical properties of language. In the Buddhist philosophical 

tradition, for instance, the preference for inter-being over being is not a linguistic one or 

the result of clever word play; it is a statement about the interdependence of reality. More 
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importantly, one need not comprehend the method of meaning’s transmission to 

appreciate the effects of the transmission. Gaston Bachelard’s The Poetics of Space is a 

powerful testament to this idea.75  

In challenging Krier’s dismissal of “political architecture,” it is necessary to draw 

on concepts from multiple disciplines. The ideas of metaphorical expression and 

mediated reference are instructive, but so too is the experience-oriented perspective of 

Gestalt psychology. Rudolf Arnheim, a champion of this approach, defended the validity 

of the kind of qualitative approach this thesis employs. Echoing Goodman’s metaphoric 

description of a cathedral, Arnheim wrote: 

Geometrically there is no difference between going up and going down, but 
physically and perceptually the difference is fundamental. Anybody climbing a 
tree, a ladder, a staircase, feels he is striving to overcome a counterforce, which he 
locates in his own body as weight…conquering of one’s own inert heaviness for 
the purpose of attaining a high goal…Climbing is a heroic liberating act; and 
height spontaneously symbolizes things of high value.76 

 
To acknowledge the value of these kinds of qualitative assessments of visual experience, 

one need not take sides in the debate between realists and anti-realists, formalists and 

anti-formalists. It is possible to set aside questions of epistemology from questions of 

empirical fact and thus to benefit from Dovey’s historical observation: 

Authority relies on legitimating symbols in proportion to the vulnerability of that 
authority. This is precisely why monarchies, dictatorships and military states are 
so full of monuments, parades and ritual strutting–the demand for legitimation 
exceeds that in a democracy.77  
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In acknowledging this kind of observation, one approaches the heart of what might be 

said to separate cosmopolitan visual content from nationalist visual content, and that is 

how reality is depicted. As Edelman wrote of political discourse, it “typically entails an 

effort to depict a coherent uncontradicted narrative or to discourage attention to 

contradictions, protecting fantasy and inventions from challenge.”78 Thus, as Edelman 

added, “a high portion of rhetorical references in politics are appeals to false images.”79 

What these appeals accomplish is the drawing of the public’s attention to aspects of the 

visual landscape that “encourage a particular perspective rather than diverse 

interpretations.”80 Such encouragement is, fundamentally, anti-cosmopolitan.  

 Just as in the international relations literature in which Beck argued for 

cosmopolitanism as a kind of contamination, cosmopolitan architecture presents itself to 

the viewer as tainted. In the same way that Baudrillard’s simulacrum is often explained as 

a “copy without an original,” cosmopolitan architecture can be said to constitute an 

adulteration of a merely-imagined architectural purity. Here the case of the German 

architect Bruno Taut is illustrative.  

As Akcan argued, to study Taut’s work is to glimpse the prospect for a truly 

cosmopolitan architecture, roughly defined as work that combines diverse influences—

national and international—in a way that respects the place in which it is built.81  For 
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Taut, cosmopolitan architecture meant that “the more architectural forms are appropriate 

to the climate, light, and air of their place, the more they are universal.”82  Indeed, the 

counterintuitive notion that one might focus on the local to achieve the cosmopolitan is of 

particular value for the study described in this thesis.  

Consider Modrey’s description of the 1972 Munich Games, in which “the 

intention to present to the world a democratic, cosmopolitan and amicable Germany ran 

through the whole concept.”83  The concept to which Modrey referred was one that 

combined innovative materials to achieve high-tech transparency with a focus on 

emphasizing the natural, organic, and curvilinear elements of the Olympic park’s 

landscape. Likewise, for Taut, Akcan argued: 

There [was] no pure regional or international style of expression, no pure 
architecture produced at a location completely closed to other locations. The 
definition of the local is always in flux. Nor [could] there be an architecture that 
[was] produced at some abstract space outside the forces of any local condition.84  
 

Akcan was intrigued by Taut’s own description of Japanese vernacular farmhouses as 

“cosmopolitan” buildings. Such a description was rooted in Taut’s unusual belief that a 

piece of architecture’s responsiveness to climate helped the work to “attain universality 

rather than regionalism.”85 Taut was distinguished further by his “sensitivity and 

openness to hybrid influences from a variety of regions and his willingness to translate 
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those influences.”86  This disposition yielded what Akcan believed to be Taut’s most 

important lesson for architects—critical to the approach of this thesis: 

Hybrid artifacts are the prerequisites of a cosmopolitan ethics, but they alone are 
not capable of achieving it. There are many historical examples of buildings (or 
any type of artifacts) that were explicit and legible hybrids but that were well 
attached to the official chauvinistic nationalist ideologies of their countries or 
used as propaganda tools by the same ideologies…The hybrid escapes its 
potential risk of maintaining separatist ideologies or fundamentalist identity 
politics only when it is coupled with a cosmopolitan ethics, in the Kantian sense 
of the term.87  

 
It is a complex intersection of factors that makes a work of architecture cosmopolitan or 

nationalist, but such complexity is not dispositive of the notion that “fascist architecture” 

exists. An argument that denies there is such a thing as authoritarian or fascist 

architecture might well extend to the claim that there can fascist words or images.  In the 

narrowest sense, this is true, but it ignores the structuralist case for how language works.  

There is no language without context and there is no architecture without it either. 

To claim otherwise is to dismiss vast empirical evidence – the evidence of human history 

and experience. Researchers have been able to draw a link, for example, between the 

repeated and escalated use of dehumanizing language by public officials and the 

probability of genocide and ethnic cleansing. There is a totalitarian language, but it does 

its most significant work metonymically rather than simply metaphorically. If every 

instance of a monstrosity is leashed with a similar chain of referential links before it is 

unleashed in the world, then it is unwise to disregard the signs of a nascent tethering. 
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Chapter IV 

Research Design and Methodology 

 

 This thesis asks what the architectural form of Olympic venues reveals 

about host-country approaches to the inherent Olympic tension between nationalist 

competition and cosmopolitan hospitality. Answering this question is no easy task; the 

tools required are, themselves, contested, as are the meanings of basic terms involved in 

the interrogation. It is therefore essential that the hypotheses under scrutiny are clearly 

stated, along with relevant standards for falsification, the meanings of key terms, and the 

research design and methodology of the study conducted. 

 

Four Hypotheses 

 

Hypothesis 1: Formal elements and motifs that suggest nationalist themes will be 

more readily apparent in the architecture of Olympic venues in 

countries for which the primary benefits to be gained by hosting 

the Games are political rather than economic. 

 Hypothesis 1 would be falsified if there were found to be no 
difference between the prominence of nationalist motifs and themes 
in political-benefit-seeking contexts and economic-benefit-seeking 
contexts, or if, in fact, nationalist themes and motifs were found to 
be more prominent in economic-benefit-seeking contexts. 
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Hypothesis 2: Formal elements and motifs that suggest nationalist themes will be 

more readily apparent in the architecture of Olympic venues in 

countries with more authoritarian forms of government. 

 Hypothesis 2 would be falsified if there were found to be no 
relationship between the number and/or prominence of nationalist 
motifs and themes and the form of government, or if authoritarian 
forms of government evinced fewer nationalist elements and 
motifs. 

 
Hypothesis 3: Formal elements, architectural motifs, and patterns of urban 

planning will reinforce the dominant narrative propagated by host-

country organizers. 

 Hypothesis 3 would be falsified if there were found to be apparent 
contradictions between government or organizer messaging and 
the kinds of elements and motifs found. 

 
Hypothesis 4: Countries wishing to advance national interests have increasingly 

relied on cosmopolitan rhetoric, and this shift will be reflected in 

architectural form. 

 Hypothesis 4 would be falsified if there were found to be no change 
in form over time, or if the kinds of symbols remained consistent 
across the time range covered. 

 
 
Definitions of Key Terms 

 

Architectural form:  “The formal structure of a work—the manner of arranging 

and coordinating the elements and parts of a composition 

so as to produce a coherent image.”88 In keeping with 
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Ching’s definition, a form is said to be composed of the 

attributes of shape, size, color, texture, position, 

orientation, and visual inertia.89 

BOCOG:    Beijing Organizing Committee for the 2008 Olympics 

Cosmopolitanism: A sociopolitical condition, ideology, philosophy, or 

political project that is associated with the idea of global 

citizenship and the principle that the individual is the 

proper unit of ultimate moral concern, rather than the 

nation-state.  

Economic benefits: Benefits that tend to increase the economic capacity of a 

nation-state or sovereign entity, either in the form of 

increased Gross Domestic Product (GDP) or increasing 

bargaining power to achieve financial and development 

objectives. 

Formal Elements: Shape, size, color, texture, position, orientation, and visual 

inertia.90 

IOC: International Olympic Committee, the primary governing 

authority for the Olympic Games. 

Motifs:    “Principal repeated elements in ornamental design.”91 

                                                             
89 Ching, Architecture: Form, Space, and Order, 34. 

90 Ibid. 

91 Cyril M. Harris, ed., Illustrated Dictionary of Historic Architecture  
(New York: Dover, 1983), 364. 



44 
 

Nationalist:  Supportive of the ideology of nationalism, in which the 

nation-state is taken for granted as an objective reality, and 

persons are organized into groups associated with land over 

which they are said to have sovereignty. 

Nation-State: An entity that is recognized by the international community 

as possessing the attributes of both a state, which 

“govern[s] people in a territory with boundaries,” and also 

of a nation, which is a group of “people claiming common 

bonds like language, culture, and historical identity.”92 

Olympic venues:  The structures in which Olympic events take place. 

Political benefits: Benefits that tend to increase the power, influence, and 

reputational standing of a governing entity, and allow that 

entity to more easily implement policy preferences 

domestically and internationally. 

 

Research Design and Methodology 

 

Major components of this study’s research design and methodology, outlined 

below, serve as a road map for this thesis: 

1) A review of the literature in three relevant fields, presented in Chapters 1, 2, 

and 3, was conducted. 
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2) A brief narrative summary of each host-country’s political context, presented 

in Chapter 5, was prepared. 

3) A descriptive and qualitative formal analysis was undertaken on each of the 

Olympic venues included in the study. 

4) Architectural diagrams visually representing and summarizing the “data” 

obtained from the formal review, presented in Chapter 6, were produced. 

5) The results of the study, in which formal and visual information was 

reconciled with the narrative summaries to test the hypotheses listed above, 

are presented in Chapter 7. 

6) The conclusions drawn from the study, along with implications for further 

research, are offered in Chapter 8.  

 

Limitations and Scope 

 

This study relied on available images and architectural drawings to which the 

author, a graduate student training to be an architect, had access by way of a consortium 

of art and architecture libraries including Harvard, MIT, and the Boston Architectural 

College.  In order to facilitate completion of the project and appropriate coverage of the 

given topic, the scope of the research was narrowly focused on the architectural form of 

key Olympic venues listed in Table 1.   

Limitations on the research include the limited availability of architectural plans 

and images for some venues, and the inherent constraints imposed by limiting sources on 

such an international topic to ones available in the English language. Additionally, the 
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small number of cases under consideration better lends itself to a qualitative approach, 

and thus quantitative analyses of the effect of host-country efforts must remain outside 

the scope of this project.  Finally, the complexity of the design and construction process 

does not allow for an in-depth investigation of revisions that might yield more 

information about the intent of the designers and the expectations of the clients. 
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SUMMER OLYMPIC VENUES, 1936-2012 
1936 BERLIN (XI) 1968 MEXICO CITY (XIX) 1992 BARCELONA (XXV 

 
REICHSSPORTFELD SITE PLAN 

Otto March with Albert Speer 
OLYMPIC STADIUM 

Otto March with Albert Speer 
OLYMPIC VILLAGE 

Otto March with Albert Speer 

 
OLYMPIC VILLAGE 

Hector Velazquez 
SPORTS PALACE 

Candela, Peyri, Tamborrel 
OLYMPIC MASTER PLAN 

Pedro Ramirez Vazquez 

 
PALAU SANT JORDI 

Arata Isozaki, M. Kawaguchi 
OLYMPIC STADIUM 

Vittorio Gregotti (Renovation) 
OLYMPIC VILLAGE 

David Mackay 
1948 LONDON (XIV) 1972 MUNICH (XX) 1996 ATLANTA (XXVI) 

 
EMPIRE STADIUM 
Various Designers 
EMPIRE POOL 

Various Designers 
HERNE HILL VELODROME 

Various Designers 

 
OLYMPIASTADION 

Gunther Behnisch, Frei Otto 
OLYMPIAPARK 

G. Behnisch, Gunther Grzimek 
OLYMPIC VILLAGE 

Heinle, Wischer & Associates 

 
OLYMPIC NATATORIUM 

Stanley Love-Stanley, PC 
CENTENNIAL STADIUM 

Heery International 
OLYMPIC PARK 
Architect EDAW 

1952 HELSINKI (XV) 1976 MONTREAL (XXI) 2000 SYDNEY (XXVII) 
 

OLYMPIC STADIUM 
YrjoLindegren, Toivo Jantti 

OLYMPIC SWIMMING STADIUM 
Jorma Jarvi 

OLYMPIC VELODROME 
Hilding Ekelund 

 
OLYMPIC VELODROME 

Roger Taillibert 
OLYMPIC STADIUM 

Roger Taillibert 
OLYMPIC VILLAGE 

RogerD’Astous, Luc Durand 

 
STADIUM AUSTRALIA 

HOK Lobb 
AQUATIC CENTRE 

Philip Cox Richardson et al 
OLYMPIC VILLAGE 

Various Designers 
1956 MELBOURNE (XVI) 1980 MOSCOW (XXII) 2004 ATHENS (XXVIII) 

 
MELBOURNE CRICKET 

GROUND 
Various Designers 

OLYMPIC SWIMMING STADIUM 
Various Designers 

HEIDELBERG WEST VILLAGE 
Various Designers 

 
OLYMPIC VELODROME 

Herbert Shurmann 
V.I. LENIN CENTRAL STADIUM 

Wlassov, Polikarpov, Resnikov 
OLYMPIC VILLAGE 

Various Designers 
 

 
OLYMPIC STADIUM 

Santiago Calatrava 
OLYMPIC VELODROME 

Santiago Calatrava 
AGORA 

Santiago Calatrava 

1960 ROME (XVII) 1984 LOS ANGELES (XXIII) 2008 BEIJING (XXIX) 
 

PALAZZETTO DELLO SPORT 
Annibale Vitellozzi, P.L. Nervi 
PALAZZO DELLO SPORT 

P.L. Nervi, Marcello Piacentini 
STADIO DEI MARMI 

Enrico Del Debbio, Luigi Moretti 

 
L.A. MEMORIAL COLISEUM 

John Parkinson 
USC SWIMMING CENTER 

Flewelling & Moody 
VELODROME 

W. Ted Tyler Associates 

 
BIRD’S NEST (STADIUM) 

Herzog and De Meuron 
WATER CUBE (AQUATICS) 

PTW Architects 
BEIJING INTL. AIRPORT 

Foster and Partners 
1964 TOKYO (XVIII) 1988 SEOUL (XXIV) 2012 LONDON (XXX) 

 
NATIONAL GYMNASIUM 

Kenzo Tange, URTEC 
KOMAZAWA TOWER 

Yoshinobu Ashihara 
NIPPON BUDOKAN HALL 

Mamoru Yamada 

 
OLYMPIC PARK 
Various Designers 

OLYMPIC STADIUM 
Kim Swoo Geun 

OLYMPIC VILLAGE 
Kyu Sung Woo 

 
AQUATICS CENTRE 

Zaha Hadid 
VELODROME 

Hopkins Architects 
OLYMPIC STADIUM 

Populous 
 

Table 1. Summer Olympic Venues, 1936-2012. 



 

 

Chapter V 

Political Contexts of the Summer Olympic Games, 1936-2012 

 

In the absence of personal experience, historical and political contexts can often 

best be understood and expressed through narrative; architectural forms are often best 

understood through images and diagrams.  Narratives, images, and diagrams, therefore, 

constitute the data under investigation in this thesis. This chapter outlines the historical 

and political contexts of the Summer Games in terms of host-country interests and 

objectives. These interests should be understood as the interests of the ruling elites and 

event organizers responsible for staging the events. 

 

1936 Berlin Games 

 

     The 1936 Games gave Germany the chance to rehabilitate its image after a humiliating 

defeat in World War I. Hitler was heavily involved in both event planning and the design 

of Olympic venues. While initially dismissive of the importance of the Olympics, Hitler 

came to appreciate its propaganda potential. The games had been awarded to the Weimar 

Republic in 1932 before the Nazis came to power. As a fledgling government, the Nazi 

Party benefited from the sense of history and legitimacy conveyed by hosting a global 

event. The intentions of the event organizers were clear; they sought, explicitly, to 

advance German nationalism and Aryan superiority by way of an overwhelming aesthetic 

experience. As a dictatorship, the German government of 1936 is categorized by this 
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thesis as an authoritarian regime advancing a nationalist narrative, more in the 

expectation of political benefits than of economic rewards. 

 

1948 London Games 

 

Popularly known as the ‘Austerity Games’ or the ‘Ration Olympics’, the London 

games of 1948 were the first post-war Olympics, and the first to be televised.  While the 

very staging of the games signaled a fresh start for the international community, British 

national interests were never absent from host-country deliberations. When some 

suggested calling the event off, Deputy Prime Minister Herbert Morrison flatly refused; 

the Olympics, he argued, would bring much-needed foreign currency, and would 

demonstrate British resolve.93 Calling the 1948 Olympics a “spectacle of ordinariness,” 

Runciman wrote that the games’ success rested “in the fact that they were so 

nonpolitical.”94 In fact, even if the British government had wanted to turn the event into a 

nationalist pep rally, it lacked the resources to do so. With extravagant government 

expenditure out of the question, event organizers made use of existing facilities and 

foreign donations. As a constitutional monarchy, the British government of 1948 is 

categorized by this thesis as a democratic regime advancing a broadly cosmopolitan 

narrative, more in the expectation of economic rewards rather than of political benefits.  

 

 

                                                             
93  David Runciman, “Political Games,” History Today (June 2012):43.  

 
94  Runciman, “Political Games,” 44.  
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1952 Helsinki Games 

 

For Finland, as they had been for Britain, the Olympics were a “gesture of 

national recovery.”95 In 1952, the Finns finally paid off a crushing war debt to the Soviet 

Union, making the Helsinki games an occasion for domestic celebration.96 For its part, 

the Soviet Union made its Olympic debut at Helsinki, as did China, while Japan and 

Germany made their post-war returns. For a small country without any great political 

clout or economic power, hosting the Olympics was framed more as an exciting domestic 

challenge than as a lever to influence world politics.  As a parliamentary republic, the 

Finnish government of 1952 is categorized by this thesis as a democratic regime, 

advancing a broadly cosmopolitan narrative in the expectation of more economic than 

political benefits.   

 

1956 Melbourne Games 

 

While the 1956 Olympics has been referred to as a “coming-out party for 

Australia,” it is important to note that state participation in the project was limited to the 

extent that the government decided to stop funding the Games before the event was 

staged.97 Decision-making was decentralized, and the fact that the primary venue of the 

                                                             
95  Nicholas J. Cull, “The Public Diplomacy of the Modern Olympic Games and China’s  

Soft Power Strategy.”  In Owning the Olympics: Narratives of the New China, ed. Monroe E. Price and 
Daniel Dayan (Ann Arbor: The University of Michigan Press, 2008): 122. 

 
96 Barclay Gordon, Olympic Architecture: Building for the Summer Games (New York:  

John Wiley & Sons, 1983), 56. 
 

97 Cull, “Public Diplomacy,” 122. 
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Games, the Melbourne Cricket Grounds, had to be rented out to the event organizers 

spoke volumes about the level of (or lack of) involvement on the part of elites. Australia 

is a federal parliamentary constitutional monarchy and is categorized by this thesis as a 

democratic regime advancing, somewhat passively, a cosmopolitan narrative in the 

expectation of more economic than political benefits.   

 

1960 Rome Games 

 

The 1960 Games were the first following World War II to be hosted by a former 

axis power, and, thus, the political context of the 1960 Games was necessarily complex. 

After all, the Italian Republic itself was established only fourteen years prior to the start 

the Olympics, and only twelve years after the adoption of the Italian constitution. The 

Games had been awarded to Mussolini’s government and most of the venues were 

constructed in anticipation of hosting the 1944 Games. As Goldblatt noted: 

Historical amnesia was an important component of the whole business model of 
the Rome games. The tight-night group of politicians and administrators on the 
committee quietly allocated architectural commissions and building contracts to a 
small circle of known insiders, especially big northern construction companies 
and the leading architectural lights of fascism.98 
 

The complex of athletic facilities upon which the Olympic venues were sited was 

unambiguously christened as the “Foro Mussolini,” but later restyled as the “Foro Italia.” 

In many ways, the Rome Games constituted an inflection point in the political and 

architectural history of the Olympics. The hyper-nationalist and fascist structures were 

built under a totalitarian dictatorship, but the modern engineering marvels of Luigi Nervi 

                                                             
98 Goldblatt, The Games: 244. 
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were built under the newly democratic Italian Republic. These ideological and 

architectural dualities make the Rome Games a challenging, but revelatory, case for this 

thesis.  In between the time Olympic venue construction began and the opening of the 

Games, Italy transitioned from being a totalitarian dictatorship advancing a nationalist 

narrative for political benefit to a parliamentary constitutional republic—a democracy—

advancing a quasi-nationalist narrative for image rehabilitation and economic 

advancement. 

 

1964 Tokyo Games 

 

As the 1960 Games did for Italy, the 1964 Tokyo Games offered Japan a chance 

to rehabilitate its image and publicly re-join the community of nations. Event organizers 

gave themselves an additional challenge: to completely overhaul the infrastructure of the 

Tokyo metropolitan area and set the stage for future economic growth and national 

vitality. Japan is constitutional monarchy and is categorized by this thesis as a democratic 

regime advancing a nationalist narrative in the expectation of more political than 

economic benefits, owing in large part to the country’s desire to reframe its place on the 

international scene. Economic investment was well underway in Japan and was hastened 

by the continued presence of the United States armed forces in the region.  
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1968 Mexico City Games 

 

1968 was a turbulent year for the entire globe, marked as it was by events such as 

the Paris uprising and the assassination of American civil rights icon Martin Luther King, 

Jr. Politics were certain to play a role in the course of the games. In the popular 

imagination, the Mexico City games are remembered for the protests by three African-

American athletes protesting racial discrimination in the United States. But the event 

most directly relevant to the political dynamics of the event occurred a week prior to the 

opening ceremony, when thousands of students were massacred by police in a crack-

down on protest. Officials sought to minimize the importance of the event to protect the 

government’s reputation, and this firm hand of stagecraft was echoed in the design of 

venues, signage, and promotional materials which collectively constituted a “total work 

of art.” The centralized messaging embodied in the event’s designs stood in ironic 

contrast to the event itself, which proved to be the most geographically diffuse of the 

modern Olympic Games.  Mexico is federal presidential republic, but in 1968 it was 

dominated by repressive one-party rule and is categorized by this thesis as an 

authoritarian regime advancing a cosmopolitan narrative in the expectation of more 

political than economic benefits.   

 

1972 Munich Games 

 

More than for Italy in 1960 or Japan in 1964, Germany felt the weight of history 

on its shoulders in hosing the 1972 Games in Munich. In no other Olympics did the event 

organizers feel such an obligation to expiate the past.  There was an explicit desire not to 
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repeat any of the visual motifs that characterized the 1936 Games in Berlin. Until a 

terrorist attack on the Israeli team brought the Games to a standstill, the dominant media 

narrative was about how smoothly the games had been run and how different it was from 

Berlin in every respect. The Federal Republic of Germany, known in English as “West 

Germany” was a parliamentary republic categorized by this thesis as a democratic regime 

with cosmopolitan goals that were pursued in the expectation of more economic than 

political benefits.   

 

1976 Montreal Games 

 

Montreal’s bid to host the Olympic Games was largely the result of one man, Jean 

Drapeau, the long-time mayor of Montreal who made it his mission to secure the Games 

for the city.  Drapeau so mismanaged the construction of Olympic venues that 

responsibility for the projects was assumed by the provincial government of Quebec.  

Considering the idiosyncrasies of Montreal’s effort, there is nothing to suggest any 

explicitly nationalist intentions or political ambitions beyond those Drapeau may have 

harbored for himself and his city. As one of Drapeau’s goals was to put Montreal on the 

map as an international travel destination, the benefits expected from Montreal’s hosting 

can best be classified as “economic.” As a constitutional monarchy, the Canadian 

government of 1976 is categorized by this thesis as a democratic regime, with broadly 

cosmopolitan goals that were pursued in the expectation of more economic than political 

benefits.  To be sure, intra-state politics played a role in both the management and design 

of the 1976 Games, and one cannot ignore the ongoing tensions between the province of 
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Quebec over issues of autonomy from Ottawa and the related protests around French-

Canadian identity. Still, economic considerations were foremost on the minds of event 

organizers. 

 

1980 Moscow Games 

 

As a single-party state, the Soviet government of 1980 was an authoritarian 

regime with nationalist goals that were pursued in the expectation of more political than 

economic benefits. In the months leading up to the opening ceremony, the Soviets 

invaded Afghanistan, prompting US president Jimmy Carter to announce a boycott of the 

Moscow Games. Moscow is an interesting case, however, because it involved the USSR 

walking a fine line between asserting itself against the United States and increasing its 

political capital among potential allies who rejected the boycott. 

 

1984 Los Angeles Games 

 

The United States is a constitutional federal republic with cosmopolitan goals 

geared largely toward reaping economic benefits. The de-centralized nature of the 

government gives enormous power to local authorities. While President Ronald Reagan 

saw an opportunity to use the event to advance national interests and to connect the event 

with the ongoing cold war struggle, the decentralized nature of the city’s bid and the 

privatized nature of the event’s administration cause one to conclude that organizers far 

more valued economic benefit than any ancillary political ones. In some sense, the 1984 
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Games were inescapably political if only because they were the first to follow the 

Moscow games and its associated boycotts and controversies. At the Los Angeles games, 

the Soviet Union responded in kind by refusing to send its athletes to participate. 

 

1988 Seoul Games 

 

South Korea’s hosting of the summer Olympics in 1988 coincided with a period 

of dramatic political change in the country. The Seoul games are widely viewed as a 

catalyst that helped to speed the country’s transition between semi-authoritarian and 

democratic forms of government. The ruling party had hoped to use the Olympics to 

further solidify its grip on power, but the plan failed spectacularly when increased media 

attention over human rights abuses led to political upheaval. In a bit of historical irony, 

the motivation of the ruling powers to legitimize their rule by way of the games 

backfired, drawing attention to the democracy movement and resulting in the resignation 

of the president and the call for national elections. At the time the Games were pursued, 

South Korea was a single-party state with nationalist goals pursued in the expectation of 

political benefits more than economic ones. 

 

1992 Barcelona Games 

 

Spain is a parliamentary monarchy classified by this thesis as a democratic regime 

with a broadly cosmopolitan goals pursued in the expectation of economic more than 

political benefit. The 1992 Games are widely viewed as having been a success in a public 
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relations sense. They brought positive coverage, economic growth, and any political 

intentions or effects centered more around domestic politics than geo-strategic ones on 

behalf of the Spanish state. Cull noted that the International Olympic Committee awarded 

the Games to Barcelona in the same year that Spain joined the European Union, 

reaffirming that the Barcelona games were fundamentally about “rebranding a society in 

transition.”99 

 

1996 Atlanta Games 

 

The United States is a constitutional federal republic classified by this thesis as a 

democratic regime with broadly cosmopolitan goals pursued more for economic than 

political benefits. Held without substantive financial support from the government, highly 

decentralized, and highly commercialized, the 1996 games were chiefly an exercise in 

urban boosterism and regional revival. Like the 1984 games, they were largely funded by 

private groups who made the commitment, at least nominally, to celebrate the city as an 

exemplar of the “New South.” It was in Atlanta that the neo-liberal turn of the Olympics 

can most legibly be read in the venues, events, and promotional materials. Until the 

games were rocked by an act of right-wing domestic terrorism, the event was on track to 

be remembered as an exercise in banal commercialism. 

  

 

 

                                                             
99 Cull, : 122. 
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2000 Sydney Games 

Australia is federal parliamentary constitutional monarchy and is categorized by 

this thesis as a democratic regime with passively cosmopolitan goals that were pursued in 

the expectation of more economic than political benefits. Horne wrote that the Sydney 

Games were quite explicitly concerned with public relations, and that the promotion of 

the games “was intimately linked to the promotion of Australia by the Australian 

Tourism Commission…which established a sophisticated strategy for using the games to 

rebrand Australia as a young, vibrant country."100 

 
2004 Athens Games 
 

There are three note-worthy features of the 2004 Athens Games. First, they 

marked the return of the Olympics to the place of its birth. Second, as the first Summer 

Olympics held after the terrorist attacks of September 11, 2001, it was “the biggest—and 

most expensive—peacetime security operation ever.”101 Third, in retrospective, it paved 

the way for the bankruptcy and associated international bail-out of the Greek state. 

Greece is a parliamentary republic with cosmopolitan goals pursued in the hope of 

economic more than political benefit.  

 

 

 

                                                             
100 John Horne and Garry Whannel, Understanding the Olympics 

(New York: Routledge, 2012), 19. 
 

101 John Horne and Garry Whannel, Understanding the Olympics 
(New York: Routledge, 2012), 136. 



59 
 

2008 Beijing Games 

The Chinese government is an authoritarian state that placed great importance on 

the Olympic Games. The regime’s goals were geo-strategic and the government had a 

heavy hand in the development of events and venues. How much did the Chinese 

government invest in the games? Enough that they digitally enhanced the fireworks show 

in the opening ceremony before it was broadcast to international audiences.  China’s 

unusual combination of crony capitalist development and repressive political structure 

yielded a constant tension to highlight economic progress while hiding any evidence of 

political instability or human rights violations. Xu aptly described China’s position as one 

of “a modernizing nation yearning for great power status [and attaching] great political 

importance to the [Games] in terms of constructing national identity and pursuing 

international primacy.”102  

 

2012 London Games 

As the first city to host the Olympics three times, and as a national, cultural, and 

financial capital, London felt no need to introduce or reintroduce itself to a global 

audience. Instead, event organizers promoted the effort as an opportunity to rehabilitate 

an underdeveloped portion of the city, celebrate British cultural contributions, and 

highlight global issues such as sustainability. In this way, organizers expected economic 

benefits above all else. The United Kingdom is a constitutional monarchy and democratic 

regime. 

                                                             
102 Xu, :104. 



 

 

Chapter V 

Diagrams of Olympic Architectural Forms, 1936-2012 

 

1936 Berlin Games 

36.1 REICHSSPORTFELD SITE PLAN 
Otto March with Albert Speer 
 

  
 

Figure 1. Reichssportsfeld Site Plan: Diagram of Visual Hierarchy and Principal Axes. 

 

Major Formal Elements and Venue Notes 

 Symmetry about a major axis 

 Implied cruciform axes 

 Directional path culminating in a single vertical visual element 
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36.2 OLYMPIASTADION 

Otto March with Albert Speer 
 
 

 
  

Figure 2. Olympiastadion as embedded classical form. 

 
 

Major Formal Elements and Venue Notes 

 Heavy, masonry-clad structural frame 

 Foundation visibly embedded in the earth 

 Rationalism 

 Anthropomorphic sculptural decoration 

 Nazi motifs 
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36.3 OLYMPIC VILLAGE 
Otto March with Albert Speer 

 
 
Figure 3. Berlin Olympic Village arranged about an implied axis. 

Major Formal Elements and Venue Notes 

 Symmetrical, semi-circular array about an implied axis 

 Orientation toward solid, all-encompassing enclosure 

 Transition between individual orthogonal forms to a singular, primary 
curvilinear form 

 
 Berlin Olympic village were branded with the names of various German 

cities 
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1948 London Games 

48.1 EMPIRE STADIUM 
Various Designers 
 
 

 
 

Figure 4. Empire Stadium’s Classical Geometry. 
 
 
Major Formal Elements 

 Classicism and historicism 

 Prominence of symmetrical towers - possibly recalling Wren’s Greenwich 
Naval Observatory 
 

 Covered upper pavilion slopes toward flatter uncovered seating closer to 
the track 
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48.2 EMPIRE POOL 

Various Designers 
 

  
 

Figure 5. Empire Pool’s Industrial form. 
 
 
Major Formal Elements 

 Strong reliance on and prominence of steel ribbed frame that does the 
structural “work,” while a pitched roof recalls a more classical and 
domestic form 
 

 Connotations with industrialization and with early modernism in the spirit 
of Peter Behrens turbine factory, etc. 
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48.3 HERNE HILL VELODROME 

Various Designers 
 
 

 
 

Figure 6. Herne Hill Velodrome: simplicity and utility. 
 

 
Major Formal Elements 

 Simplicity and utility: a pre-existing structure 

 Semi-suburban placement and relationship to the surrounding land 
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1952 Helsinki Games 

52.1 OLYMPIC STADIUM 
Yrjo Lindegren, Toivo Jantt 
 
 
 

 
 
Figure 7. Massing and form of Helsinki Olympic Stadium. 

 
 
Major Formal Elements 

 Overwhelming prominence of simple modernist tower as visual focal 
point 
 

 Combination of modernist form with regional, Nordic materiality of wood 
framing 

 
 Visual prominence of metal staircase metaphorically expresses the idea of 

technological progress 
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52.2 OLYMPIC SWIMMING STADIUM 

Jorma Jarvi 
 

 
 

 
 

Figure 8. Helsinki Swimming Stadium’s elegant form. 
 

 
Major Formal Elements 

 Simplicity 

 Outdoors 

 Minimalist and functional 

 Diving board offers asymmetrical sense of balance 
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52.3 OLYMPIC VELODROME 
Hilding Ekelund 
 
 
 

 
 

Figure 9. Helsinki Velodrome’s spartan geometry. 
 

 
Major Formal Elements 

 Spartan and isolated geometrical forms, including an unusual use of the 
full circle 
 

 Evocative of ruins without scale 

 Prominence of projecting pavilion, made possible by steel 
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1956 Melbourne Games 

56.1 MELBOURNE CRICKET GROUND 
Various Designers 

 

 
 

Figure 10. The Melbourne Cricket Grounds. 
 

 
Major Formal Elements 

 Pre-existing structure 

 Regional vernacular of pavilion roof 

 Curvilinear pavilion covers less than half of spectators 

 Availability and utility – the space was rented 
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56.2 SWIMMING AND DIVING STADIUM 

Kevin Borland, Peter McIntyre and John and Phyllis Murphy 
 

 
 

Figure 11. Melbourne Swimming Stadium’s industrial aesthetic. 
 

 
Major Formal Elements 

 Evocation of harp or musical instrument 

 Prominence of support structure 

 Priority placed on glass and steel recalls Peter Behrens turbine factory, 
Otto Wagner’s bank, and other early modernist works 
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56.3 HEIDELBERG WEST VILLAGE 

Various Designers 
 

 
 

Figure 12. Heidelberg Olympic Village’s Suburban Plan. 
 

 
Major Formal Elements 

 Mimics Fifties-era housing experiments (e.g., Levittown in New York) 

 Urban and neighborhood planning on a suburban scale 

 Imposed street grid  

 Managed density 
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1960 Rome Games 

60.1 PALAZZETTO DELLO SPORT 
Annibale Vitellozzi, P.L. Nervi  

 
 
 Figure 13. Palazzetto dello sporto’s central oculus.  
 

Major Formal Elements 

 Considered marvel of engineering when built 

 Recalls Italian achievement in architecture, i.e., the Pantheon 

 Dome as culturally important in Rome 

 More intimate than larger arena 

 Anthropomorphic support members suggest the tension of a  
building being supported on all sides by a kind of retaining force 
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60.2 PALAZZO DELLO SPORT 
P.L. Nervi, Marcello Piacentini 
 
 

 
Figure 14. Palazzo Dello Sporto’s Distribution of Light. 
 

 
Major Formal Elements 

 Dome remarkable for enormous span 

 Dome as symbol of Italian past, i.e. Brunelleschi, etc. 

 Massive classical form and prominence of oculus in design 
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60.3 STADIO DEI MARMI 

Enrico Del Debbio, Luigi Moretti 
 
 

 
 
Figure 15. Le Foro Italico’s Nationalist Promenade. 

 

 
Major Formal Elements 

 Historicism 

 Classical scale 

 Proximity to ancient “ruins” 

 Gallery effect 

 Array calling to mind Hadrian’s villa 

 Tiered tracks 
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1964 Tokyo Games 

64.1 NATIONAL GYMNASIUM 
Kenzo Tange, URTEC 

 

 
 
 
Figure 16. Yoyogi Sports Centre, Tokyo Olympics.  
 
 
Major Formal Elements 

 Visually-balanced design 

 Suggestive of movement and tension 

 Cyclonic 

 Simultaneous sculpting and suspension of reinforced concrete 

 Remarkably evocative of Japanese vernacular buildings without 
sacrificing newness and innovation 
 

 Interior concerned with play of light and materiality 
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64.2 KOMAZAWA TOWER 

Yoshinobu Ashihara  

 
 

Figure 17. Komazawa Gymnasium & Control Tower. 
 
 

 
Major Formal Elements 

 Clear reference to Japan’s past 

 Modern interpretation of ubiquitous pagoda style 

 Reliant on visual counterpoint of vertical projection 
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64.3 NIPPON BUDOKAN HALL 
Mamoru Yamada 

 
 

 
 

Figure 18. Nippon Budokan. 
 

 
Major Formal Elements 

 Japanese materiality 

 Fortress-like depth 

 Circular and central organization 

 Housed martial-arts events 
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1968 Mexico City Games 

68.1 OLYMPIC VILLAGE 
Hector Velazquez 

 
 

Figure 19. Mexico Olympic Village’s linear modernism. 

 
 

 
Major Formal Elements 

 Rational 

 Rhythmic linearity 

 Interpenetrating planes 

 Textured materiality 
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68.2 PALACIO DE LOS DEPORTES 

Candela, Peyri, Tamborrel 
 

 
 

Figure 20. Palacio de los Desportes. 
 

 
Major Formal Elements 

 Geometric, reptilian texture 

 Luxurious materiality of copper dome 

 Simultaneously high-tech and pre-historic 

 Sophisticated engineering is legible in structure 
 

 Prominent role as a graphic object for public consumption 
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68.3 MEXICO ’68 LOGO AND SIGNAGE 

Lance Wyman 
 
 

 
 

Figure 21. Concept diagram of Mexico 68 graphic language.  
 

 
Major Formal Elements 

 Radial – implying a center 

 Simultaneously sequential and circular 

 Three-dimensional and hypnotic 

 Evocative of Aztec and Incan textiles 

 Implied texture and vibration of words 

 Manipulation of the Olympic rings served as inspiration for the designer 
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1972 Munich Games 

72.1 OLYMPIASTADION 
Gunther Behnisch, Frei Otto 

 
 

Figure 22. Munich Olympiastadion’s transparent suspension. 
 
 

Major Formal Elements 

 A love poem to the capacity of technology to produce transparency  

 Wholesale rejection of the Berlin Games’ aesthetic, e.g.,  
Berlin was embedded in the ground with heavy masonry – this is being 
pulled skyward 
 

 Lightness and tension 

 Achieves texture through threading of acrylic panes – texture without 
sacrificing clarity 
 

 Circus tent quality and traveling carnival effect rejects seriousness 
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72.2 OLYMPIAPARK 

G. Behnisch, Gunther Grzimek 
 
 

 

Figure 23. Curvilinear landscape of Munich Olympiapark. 

 

Major Formal Elements 

 Olympic park-as-landscape and Olympic park-within-landscape 

 Organic and winding 

 Biomimicry 

 Visually compelling composition on an urban planning level 

 Serves as visual counterpoint to the tension cables suspending the stadium 
complex’s acrylic roof 
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72.3 OLYMPIC VILLAGE 

Heinle, Wischer & Associates 

 

Figure 24. Olympic Village’s tiered neighborhood. 
 

 

Major Formal Elements 

 Village as vertical neighborhood 

 Modular repetition to achieve vertical texture 

 Contrast of open air and heavy concrete 

 Achieves transparency through a kind of “sectional excavation” of a 
housing complex 
 

 Breakdown of large mega-blocks into human-scaled units suggests 
humanization of a corporate function 
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1976 Montreal Games 

76.1 OLYMPIC STADIUM 
Roger Taillibert 

 

 
 
Figure 25. Montreal Olympic Stadium.  

 
 
Major Formal Elements 

 Tower unfinished when the Games were held 

 Extremely expensive feat of technical engineering 

 Shell-like form 

 Suspension 

 Tower-as-bridge 

 Vertical element leans, creating tension and visual interest 

 Tower implies a vector of action - launching 
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76.2 OLYMPIC VELODROME 

Roger Taillibert 

 
Figure 26. Montreal Velodrome. 

 
 

 
Major Formal Elements 

 Biomimicry 

 Juxtaposition of heavy material (reinforced concrete) with implied vertical 
movement 
 

 Unusual and iconic form 

 Mollusk-like hard shell is impossibly heavy thus fenestrated roof 
highlights the feat of engineering 
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76.3 OLYMPIC VILLAGE 

Roger D’Astous, Luc Durand 
 
 

 
 
Figure 27. Montreal Olympic Village’s pyramidal form.  
 

 
Major Formal Elements 

 Allusion to ziggurats 

 Vertical neighborhood 

 Balance of hierarchy and visibility 

 Participant in games as spectator of other countries 

 Balconies and stacked trays 
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1980 Moscow Games 

80.1 OLYMPIC VELODROME 
Herbert Shurmann 

  

 
 
Figure 28. Krylatsky Olympic Velodrome.  
 

 
Major Formal Elements 

 Curved movement about a central spine 

 Contrasts to heaviness of other venues 
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80.2 V.I. LENIN CENTRAL STADIUM 

Wlassov, Polikarpov, Resnikov 
 
 

 
 
Figure 29.  Lenin Stadium as message-delivery stage. 
 

 

Major Formal Elements 

 Utility over aesthetics 

 A receding backdrop for public performance 

 Focus on centralized and ephemeral screen production 

 Stage for centrally-directed narrative  
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80.3 OLYMPIC VILLAGE 

Various Designers 
 

 
 
Figure 30. Moscow Olympic Village: Soviet housing block 
 

 
Major Formal Elements 

 Hyper-rational urban planning 

 Soviet bloc brutalist architecture 

 Mass housing as infrastructure of communist police state 

 Grand scale 

 Embraces Urban Renewal view of place-making 
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1984 Los Angeles Games 

84.1 L.A. MEMORIAL COLISEUM  
John Parkinson 

 

 
 
Figure 31. Olympic Torch Tower of the Los Angeles Coliseum.  
 

 
Major Formal Elements and Venue Notes 

 Entry through upper-level grand arch gateway, continuous with Olympic 
torch tower 
 

 Triumphal arch flanked symmetrically by array of seven smaller Roman 
arches on the Eastern side of the stadium’s oval 
 

 Classical symmetry 

 Art Deco detailing 

 Built in anticipation of the 1932 Games, it was the largest facility of its 
kind at the time of construction103 

 
 
                                                             

103 Barclay Gordon, Olympic Architecture: Building for the Summer Games (New York:  
John Wiley & Sons, 1983), 18. 



91 
 

 
 
84.2 OLYMPIC SWIM CENTER 

Flewelling & Moody 
 

 

 
 

Figure 32. 1984 Olympic Games Pool Complex.  
 

 
Major Formal Elements 

 Subtractive  

 Evocative of suburban environment 

 Wedged into an urban campus 

 Functional and unconcerned with façade 

 Without a public face 
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84.3 VELODROME 

W. Ted Tyler Associates  

 
 
Figure 33.  Olympic Velodrome. 
 

 
Major Formal Elements 

 Insubstantial 

 Local nostalgia 

 Informality 

 Pre-existing structure 
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1988 Seoul Games 

88.1 OLYMPIC PARK 
Various Designers 

 
 

 
 
Figure 34. World Peace Gate  
 

 
Major Formal Elements 

 Welcome gateway as a typology  

 Built at height of postmodernism 

 Explicitly cultural reference 

 Modern revamping of local forms 

 Highly symbolic rather than functional 
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88.2 OLYMPIC STADIUM 

Kim Swoo Geun 
 

  
 

Figure 35. Seoul Olympic Stadium.  
 

 
Major Formal Elements 

 Uniformity 

 Simple section, harmoniously rotated 

 Concealed formality yields stadium-as-object 

 Expressive veneer 
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88.3 OLYMPIC VILLAGE 

Kyu Sung Woo 

 
 

  
Figure 36. Athletes’ and Reporters’ Village. 

 

 
Major Formal Elements 

 Urban planning model 

 Modernist city-making 

 Concern with scale – stepping down to meet a curvilinear architectural 
counterpoint 
 

 Varied take on the big block grid of public housing in high modernism 
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1992 Barcelona Games 

92.1 PALAU SANT JORDI 
Arata Isozaki, M. Kawaguchi  

 

 
 

Figure 37. Palau Sant Jordi.  
 

 
Major Formal Elements 

 Simplicity of form contains complexity of region’s multi-ethnic past 

 Shares features of regionally significant Islamic architecture, including the 
mosque at Cordoba and Hagia Sophia 
 

 Dark and sleek exterior 

 Slope of site leaves structure both raised and embedded  
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92.2 OLYMPIC STADIUM 

Vittorio Gregotti (Renovation)  
 
  

 
 
Figure 38. BCN – Estadi Olimpic.  
 

 
Major Formal Elements 

 Layering of functional reuse and historicist architecture 
 

 Exterior emphasis on regional materiality and warmth, but also on stability 
and order 

 
 Exemplifies urban revival of Barcelona 
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92.3 OLYMPIC VILLAGE 
David Mackay  
 

 
  
        Figure 39. Barcelona Olympic Village.  

  

Major Formal Elements 

 Urban redevelopment on a grand scale 

 Neighborhood-building 

 Combination of rectilinear and curvilinear forms  

 Elements of postmodern development and large-scale New Urbanist 
sensibility 
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1996 Atlanta Games 

96.1 OLYMPIC NATATORIUM 
Stanley-Love-Stanley, PC 

 
 

 
 
Figure 40. Centennial Olympic Natatorium. 

 
Major Formal Elements 

 Unsophisticated functionalism 

 Evocative of big-box retail and heavy machinery warehouse 

 Light steel structure with removal temporary seating 
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96.2 CENTENNIAL STADIUM 
Heery International 

 
 

Figure 41. Centennial Olympic Stadium. 

 
 

Major Formal Elements 

 Semi-circular core faced with region-contextual red bricks 

 Clustered, additive form suggests the priority placed on post-Olympic 
conversion to a Major League Baseball park. 
 

 Typical of stadium design of the time. Layered complexity employed for 
nostalgic effect 

 
 Contradiction of layered history with ephemeral conversion 
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96.3 OLYMPIC PARK 
Architect EDAW 
 

 
 

Figure 42. Centennial Olympic Park’s patchwork commercialism 
 

Major Formal Elements 

 Forced application of an urban grid to open, undeveloped space 

 Prioritizes commercial opportunities 

 New Urbanist landscape planning 
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2000 Sydney Games 

00.1 STADIUM AUSTRALIA 
HOK Lobb 

  
Figure 43. Stadium Australia. 

 
Major Formal Elements 

 Stadium as machine for processing visitors 

 Complexity of symmetrical structural form is rooted in programmatic 
considerations of climate and circulation 
 

 Future use factored into planning 
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00.2 AQUATIC CENTRE 

Philip Cox Richardson et al 
 
 

 
 

Figure 44. Aquatic Centre. 

 
Major Formal Elements 

 Catenary support structure with symmetrical cable ties 

 Functional  

 Corporate  
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00.3 OLYMPIC VILLAGE 
Various Designers 
 

 
Figure 45. Sydney Olympic Village. 

 
Major Formal Elements 

 Extremely domestic, suburban scale 

 Neighborhood development 

 Clear thinking about post-Games legacy and economic development 
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2004 Athens Games 

04.1 OLYMPIC STADIUM   
Santiago Calatrava 
 
 
 

 
 

Figure 46. Athens Olympic Stadium. 

 
 
Major Formal Elements 

 Suspension 

 Exemplifies the power of steel and engineering innovation 

 Directed, evocative of movement 

 Paradoxically expresses lightness and weight 

 Whiteness alludes to nearby ruins 
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04.2 OLYMPIC VELODROME 

Santiago Calatrava 
 
 

 

 
 

Figure 47. Roof of Athens Velodrome. 

 
Major Formal Elements 

 Catenary  

 Evocative of stringed instruments, archery 

 Ribcage 

 Stark whiteness 

 Technological and ancient at the same time 
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04.3 AGORA  

Santiago Calatrava 
 

 
Figure 48. Calatrava’s Agora Circulation Path Diagram. 

 
 

 
Major Formal Elements 

 Spartan form 

 Processional 

 Modern interpretation of arbor walk 

 Stark whiteness 

 Circuit marked by array suggests temporal becoming 
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2008 Beijing Games 

 

08.1 BIRD’S NEST (STADIUM) 
Herzog & De Meuron 

 
 

 
Figure 48. Development of Bird’s Nest Parametric form Diagram. 

 
 
Major Formal Elements 

 Algorithmic, parametric, rotational design 

 Contemporary form 

 Metaphoric reference to culturally important organic trope 

 

 



109 
 

08.2 WATER CUBE (AQUATICS) 
PTW Architects 

 
 
  

 
 

Figure 49. Water Cube: Texture and Skin 

 
 

Major Formal Elements 

 Evocative of soap bubbles 

 Hi-tech custom-developed building envelope made from organically-

derived plastic 

 Viscous transparency 

 Glow – illumination projected from skin 
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08.3 BEIJING OLYMPIC BASKETBALL GYMNASIUM 

Beijing Institute of Architectural Design 
 
 

 
Figure 50. Basketball Gymnasium as kit-of-parts and decorated shed. 

 
Major Formal Elements 

 Façade covered with orange powder-coated steel screens 

 Monolithic exterior 

 Branching of façade to suggest supplement to “Bird’s Nest” and “Water 

Cube” 
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2012 London Games 

12.1 AQUATICS CENTRE 
Zaha Hadid 

 

 
 

Figure 51. Modularity Meets Parametric Form – London Aquatics Centre. 

 
 
Major Formal Elements 

 Parametric form 

 Curvilinear  

 Convertible to account for smaller post-Olympic crowds 

 Marketability as visual object and product of “starchitecture” 
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12.2 VELODROME 

Hopkins Architects 
  

 
Figure 52. Simple form of London velodrome composed of tilted ellipses. 

  
 
Major Formal Elements 

 Suggestive of movement 

 Implied ovals rotated with centrifugal force 

 Prioritization of material warmth in use of wood 

 Visual embodiment of sustainability focus 
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12.3 OLYMPIC STADIUM 

Populous 
  

 
 

Figure 53. Functionalist rings of stadium assembly suggest a crown. 

 
Major Formal Elements 

 Layered truss-rings 

 Simultaneous quotation of a crown and the Millennium dome 

 Evocative of British tradition of functionalist tech in the manner of  
Norman Foster and Richard Rogers 
 

 Simplicity and purity of white emphasizes structural elements that might 
be otherwise missed 

 
 Implied transformation of functional “crown points” – appearance of 

collapsibility 
 

 Vertices of triangles house lighting 

 Tectonic implies temporary structure 



 

 

Chapter VI 

Results and Discussion 

 

 Horne observed that “cities increasingly build and utilize iconic architecture and 

urban spaces to flag their presence in the world.”104 The same can be said of countries, but 

what the research presented in this thesis makes clear is that one must inquire as to whether 

this act of presence-flagging is fundamentally an economic act or a political one. Such a 

question naturally follows when one examines and begins to draw conclusions about the 

data at the heart of this study. It is to that examination that the section below turns. 

 In reconciling the political contexts in which the Olympic Games have been held 

with an analysis of the visual content produced by host-countries, one is able, readily, to 

group Olympiads according to shared characteristics. At the same time, some categories 

that were thought to be useful at the beginning of the study proved redundant. For example, 

a list identifying host-countries that exerted centralized control over the development of 

the Games proved duplicative of a list, featured in Table 2 below, of host-countries 

separated into democratic and authoritarian regimes. Tables 3-6 below summarize the basic 

categories resulting from the analysis, and Table 7 serves to summarize all the key variables 

by Olympic year. Table 7 further illustrates the relationships between variables that are 

consistent with hypothesized outcomes and those that deviate from expected outcomes. 

  

                                                             
104 Horne, Understanding the Olympics: 181. 
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Regime Type 

 
Authoritarian or Undemocratic Democratic 

 

1936 Berlin 

1960 Rome* 

1968 Mexico City 

1980 Moscow 

1988 Seoul 

2008 Beijing 

 

 

 

 

 

1948 London 

1952 Helsinki 

1956 Melbourne 

1960 Rome* 

1964 Tokyo 

1972 Munich 

1976 Montreal 

1984 Los Angeles 

1992 Barcelona 

1996 Atlanta 

2000 Sydney 

2004 Athens 

2012 London 

 

*The Italian regime changed between the time the first Olympic venues were built and the start 
of the Games. 

Table 2. Summer Games by Host Regime and Authority Types. 
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Expected Benefits 

 
Political Economic 

 

1936 Berlin 

1960 Rome 

1964 Tokyo 

1968 Mexico City 

1980 Moscow 

1988 Seoul 

2008 Beijing 

 

 

1948 London 

1952 Helsinki 

1956 Melbourne 

1972 Munich 

1976 Montreal 

1984 Los Angeles 

1992 Barcelona 

1996 Atlanta 

2000 Sydney 

2004 Athens 

2012 London 

 

Table 2. Summer Games by Anticipated Host-Country Benefit Type (Political/Economic). 
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Architectural Content 

 
 

 
No Significant 

Nationalist Motifs or Themes 
 

 
Significant  

Nationalist Motifs or Themes 

 

1948 London UNITED KINGDOM 

1952 Helsinki FINLAND 

1956 Melbourne AUSTRALIA 

1960 Rome ITALY 

1964 Tokyo JAPAN 

1972 Munich WEST GERMANY 

1976 Montreal CANADA 

1984 Los Angeles UNITED STATES 

1992 Barcelona SPAIN 

1996 Atlanta UNITED STATES 

2000 Sydney AUSTRALIA 

2004 Athens GREECE 

2008 Beijing CHINA 

2012 London UNITED KINGDOM 

 

1936 Berlin GERMANY 

1968 Mexico City MEXICO 

1980 Moscow USSR 

1988 Seoul KOREA 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 4. Summer Olympic Games by Architectural Content Type. 
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Organizer Narrative 

 
 Nationalist  Cosmopolitan 

Architectural 
Content 

Nationalist 
 

 

1936 Berlin 

1968 Mexico City 

1980 Moscow 

1988 Seoul 

 

 

Cosmopolitan 

 

2008 Beijing 

 

 

 

 

1948 London  

1952 Helsinki  

1956 Melbourne  

1960 Rome  

1964 Tokyo  

1972 Munich  

1976 Montreal  

1984 Los Angeles  

1992 Barcelona  

1996 Atlanta  

2000 Sydney  

2004 Athens  

 

Table 5. Summer Games by Architectural Content and Organizer Narrative. 
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Expected Benefits 

 
Political Economic 

Architectural 
Content 

Nationalist 
 

 
1936 Berlin 
1960 Rome 
1964 Tokyo 

1968 Mexico City 
1980 Moscow 

1988 Seoul 
2008 Beijing 

 
 
 

 
xxx 

Cosmopolitan 

 
 
 

xxx 
 
 
 

xxx 

 

Table 6. Summer Games by Architectural Content and Expected Host Benefits. 
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 In reconciling the political context narratives with the diagrammatic summaries of 

architectural form, one can assess the initial hypotheses of the thesis.  

 
Hypothesis 1: Formal elements and motifs that suggest nationalist themes will be 

more readily apparent in the architecture of Olympic venues in 
countries for which the primary benefits to be gained by hosting 
the Games are political rather than economic. 

 
While this was generally found to be the case, there were notable exceptions, and 

evidence of a trend away from achieving political interests through nationalist visual 

content. In the instances of post-war venues for Rome 1960, Mexico City 1968, Moscow  

1980, and Beijing 2008, host-countries relied on cosmopolitan or at least non-nationalist  

visual content to pursue political interests. 

Hypothesis 2: Formal elements and motifs that suggest nationalist themes will be 
more readily apparent in the architecture of Olympic venues in 
countries with more authoritarian forms of government. 

 
With the qualification that the sample size is limited, authoritarian forms of government 

produced nationalist visual content in only half of the Olympiads in the study.  

Hypothesis 3: Formal elements, architectural motifs, and patterns of urban 
planning will reinforce the dominant narrative propagated by host-
country organizers. 

 
The analysis reveals that in only two instances, Tokyo 1964 and Beijing 2008, did the 

narrative advanced by the host country fail to match the visual content studied. 

 
Hypothesis 4: Countries wishing to advance national interests have increasingly 

relied on cosmopolitan rhetoric, and this shift will be reflected in 
architectural form. 

 
While initial research suggested that the hypothesized shift in cosmopolitan rhetoric  

would be matched by increasingly cosmopolitan content, the observed relationship is  

somewhat tenuous. It is possible that by drilling down further to distinguish between the  
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narrative advanced and a textual analysis of political rhetoric that a more  

definitive observation could be made. 

 

 
 

 
 
Table 7. Key Variables by Olympic Year with Noted Variations from Hypothesized Outcome. 



 

 

Chapter VII 

Conclusion and Implications for Further Research 

 
 In August of 2017, hundreds of survivors of the 2010 earthquake in Haiti fled the 

United States and sought asylum in Canada. The exodus was sparked by President 

Donald Trump’s nationalist, anti-immigrant rhetoric, and by his threat to rescind 

protection from refugees who had spent almost ten years trying to build a new life in 

America. Arriving in Montreal, they were received and housed at the newly-repurposed 

refugee welcome center, previously recognizable to most as the Olympic Stadium for the 

1976 Summer Games.  Thousands of miles away and two years earlier, a flood of 

migrants fleeing war, persecution, and lack of economic opportunities in neighboring 

regions filled the Olympic venues of the 2004 Athens Games. Prompted by global 

catastrophe, sites of what this thesis has termed “competitive hospitality” were 

transformed into imperfect sites of cosmopolitan refuge. Most of these arrangements 

were temporary, but some paved the way to permanent resettlement, and the striking of 

roots into new soil—superficially different from ground that had been fled or dirt that had 

been carried to faraway places on well-worn soles—but fundamentally the same.   

As these settlers inhabit new dwellings and enclose new spaces, perhaps they will 

bring something of the old places with them to be grafted on to unfamiliar forms as need 

dictates.  Perhaps, too, the layers of change and the palimpsestic lines they will yield on 

facades and floor plans, legible to future travelers, will evolve new ways of building not 

pure and monolithic, but mixed and tainted and imperfect and human. Those will truly be 

cosmopolitan spaces, and in them people will trade, and argue, and negotiate, and live, as 
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they have done since the age of rising ziggurats, when Gilgamesh sought to climb upward 

to immortality on the steps of well-fired bricks. 
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Appendix A 

Images of Summer Olympic Venues, 1936-2012 

 

1936 Berlin Games 

36.1 REICHSSPORTFELD SITE PLAN 
Otto March with Albert Speer 
 

  
 
Figure 54. Cornelius Lowe, Venues of the 1936 Summer Olympics: Reichssportfeld, 1936. 

Available from: Wikipedia Commons,   
http://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/File%3A1936_Summer_Olympics_Reichssportfeld_map.jpg 
(accessed March 31, 2015). 
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36.2 OLYMPIC STADIUM 
Otto March with Albert Speer 
 

 
 

Figure 55. Berlin, Olympia-Stadion, 1936, German Federal Archive. Available from: Wikipedia  
Commons, http://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/File:Bundesarchiv_Bild_183-
R82532,_Berlin,_Olympia-Stadion_%28Luftaufnahme%29.jpg (accessed March 31, 2015). 

 
36.3 OLYMPIC VILLAGE 

Otto March with Albert Speer 

 
 

Figure 56. Olympic Village, Berlin, 1936. Berlin State Archive. Reproduced from: Barclay F. Gordon. 
Olympic Architecture: Building for the Summer Games. New York: Wiley & Sons, 1983, page 34. 
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1948 London Games 

48.1 EMPIRE STADIUM 
Various Designers 
 

 
 
Figure 57. Aerial View of Empire Stadium, Wembley, c. 1954. Available from:  

http://www.british-towns.net/england/southeastern/greater-london/brent/wembley/album/ 
empire-stadium 
 

 
48.2 EMPIRE POOL 

Various Designers 
 

 
 
Figure 58. Empire Stadium, with the Empire Pool (now Wembley Arena) in the foreground, 1934, cropped.  

Available from: https://www.english-heritage.org.uk/remote/www.english-
heritage.org.uk/content/publications/galleries/played-in-london/PiL-Galllery-Image-
1.jpg?w=350&h=350&mode=crop 
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48.3 HERNE HILL VELODROME 

Various Designers 
 

  
 
Figure 59. The 4,000m team pursuit at the 1948 Olympic Games. 1948, Popperfoto.  

http://i.guim.co.uk/static/w-700/h--/q-95/sys images/Guardian/Pix/pictures/2011 
/8/1/1312237158676/Sport.-Cycling.-1948-Olym-007.jpg 

 

1952 Helsinki Games 

52.1 OLYMPIC STADIUM 
Yrjo Lindegren, Toivo Jantt 
 

 
 
Figure 60. Olympic Stadium, Helsinki, Finland. exterior view. Loeb Library, Harvard Design School. 1934- 

1940. Available from Artstor: http://nrs.harvard.edu/urn-3:GSD.loeb:276811 (accessed March 31,  
2015). 
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52.2 OLYMPIC SWIMMING STADIUM 
Jorma Jarvi 

 

 
 
Figure 61. Title, Year, Source. Available from: Website. 
 
52.3 OLYMPIC VELODROME 

Hilding Ekelund 
 

 
 
Figure 62. Helsinki Velodrome, 2009. Available from: Wikipedia Commons, 

http://upload.wikimedia.org/wikipedia/commons/thumb/a/af/Helsingin_Velodromi.JPG/1200px-
Helsingin_Velodromi.JPG (accessed March 31, 2015) 
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1956 Melbourne Games 

56.1 MELBOURNE CRICKET GROUND 
Various Designers 
 

 
 
Figure 63. The Melbourne Cricket Grounds during the Parade of Nations at the Olympic Opening  

Ceremony. Available from Bryan Pinkall’s World of Opera: 
http://bryanpinkall.blogspot.com/2012/07/1956-summer-olympic-opening-ceremony.html 
(accessed March 31, 2015). 

 
56.2 SWIMMING AND DIVING STADIUM 

Kevin Borland, Peter McIntyre and John and Phyllis Murphy 
 

 
 
Figure 64. Lexus Centre from MCG. 2009. Available from Wikipedia Commons:  

http://upload.wikimedia.org/wikipedia/commons/thumb/3/39/Lexus_centre.JPG/1200px-
Lexus_centre.JPG (accessed March 31, 2015). 
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56.3 HEIDELBERG WEST VILLAGE 
Various Designers 
 

 
 
Figure 65. Heidelberg Olympic Village, Entrance. Available from:  

http://melbourneforeveryone.com.au/wp-content/uploads/Heidelberg-Olympic-Village-3.jpg   
(Accessed March 31, 2015). 

 

1960 Rome Games 

60.1 PALAZZETTO DELLO SPORT 
Annibale Vitellozzi, P.L. Nervi  

 

 
 
Figure 66. Palazzetto dello sport; overview. 1960. Available from ARTstor:  
http://library.artstor.org.ezp-prod1.hul.harvard.edu/library/secure/ 
ViewImages?id=8CJGbzQuJTE6NjU8ZlN7R3srWXkselx8&userId=hTBCcT4t&zoomparams=  
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60.2 PALAZZO DELLO SPORT 
P.L. Nervi, Marcello Piacentini 
 

 
 
Figure 67. Palazzo Dello Sport, 1960. Available from: 

https://sofaarome.files.wordpress.com/2010/08/palazzocropoffreport.jpg 
 (Accessed March 31, 2015). 

 
60.3 STADIO DEI MARMI 

Enrico Del Debbio, Luigi Moretti 
 

 
 
Figure 68. Stadio Dei Marmi. 2011. Available from Wikipedia Commons: 

http://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/File%3ALe_Foro_Italico_(Rome)_(5905922261).jpg 
(Accessed March 31, 2015). 
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1964 Tokyo Games 

64.1 NATIONAL GYMNASIUM 
Kenzo Tange, URTEC 
 

 
 
Figure 69. Yoyogi Sports Centre, Tokyo Olympics. 1961-1964. Loeb Library, Harvard Design School 

Available from: http://nrs.harvard.edu/urn-3:GSD.loeb:991187 (Accessed March 31, 2015). 
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64.2 KOMAZAWA TOWER 

Yoshinobu Ashihara 
 

 
 
Figure 70. Komazawa Gymnasium & Control Tower 2009. Photographer: Wiiii.  

Available from Wikipedia Commons: 
http://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/File:Komazawa_Gymnasium_%26_Control_Tower_2009.jpg(Ac
cessed March 31, 2015). 

 
64.3 NIPPON BUDOKAN HALL 

Mamoru Yamada 
 

 
 
Figure 71. Nippon Budokan 2010. Photographer: Wiiii. Available from Wikipedia Commons:  

http://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/File:Nippon_Budokan_2010.jpg (Accessed March 31, 2015). 
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1968 Mexico City Games 

68.1 OLYMPIC VILLAGE 
Hector Velazquez 
 

 
 
Figure 72. Mexico’s New Olympic Village. c. 1968. Francisco Uribe. Reproduced from: Barclay F. Gordon. 

Olympic Architecture: Building for the Summer Games. New York: Wiley & Sons, 1983, page 
100. 

 
68.2 PALACIO DE LOS DEPORTES 

Candela, Peyri, Tamborrel 
 

 
 

Figure 73. Mexico’s New Olympic Village. c. 1968. Francisco Uribe. Reproduced from: Barclay F. Gordon. 
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Olympic Architecture: Building for the Summer Games. New York: Wiley & Sons, 1983, page 
100. 

 
68.3 MEXICO ’68 LOGO AND SIGNAGE 

Lance Wyman 
 

 
 
Figure 74. Mexico ’68 logo, 1968. Lance Wyman, designer. Reproduced from: Luis M. Castaneda. 
Spectacular Mexico: Design, Propaganda, and the 1968 Olympics. Minneapolis: University of Minnesota 
Press, 2014, page 141. 
 

 

1972 Munich Games 

72.1 OLYMPIASTADION 
Gunther Behnisch, Frei Otto 
 

 
 
Figure 75. ADD CITATION. Look in folder under Harvard images. 
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72.2 OLYMPIAPARK 

G. Behnisch, Gunther Grzimek 
 

 
Figure 76 

 
72.3 OLYMPIC VILLAGE 

Heinle, Wischer & Associates 
 

 
 
Figure 77. Munich Olympic Villages. Reproduced from: International Olympic Committee.  
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1972 Summer Olympics official report, vol. 2, pt. 2, 100. Available from: 
http://library.la84.org/6oic/OfficialReports/1972/1972s2pt2.pdf (Accessed March 31, 2015).  

 

1976 Montreal Games 

76.1 OLYMPIC STADIUM 
Roger Taillibert 
 

 
 
Figure 78. Montreal Olympic Stadium. 2012. Original dimension: 3648 x 2736 pixels.  

Photograph by Jason Peoples. 
 
76.2 OLYMPIC VELODROME 

Roger Taillibert 
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Figure 79. Biodome Montreal. [Formerly Olympic Velodrome]  Photograph by Ptit Lutin.  
Available from Wikimedia Commons, 
http://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/File:Biodome_Montreal.jpg#/media/File: 
Biodome_Montreal.jpg (Accessed March 31, 2015). 

76.3 OLYMPIC VILLAGE 
Roger D’Astous, Luc Durand 
 

 
 
Figure 80. Montreal Olympic Village. 1976. Regie des installations olympiques. Reproduced from: Barclay  

F. Gordon. Olympic Architecture: Building for the Summer Games. New York: Wiley & Sons, 
1983, 144. 

 
1980 Moscow Games 

80.1 OLYMPIC VELODROME 
Herbert Shurmann 

  

 
 
Figure 81. Krylatsky Olympic Velodrome. 2008. Photograph: Sidik iz PTU.  
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Available from Wikipedia Commons,  
http://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/File:Krylatsky_Olympic_Velodrome.jpg#/media/File:Krylats
ky_Olympic_Velodrome.jpg (Accessed March 31, 2015). 

 
80.2 V.I. LENIN CENTRAL STADIUM 

Wlassov, Polikarpov, Resnikov 
 

 
 
Figure 82. “Built in the first post-Stalin years and brightened for these Games, giant Lenin Stadium served  

as a focus for the Moscow Olympics and a reminder of officially sanctioned stylistic change.” 
1980. Reproduced from: Barclay F. Gordon. Olympic Architecture: Building for the Summer 
Games. New York: Wiley & Sons, 1983, 154-155. 

 
80.3 OLYMPIC VILLAGE 

Various Designers 
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Figure 83. “Moscow’s new Olympic Village was built in the city’s rapidly expanding southwest quadrant.” 
1980. Reproduced from: Barclay F. Gordon. Olympic Architecture: Building for the Summer Games. New 
York: Wiley & Sons, 1983, 156. 
1984 Los Angeles Games 

84.1 L.A. MEMORIAL COLISEUM  
John Parkinson 

 

  
 
Figure 84. Olympic Torch Tower of the Los Angeles Coliseum. 1984. U.S. Air Force.  

Available from Wikipedia Commons,   
http://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/File:Olympic_Torch_Tower_of_the_Los_Angeles_Coliseum.
jpg#/media/File:Olympic_Torch_Tower_of_the_Los_Angeles_Coliseum.jpg (Accessed March 31, 
2015). 

 
84.2 OLYMPIC SWIM CENTER 

Flewelling & Moody 
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Figure 85. 1984 Olympic Games Pool Complex. Available from: Archinect, 
http://archinect.com/firms/project/9121752/1984-olympic-games-pool-complex-usc-
campus/80608511 

84.3 VELODROME 
W. Ted Tyler Associates  
 

 
 
Figure 86. 1984 Olympic Velodrome, Carson, CA. California State University. Available from: 

http://www.calstate.edu/50th/images/timeline/lg/timeline_lg_16.jpg (Accessed March 31, 2015) 
 
1988 Seoul Games 

88.1 OLYMPIC PARK 
Various Designers  
 

 
 
Figure 87. "World Peace Gate, Olympic Park, Seoul" Photograph by Ziggymaster. Available from: 

Wikipedia Commons, http://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/File:World_Peace_Gate,_ 
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Olympic_Park,_Seoul.jpg#/media/File:World_Peace_Gate,_Olympic_Park,_Seoul.jpg (Accessed 
March 31, 2015). 

 
88.2 OLYMPIC STADIUM 

Kim Swoo Geun 
 

  
 
Figure 88. Seoul Olympic Stadium. 2010.  Korea Tourism Organization. Available from:  

http://tong.visitkorea.or.kr/cms/resource/04/1093404_image2_1.jpg  
(Accessed March 31, 2015) 

 

88.3 OLYMPIC VILLAGE 
Kyu Sung Woo 
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Figure 89. Athletes’ and Reporters’ Village, Games of the 24th Olympiad. 1988. Kyu Sung Woo Architects.  
Available from: http://www.kswa.com/work/olympic_village/img/olympic_village.jpg 
(Accessed March 31, 2015) 

1992 Barcelona Games 

92.1 PALAU SANT JORDI 
Arata Isozaki, M. Kawaguchi  

 

 
 
Figure 90. Image of Palau Sant Jordi Olympic sporting arena on Montjuïc, Barcelona, Spain. 

2008.Photograph by Everyme. Available from Wikipedia Commons, 
http://upload.wikimedia.org/wikipedia/commons/f/f1/Palau_Sant_Jordi.jpg 
(Accessed March 31, 2015).  
 

92.2 OLYMPIC STADIUM 
Vittorio Gregotti (Renovation)  
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Figure 91. BCN – Estadi Olimpic. 2004. Photograph by Amad Alvarez. Available from  

Wikipedia Commons, http://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/File:BCN-EstadiOlimpic-
4860.jpg#/media/File:BCN-EstadiOlimpic-4860.jpg (Accessed March 31, 2015). 

 
92.3 OLYMPIC VILLAGE 

David Mackay  
 

 
 
Figure 92. Barcelona Olympic Village. 2012. Barcelona Olimpica. Available from:  

http://www.barcelonaolimpica.net/uploads/i171_2.jpg (Accessed March 31, 2015). 
 

1996 Atlanta Games 
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96.1 OLYMPIC NATATORIUM 
Stanley-Love-Stanley, PC 

 

  
 
Figure 93. Georgia Tech Aquatic Center, 1996. Photograph by Joseph Pittelli, USAF. Available from  

Wikipedia Commons, http://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/File%3AGeorgia_Tech_ 
Aquatic_Center_(1996).jpeg (Accessed March 31, 2015).  

96.2 CENTENNIAL STADIUM 
Heery International  

 

  
 
Figure 94. Centennial Olympic Stadium, 1996. Inglett-Stubbs. Available from:  
 http://www.inglett-stubbs.com/portfolio/centennial-olympic-stadium/  (Accessed March 31, 2015). 

96.3 OLYMPIC PARK 
Architect EDAW 
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Figure 95. Map of Centennial Olympic Park, Atlanta, Georgia. Available from:  

http://www.centennialpark.com/docs/walking_map.pdf (Accessed March 31, 2015). 
2000 Sydney Games 

00.1 STADIUM AUSTRALIA 
HOK Lobb 

 

 
 
Figure 96. Stadium Australia. Reproduced from: Patrick Bingham-Hall. Olympic Architecture: Building  
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Sydney 2000. Sydney: Watermark Press, 1999, 69. 
 
00.2 AQUATIC CENTRE 

Philip Cox Richardson et al 
 

  
 
Figure 97. Sydney International Aquatic Centre. Reproduced from: Patrick Bingham-Hall. Olympic  

Architecture: Building Sydney 2000. Sydney: Watermark Press, 1999, 199. 
 

00.3 OLYMPIC VILLAGE 
Various Designers 
 

 
 

Figure 98. Olympic Village Newington Apartments. Reproduced from: Patrick Bingham-Hall. Olympic  
Architecture: Building Sydney 2000. Sydney: Watermark Press, 1999, 216. 

 
2004 Athens Games 
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04.1 OLYMPIC STADIUM   
Santiago Calatrava 
 

  
 
Figure 99. Olympic Stadium Roof. Reproduced from: Alexander Tzonis. Santiago Calatrava: The Athens  

Olympics. New York: Rizzoli, 2005, 95. 
04.2 OLYMPIC VELODROME 

Santiago Calatrava 
 

  
 
Figure 100. Velodrome Roof. Reproduced from: Alexander Tzonis. Santiago Calatrava: The Athens  

Olympics. New York: Rizzoli, 2005, 109. 
 
04.3 AGORA & NATIONS WALL 
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Santiago Calatrava 
 

             
 

Figure 101 

     

 

2008 Beijing Games 

08.1 BIRD’S NEST (STADIUM) 
Herzog & De Meuron 
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Figure 102 

 
 
08.2 WATER CUBE (AQUATICS) 

PTW Architects 

 
Figure 103 
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08.3 BASKETBALL STADIUM 
ADD ARCHITECT 
 

 
 
Figure 104. Beijing 2008 Basketball Stadium. 

 

2012 London Games 

12.1 AQUATICS CENTRE 
Zaha Hadid 
 

 
 
Figure 105. London 2012 Aquatic Centre. 

 
 
12.2 VELODROME 
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Hopkins Architects 
 

  
 

Figure 106 London 2012 Velodrome 

  
12.3 OLYMPIC STADIUM 

Populous 
 

  
 

Figure 107 London 2012 Olympic Stadium 
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