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ABSTRACT

The goal of this research is to understand the role, influence, and attitudes of downtown Atlanta
business elites on downtown redevelopment policies. The downtown business elites has dominated

the local politics of Atlanta for decades in order to achieve their redevelopment objectives. This
research investigates the behavior of Atlanta business elites on downtown redevelopment policies
from 1950s to 2000s in light of the 1996 Summer Olympic Games experience. This research
HI[ISORUHG WKH LQWHUSOD\ EHW ZH téQarbl\tecy@mecizg officaR 2Q W R Z Q
well as other interested parties in order to analyze the power and involvement of elites on the urban
policy-making process. This study is grounded in urban regime theory to analyze how the business
elites of downtown Atlanta attempted to transform Atlanta from a regional-national hub into an
LOQWHUQDWLRQDO FLW\ XVLQJ WKH FLW\fV KRVWLQJ RI WKH

implement their vision.

First, the author lays out the picture in 1950s by introducing the regime actors in Atlanta and by
explaining how the regime was shaped and has evolved over decades. Next, the author investigates
how the business elites used the Olympics as a convenient vehicle to implement their own vision

for downtown redevelopment. Finally, the author discusses the short- and long-term impacts of

the Olympics on downtown Atlanta redevelopment. By establishing a connection between the
Olympic bidding idea, Olympic legacy, and the changing role of downtown Atlanta business elites

in urban policy-making process, this study contributes to the body of literature in urban politics by
linking the regime theoryand megd-Y HQW OLWHUDWXUHYV WR H[SDQG WKH XC

SROLWLFDO SRZHU VWUXFW XU hh lipHD @3 the/ X0BI6 BlIympicTexp&iBnod. F\ G\ Q |

The results indicate that the regime in Atlanta has changed since its creation because of several

internal and external factors, including the relative decline of downtown Atlanta, growing and

X



attractive competitive suburbs, and changing demographics. Local growth advocates have
promoted Atlanta first as a regional, then a national, and finally an international city. The Olympic
bid was a logical result of the existing regime in Atlanta seeks to transform the city into a world-
stage player. Downtown Atlanta business elites sought to use the Olympics as a convenient
strategy to create an international city image, reverse the declining trend of office and retall
businesses in downtown, and to increase the primacy of downtown Atlanta over growing suburbs
in the region. The elites seized the opportunity presented by a potential Olympic hosting in Atlanta
to make promises and implement a vision that W OL]HY FHUWDLQ GRZQWRZQ
Olympic strategy gave positive results in the short-run, however did not help to increase the
primacy of downtown Atlanta in the long term due to short-term focused strategies selected by
downtown business elites as well as prioritizegional issues and shifted focus of business elites

to regional growthThe findings suggest that regime theory has limited ability to explain the

changes in governing coalition.

Xi



CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

The goal of this research is to understand the role, influence, and attitudes of downtown Atlanta
business elites on downtown redevelopment policies. The downtown business elites has dominated

the local politics of Atlanta for decades in order to achieve their redevelopment objectives. This
research investigates the behavior of Atlanta business elites on downtown redevelopment policies
from 1950s to 2000s in light of the 1996 Summer Olympic experience. This research explored the
LQWHUSOD\ EHWZHHQ $WODQWDYV GRZQWRZQ EXVLQHVYV HOL
interested parties in order to analyze the power and involvement of elites on the urban policy-
making process. This study is grounded in urban regime theory to analyze how the business elites

of downtown Atlanta attempted to transform Atlanta from a regional-national hub into an
LOQWHUQDWLRQDO FLW\ XVLQJ WKH FLW\fV KRVWLQJ RI WKH
implement their vision. The research aim is to: 1) introduce the regime that was already in place

in Atlanta and discuss its primary motivation; 2) expldkeH EXVLQHVYVY HOLWHVY VWUD)
Olympics to keep their power in stay and to facilitate the primacy of downtown Atlanta; and 3)

assess the results of their efforts.

The study is organized as follows:

Chapter two critically reviews the literature on urban theories and mega-event planning. The focus
of the literature review is on the determinants of urban political process outcomes. The first part
of chapter two examines the studies focusing on the major urban tifephiealism, regime, elite,

and growth machine theo?y. The author grounds this study in urban regime theory which argues

WKDW SXEOLF DQG SULYDWH LQWHUHVWYV B3I XQFWLRQ WRJHW



(Stone, 1989, p.179). The second part of chapter two explores the mega-event literature,
specifically Summer Olympics, to identify the challenges and opportunities generated by the
events. Overall, in chapter two, the author reviews the past literature to build a theoretical
framework suggesting that the downtown Atlanta business elites used the Olympics as a

convenient vehicle to implement their own vision for downtown revitalization.

Chapter three outlines the methodology used in this study into four sections: Hypotheses and Time
Frame for the Analysis; Study Design, Data Sources and Data Collection Activities; and Data
Management and Analysis. The study was grouped into three phhsé&se, during, and after

the Olympics £to facilitate the research design and analysis. Specific propositions of the study

were the following:

X Proposition 1: the business elites manipulated and shaped the planning decisions in
downtown Atlanta to increase their business interesthie regime that prioritizes
downtown development projects. From the 1950s to the 1980s, the elites had power to
implement their vision and the regime was in good shape.

X Proposition 2: starting from 1980s, the local, national and international dynamics limited
the power of elites in downtown policy-making process, and the business elites had
difficulties influencing the planning decisions of elected officials. In this sense, the
Olympic idea provided a means to facilitate the primacy of downtown Atlanta and justify
the physical redevelopment of downtown Atlanta.

x Propositon |IURP WKH EXVLQHVV HOLWHVY SHUVSHFWLYH
expected benefits, such as revitalizing specific downtown area, increasing the global
recognition of Atlanta, and attracting more businesses and residents to downtown Atlanta.

These effects were positive for a short-time period right after the Olympics, but these

2



benefits were not long-lasting and did not help to facilitate the primacy of downtown
Atlanta for the long-term because of other internal and external factors. From a theoretical
perspective, regime theory hdsPLWHG DELOLW\ WR H[SODLQ WKH FKDQ

coalition.

As examining thee propositions, the author focused on addressing the research questions listed

below:

X Who are the downtown Atlanta business elites (Individuals and organizations)?

X :KDW KDV EHHQ WKH GRZQWRZQ $WODQWD EXVLQHVV HOL

x How do the elites influence, manipulate, and shape local policy decisions?

X How and why have the downtown Atlanta ku@ HVV HOLWHVY DWWLWXGHV HY
time?

x :KDW zZDV WKH ORJLF EHKLQG WKH 20\PSLF ELG RI $WODC
view?

x How did the Olympic idea provide a means to facilitate the primacy of downtown Atlanta
and to justify the physical redevelopment of downtown Atlanta as a convention and
touristic destination?

x :KDW zZDV WKH 20\PSLF OHJDF\ IURP WKH EXVLQHVYV HOLV

x 'LG WKH 20\PSLFV PHHW WKH HOLWHVY H[SHFWDWLRQV"

x Does regime theory help us understand the chahd@s$WODQWDYfV JRYHUQLQJ |

The study covers the time period from 1950s to 2000s to set the boundaries of the case. Phase 1
covers the period before the Olympic idea was introduced (starting from the 1950s to the early

1980s). This phase is the regime baseline that represents the conditions before the Olympic bidding



idea (Corresponds to proposition 1). Phase 2 covers the period of Olympic bidding and preparation
(late 1980s to 1996). (Corresponds to proposition 2). Phase 3 covers the period after the Olympics

was staged, from 1996 to the present. (Corresponds to proposition 3).

This qualitative case study investigation used multiple sources, including public agency documents
at different levels; interviews with key decision makers; academic articles and books researching
urban planning, regime theory, and mega-event planning; newspaper articles; and other online
documents. Both primary and secondary data are reviewed: the official documents and reports
from various governmental and non-governmental organizations (Public and private memaos, local
government policy statements, Olympic host city report, master plans, official websites), previous
academic studies on mega-event planning, regime theory, planning policy, and press releases and

media reports from local and national newspapers.

The data is analyzed and reported in three phases in the following three chapters;

&KDSWHU IRXU GHVFULEHV WKH KLVWRU\ RI $SWODQWDTV 3JRY
The author introduces the regime actors in Atlanta, their motivation for downtown redevelopment,

and presents the story of elites in Atlanta trying to shape policies in order to further their objectives

in the face of external factors (suburbanization/decentralization); how the regime is shaped and
evolved, who the elite actors are, and how they affected the policy making process. Atlanta is well
NQRZQ IRU LWV 3JRYHUQLQJ FRDOLWLRQ" WKDW IXQFWLRQV D
officials, white business leaders, and the black community leaders to make governing decisions
(Stone, 1989). Atlanta business elites focused their attention on downtown development and they
used every policy tool, including transportation plans, urban renewal, and other federal laws to

increase the primacy of downtown Atlanta. Despite the suburbanization/decentralization trend that



affected all the US cities in 1950s, Atlanta civic leaders were very active to keep the central

business district vibrant and attractive.

The AtaQWD UHJLPH HVWDEOLVKHG ZLWK :LOOLDP +DUWVILHOG
VWUXFWXUDO DQG IXQFWLRQDO IRUP GXULQJ ,YDQ $O0OHQ -I
FUHDWHG 3WKH &LW\ WRR EXV\ WR KDWH rbahLdsuelopniemL DO L Q
including the infrastructural facilities such as the stadium, civic center, the airport, rapid-rail
system, and the freeway network; strong convention and tourism industry. Atlanta completed its
transformation from being a regional capitMR D QDWLRQDO FLW\ GXULQJ $O0OHC(
Sam Massell got the majority of the black votes and won the election as the first Jewish mayor of
Atlanta. Maynard Jackson was also elected as the first black vice-mayor of Atlanta in that election.
ThH WUDQVLWLRQ EHIJDQ ZLWK ODVVHOOYVY HOHFWLRQ ZKLFK
a growing black electorate. He was Jewish and liberal, and he had strong ties to labor groups. As
D UHVXOW RI WKH FKDQJH RQ HOHFWRUDO G\QDPLFV ZLWK 3Z
DV WKH ILUVW EODFN PD\RU RI $WODQWD 7KH UHJLPH G
stronger presence in Atlanta politics, but the power of business elites on governing coalition have
not weakened. Duringhism&UDOW\ -DFNVRQ UHDOL]J]HG WKDW KH QHHG)
order to govern effectively, and the relationship between the mayor and the business elites were
UHSDLUHG E\ WKH HQG RI -DFNVRQYV VHFRQG WHtithfheLQ RUGF
VXSSRUW RI EXVLQHVV HOLWHYV 7KH JRYHUQLQJ FRDOLWLRC
term and a new phase started with the election of Andrew Young in 1981 as the second black

mayor of Atlanta, who has been a growth advocate.

Chapter five discusses how the Olympic Games provided an opportunity for downtown business

elites to overcome the loss of interest in downtown Atlanta and to increase their power in



PDQLSXODWLQJ DQG VKDSLQJ SROLF\ GHFLVLR @ategy7fsrH D XWK
using the Olympics to facilitate the primacy of downtown Atlanta. Downtown Atlanta started to
relatively decline in 1980s and the business elites looked for a strategy to keep the primacy of
downtown. Atlanta business leaders turned to market based solutions, such as tourism and
convention promotion, in order to generate profit and increase the reputation of the city in an era
where the manufacturing is declining and the competition with the surrounding suburbs for office
space tenants and residents has intensified. The new strategy carried out with the idea of Olympic
hosting. In chapter five, the author examines the rationale of the Olympic bid and analyzes the

short-and longW HUP LPSDFWYV RI WKH 6 XPPHU 20 pBr§pectiveds.URP WK

Chapter six reviews the changes after staging the Olympics and explores the Olympic legacy from
WKH HOLWHYV fasSWRILaD We ReginYeLcHanhges after the Olympics. The author evaluates
the role of business elites in Atlanta after the Games, and seeks to analyze the differences between
the pre-Olympic and the post-Olympics phase based on the changes that took place during the
Olympic preparation phase. The focus is not on the Games themselves, but the opportunity
presented by the Olympic Games for Atlanta business elites to make promises and implement a
vision that promotes the downtown area. The aim is neither to justify the use of the Olympic Games
as an urban regime tool, nor to denigrate it. Instead, the principal objectives are to identify and

evaluate the way that the Olympics was used by the business elites within the context of Atlanta.

,Q &KDSWHU VHYHQ WKH DXWKRU DVVHVVHV WKH UHVXOWYV F
respect to downtown redevelopment policie® OLJKW RI $WODQWDYTV 20\PSLF HJ:
overall findings and recommendations. Chapter seven concludes that the regime in Atlanta was
established in 1950s and was in good shape until 1980s. The business elites had the power and

resources to shape and manipulate the planning decisions in downtown to increase their business



interests. However, starting from 1980s, the local, national and international dynamics limited the
power of elites in downtown policy-making process. In this policy environment, Olympics as a
new strategy provided a means to facilitate the primacy of downtown Atlanta. This new strategy
was partially successful mainly because of other external factors. The Olympic organizers used
the key strengths of Atlanta such as the convention facilities, rapid-rail system, and the airport to
get the Olympics and implemeuta vision that revitalizes certain downtown areas. The elites
seized the opportunity presented by a potential Olympic hosting in Atlanta to make promises and
implement aYLVLRQ WKDW UHYLWDOL]J]HV FHUWDLQ GRZQWRZQ DI
positive results in the short-run, however did not help to increase the primacy of downtown Atlanta
in the long term due to short-term focused strategies selected by downtown business elites as well
as prioritizing regional issues and shifting focus of business elites to regional growth. The regime
in Atlanta was different than what it was in 1950s or 1970s. Economic, social, demographic, and
political changes resulted in changes on governing coalition and the elites focus have shifted to

regional issues rather than concentrating on downtown Atlanta.



CHAPTER 2

LITERATURE REVIEW AND THE THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

In this chapter, the author reviews and synthesizes the past literature to build a theoretical
framework suggesting that the downtown Atlanta business elites used the Olympics as a
convenient vehicle to implement their vision for the future of downtown Atlanta as an attractive
business and convention center. The theoretical framework engages a wide literature on theories
of urban politics tespecially regime theosyand mega-event planning in order to establish a
connection between the Olympic bidding idea, Olympic legacy, and the changing role of
downtown Atlanta business elites in urban policy-making process. The theories of urban politics
literature provides an understanding of how business interests are integrated into governing
coalitions in order to shape and manipulate policy-decisions as seen in Floyd HYhY DQG
DQG &ODUHQFH 6WRQHYV F D VidvevitvplAraihdler&ure$ W O D Q
addresses the challenges and opportunities generated by mega-events itself, specihcadly S
Olympics, and how Atlanta managed those subjects in practice. Olympics are not just a sporting
competition, but also big international phenomena in many respects and generate demand not only
for the event itself, but also for other related services. The Olympic Games require years of event
planning, also posing one of the biggest global planning challenges, and this research investigates
Atlanta experience in detail. The examination of these intimately related literatures will set the
VWDJH IRU WKH DQDO\VLV RI WKH EXYV al@ationhéirdhizdivéimést L Q WH U

in the Olympic preparation process, and the results of their effort.

In the first section of this chapter, major urban theories - namely elitist, pluralist, growth machine,
and regimezare presented, and the differences between these theories and regime theory are

explored in order to justify the significance of regime theory to apply to this study. The chapter

8



DOVR SUHVHQWYV WKH PDLQ FRPSRQHQWYV RI UHJLPH WKHRL
&ODUHQFH 6WR QAtfavtarabdvothew rélex @l sRdies. The author uses regime theory
DV WKH IRXQGDWLRQ RI WKLV VWXG\ DV LW SURYLGHV WKH
governing coalition. In the second section of this chapter, the mega-event and the Olympics

literature is presented.

2.1 Theories of Urban Politics

2.1.1 Pluralist Theory

The Merriam-HEVWHU 'LFWLRQDU\ GHILQHVY SOXUDOLVP DV 3D VLW
social classes, religions, races, etc., are together in a society but continue to hairettesit
WUDGLWLRQV DQG LQWHUHVWY ~ 30XUDOLVP SURSRVHV WKDYV

influence of a variety of different actors in different spheres (Judge et al., 1995).

In pluralist model, the structure of electoral organizations and political coalitions determine public
RIILFLDOVY EHKDYLRU (ONLQ 30XUDOLVWY GLVFRXQW \
the policy-making process in a community. Instead of a central business elite or coalition
controlling all decisions, non-governmental organizations and community groups have access to
government actors. Decision making process is fragmented and decentralized in pluralist theory.
Pluralists argue that the elected officials have a distinct authority and power to make policy
GHFLVLRQV EXW WKH SROLWLFDO V\VWHP LV 3RSHQ WR JUR.
KHDUG ~ 'DKO-3). In Pluralist theory, benefit of a policy for specific groups determines
WKHLU PRWLYDW LR Qh&élgrddis witrRh&dpdatésLimm&liatd/dtake hMeve the most

VD\ LQ DQ\ JLYHQ GHFLVLRQ D82HQD ~ B6WRQH D S



2.1.2 Elitist Theory

Elitist Theory argues that the powsiconcentrated rather than dispersed as it is argued in Pluralist
Theory. According to Elitist Theory, one single group can influence the policy making process

with their reputation or close relationships with elected officials and affluent business leaders.
Floyd Hunter applied elite theory in his reputational analysis of Atlanta (1953 and 1980). Floyd
+XQWHUTV LQIOXHQWLDO FDVH VWXG\ RI $WODQWD 3&RPPXQ
and gained popularity for its analysis of business involvement in politics and civic affairs in the

S5HIJLRQDO &LW\" +XQWAtamahyFramé HG WR LGHQ

Hunter (1953) finds that a group of individuals and institutions in Atlanta dominate the policy
arena with their economic power, and they manipulate the decisions to accomplish their business
REMHFWLYHV +XQWHUTYV SR & SRy of QedlidnVRiers Wesulted in
HOLWLVW WKHRU\ +XQWHU GHVLIQDWHG WKH 2PHQ RI SF
in prominent positions in four groups that may be assumed to have power connections. These
groups wereideft ILHG ZLWK EXVLQHVV JRYHUQPHQW FLYLF DVVRFI
ODMRULW\ RI WKH 3PHQ RI SRZHU" LQ 5HJLRQDO &LW\ ZHUH
PHPEHUV ,Q $WODQWD B(*LQVWLWXWLRQV DI®i6tha/é&ecutiBiJ PDO D'
RI GHWHUPLQHG SROLF\ « EXW WKH IRUPXODWLRQ RI SROLF\
groupings. Within the policdRUPLQJ JURXSV WKH HFRQRPLF LQWHUHVWYV
p.82). Hunter argued that the real powerMveD IXQFWLRQ RI UHSnakeB swvdie@ 33500
of power, but all men of power are not, per se, poRDPNHUV"~ +XQWHU S
organized and active business community of Atlanta used its resources to shape and manipulate

the policy agena.
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+XQWHU IRFXVHG RQ 3JURZWK FRDOLWLRQ DQG GHVFUI
power structure where businessmen and manufacturers have the power to influence all important
public policy decisions. He stated that a small group of busiés® LQ WKH 35HJLRQDC
influenced the decisions regarding community problems, issues, and projects. Hunter (1953)
DUJXHVY WKDW VRPH LQGLYLGXDOV DQG RUJDQL]DWLRQV KDY/
decisions tend to center in the actions of a relatively few men in the community. These men are
highly conscious of their position as community leaders, and they use all the propaganda media

DQG WKH YDULRXV GHYLFHV « WR NHHS HVWDEOLVKHG SROLF

+XQWHU DVNHG WKH LQIRUPDQWYV 3ZKDW KROGV WKH V\VWHP
GLUHFWLRQ *,W LV D VHQVH RI REOLJDWLRQ ZKLFK VRPH PHC
RSHUDWLQJ ~ 3,W LV REOLJDWLRQ SOXV FRQILGHQ®He LQ WKH
RWKHU PHQ FDQQRW JHW WKLQJV GRQH ~ 30RQH\ KROGV WKH
FRQFOXGHG WKDW 3WKH VWUXFWXUH LV KHOG WRJHWKHU E\

habit, delegated responsibilities, and in some cases bylcée@ DQG IRUFH =~ +XQWHU

,Q KLV IROORZ XS VWXG\ +XQWHU SYLHZV $WODQWD LQ
GLIIHU IURP WKDW RI " +H DQDO\]JHV WKH FKDQJHV LQ $W
finds only minor changes. HOWW H U VWD W HVmAKEr® ake few K HurSiRiQdnd \

generally the underlying population has acquiesced to their decisions regarding actions affecting

the whole RPPXQLW\ =~ +XQWHU S
2.1.3 Growth Machine Theory

Logan and Molotch (1987) developed Growth Machine Theory, which formalizes a political

economy of place by distinguishing use-value and exchange-value of land. According to the
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*URZWK ODFKLQH 7KHRU\ 3SUHQWLHUV ~ ZKR DUH LQWHUHVWH
shape the urban development process. Rentiers are allies with several groups, who also benefit
from the development process: businesses that directly benefit from the develagsuehtas
developers, contractors, and architects; businesses that indirectly benefit because development
increases the demand for their product and serviges instance utility companies and local

media; lastly the local institutions such as universities, cultural organizations, and professional
sports clubs can benefit from the development policies because of their local ties. Logan and
Molotch (1987) recognizes the fact that the power of a group determines their capacity to influence
WKH GHFLVLRQ PDNLQJ SURFHVYVY DQG LQ JHQHUDO NyKH V\VW
cases, probably in most, additional local growth under current arrangements is a transfer of wealth
DQG OLIH FKDQFHYV IURP WKH JHQHUDO SXEOLF WR WKH UHQ

Molotch, 1987, 53).

Logan and Molotch (1987) identifytH PDMRU SOD\HUV LQ 3JURZWK PDFKLQH

who use their time and money to participate in local affairs are the onesiwtast disproportion

to their representation in the populatiehave the most to gain or lose inladdv H GHHpLVLRQV”
2WKHU SOD\HUV LQFOXGH WKH 3EXVLQHVV SHRSOH LQ SUF

ILQDQFLQJ ZKR DUH VXSSRUWHG E\ 3ODZ\HUV V\QGLFDWRUYV

especially the local newspaper, plays an important role in the governing collation and their owners

and editors are in favor of growth and they often serve as coalition builders, growth advocates and

gatekeepers to prevent opposition views. Universities and civic institutions are also supportive

players in the governing coalition.
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2145HJLPH 7KHRU\YV (PHUJHQFH DV D &ULWLTXH RI (DUOLHU (

&ODUHQFH 6WRQH IRXQG SOXUDOLVW WKHRU\TV IRXQGD
alternative theory of community power and group influence by focusing specifically on public
RIILFLDOVY UROH LQ SROLF\ IRUPDWLRQ ,Q UHJLPH WKHRU\
shaped through interactions in the policy arena (Stone, 1993). The pluralist notion that each group

can impact the decision making process is considered to be defective in regime theorydayery g

who has a stake may not be able to participate in governing coalition because of their limited
resources to offer elected officials (Stone, 2008a). As a result, the regime disproportionately
benefits a small elite as seen in Atlanta case where affluent business elites had a strong power to
manipulate the policy decisions, whereas community groups without any resources had little

impact.

Stone (1993) emphasizes the differences of regime analysis from pluralism by rejecting the three
main assumptions of pluralist theory; voting as a key aspect of political power, considering public

and private as politically separate units, and autonomous state assumption (p. 4) Stone (1989)

D FN QR Z O H Galir\poWeK iB 8&rtdifly not insignificant, but policies are decided mainly by
WKRVH ZKR FRQWURO LPSRUWDQW FRQFHQWUDWLRQV RI UHVI
S5HJLPH WKHRU\ VHHV WKH ZRUOG WKURXJHWsW lkddorapsQ V R E>
public purposes. It leads us to focus our attention not on how decisions are made, but on how
LPSRUWDQW JRDOV DUH VHW IRUWK DQG DFKLHYHG RQ VRF
(Judge et al., 1995, p.3). In other words, the focuWdt JLPH WKHRU\ LV RQ 3VRFLDO
SSRZHU WR™ QRW RQ 3VRFLDO FRQWURO”™ RU 3SRZHU RYHU" ™ L

WKHRU\ 5HJLPH WKHRU\ 3SGLUHFWYV RXU DWWHQWLRQ DZD\ IUI
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of how public purposes are accomplished and, in particular, to how long-term effective governing

FRDOLWLRQV WR DFKLHYH VXFK SXUSRVHVY DUH FRQVWUXFWH

One major difference between growth machine theory and regime theory is their starting point to
H[ISODLQ WKH FRDOLWLRQ IRUPDWLRQ 3JURZWK FRDOLWLRQ
and shows why and how it corrals government, whereas regime theory starts with government and
then looks at how elected officials ilERDOLWLRQ SDUWQHUV LQ WKH SULYDW
Growth machine theory emphasizes the importance of land-based policies on formulating policy
agendas, focuses mostly on land-based development policies, and ignores other players and
elements of the decision making processes. Whereas, regime theory explains the policy making
process by including other groups and individuals to the analysis, and it advances the growth

machine theory.

The basic proposition of each of these theories is the same: interested actors manipulate and shape
the local policy agenda in their favor by using the resources they have. According t(1S&¥)e

local development agenda is shaped by the structure of the growth coalition, the interrelationship
among the coaliton meBHUVY DQG WKH DYDLODEOH UHVRXUFHV $V 6F
ODEHOHG DV pJURZWK PDFKLQHVY pIJURZWK FRDOLWLRQVY M
level urban policy is produced through the proximate actions of interested actors with common
stakes in urban development who use their political and cultural resources to intensify land use for

SURILW °~ S
2155HJLPH 7KHRU\TV &8HQWUDO 3URSRVLWLRQV
(ONLQ D ILUVW LQWURGXFHG WKH WHUP 3oftgdowthH™ WR C

coalitions. Elkin (1987a) suggests that different coalitions between elected officials and land-based
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interests are possible depending on the local business community. Elkin classifies regimes as
pluralist, federalist, and entrepreneurial. Pluralist regimes are common to racially diverse industrial
cities in 1950s and 60s, whereas federalist regimes are common in cities where neighborhood
organizations and minority groups are included in political arena. Entrepreneurial regimes,
however, are common in the Southern part of the United States where the business interests

dominate the political arena.

According to Elkin (1987a), the key point in understanding the growth politics in a city is that the
RINTLFLDOV IHHO REOLJDWHG WR FRQVXOW WKH 3SULYLOHJIH
believe that their cooperation is necessary and that their own electoral prospects are tied to the
benefits engendered by development efforts; and businessmen believe that they rightfully have a
special place@Q WKH FLW\YfV SROLWLFV =~ S (ONLQ DUJXHV WKDW
sense that the choices open to political leaders are understood to be constrained by the economic
DUUDQJHPHQWY LQ ZKLFK WKH FLW\ loxly\dd Venguz\that GoliticalH FR Q W
leaders have choices in how to respond to this economic context; | contend that they also have
other considerations in mind, most notably how to pursue their political ambitions and how to get
DQG FRQWLQXH W IR réstlt of Des€ Varid @ factorsKl argue, is that there is a strong
tendency for political leaders and businessmen, particularly those concerned with land-use matters,

to find themselves in tacit or open alliance. The results of this, in turn, are the foreshortened public
agenda alluded to above, the corresponding problems of systematic bias and ineffective problem

solving, and a citizenry illv X LWHG WR WKH UXQQLQJ RI WKH VRUW RI1 UH¢

Clarence Stone applies the regime ahalyV LQWR KLV ZRUN 6WRQH DQ
UHJLPH ~ ZKLFK LV 3B\ WKH LQIRUPDO DUUDQJHPHQWYV E\ ZKLFK ¢

together to make and carry out governingBELVLRQV™ S 6 MR ehbracterizé€sQ G
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3 U H J LaB B complex and fragmented system with no consensus and no formal hierarchy. Stone

LV FRQFHUQHG ZLWK RRREZFWRODFURGBXAWLRRY HUQLQJ FDS
issue is not so much domination and subordination as a capacity to act and accomplish goals. The
power struggle concerns, not control and resistance, but gaining and fusing a capacity to act

SRZHU WR QRW SRZHU RYHU"™ 6WRQH S

Stone (1987) identifies three factors that shape the specifics of local urban growth: 1) the
FRPSRVLWLRQ RI WKH FRPPXQLW\TV FRDOLWLRQ IRU JURZWK
and 3) the resources available to the coalition. Stone (1993) identifies four types of regimes: 1)
maintenance regimes that attempts to preserve what is already in place rather than making major
changes (suburban regimes), 2) development regimes (the regime in Atlanta) that seeks for more
UHVRXUFHV WR 3 SURPRWH JURZWK R4dlaBRoro@r&udieragiés@hatQH” S
prioritize environmental protection and neighborhood preservation over growth, and 4) lower-
class opportunity expansion regimes that require more resources to achieve mass mobilization that
ZRXOG LQYROYH SHQULFKHG HGXFDWLRQ DQG MREaMedDLQLQJ

RSSRUWXQLWLHV IRU EXVLQHVY DQG KRPH RZQHUVKLS" S

Stone (1987b) lists the elements of governing coalitions as follows (p. 287-288); 1) Business
control of investment activity is a basic feature of all regimes; 2) Control of economic and
organizational resources makes major business and financial institutions attractive as allies,
especially for activist public officials; 3) Developers themselves are something of a wild card and
can show up in any of several arrangements-incorporated into a general business coalition (as in
Dallas) or more as free agents in deal making (as in Albuquerque); 4) As a force for passivity, the
caretaker coalition is dependent on access through the city council, ward-based political

organizations, or the referendum process; 5) Progressive coalitions are dependent on strong
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ideological commitment among key public officials and a favorable ideological predisposition
among the voting public; 6) Unless public officeholders are attached to a traditional system of
small-stakes patronage or are alternatively committed to a progressive ideology or perhaps a new-
fiscal-populism ideology, they are likely to be drawn toward an alliance with corporate interests.
This is especially likely for officeholders who have a taste for activism and a pragmatic bent of
mind. It seems likely that many elected executives and top-level professional adminisathtors f
into this category; 7) Because an executive-centered, corporate-allied coalition rests on such a
formidable concentration of resources, it is perhaps especially able to circumvent popular
preferences and to disregard opposing interests; and 8) A likely countervailing force to executive-
centered coalitions that are oriented toward corporate interests is an extensive network of
neighborhood, small-business, and minority-group associations actively engaged in politics.
L, QVWLWXWLRQV VXF-WideD BeveDpmMeRt QCpYporétioh,\ can strengthen the

representation of diverse interests.

Other distinct features of regime theory lies on the complexity of relationships between individuals

and institutions, fragmented character of the urban system, and lack of consensus (Stone, 1989).
7KXV 3WR EH HIIHFWLYH JRYHUQPHQWV PXVW EOHQG WKH
governmentala® UV~ 6WRQH L QVWLWXWLRQV DQG LQGLYLGX
other, and they obtain sustained cooperation through trust. Regime theory concerns long-term
engagement of coalition actors. It is outcome-oriented, and sees political power as a means to
DFKLHYH FHUWDLQ RXWFRPHYVY KHQ WKH UHJLPH UHDKKHY W]

governing coalition gets their share.

6WRQH RXWOLQHV WKH UROH RI FRDOLWLRQ PHPEHUV DV

of planning and exercise some wide responsibilities, but much of what they do is to respond to
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breakdowng react to particular problems. Big businesses like banks and utilities also do a certain

amount of planning and overall assessment of trends. Business associations, typically the local
Chamber of Commerce, also engage in planning and assessment of trends. Large nonprofit
institutions and some social agencies conduct studies and plan as well. But none of these entities,

not even the government sector, provide @ HKHQVLYH GLUHFWLRQ = S

Regime theory is the theoretical foundation on which the author argues that its tenets best fit the
subject matter at hand, because it has already applied to Atlanta and expanded the understanding
RI $WODQWDYV ORFDO SROLWLFDO SRZHU VWUXFWXUH DQG
examination of the biracial governing coalition of Atlanta over four decades shows how the elites
manipulated the policy agenda for downtown development, which was the main strategy of elites

to transform the city into a global business center. The airport, MARTA system, freeways that
SOHDG WR GRZQWRZQ ~ VSRUW IDFLOLWLHVY DQG KRWHOV D
convention center. Business elites has actively engaged oy4padiking process to manipulate

WKH SROLF\ DJHQGD LQ IDYRU RI WKHLU LQWHUHVWY ,Q WK
SIDYRUV WKH L Q-%ratd)dioups ¥ndRdisredaiisl &f harms the interests of lower strata

JURXSV" 6WR QN S

This study attempts to advance the regime theory by applying it to Atlanta for the Olympic
planning and Olympic legacy periods. The competition among local governments in the United
States to attract businesses leads to the promotion of growth of cities, and this growth orientation
creates motivated and determined coalitions that are engaged in politics more than ever (Altshuler
and Luberoff, 2003). As a result, the projects that are implemented are mostly the ones with a
political support as well as support from the business coalition. In the case of the Atlanta Olympics,

we see a situation where most of the decisions are made through public-private partnerships, the
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winning projects were the ones that the business coalitions promoted and the political support

followed later.

2.2 Mega-Event and the Olympics Literature

Mega-Event and the Olympic literature is essential for the analysis of this study, because this study
covers the Olympic bidding, Olympic preparation, and Olympic Legacy aspects of Atlanta case.
7KH ODUJHVW H[FHSWLRQDO SXEOLF HYHQWYV (&07 W K|
Summer Olympic Games, Expos, World Cups, and Commonwealth Games, which attract millions

of visitors and also justify large-scale infrastructure development (Roche, 2002).

Mega-events have the potential to be the catalyst for host cities to apply their planning strategies

in a more focused environment, and they can result in remarkable changes in infrastructure, urban
form, and city image (Essex and Chalkley, 1999; Essex and Chalkley, 2004). For example,
DFFRUGLQJ WR (VVH[ DQG &KDONOH\ WKH 20\PSLF *DPF
GHYHORSPHQWWMBDWRNHEB UTWKWRXIJK DFFHOHUDWHG SODQQLQJ
Mega-events dd SWKH EHVW VWDJH XSRQ ZKLFK D FLW\ FDQ PDNH '
2004, p.24). Thus the appeal of local elites to mega-events and their own economic interests seem

logical.

1976 Montreal Games and 1984 Los Angeles Summer Olympic Games are two mile stones for the
Olympic movement in terms of the financial concerns. 1976 Montreal Games concluded with a
debt of $2.8 billion, and cities hesitated at hosting the 1984 Olympics. Two years before the 1976

Olympics, the host city for the 1980 Olympics had already been selected. Los Angeles and
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Moscow were the only two cities to bid for the 1980 Summer Olympics, and Moscow was selected

over Los Angeles as the host city in 1974.

After the financial problems of 1976 and 1980 Games, only two cities expressed their interest for
hosting the 1984 Olympics: Tehran and Los Angeles. When Tehran decided to drop out, Los
Angeles became the only bidding city and was awarded to host the 1984 Summer Olympic Games

by default. Two consecutive Olympic Games were boycotted; US-led boycott of the 1980
Olympics prompted the Soviet-led boycott of the 1984 Olympics. 1984 Los Angeles Olympic bid

was privately-initiated by a group of business leaders (Burbank et al., 2002). The City of Los
Angeles refused to sign financial responsibility contract with I0OC (Rule 4) and I0C had no other
option rather than waiving this rule for 1984 Olympics (IOC, 1978; 1979). This could explains
SWKH DEVHQFH RI VLIQLILFDQW SXEOLF VHFWRU ILQDQFLDO V
ILQDQFLDO VXFFHVYV WKH *DPHVY DUH WKRXJKW WR KDYH I
32) The success of Los Angeles Games and the profit that is generated increased the interest of

other cities to host the Games.

Especially after the 1984 Los Angeles Games, the economic value of the Olympics has increased.
7KH /RV $QJHOHYVY DSSURDFK WR WKH ELGGLQJ SURFHVV FKDC
IRU OHVV SXEOLF DQG PRUH SULYDWH ILQDQFLQJ" =LPEDOLYV
could be profitable. The Games generated positive publicity for the city and its tourist industry

with a minimum amount of tax money. Therefore, hosting the Games became more popular and

got more attention from city leaders all around the world (Burbank et al. 2001). The image of a
success Olympics and $223 million profit of Los Angeles Olympics increased the number of
competing cities for the following Summer Olympic Games. As seen in Table 1, Olympic Games

has been growing in many aspects since the 1984 Los Angeles Olympics.
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Table 1. The Growth of the Summer Olympic Games

Year of the | Tickets Sold (in | Number of Number of Number of
Host City Olympics millions) Countries Athletes Events
Los Angeles, 1984 5.7 140 6,829 221
USA
Seoul, 1988 3.3 160 8,391 237
Korea
Barcelona, 1992 3 169 9,356 257
Spain
Atlanta, 1996 84 197 10,318 271
USA
Sydney, 2000 6.7 199 10,651 300
Australia
Athens, 2004 3.6 201 10,625 301
Greece
Beijing, 2008 6.5 204 10,942 302
China
London, 2012 8.2 204 10,500 302
UK
Rio De 2016 N/A N/A N/A N/A
Janeiro,
Brazil

Source: Compiled by author. Adapted from ACOG 1994; ATHOC 2004; 2005, CMB 1986; Currie
2007; Greater London Authority 2011; OASA 2009; ODA 2009, ORTA 2001; I0C Website; IOC
2006.

The shift to the significance of mega-events increased the interest of researchers to the impact of
mega-events. Mega-events have been studied from many different perspectives, such as their
economic impacts, tourism impacts, or urban regeneration impacts. The early studies by Ritchie
(1984), Hall (1992, 1997), and Roche (1992) provide the foundation that the Olympics can be seen
as a tool for local economic development. For Preuss (2004), the Games globally increase the

recognition of the host city and this positive climate attracts business investment to the host city.
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7KH 20\PSLFV DOVR FUHDWH D SRVLWLYH WRXULY®P DWJIDF\ E

brand. The involvement of government at different levels has also been investigated.

Olympic Games, as the biggest mega-event, have been extensively investigated by researchers in
different fields. The literature examines the impact and benefits of the Olympics in promoting
economic development, marketing, creating a world city image, and attracting tourists and
international businesses. Most of the studies focus on the potential benefits and positive impacts

of mega-events. For example, the 1992 Barcelona Games has been cited as an exgmgary Ol
*DPHV EHFDXVH RI WKH LQGHOLEOH PDUN OHIW RQ %DUFH«
Olympics as a mechanismto®eXDOLI\ HILVWLQJ XUEDQ ODQG” DQG WKH *
as a success story in terms of its urban legacy (Millet, 1997, p. 128). The Games showed the
positive effects of events on the city by strengthening its image, infrastructure, urban landscape,
DQG FXOWXUH WR FRPSHWH ZLWK JOREDO FLWLHV OLOOHW
catalyst for urban and economic change in the city, positioning Barcelona internationally and

communicating its constructed image to a dio® D X G L H Qtk &hd Marba@a®, 2006, p. 191).

On the other hand, there are some studies that investigate the negative impacts of the Olympics on
host cities. The Atlanta Games are seen as the examples of negative social impacts of Games on
host cities (Lenskyj, 2000). The Atlanta Olympics includes the features of the Los Angeles Games
with a minimum of new public investment and a maximization of private profit (Rutheiser, 1996),
PDLQO\ EHFDXVH ERWK WKH *DPHV ZHUH SULYDWHO\ IXQGHG
the heart of the Olympic Organization to get and keep public support for the Games and it limited
government involvement on major decisions (French and Disher, 1997). The lack of public
involvement and public funding for the Atlanta Games also meant that implementing

comprehensive and integrated planning was limited. In order to hold the city harmless against any
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financial liability, Atlanta took full advantage of existing facilities and adapted them to Olympic

sports venues through necessary modification and/or installing temporary equipment and systems

in order to avoid the under-use of venues (Larson and Staley, 1998; Smith, 2007). In this sense,
Atlanta Olympics did not result in extensive urban redevelopment effort, rather the Olympic
organizers targeted for intangible benefits. For Atlanta, the main motivation was to advertise itself

DV DQ LQWHUQDWLRQDO FLW\ $WODIRVIVIRWIXG/H G PR UW KRXY 3
some of its communities were disregarded (Andranovich et. al, 2001) The goal of the Atlanta
Games was to promote business growth, create a world city image, and attract international
EXVLQHVYVY WR WKH FLW\ ZLWKRXW SD\LQJ HQRXJK DWWHQW
example, the Centennial Park construction dislocated many businesses without assistance for
relocating, and the Olympic Stadium construction inflicted further damage on low-income black
neighborhoods in the area. Their limited role in Olympic planning prevented local governments

from taking action to protect these people from damage (Keating, 2001).

The Olympic Games are one of a kind opportunity for any city to attract global attention and
become the center of the globe for three-week period. This is one of the main motivationsfor citie

to compete for hosting the Games. The Olympics could also serve as a catalyst to solve the aged
XUEDQ SUREOHPYV DQG FRXOG 3SURYLGH D XQLTXH RSSRUW.
hidden agendas such as the improvement of infrastructure for sport, housing, communication,

WUDIILF DQG RWKHU VHFWRUV =~ 3UHXVV S

Overall, the regime theory and the mega-event literature provides the necessary toolzéo analy
the Olympic strategy of downtown Atlanta business elites. These two literature guides the author
to expandWKH XQGHUVWDQGL QdlitRdl Wed r@civr® SndVB RFBION\V SR O

dynamics in light of the 1996 Olympic experience.
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CHAPTER 3

STUDY DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY

This chapter covers the study design and research methodology employed for this research. The
author organized this chapter into four sections: 3.1) Propositions and Time Frame for the
Analysis, 3.2) Study Design, 3.3) Data Sources and Data Collection Activities, and 3.4) Data

Management and Analysis.

3.1 Propositions and Time Frame for the Analysis

Case studynehodology was employed for this research since regime research requires this
methodology (Mossberger and Stoker, 2001). Atlanta was selected as the single case for this study
mainly because of the extensive literature in Atl&htagime and Atlant§ reputation as a well-

known and well-documented case. Propositions of this study were grouped into threeiphases

before, during, and after the Olympieso facilitate the research design and analysis:

x Proposition 1:the business elites manipulated and shaped the planning decisions in
downtown Atlanta to increase their business interesthe regime that prioritizes
downtown development projects. From the 1950s to the 1980s, the elites had power to
implement their vision and the regime was in good shape.

X Proposition 2:starting from 1980s, the local, national and international dynamics limited
the power of elites in downtown policy-making process, and the business elites had
difficulties influencing the planning decisions of elected officials. In this sense, the
Olympic idea provided a means to facilitate the primacy of downtown Atlanta and justify
the physical redevelopment of downtown Atlanta.
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x Proposition 3: IURP WKH EXVLQHVV HOLWHVY SHUVSHFWLYH WI
expected benefits, such as revitalizing specific downtown area, increasing the global
recognition of Atlanta, and attracting more businesses and residents to downtown Atlanta.
These effects were positive for a short-time period right after the Olympics, but these
benefits were not long-lasting and did not help to facilitate the primacy of downtown
Atlanta for the long-term because of other internal and external factors. From a theoretical
perspective, regime theoryhdsPLWHG DELOLW\ WR H[SODLQ WKH FKDQ

coalition.

This single-case study investigation engages a wide literature on regime theory, mega-event
planning, and urban planning; archival data; and in-depth interviews with area urban planning
experts, business leaders, and other interested parties in order to examine the propositions stated
above. As examining the hypotheses, the author focused on addressing the research questions listed

below:

X Who are the downtown Atlanta business elites (Individuals and organizations)?

X :KDW KDV EHHQ WKH GRZQWRZQ $WODQWD EXVLQHVYV HOL

x How do the elites influence, manipulate, and shape local policy decisions?

x HowandwhyhaveVKH GRZQWRZQ $WODQWD EXVLQHVYVY HOLWHVY
time?

X What was the logic behind the Olympic bid of Atlanta from thelbo@ggHVYVY HOLWHVY SR

view?
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x How did the Olympic idea provide a means to facilitate the primacy of downtown Atlanta
and to justify the physical redevelopment of downtown Atlanta as a convention and
touristic destination?

X What was the Olympic legacy from the businét© Lpd &f fiew?

x 'LG WKH 20\PSLFV PHHW WKH HOLWHVY H[SHFWDWLRQV" :

Xx '"RHV UHJLPH WKHRU\ KHOS XV XQGHUVWDQG WKH FKDQJH

The study covered the time period from 1950s to 2000s to set the boundaries of the case. The

following timeline outlines the phases of this research project (Table 2

X Phase 1:The period before the Olympic idea was introduced (starting from the 1950s to
the early 1980s). This is the time period before the bidding process. This phase is the regime
baseline that represents the conditions before the Olympic bidding idea (Corresponds to
proposition 1).

x Phase 2:The period of Olympic bidding and preparation (late 1980s to 1996). This phase
covers the period starting with the Olympic bidding declaration and ending when the
Games are over. This phase includes the short-time period that the Games are staged,;
however this research separates the staging period from the analysis. Olympic Staging is
completely separate than the short- and long-term legacies of the Games. (Corresponds to
proposition 2).

x Phase 3:The period after the Olympics was staged (from 1996 to the present). Starting
from this time period, permanent effects, readjustments, and adaption to new conditions

are counted as legacy aspects of the events (Corresponds to proposition 3).
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Table 2. Timeframe for the Analysis

Phases Description Analysis
Phase 1: 1950s: The urban regime in place in Atlanta
Before the Olympics Analyze the regime difference
(1950s- early 1980s) | Early 1980s: The idea of Olympic bid between phase 1 and phasg
based on the changes/eve
Phase 2: 1987: Atlanta submitted its Olympic bid to USOC | during phase 2.
Olympic Preparation
(late 1980s-1996) 1996: The Games are staged
Examine the vision for Atlant
Phase 3: Starting from this time period, permanent effeq before the Olympics and th
After the Olympics readjustments, and adaption to new conditions | reality after it.
(1996 to the present) | counted as legacy aspects of the Olympics

This study evaluates the role of business elites in Atlanta before the Olympics and the changes
after the Games, and seeks to analyze the differences between the pre-bidding phase and the post-
event phase based on the changes that took place during the Olympic preparation phase. The focus
is not on the Games themselves, but the opportunity presented by the Olympic Games for Atlanta
business elites to make promises and implement a vision that promotes the downtownearea. Th
aim is neither to justify the use of the Olympic Games as an urban regime tool, nor to denigrate it.
Instead, the principal objectives are to identify and evaluate the way that the Olympics was used

by the business elites within the context of Atlanta.

3.2 Study Design

The research followed a logical flow of activities from the preliminary activities and the
development of theoretical framework through the data collection and analysis. Preliminary
activities include conducting an extensive literature review on regime theory, Olympic planning,

and Atlanta history. The review corroborated the need for this research. Next, the author conducted
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a series of preliminary interviews with scholars, business leaders, and planning experts that
confirmed the need for research on this subject. Lastly, the author incorporated his knowledge and
assumptions about Atlanta business elites and their involvement on Olympic idea into the study
design. After that, the data collection and analysis activities started. The data is coded and
analyzed manually and then, the author synthesized the data by comparing and checking the
information from diverse sources. Finally, the findings are reported in an historical chronology

framed in the context of regime theory.

3.3 Data Sources and Data Collection Activities

This qualitative case study investigation used multiple sources, including public agency documents
at different levels; interviews with key decision makers; academic articles and books researching
urban planning, regime theory, and mega-event planning; newspaper articles; and other online
documents. Both primary and secondary data are reviewed: the official documents and reports
from various governmental and non-governmental organizations (Public and private memaos, local
government policy statements, Olympic host city report, master plans, official websites), previous
academic studies on mega-event planning, regime theory, planning policy, and press releases and
media reports from local and national newspapers. The resulting information created a

triangulation at the data collection level to ensure cohesive research findings.

The most significant data sources for this study were primary documents from the governmental
and non-governmental organizations. The second source of information consisted of interviews.
At the beginning of the research, the author expected that the interviews would take precedence

over the documents; instead, he found that the former sources of data supplemented the latter.
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3.3.1 Preliminary Interviews with Experts and Scholars

The author conducted initial telephone interviews with area experts and scholars, with follow up
faceto-face interviews. The initial interview participants were identified from the previous
scholarly publications, local newspaper articles, and government agency documents. These
individuals had either engaged in local policy making and/or Olympic planning process of Atlanta

or conducted research on Atlanta and/or Atlanta Olympics. The author asked these interviewees

to share their overall thoughts about Atlanta politics and the Olympics itself. These preliminary
interviews helped the author to gain necessary contextual information on wide-ranging issues and
concerns related to local political dynamics in Atlanta. These inteMieWRQILUPHG WKH DX
LQLWLDO UHDGLQJ WKDW D UHVHDUFK RQ GRZQWRZQ $WODQ!
of Olympics on this role was warranted. It also provided a foundation for developing the extent

and the direction of the research.

3.3.2 Primary Sources and Documentary Evidence

The author relied on primary data sources for developing a chronology of Atlanta and its elites;
identifying key individuals, groups, and organizations involved in policy-making process in
Atlanta; and discovering the important information, activities, and events related to elites and their
mega-event strategy. This data was crucial in answering the following research question: How did
the Olympics provide an opportunity for Atlanta elites to implement their vision for the future of

Atlanta?

The author identified and selected the data sources by its authority (e.g., Central Atlanta Progress,
Research Atlanta, Atlanta Regional Commission, Olympic Organizing Committee reports) to

ensure credibility and its relevance to Atlanta elites and the Olympics. The Kenan Research Cente
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at Atlanta History Center contained important official and unofficial documents, papers, and

reports regarding the history of Atlanta and the Olympic bidding and planning process.

Additionally, newspaper articles from the Atlanta Journal-Constitution (AJC) were obtained from

V WR V 7KH DXWKRU DOVR VHDUFKHG WKH RQOLQH GDW
DQG SHOLWHYV ~ DQG 320\PSLFV™ LQ WKHoRE& RUieeRaideS SXEOL
about Atlanta Olympics and business elites. The articles were analyzed to explore how the media
in Atlanta captured the business involvement in public policy decision-making process and how
the media framed the Olympics and created meaning of the concept of Olympic hosting and legacy

for the public.

3.3.3 Interviews with Stakeholders

In addition to the wide-ranging research on regime theory, mega-event planning, urban planning,
and archival data, the author conducted in-person and telephone interviews with individuals who
(or their organizations) were key to overall policymaking process and/or played a key role during
Olympic planning process. Interviews with these persons provided a basis for understanding the
NH\ S OD\HUWwanfent LapY éebsion-making process from the perspective of the
people/organizations directly or indirectly involved. The focus was on the interactions between

city elected officials and businesses, and the operation of the urban policy process.

The purpose of the interviews was as follows: (1) to analyze the urban policy-making process and
LWV HYROXWLRQ WR DQDO\]|JH WKH UROH DQG LQYROYHPH
this process; (3) to identify the interactions between players that are involved in this process; and

(4) to explore the impacts of Olympic bidding/hosting on the policy-making process.
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The author identified the potential interviewees by reviewing various official publications
(International Olympic Committee (I0OC) documents, Olympic Bid, Local Planning Documents),
archival research at the Kenan Research Center, local newspaper releases (the Atlanta Journal-
Constitution), and academic publications. This documentary review resulted in both a better
understanding of the planning history of Atlanta and an understanding of which individuals and/or

business organizations seemed to be regularly engaged in policy discussions.

The author then contacted other individuals as suggested by those interviewees who were believed
to have knowledge of decision-making processes and/or Olympic planning process. The author
conducted interviews in a snowball manner being aware of the possible bias in such snowballing
interviews; he made sure to interview at least one person from the public sector, business sector,
Olympic organizing committee, and other stakeholder groups. He stopped interviewing when he

was no longer learning anything new from interviewees.

The group of interviewees was the following; city officials and agency staff serving in a position
in local or regional planning agencies,, private-sector representatives, individuals involved in the
Olympic bidding and planning process, community representatives and other interested groups,
and academicwho carried out research on Atlanta. Around 20 interviewees were conducted. A

roster of interviewses is listed in Appendix A.

After each interviewee was identified, the author approached them with a written email invitation

that explained the purpose of the study and invited their participation in an in-person or phone
interview. The author followed specific research guidelines established by the Florida State
8QLYHUVLW\ +H FRPSOHWHG DQ RYHUDOO UHVHDUFK DSSOLl
gathering (Appendix B). Each interviewee signed individual consent forms (Appendix C) before

the interviews. If the individual agreed to participate, the author emailed a set of generic interview
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qguestions (Appendix D) to them in advance, obtained their formal agreement to participate through
signing the consent form, and obtained their consent to record the interview for note-taking
purposes. Each of the participants who sat for an interview agreed to the stipulations. The
interviews ran between 30 minute80 minutes. The author continued to communicate with some
interviewees by email for follow-up questions and further clarifications. All interview notes are
typed, organized to correspond to each of the three phases of the Games, and then subjected to
content analysis to identify the key areas of interest and/or concern that helped organize the mass

of interview data.

During the interviews, the author asked questions about the overall policy-making process, the
involvement of the businesses on this process, motivation for an Olympic bid from their point of
view, their image and their expectations of the Olympics, their view of the consequences of the
hosting/bidding process, the easy/difficult tasks and challenges during these processes if they were
part of the Olympic planning process, and finally the long-term impact of the Games on urban

policy in Atlanta.

The interviews were informal, conversational, and semi-structured in order to obtain a better
XQGHUVWDQGLQJ RI HDFK LQGLY L Gokdy-®aKing@rdcess MDURNgith® JID JH P
LQWHUYLHZV WKH DXWKRU DFWHG DV D 3OLVWHQHU™ UDWKHL
primary interests and concerns guided interviews, but he allowed the interviewees to lead him in

new directions when appropriate.
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3.4 Data Management and Analysis

The author made (electronic or paper) copies of relevant documents to the extent possible. In
addition to the online inventory of the materials, the author also organized the documents
chronologically (e.g., before Olympics, during the Olympics, after the Olympics) and by themes
(e.g., Olympic planning, economic development, business involvement, individuals and
organizations as part of the elite coalition, race relations, Atlanta history, regime theory, mayors
and their relations with the elites ). The interviews are recorded, transcribed, and then summarized
to the relevant portions of each. Finally, the author identified scholarly journal articles, newspaper
releases, books, and technical reports on Atlanta, business elites, and the Olympic Games. This
documentary review resulted in both a better understanding of the planning history of Atlanta and
an understanding of which individuals and/or business organizations seemed to be regularly

engaged in policy discussions.

Data collection, data analysis, and write-up were all an iterative process, since the sgmly desi
evolved throughout the research. The historical narrative reported in chapter four was a logical

first step for a general understanding of Atlanta business elites and the author addressed some
research questions through the historical narrative (e.g., who are the downtown Atlanta business
elites (individuals and organizations)k\aDW KDV EHHQ WKH GRZQWRZQ;$WODQW
How do the elites influence, manipulate, and shape local policy decisions; How and why have the
GRZQWRZQ $WODQWD HXsVevoivel VhradgDautVtHe/ fime). VBRE&AOX  this
foundation, the author proceeded to analyze the data to address the remaining research question

for the second and third phases of the case study (chapters five and chapter six).

After all the data is collected, the author organized and analyzed it chronologically in three

different phases; Pre-Bidding Phase covers the time period from 1950s to early 1980s, Bidding
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and Candidacy Phase includes the time period from late 1980s to 1996, and Post-Event Phase is
the time period starting right after the events are over (1996) to late 2000s. The analyses for the

Pre-Bidding Phase are compared to the Post-Event Phase in order to answer the reseansh questi

The primary data sources are manually coded based on themes (e.g., Olympic planning, economic
development, business involvement, individuals and organizations as part of the elite coalition,
race relations, Atlanta history, regime theory, mayors and their relations with the elites) to capture
data for answering the research questions. The data sources are analyzed by developing a historical
narrative focused on outlining the chronology of events in Atlanta, examining the documents in
detail, and summarizing them in thenassnentioned above to generate a complete database. The
LQWHUYLHZY DOORZHG WKH DXWKRU WR KHDU IURP WKH V
interpretation of the phenomenon. Interviews guided to explore the concerns and to gain a deeper
understanding of the activities and events documented in the primary data sources. This analysis
allowed the author to develop an historical narrative focused on outlining the chronology of events

in Atlanta. First, the author read through the documents and noted key arguments, facts, and quotes
that he finds interesting. Next, he identified the connections between the data sources and the
historical context. At the end, the author created an outline of the ideas, themes, and events that

emerged based on the analysis.
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CHAPTER 4
THE STORY OF DOWNTOWN ATLANTA BUSINESS ELITES

This chapter examines how the business elites of downtown Atlanta attempted to transform Atlanta
from a regional distribution center to a national hub. The main proposition is that the business
elites had engaged in manipulating and shaping planning decisions in order to increase the primacy
of downtown Atlantatthe regime that prioritizes downtown development projects. From the
1950s to the 1980s, the elites had power to implement their vision and the regime was in good
shape. However by the 1980s, downtown Atlanta started to decline and the competition with the
surrounding suburbs for office space tenants and residents intensified. As a result, downtown
business leaders turned to market based solutions, such as tourism and convention, in order to
generate profit and facilitate the primacy of downtown Atlanta. Market based solutions emerged
as the new strategy for the business elites to shape and manipulate policy decisions to pursue their

goals.
This chapter answers the research questions listed below:

x Who are the downtown Atlanta business elites (Individuals and organizations) and how do
they influence, manipulate, and shape local policy-decisions?
X What has been the downtown Atlanta businé HOLWHVY JRDOV"
X +RZ DQG ZK\ KDYH WKH GRZQWRZQ $WODQWD EXVLQHVV H
time?
The purpose of this chapter is to give the reader an informative accodrRa&@ $WODQWDYV UH
ZRUNV 7KLV FKDSWHU GHVFULEHV WKH KLVWRU\ RI $SWODQWI

early 1980s by;
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x Evaluating the regime that was already in place in Atlanta

X Introducing the regime actors

X Investigating the process of shaping and manipulating planning decisions

x Exploring the dynamics of regime and regime continuity, and

X Explaining the reasons that led the business elites to see the Olympic bid as a convenient

vehicle to facilitate the primacy of downtown Atlanta.

4.1 Early History of Atlanta

The history of Atlanta begins when the Georgia legislature authorized a new rail line named, the
Western and Atlantic of the State of Georgia, in 1837 to connect the Midwest to the Southeast. At
that time, this little vilage wasFDOOHG 37HUPLQXV™ EHFDXVH WKH QHZ UD
then renamed Marthasville town in 1843, and finally renamed Atlanta in 1845 (lvey Jr. et al., 1948;
White and Crimmins, 1980; ARC, 1997). Atlanta was incorporated as a city in 1847 and th¥ city
population was about 500 in that year. The population increased to 2600 in 1850, and ten years
later reached to 10,000 (lvey Jr. et al., 1948). Atlanta replaced Milledgeville as the capital city of

the State of Georgia in 1868. By 1880, Atlanta became the largest city of the State of Georgia.

After World War 2, Atlanta strengthened its regional primacy as it was designated as the military
supply center for the eight states of the Southeast and several federal agencies made Atlanta their
regional head DUWHUV $OOHQ %DVPDMLDQ ,Q $O0OHQTV
the capital of the region by default, in a sense, the one-eyed king in the land ohthelbé

demise of the plantations and their barter system gave rise to country stores and a retail economy,
ZLWK $WODQWD DV WKH QDWXUDO GLVWULEXWLRQ SRLQW W

32). Rose et, al. (2009) argues that Atlanta grew faster than the Southeast region as a whole in the
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first half of the 26 century fRU WZR UHDVRQV )LUVW $WODQWDYV FRPPF
the needs of the Southeast region, and then the region grew. Between 1900 and 1950, the
population of Georgia and its border states increased at an annual average rate of 1.26 percent.
Second, Atlanta extended its economic reach beyond the Southeast and the changing nature of the
U.S. economy made urban location economically more rational. By 1950s, Atlanta truly became

the economic and administrative capital of the Southeast and its population increased by almost

50 per cent in a decade and reached one million by 1960. Appendix E indicates a more detailed

timeline of events.
4.2 Downtown Atlanta Business Elites

3)RU RUGLQDU\ FLMULIHOD @R I1ZEBEBDQDWQORZQ IDFW WKD\
by a group of people in® X G laQldasti the Coca-Cola Company, the Trust
Company of Georgia, the Georgia Power Company, the First National Bank, the
&KDPEHU RI &RPPHUFH b5LFKYV GH S8 DstsSurRatirges/ VWRU
expanded more recently to include the fast-growing Citizens and Southern Bank,

andahafGR]JHQ RWKHU QDPHV ~ +XQWHU S

$WODQWD LV ZHOO NQRZQ IRU LWV 3JRYHUQLQJ UHJLPH Wl
between the elected officials, white business leaders, and the black community leaders to shape
the downtown policy agenda. According to Stone (1988), two groups dominate the regime in
Atlanta: the elected officials and the downtown business etifed/ KH EDQNYV WKH XWLOLW
department stores, the daily newspapers, and Coca Cola, in particular, have a long history of acting

in concert, and they draw other businesses that may be new to the Atlanta scene into the same
SDWWHUQ RI XQLILHG SXEOLF DFWLRQ" S Tohipanié¢s vV W D W H

major banks have also had interest in any policy decision that affect the city. Atlanta is the home
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of global institutions, such as, Georgia Trust, First National Bank, @oBe©O D 5LFK{V 836
Southern Bell, and Georgia Power. All these institutions are involved in the policy making process.

,Q $WODQWDmakarKate &R @ Inrber, and generally the underlying population has
DFTXLHVFHG WR WKHLU GHFLVLRQV UHJDUGLQJ DFWLRQV DII

p.14)

The governing coalition consisted of white downtown business leaders, elected officials, and
$IULFDQ $PHULFDQ SROLWLFDO OHDGHUVKLS :KLWH 3SRZHU °
WR WHUPV ZLWK WKH 1HJUR LI LW LV WR FR®PNIORWHKteWR JUR
business leaders supported desegregation and policies to increase housing for middle-class blacks;
$IULFDQ $PHULFDQ OHDGHUV DV 3MXQLRU SDUWQHUV' LQ WK

electoral support for white elites to control the city hall.

Downtown Atlanta elites vieed $SWODQWD DV D 3 SDWWHUQ RI ODQG XVH™ !
centered on rearranging land-use patterns (Elkin, 1987b). The elites wanted to maximize their
profit from land development and manipulated policy-making process. The politics of Atlanta wa
VKDSHG DURXQG ODQG LQWHUHVWY DQG WKH HOHFWHG RIILI
EXVLQHVYVY HOLWHYV EHFDXVH 3RIILFLDOV EHOLHYH WKDW WK
electoral prospects are tied to the benefits engendered by development efforts; and businessmen

EHOLHYH WKDW WKH\ ULJKWIXOO\ KDYH D VSHFLDO SODFH LQ

The interviewees also recognized the influence of downtown Atlanta business elites in policy-
PDNLQJ SURFHVVHV 20QH LQWHUYLHZHH DUJXHG 3$WODQWD
EDG" 1R ,W KDV LWV RzZzQ zD\ DW WKH H[WUHPH HQG" $FDGF
GHVFULEHG $WODQWweén tRY QD &RV P®B Y Mative H)S UHtY He late

1960s, the politics and business of the city were pretty much intertwined. The mayor of the City
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of Atlanta relied on the support of the business community for their elections. Members of this
downtown elite wielded power not by holding political office but by influencing major decisions
made by elected officials. One exception to this was Ivan Allen Jr., a prominent member of the

downtown elite who served two terms as mayor in the 60s.

Civic-minded leaders such as Robert Woodruff, Ivan Allen, Sr. and many others dedicated their
time, money, and energy for Atlanta to make it a major world city. Robert W. Woodruff is
SUHVXPHG WR EH DW WKH WRS RI WK HAs #fe Rah ldflthe/foveédidérit & X U H °
Trust Company of Georgia, Robert Woodruff, started his business career at the Coca-Cola
Company. He later became the head of both the Coca-Cola Company and the Trust Company of
Georgia. Woodruff led the Coca-Cola Company for more than 50 year$ svédd DQWDfV IDWH
linked to the fate of Coc&c ROD &RPSDQ\ LQ D VHQVH &RNHYV JURZWK DQ
increased the recognition of Atlantaas wélsVLGH IURP KLV IldrQdzauselodt®erd L IWYV +
+Woodruff exerted his influence through close ties to city leaders, and many of them became the
LOQWHUSUHWHUV RI OU $QRQ\PRXVYT >5REHUW :RRGUXIITV@ G
Woodruff was very well respected as the unofficial mayor of AtlaAthR PDMRU SURMHFW
executed in Atlanta during the 194Q G WKURXJK WKH V ZLWKRXW :RRGU
1970, p.54). Those business leaders had close relationships, and they were mostly part of an
HIFOXVLYH FOXE )RU WKH JRYHUQLQJ FRDOLWLRQ 3&LW\ +DC
often less important as linkages in the public-policy process than were such private, voluntary
associations as the Capital City Club, the Commerce Club, the Piedmont Driving Club, and of
FRXUVH WKH &KDPEHU RI &RPPHUFH LWV H @dussiobd-hbdat the S
development policy were discussed and formulated in these informal meetings at these clubs and

luncheons (Hunter, 1953).
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Newspapers have also been influential by being in favor of progress and civic improvement.
Similar to other American cities, two principal newspapgiege morning Atlanta Constitution and

the evening Atlanta Journatand the combined Sunday Journal and Constitution mostly shared

the views of the business community and has been a main support of Atlanta. Especially the daily
local newspaper Atlanta Journ@dRQVWLWXWLRQ RZQHG E\ &R[ (QWHUSUL
SHUVSHFWLYH RQ SROLF\ LVVXHV 7KH HGLWRUV DQG SXEO
SKLORVRSK\ LQ HIITHFW S30DNH PRQH\ reeX ®gRDdridciatit ldnk KD P E H

XUJH D SURJUHVVLYH DSSURDFK WR UDFH =~ $OO0OHQ S

4.2.1 Civic Organizations and Their Actions

Despite the suburbanization/decentralization trend that affected all the US cities in 1950s, Atlanta
civic leaders were very active to keep the central business district vibrant and attractive. As an
organization explicitly focusing on downtown, Central Atlanta Progress (CAP) was established to
respond to suburbanization trend as well as to coordinate and put the downtown development plans
LQWR DFWLRQ 6WRQH &$3 WKH GRZQWRZQ EXVLQHVV
very active advocacy group for downtown development, and dominated the planning process in
Atlanta since the World War 2. It was created in 1941 as the Central Area Improvement
Association. The name changed to Central Atlanta Association, and got its current name as Central
Atlanta Progress (CAP) in 1966 (Keating, 2001). CAP has been financed by the privatetsector
entrepreneurs, banks, insurance compagiasd took the initiative to raise funding for several
downtown development project, including Bedford Pine Urban Renewal, Underground Atlanta,

and finally the Centennial Olympic Park.
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As an important organization to promote growth agenda of business elites, CAP produced its first
master plan for downtown Atlanta in December, 1971: Central Area Study (CAS-I). CAS-l was

the product of a cooperative effort of the City of Atlanta, Central Atlanta Progress, and the U.S.
Department of Transportation. CAS-1 was originally a transportation plan, and recommended
connecting downtown with the airport and the surrounding suburbs by expanding the freeways and
WKH WUDQVLW V\VWHP /HDU\ 7KH VWXG\ VWDWHG 3WKF
only a few U.S. cities so fortunate, can avoid the dominant cycle of declining investment that has

VHULRXVO\ DIIHFWHG WKH YLDELOLW\ RI FHQWUDO DUHDV LQ

CAS-, ZDV QRW DGRSWHG DV DQ RIILFLDO UHGtRdevelopmeritv LW |F
SROLF\ "~ 5XWKHLVHU S ODMRU DFFRRABMUHY K€ HQWV L
Bedford-Pine/Park Central Communities redevelopment, downtown freeway completion,
MARTA rail and bus system, Underground Atlanta, and Woodruff Park (CAP, 2000).I CAS-
SEHFDPH DQ LPSRUWDQW SODQQLQJ GRFXPHQW LQ MXVWLI\LC
a rail system, greater gateway capacity into the downtown area on major arterials, the development

of parking reservoirs to intercept downtown-bound traffic on its margins, and the decking of
SHDFKWUHH 6WUHHW WR FUHDWH D SHGHVWULDQ SURPHQDG!

140)

Planning for the second Central Area Study (CAS- VWDUWHG LQ 3ZKHQ LQG
implemeQWHG WKH ILUVW &HQWUDO $UHD 6WXG\ VDZ CAY UHFRP
1988, p. 12). CAS-Il was released in February, 1988 as a cooperative effort of the City of Atlanta,
Central Atlanta Progress, and Fulton County. CAS-IRFXVHG 3¢hRlbwdhghEw

buildings, transportation or infrastructure but rather on improving on what we have through

PDLQWHQDQFH PDUNAW L9388, (D B Tersacbnd®tudy differs from the first
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one in its emphasis on improving the tourism, entertainment, and marketing of Atlantdl CAS-
development improvements include: the APEX Museum, Atlanta University Center urban design
and streetscape improvements, Fernbank Museum of Natural History, Georgia Dome, Streetscape
improvements spurred by Peachtree Street and Auburn Avenue design competitions, Piedmont
Park expansion, and public green spaces created, such as the Centennial Olympic Park (CAP,

2000).

CAS-,, VWDWHG WKDW 3:3WKHUH LV D QHHG WR GHYHORS D QD\
Atlanta as a fun place to visit. Because of its strength as a regional business center, the presence

of professional sports and its reputation for southern hospitality, Atlanta has a sound base on which
WR EXLOG D SHUFHSAA, FOGB,IRITM I XIFQBWVYV " ZDV DEVHQW RI WK
facilities. 1984- &RPSUHKHQVLYH 30DQ RI $WODQWD VWDWHYV WKL
centered downtown, most of the restaurants, nightclubs, discos, and other places of interest, such

as Stone Mountain and Six Flags, are located outside downtown. Further, many of downtown's

VKRSV DQG UHVWDXUDQWY DUH FORVHG LQ WKH HYHQLQJV ~

The Atlanta Chamber of Commerce has been also engaged in civic matters, and remained active
in promoting crime control, downtown housing, and other similar development programs.
Research Atlanta, a public policy research institution reflects the view of downtown business
elites, has been funded by the Atlanta Chamber of Commerce until it was affiliated with Georgia

State University in 1992 (Keating, 2001).

In the African American community, however, there has not been any organization similar to CAP
ZLWK D FDSDFLW\ WR WDNH DFWLRQ IRU WKkcomoled F DQG
RUJDQL]DW le&iQgy 2@B. Two major black organizations; the Atlanta Urban League

$8/ DQG WKH $WODQWD %XVLQHVV /HDJXH $%/ :KDYH YHU\
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primarily with the immediate issues of affirmative action and the particular problems of smaller
black-RZQHG ILUPV =~ .HDWLQJ S $8/ ZDV IRXQGHG LQ
southern branch of the National Urban League (Hornsby and Henderson, 2005). In practice, AUL
ZDV 3SDSROLWLFDO” HVSHFLDOO\ RQ ULJKWV IRU E@QBENWIDLQC
FROQWUROOHG DQG ILQDQFHG FKDULWDEOH DJHQF\ IRU LWV Il

2005, p. 66)

4.2.2 Mayors as Key Players of the Governing Coalition

$WODQWDYV UHJLPH HPSKDVLY DQG SULRULWLHYV KD\

style, goals, and interests (Stone, 1989; Stein 2003).

The mayors of Atlanta have been a key component of the governing coalition. One interviewee
says, Business involvement was always in place in Atlanta. Business leaders run for political
offices, they frequently end up being the mayor (e.g. Ivan Allen from 1962 to 1970). For much of
the history of Atlanta, the business leadership class and the political influential had a common

ground. Even the election of black mayors did not result in a bigshifFDGHPLF

Banfield (1967) characterizes the power of the mayor in Atlanta like a three legged stool; the press,
WKH pZKLWHY EXVLQHVV SRZHU VWUXFWXUH DQG WKH %ODFI
and formed the stool 8UWLQJ ZLWK +DUWVILHOG PD\RUDO WHUP 3Kl
practices, found a way to finance operating costs from current revenues, and inspired such
FRQILGHQFH LQ WKH EXVLQHVV FRPPXQLW\ WKDW W#&H ORFDC
D OLEHUDO RQ UDFH PDWWHUV KH VDZ YHU\ HDUOY MWJKURW D .

YRWH LQ RUGHU WR VWD\ LQ RIILFH DQG KH UHVSRQGHG UHL
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had put together, leaders of the business community are said to have persuaded the newspapers to

HQGRUVH KLP IRU UHHOHFWLRQ VRPHWERNDQJ WKH\ KDG QRW ¢

Two figures dominated the politics of Atlanta in the time period from 40s to 70s: William B.
Hartsfield, mayor from 1937 through 1962, and Ivan Allen, Jr., mayor from 1963 to 1970. Both of
WKHP KDG JRRG UHODWLRQV ZLWK WKH EXVLQHVV HOLWHV RI
WRR EXV\ WR KDWH" ZLWK UDFLDO LQWHJUDWLRQ DQG PDVVL
relationship with the downtown business elites, especially with Woodruff of Coca-Cola (Figure
1). In 1940s through 1960s, Robert Woodruff dominated Atlanta politics through his close
relationship with mayors Hartsfield and Allen, and through civic organizations (Hunter, 1953;
.HDWLQJ "RRGUXII KDV EHHQ DQ LPSRUWDQW 3SROLWLF
+DUWVILHOG DQG $00DQ 3EHKLQG WKH W\obdRuH Wds ti#é Be@d L H O G
of both the Coca Cola Company and the Trust Comply *HRUJLD °31R PDMRU SUR
HIHFXWHG LQ $WODQWD GXULQJ WKH V DQG WKURXJK WKH
S OD\RU +DUWVILHOG KDG RQO\ :RRGUXIITfV SLFWXUH |
addition to Woodruff, Dick Richtthe owner of Rich's department store retail chakmown as
30U $WODQWD" KDV EHHQ LQYROYHG LQ PDMRU SURMHFWYV L
Central Atlanta Study was completed under his leadership. He also actively supported the stadium

and the rapid-transit system ideas.

In 1969, Sam Massell got the majority of the black votes and won the election as the first Jewish
mayor of Atlanta. Maynard Jackson was also elected as the first black vice-mayor of Atlanta in
WKDW HOHFWLRQ 7KH WUDQVLWLRQ EHJDQ ZLWK ODVVHOOYV
shifting toward a growing black electorate. He was Jewish and liberal, and he had strong ties to

ODERU JURXSV $V D UHVXOW RI WKH FKDQJH RQ HOHFWRUDO
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was elected in 1973 as the first black mayor of Atlanta. The regime dynamics began to change
ZLWK E O DhgeNprésencd/ id Rtlanta politics, but the power of business elites on governing
coalition have not weakened. During his mayoralty, Jackson realized that he needs the business
HOLWHYV VXSSRUW LQ RUGHU WR JRYHUQ Hmaysér\and¥ieO\ DQC
EXVLQHVV HOLWHYV ZHUH UHSDLUHG E\ WKH HQG RI -DFNVRQT
HITHFWLYHO\ ZLWK WKH VXSSRUW RI EXVLQHVYVY HOLWHV 7KH .
second mayoral term and a new phase started with the election of Andrew Young in 1981 as the

second black mayor of Atlanta, who has been a growth advocate.

Figure 1. Robert Woodruff (left) with mayors William Hartsfield (center) and Ivan Allen Jr.
(right) (Source: Allen, 1996)
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4.2.2.1 Mayor Hartsfield (1937-1941 and 1942-1962) KH 3JRYHUQLQJ UHJLP
$WODQWD EHJDQ ZLWK :LOOLDP +D UWsdameldirdoiu@lfavid RubctianalD O W\ L
IRUP GXULQJ ,YDQ $0OOHQ -U YV PD\RUDOW\ LQ V. +DUW\
leaders, most of the aldermen and city officials, middle and upper-income whites, and increasingly
RYHU WKH \HDUV B0 ION)Hartsfield hiQself shared some of the segregationist
YLHZV EXW DV D 3SUDJPDWLVW" KH LQFOXGHG EODFNV LQWF
votes he received from the black voters (Stone 2008b). Hein (1972) shares an interesting story
S>SEODFN@ OHDGHUV ZHQW WR +DUWVILHOG UHTXHVWLQJ VW
them to come back went they had 10,000 votes and he would see that they got their lighting. They
GLG DQG KH GLG ~ S 'XULQJ KLV PD\RUDOW\ 3+DUWVILE
emergence of a biracial coalition that rested, at least in part, on a shared embrace of pdlicies a

KRZ WR SXUVXH WKHP =~ 6WRQH S

Hartsfield was not part of the business elites, but he had good personal relationship with the
business elites of Atlanta, with Robert Woodruff in particular. Hartsfield and Woodruff were
former schoolmates and they had been close friends since then (Stone 2008b). Hartsfield had only
"RRGUXIITV SLFWXUH RQ KLV RIILFH DW &LW\ +DOOGCAN G LQWL
&LW\" %DQILHOG $O0OHQ +DUWVILHOG ZDV D ELJ DG
KLY PD\RUDOW\ KH 3ORRNHG WR WKH EXVLQHVV HOLWH IF
XQDFFHSW D EQDdb, p. 186)/\RI@rHhe has to decide on any major issue, he first consulted

with Woodruff (Allen, 1996). In return, business elites strongly supported#fimancially and

strategicallyson the elections.

,Q +DUWVILHOGTV YLHZ R Q®nedtd R&aykheEdeXtO IeconkbRredat Grith&Vv K

50s, the Hartsfield administration began construction of a highway system radiating from
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downtown. The main goal was to attract more businesses to downtown Atlanta with the easy access
provided by highways. Extended highway system has been one of the major factors that makes
Atlanta an attractive location for businesses since then. The trends of decentralization was not
noticeable in early 60s, but became more visible in the 70s when; 1) the freeway system wa
completed in 1970 and provided transportation connection between the growing suburbs and the
major employment centers; 2) the basic infrastructure of the surrounding suburbs were improved;
and 3) the suburbs challenged downtown with the suburban office facilities for white-collar job

(Wright, 1980; Basmajian, 2008).

4.2.2.2 Mayor Allen (1962-1970)In July 1961, Hartsfield announced that he is not
running for mayor again, and the business elites agreed on Ivan Allen, Jr, as his successor. Allen,
JbwDV DOUHDG\ SDUW YRHUSNQD PRDDPLWLRQ " DV D EXVLQHVVP!

leader (Banfield, 1965).

As the president of the Atlanta Chamber of Commerce, Allen, Jr. formulated the second Forward
Atlanta plan in the late 1950s. A boostorLNH KLV IDWKHU $OOHQ -UfV ERRVV
the second Forward Atlanta Plan; he proposed adding freeways, having a rapid-transit system,
building a stadium, and having a civic center in order to create a major league city. The second
Forward Atlanta marketing campaign successfully attracted new businesses and industries to
Atlanta, and created jobs to employ tens of thousands people. The second Forward Atlanta plan
was "a business-like plan, conceived and executed by businessmen for the good of the business
community and thus for the good of Atlanta,” and this plan enabled Atlanta to rise as an

international city (Townsend, 1969, p. 96).

Under similar circumstances [rising black activist] elsewhere, white businessmen

were beginning to snap their briefcases shut and abandon downtown business
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districts for the relative peace and calm of the suburbs. Not so in Atlanta. For two
decades, all efforts had been directed toward building up the city prapet
SJUHDWHU ™ $WODQWD RAtflahRHiIdRSu&Bs OV Qtdd Bresle X

to allow a sudden shift of strategy. (Allen, 1996, p.136)

The growth of Atlanta continued in the 1960s. Service industry expanded and as a result of this
expansion downtown office space increased by 76 per cent between 1960 and 1970, hotel rooms
are doubled, retail sales dramatically increased, and the unemployment rates significantly declined
(2 per cent in 1965) (Stone, 1976; Allen, 1996). Mayor Allen explains the success of Atlanta in

DV IROORZYV itthdt d majov itz iR America has ever been guided by a group of
men who were so totally dedicatea@lbeit, pragmatically, benevolently, and paternalisticaliy
WKH ZHOIDUH DQG SURVSHULW\ RI WKHLU FLW\ 7¥i&W ZDV W
When | look back at what happened during the decade | can find few major efforts that were
DFFRPSOLVKHG ZLWKRXW WKH WRWDOO\ XQVHOILVK VXSSRU\

239).

OD\RU $OOHQ DOVR GHVFULEHV $WODQWD DV 3WKH FLW\ RI W
ZK\ $WoDQwWD JUHZ PRUH WKDQ DQ\ RWKHU FLWLHV 3IRU R
realistically while many others (including, by all means, its former rival, Birmingham) tried to act
OLNH LW Zb v Pécamekatiaohbint in its attitude to it. As the sixties came along, Atlanta,

too, was not so provincial as most other cities outside the East; we had a goodly number of branch
RIILFHV LQ WRZQ DOUHDG\« $QG ZH KDG D @& Dbfitie kdutBed JHRJU
cities; between mountains and coasts, transportation center, good climate, national resources,
abundant recreation facilities. We also had that hard core of business and civic leaders who had

the benevolent attitude that whatever was good for Atlanta was good for them. So the potential
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ZDV WKHUH DV $WODQWD HQWHUHG WKH VL[WLHV DQG , GR(
JRUZDUG $WODQWD SURJUDP XQOHDVKHG LW DQG EHFDPH WK

(Allen, 1971, p. 148).

By the mid-sixties, with the ads appearing in selected national media - such as New Yorker,
Fortune, and the Wall Street Journal - Atlanta "became one of the best advertised metropolitan
areas in the country" as a good place to live an€dd6VLQHVY "'ULVNHOO - S
WHUP PD\RUDOW\ ZzDV DQ H[WHQVLYH DGYHUWLVHPHQW FDPS
RI GRZQWRZQ UHGHYHORSPHQW" FRQVWUXFWLRQV WR H[SD(

the stadium and the civic center were built (Keating, 2001).

Mayor Allen also promoted the rapid-transit system during his term, however he was not able to
implement the system within his term because the first referendum failed in 1968. The next
referendum passed in 1971 and the construction began after he left the office. Lindsay states that
OD\RU $OOHQTV VXFFHVV FDQ EH VHHQ 3LQ itkeHre®dV LFDO
neighborhoods, the new stadium, and @8R RPLQJ EXVLQHVYV RQ 3HDFKWUHH 6

Allen, 1 6WRQH QRWHYV $O0OHQYYVY WUDQVIRUPDWLRQ DV IF

3(bUuO\ LQ KLV FDUHHU KH UDQ IRU VWDWH RIILFH DV D1
Later, as chamber president, he became more pragmatic. In office, charged with the
responsibility of governing a city with a large and growing black population in an era of

rapid change, he became an avid proponent of racial progress and saw that change as a

PDWWHU RI FLYLF SULGH =~ S

OD\RU $0O0OHQ GHVFULEHV WKH SRZHU WahJcaseWaX Lhed ®1ddsW O D Q'

ZDV VXJJHVW WKDW $WODQWD KDG D QHHG DVN D PHPEHU R
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merely sit back and wait until it was done. The sixties was the right time, Atlanta was the right
city, and this business community was the right one. No city had ever seen anything fixejt be

DQG QR FLW\ LV OLNHO\ WR VHH LW DJDLQ =~ $OOHQ S

Mayor Allen made extensive use of federal urban renewal and other public monies to build the
necessary public infrastructure to attract private investment and put Atlanta on the map as a city
of national significance, a "major league city" (Stone, 1989). These features included a stadium
for major league sports teams, extensive hotel and convention facilities, and a mass transit system
focused on downtown. Together with freeway construction, urban renewal projects demolished
more than 30,000 units of low-income housing and displaced 67,000 people between 1958 and

1968, nearly all of whom were African- American (Stone, 3976

$ O O m&ydirdlty was a turning point for Atlanta. Atlanta completed its transformation from being

a regional capital to a national city during his terms. Mayor Allen describes Atlanta in 1960s as
IROORZV 3<RX FRXOG XVH 3*WUHPHQGRXV"™ RU 3IDQWDVWLF" F
but you would still be understating the situation. In that short span of ten years Atlanta grew as
much as it had in all of its previous history, moving from being a somewhat sluggish regional
distribution center to a positoMV RQH RI WKH GR]JHQ RU VR WUXO\ 3QDWI
6WDWHV" $0OO0OHQ S $ORQJ WKH VDPH OLQH DFFRUC

Atlanta "is sort of the national hero of the sixties." (Townsend, 1967, p. 96)

Allen describes his mayoralty as a success story:

8:KHWKHU ZH ZHUH 3VLQFHUHO\ OLEHUDO ™ LV LQFRQV
because we were realistic. We established a logical game plan in the beginning

basically the Six-Point Progratand we followed it. Coping with the racial issue
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and making long-range plans were the keys. When the racial problem was
reasonably settled, it cleared the way for everything else: new industry,
expressways, sports, jobs, entertainment, housing. One begets another, in a
fascinatingchd Q RI HYHQWY :KHQ \RX 3VROYHG ™ \RXU UDF
a favorable national image. A favorable national image attracts new industry. New
industry means more jobs. More jobs mean more personal income and spending.
More income and spending mean a broader tax base for the city, which means more

and better city services, which mean happier people, which is what it is all about.

It is wonderful to be idealistic and to speak about human values, but you are not
going to be able to do one thing about them if you are not economically strong. If

there is any one slogan | lived by as may RI $WODQWD WAIENW ZRXOC

1971, p. 240-41)

4.2.2.3 Mayor Massell (1970-1974)Allen did not run for mayor in 1969 and the
governing coalition started to erode beginning with the 1969 mayoral election. Until the 1969
HOHFWLRQV WKH EODFN YRWHUV ZHUH MXVW 3DSSURYLQJ W
However, the old electoral conditions was not in place for the 1969 elections. Massell was opposed
by VWDWH UHSUHVHQWDWLYH 5RGQH\ &RRN ZKR 3ZDV HQGRL
EXVLQHVV FRPPXQLW\" 6WRQH D S ODVVHOO JRW WK
the election as the first Jewish mayor of Atlanta. Maynard Jackson was also elected as the first

black vice-mayor of Atlanta.

SODVVHOO IDFHG WKH FKDOOHQJH RI SUHVLGLQJ RYH

signs of letting up. The city was like a teenager who gradually outgrew the clothes
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of childhood and got a new wardrobe, only to experience a sudden, secondary

JURZWK VSXUW WKDW QHFHVVLWDWHG DQRWKHU FRP

ODVVHOOYY HOHFWLRQ ZDV D FOHDU VLJQ WKDW SRZHU ZDV \
was Jewish and liberal, and he had strong ties to labor groups. During his campaign, Massell made

it clear that he opposed the excessive influence that business interests had on city government.
Despite his reputation as a political maverick, Massell ended up being an ideal coalition mayor.

3- H Z Luwidbashedly liberal, a friend of organized labor, Massell had such a perfect profile as a

WUDQVLWLRQDO ILIJXUH WKDW KH PLIKW KDYH FRPH IURP FHC

As one study concludes.6 LQFH DW OHDVW $WO bsgnoy § doditbhnRUV KD
composed of virtually all black voters, most of the middle and upper-middle class whites who live

RQ WKH QRUWKVLGH RI WKH FLW\ DQG D PLQRULW\ RI ZKLW
coalition of blacks and northside whites WK DWW HU H G L @middle ctas® SvBitddand

WKH FLW\fV WUDGLWLRQDO 3SRZHU VWUXFWXUH" ORVW WKH
Elections of 1969, a study by Voter Education Project, Inc., Atlanta. Quoted in Allen, 1971, p.

219).

ODVVHOO ZDV 3QRERG\YVY PDQ" 3LHUFH S GXULQJ KL
closer to the business elites later in his term, and this change did not please the poor black
consttXHQWY ODVVHOO DOVR :PDGH QR HIIRUW WR EULQJ WRJ
Even the rhetoric of city policy lost its neighborhood flavor and incorporated terms that were
HVSHFLDOO\ FRQJHQLDO WR WKH $WODQ@WD).BXIQTOQHEWKE FRP P X
became the electoral majority, and they had the power to elect a black mayor. Black constituents
GLG QRW KDYH DQ\ VHULRXV RSSRVLWLRQ W&gdbD she-t¢nO E XW

PD\RU =~ $OO0OHQ w& that feeliig<amdrtg blacks that it is time to elect the first
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black mayor of Atlanta. The circumstances was in favor of Vice-mayor Jackson for the coming

elections.

Figure 2. Mayor Sam Massel(Source: City of Atlanta, 1972)

4.2.2.4 Mayor Jackson (1974-1982 and 1990-199%faynard Jackson won the elections

inl ZLWK SHU FHQW RI WKH EODFN YRWH DQG SHUFHQW
ILUVW EODFN PD\RU 30D\QDUG -DFNVRQYV UXQRII ZLQ RYHU C
GLUHFW WKUHDW WR WKH ROG UHJLPH =~ )OHLVFKPDQQ S
ZLWK 3$IULFDQ $PHULFDQV RI DOO FODVVHV OLEHUDO ZKLYV
FRPPXQLW\" .HDWLQJ $V +RIIPDQ FRQFOXGHG 3)RU
took orders directly from the dowmvRZQ EXVLQHVVPHQ HVSHFLDOO\ WKH HJ[
great corporation, the Coca-Cola Company. The white businessmen were even able to win support
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from African American businessmen and college officials who had an interest in renewal and new
housing plans. The neighborhoods, black and white, gained a voice in 1973 when maverick

SROLWLFLDQ 0D\QDUG -DFNVRQ ZDV HOHFWHG PD\RU °~ S

Figure 3. Maynard Jackson at the opening of his mayoral campaign headquarters, Ju873
(Source: Bayor, 1996)

With the election of Maynard Jackson as the first black mayor of Atlanta in 1973, the regime
dynamics begantochaH ,W zZDV 3D UHDFWLRQ DJDLQVW WKH JRYHUC
fairly good job of keeping the peace in Atlanta but had done very little for the city's poorest

UHVLGHQWY =~ 9DUQHU S

Black electoral clout, however, has allowed control of City Hall to pass from white

businessmen to a generation of black politicians who matured during the civil
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rights movement. White business leaders did not respond by abandoning Atlanta.
Rather, they forged a new governing coalition with black mayors and City Council
members. This transition was far from smooth, and while it did leave some lasting
changes in the local policy agenda, the new regime also maintained the
commitment of economic and political elites to promoting growth. (Fleischmann,

1991, p. 105)

7KH GRZQWRZQ EXVLQHVYVY OHDGHUV ZHUH QRW KDSS\ ZLWK W
GHPDQGLQJ DQG GLIILFXOW WR JHW DORQJ ZLWK"™ +XH\

white governing coalition had to learn sharing the governing power. During his first year as mayor,
Harold Brockey the Chairman of CAP, sent a letter to Jackson, expressing his concerns about the
30 D F Ncéss tthe mayor and the breakdown of close governBeq* LQHVYVY FRRSHUDWI
ZHOO DV QRWLQJ WKDW KHZKVY \8H U F-HRIQMH\VGLID\JaEBddn@ealizddQ W L
WKH LPSRUWDQFH RI EXVLQHVV FRDOLW h&Rkm@mp OdetherQuiti HV SR Q
local business leaders and established the independent Atlanta Economic Development
Corporation, which replaces the Office of Economic Development that was created by Mayor
Jackson under his control (Stone 2008a). Leadership Atlanta and Action Forum were also created

to bring white and black business leaders to discuss civic matters on which both groups would fin

a common ground (Stone 2008b)

*RYHUQLQJ LV GLIIHUHQW IURP ZLQQLQJ HOHFWL

'"HFLGH  5B®66NDID5)

7KH FRDOLWLRQ EHWZHHQ EODFNV DQG WKH ZKLWH GRZQWR:
first term as mayor, but reestablished during his second term. During his first mayoral term,

Jackson learned two important lessons: exaggerated black expectations of a black mayor and
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exaggerated white anxiety over a black mayor (Alexander and Rucker, 2GNVRQYV ILUVW
as mayor was a learning experience for both Jackson and the business elites. Business elites had
WR 3DGMXV W’ JEKsdarPavidHs YnidnAgeviient style, meanwhile Jackson had to learn the
SLPSRUWDQFH RI EXVLQHVYV FRDOLWLRQ LQ UHDFKLQJ VRPH F
frst WHUP DV PD\RU -DFNVRQ UHDOL]J]HG WKDW KHo @MahGV WKH
effectively, and the relationship between the mayor and the business elites were repieed by

HQG RI -DFNVRQYY VHFRQG WHUP $V 5HDG QRWHYV 3WKF
how complex the relationship is between political power based on electoral strength and economic

power based on the private control of HWWPHQW DFW2DOJLW\ =~ S

4.2.2.5 Mayor Young (1982-1990After two terms as mayor, Jackson was prohibited by
law from standing for reelection, and new phase started with the election of Andrew Young as the
second black mayor of Atlanta. Young was well-known as a former member of the U.S. House of
Representatives, U.N. ambassador during Jimmy Carter administration, and a civil rights activist.
<RXQJYV PD\RUDHDQWHIU AHG@DEA KLV EHOLHI LQ ZKDW KH FDOOF
or, as some have called it, Andynomics (Varner, 2010, p. 178). The business leaders believed that
it was possible to elect a white candidate and supported liberal state representative Sidney Marcus
for mayor, not Andrew Young. After Young won the election in 1982, he promised to be Atlanta's
DPEDVVDGRU IRU HFRQRPLF GHYHORSPHQW <RXQJ VDLG 3, Z
ZDQW WKHP KHUH DQG \RX GRQW KDYH WR EULEH DQ\ERG\ W

RI P\ MRE LV FUHDWLQJ MREV DQG WKDW PHDQV ZH PXVW KD"

Young was very popular internationally as the former UN representative of the US, and he
DSSHDUHG WR EH DQ LGHDO FDQGLGDWH IRU WKH EXVLQHVV

international city. Once he was elected mayor, at a luncheon with the business leaders, Young
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PDGH LW FOHDU WKDW KH GLG QRW JHW HOHFWHG ZLWK EXV
ZLWKRXW WKH FRQILGHQFH RI WKH EtXign, Quiy 24/ 16RPH0@L W\~ $\

reelected in 1985 and strengthened his ties with the business elites.

S$WODQWD FRQWLQXHV WR EH GRPLQDWHG E\ D F
leaders, and middle-class black leaders who concur on the community-wide
benefits of downtown revitalization. The current black mayor, Andrew
Young, embraces the downtown-revitalization strategy more
enthusiastically than did Maynard Jackson, whose modest efforts to support

black community development were depicted as gp(xU UHO SROLWLFV

(Clarke 1987, p. 118)

Young was supported by the business elites for his effort for economic development. The Atlanta
Journal-Constitution endorsed Young in the August 7, 1990 Democratic gubernatorial runoff
HOHFWLRQ DJDLQVW =HOO OLOOHU E\ VWDWLQJ WKDW 39%X
administration, and in no small part because of his efforts on behalf of the city's economy. Ask the
city's chamber of commerce if it has ever seen a more effective salesmBeriberatic National

Convention came to Georgia and the Olympics are very likely coming here, too, in substential pa
EHFDXVH RI OU <RXQJ YV DELOLW\ WR VHOO WKRVH DXGDFLR
mayoralty, the coalition restored, and it reached to its highest harmony during the Olympig biddi
SURFHVV $V +XH\ VWDWHV B3EODFNV DQG ZKLWHV FRR:
interest that is unique among the world's large cities. It's called the Atlanta Way. It is played out

over and over every dayput never with more impact than during the competition to stage the

20\PSLFV =~ S
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Figure 4. Mayor Andrew Young (Source: ACOG, 1990)

4.3 From Terminus to a National Hub: Transportation as a Key for Growth

People in other southern states liked to say that whether a person was going

WR KHDYHQ RU KHOO DW WKH HQG RI KLV OLIH Kl
(Hays, 2004, P.84)

From Terminus to one of the biggest airport in the world, transportation has been one of the major
sectors of Atlanta economy and one of the factors that makes Atlanta an attractive location for
EXVLQHVV 7KXV QRW VXUSULVLQJO\ $WODQWDTV EXVLQHVV
with an emphasis on downtown in particular to complete the transformation of the city into a world

cty. )RU $WODQWDYV EXVLQHVY HOLWHY DXWRPRELOH KDV E

increase the accessibility of downtown. Atlanta has grown rapidly as a transportation hub as a
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UHVXOW RI LWV JHRJUDSKLFDO ORFDWLRQ DGYDQWDJH $W!
advantages for transportation operations and commercial activities. Originally being a rail center,
Atlanta became an air hub after the airport, and finally a major connector in the federal highway
system after the three major interstates that intersects in Atlanta were completed (White and
Crimmins, 1980; Rose et al., 2009). Figure 5 shows the Atlanta metropolitan region with the major

highways.

Figure 5. Atlanta Region(Source: ARC, 2011a)

Not surprisingly then, the business community has made transportation policy a priority. One
example for the influence of business community on transportation policy decisions in 1920s is
that the Georgia Railway and Power Company used its power to eliminate the jitney services in
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$WODQWD E\ FRQYLQFLQJ WKH FLW\YV DOGHUPDQ WR SDVV
transportation planning documents in Atlanta (the 1924 Beeler Report, 1929 Atlanta Traffic
Survey, and the 1946 Lochner Report) focused on building highways with the main principle being

+3DOO URDGYV OHDG 1M (QidviRazty, 1280; Keating, 2001; Hartshorn, 2009).

One of the interviewees states the transportation vision of Atlanta as folfdles:growth of

Atlanta depended on the easy accessibility. The connection between transportation and economics
was well recognized and it has been a big part of the transportation vision. Now, that was clear to
the leaders that transportation routes can make a place either very accessible or marginal. And a

lot of the planning for transportation has been within that insigh3 O D Q Q L QStaff 4)H Q F\

Transportation is one of the major sectors of Atlanta economy and it is one of the factors that
makes Atlanta an attractive location for businesses. It accounts for a larger proportion of jobs in
WKH $WODQWD UHJLRQ WKDQ LQ DQ\ RWKHU PHWURSROLWDQ
natural transportation hub. The development of Atlanta is associated with railroads, which made
it a center of commerce for the southeast. While details of the economy have changed, Atlanta is
still associated with transportation and serves as the distribution center for the growing Southeast
by virtue WV H[WHQVLYH KLJKZD\V DYLDWLRQ DQG UDLO FRQQI
favored. Its unique situation with respect to the physiographic provinces of eastern United States

has made it the southeastern regional center for rail, highway abdRK WH S DRCMBE0,QV ~ 0
p. 5)

4.3.1 The Airport

Atlanta business leadership also lobbied for an international airport in the 1940s. Although the city

of Atlanta had no preparation to compete for designation, William Hartsfitlein city alderman
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ard later mayortworked very hard to make Atlanta the designated stop on the federal airmail
route from New York to Miami (Peirce, 1974; Allen, 1996; Kunstler, 2003). This designation also
marked the starting point for Atlanta to be a major traffic hub of the South. In 1941, Delta Air
/ILQHVY PRYHG LWV KHDGTXDUWHUV WR $WODQWD DQG LQFUHL

the South.

$WODQWDTV FRQQHFWLYLW\ DQG DFFHVVLELOLW\ LV ODUJHO\
and capacity in the 70s as well. The first scheduled nonstop to a foreign country was Eastern's
IOLJKW WR OH[LFR &LW\ LQ -XO\ DQG WKLV IOLIJKW JDYH Wtk
GLHG WKH VDPH \HDU DQG WKH DLUSRUW ZDV QDPHG DV 3:LO(
to honor former mayor of Atlanta, who spend the most energy and effort to promote air travel. By

the 1980s, Hartsfield was the second largest airport in the world in terms of air traffic movements.

The airport became even more accessible when Metropolitan Atlanta Rapid Transit Authority
(MARTA) Airport station opened in 1988 in order to connect the rail line with downtown. The
convenience and the accessibility of the Airport has been cited as one of the main reasons for
businesses to choose Atlanta. The name of the airport was changed to the current Hartsfield
Jackson Atlanta International Airport in 2003 to honor another former mayor, who died the same

year. The airport is still one of the busiest airports in the world.

4.3.2 The Marta System

The construction of the MARTA system is also a good example to show how the regime operated
in Atlanta. In 1954, The Atlanta Region Metropolitan Planning Commission (ARMPC) noted the
need of rapid-transit system in the region. In 1961, ARMPC published the Atlanta Region
Comprehensive PlaéhRapid Transit, calling for a 60-mile, 32-station, $215 million system. Rapid

transit became legally possible when the legislature passed the bill in 1965 with a required

61



referenda approval in the counties involved (MARTA, 1973; Peirce, 1974). The Metropolitan
Atlanta Rapid Transit Authority Act was passed by the Georgia legislature in March 1965, and the
creation of the rapid rail system was voted on in five counties (Fulton, Cobb, Gwinnett, DeKalb,
and Clayton) and was approved in 4 counties (only 43 percent of voters approved MARTA in
Cobb County) in June 1965. Finally, MARTA was officially formed in January 1966. The funding
referendum for MARTA failed in 1968, and it succeeded in only two counties out of 5 (Fulton and
DeKalb) in 1971 referendum. As the principal alternative to private transportation in Atlanta
region, MARTA is operating bus services since 1972 and rail services since 1980. Table 3 below

summarized the key dates of MARTA system.

Feasibility studies argued that Atlanta is not dense enough to support a potential rapid-rail system.
+RZHYHU DV .HDWLQJ DUJXHG 0%$57%YfV FUHDWLRQ zZDV
FUHDWH D SELJ FLW\" LPRRUH HQW K GD QGR\ZAAbBNE &K ol tHSR VW V
XQGHUWDNLQJ ZzDV WKDW LW ZDV HVVHQWLDOO\ DQ HIIRUW W
WR WKH UHJLRQYfY WUDQVSRUWDWLRQ QHHGV ~ %% XVLQHYV
an extent that transit would dominate the urban travel. For the elites, MARTA system was a way

to increase the land value of downtown. Mobility of automobile meant economic growth and

progress for the elites.

0$57%$TV SULPDU\ IXQGLQJ VRXUFHV DUH S&¥ViHQeCEtyol DUHV D
Atlanta and Fulton and DeKalb Counties, which became effective on April 1, 1972. MARTA has

not received any state funding for its operating expenses. Given the fact that the current low-
density settlement do not serve the heavy rail system well, the system investment would have been

justified with density-focusing land-use regulations which was the rationale presented to voters for
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building the system in order to generate new development around stations. However the city failed

to pass land-use regulations because of the pressure from real-estate interests.

Table 3. MARTA System xKey Dates

January 1966 MARTA began operating

November 1971 The referendum passed in Fulton and DeKalb counties

February 1972 MARTA purchased the Atlanta Transit System (ATS)

April 1972 Local 1% rapid transit tax became effective

February 1975 Construction began for the rapid rail system in downtown

June 1979 MARTA began rail operations: East Line Rail Service opened

August 1979 Construction began on the Airport rapid rail station

October 1979 East Line Bus feeder routes began

December 1979 West Line Rail Service Opened (includes Five Points)

July 1980 West Line bus feeder routes began

December 1981 North/South Line rail service opened

September 1982 South Line Bus feeder routes began

January 1983 North Line Bus feeder routes began

July 1988 South Line extended to Airport

April 1994 MARTA became the official provider of public transportation for the 1
Summer Olympic Games

June 1996 North Line rail service open (Buckhead to Dunwoody)

Source: MARTA, 1997

63



Before the referendum, the governing coalition members were in favor of land-use regulations in
order to increase the density around the rail stations. After the referendum approval in Fulton and
DeKalb Counties, the construction of the multibillion-dollar rapid-rail system began in the early

\% $IWHU WKH UHIHUHQGXP KRZHYHU WKH JRYHUQLQJ FI
IDLUH DSSURDFK”™ ZKLFK 3LQYHUWHG WKH UROH RI WKH V\VWH
ZLWK D FRQFRPLWDQW UHGXFWLRQ LQ SXEOLF EHQHILWYV ~
position once they got what they wanted: the referendum passed and the constructions started. As
(Keating, 2001) & JXHG 3LQ VXEVHTXHGH@JduldR&S fhetLvipuld O&ve) G
coordinated development with the rail system, business leaders contradicted the rationale they had

XVHG WR VHOO UDSLG UDLO WR ORFDO JRYHUQPHQW RIILFLD

The goal of business elites were not to create an efficient rapid-rail system, but to generate
economic activities and enhance the image of Atlanta. According to Konrad (2009), the MARTA
VI\VWHP 3KDV EHHQ YDULRXVO\ HQYLVLRQHG DVordl-c¥abssK LFOH |
city; as a reducer of both traffic congestion and air pollution; as a means for those with no other
options to have decent mobility opportunities; and as the hub of a regional transportation system
linking the region in a seamless manner. Yet, from its failure to deliver adequate services to the
transit dependent to its inability to attract choice riders, MARTA has been received at best as a

GLVDSSRLQWPHQW DQG DW ZRUVW DV D EOLJKW RQ WKH FLW

Referring to the MARTA plans, the first CddtDO $UHD 6WXG\ VWDWHYVY WKDW 3\
swobQwDfV VWUDWHJILF LPSRUWDQFH XQGHUOLHYV WKH SOD
GRZQWRZQ $WODQWD ZLWK VSRNHV H[WHQGLQJ WR RXWO\LQ.
p. 1) Downtown elites considered MARTA system as an investment to shape the future of Atlanta.

MARTA report published in 1981 considers Atlanta being not big enough as a rapid transit city.
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7KH UHSRUW VWDWHY WKDW LQ IDFW $ Wb W bavELbvit\vaR 1D UV
UDSLG WUDQVLW V\VWHP 6LPLODUO\ LWV SRSXOBawdlRQ GHQ
data from 1980 to 1990s, Bollinger and Ihlandfeldt (1997) concludes that MARTA system had
neither a positive nor a negative impact on population and employment growth, attributing the
ILQGLQJV WR 0$57$TV LQVLJIJQLILFDQW LPSDFW RQ DFFHVVLEI

in transit use, and public policy efforts limited to rezoning. (p. 267).

With the increased federal XQGV DYDLODEOH IRU WUDQVLW $WODQWL
expanding the existing rapid-rail system as far as it could be and rely on transit expaAthdien.

the highways were eliminated and the existing ones are expanded, there was not anyreapansi
WUDQVLW 328QIRUWXQDWHO\ HYHQ WKRXJK ZH KDG JRRG SOI
in those days, they seem to win, they seem to always get their project in the plan. We had to
accommodate that by either removing other projects dktaQJ DERXW KRZ WR SROL
Financially it could not be afforded, since there were no requirement for fiscal restraint, it still was

D ZL VK Rlahning/ Agency Staff 1)

5HIJDUGLQJ 0$57%TV UROH LQ WKH UHJLRQ $-& theGptivt® U -LP |
sector and, in the process, create a regional transportation system with one  mission:
transportation. When advocates veer off into other ageattasd use, density, or anything that

KDV WKH ZRUG 3SMXVWLFH" FRQQHFWdliGiest-E HH ZQ@R P LHFTBH @R

ORQJHU WDONLQJ DERXW VROYLQJ D WUDQVSRUWDWLRQ SUR
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4.4 Race and the Creation of Two Atlantas

3)URP WKH HDUO\ GD\V RI WKH FLYLO ULJKWV PRYHF
promoters of the city have created an image of a city where different ethnic and
UDFLDO JURXSV ZRUN KDUG DQG OLYH WRJHWKHU LCcC
best efforts of the city power brokers to smooth over racial and ethnic divides,

Atlanta has a history of confied DQG VHIJUHJIJDWLRQ”

(Murphy, 1997, p. 4)

$WODQWD LV NQRZQ DV WKH 2EODFN PHFFD” IRU LWV FRQVLGI
key component of the governing coalition since all-white election law was declared
unconstitutional in 1946. BlackFkRQVWLWXHQFLHYVY UHDFKHG Rl WKH $WC
that time, and the share of blacks increased since then. Hartsfield had close relationship with the
black community leaders, and some reform requests of blacks was adapted by Hartsfield, such as
EODFN YRWHUVY UHJLVWUDWLRQ DQG UHFUXLWPHQW RI EODF
WKH VDPH FORVH UHODWLRQVKLS ZLWK EODFN OHDGHUV +RO
as moving from a position of bargaining with those in authority to actually seizing positions of
authority. Blacks had for decades played the role of silent partners in the coalition with white
better clas§element, and for their efforts got few rewards. Black politics in Atlanta has been one

of cooperatid@ DQG SHUVXDVLRQ QRW FRQIURQWLQJ ~ S $V ¢
alliance between the business-led white middle class and the Negro is the main fact of local politics

and government; only within the limits that it allows can anything be done, and much of what is

done is for the purpose ¥ ROGLQJ LW WRJIJHWKHU °~ S
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Although the racial aspects of the 1922 zoning law was ruled unconstitutional in 1924 (Bayor,
1996), highway plans, urban renewal policies, and other federal laws allowed the members of the
governing coalition to separate the races and create two Atlantas: White North and Black South.

A buffer was created between the Central Business District (CBD) and poor black neighborhoods
through the interstate highway and urban renewal programs. White and Crimmins (1976) term it
SWKH FDVWH V\VWHP °~ ZKLFK 3H P HibtdgraBorDoVbla¢kstanRwhitds byp O O\ D
the turn of the century, left an indelible mark on the pattern of the city in its creation of two separate

MHVLGHVY RI WKH FLW\ WZR pFRPPXQLWLHV " S

In 1930s, the elites lobbied for federal funds to replace the poor neighborhoods of CBD with public
housing. In 1936, Atlanta built the first federally-funded public housing praebéchwood

Homes =in the United States (Rutheiser, 1997; Newman, 2002b). Downtown business elites
created the Central Atlanta Improvement Association (CAIA) (later known as the Central Atlanta
Association or CAA) in 1941, to advance their involvement shaping the future planning of Atlanta.
$IWHU WKH FUHDWLRQ RI &%$,$ WKH HO-L3¥ pa¥erS byReQpdndiddi G D O V
the city core and removing largely African-American low-income residents from downtown to
support the downtown tourism businesses (Newman, 1999). Overall, the elites were successful in

influencing and manipulating the urban renewal policy in Atlanta.

Race relations improved with the opening of the new stadium in 1965. Braves played an exhibition
game against the Detroit Tigers on that day and it was observed that some of the remaining signs

RI VHIUHIJDWLRQ ZHUH JRQH 37KH UHVWURRPV ZHUH PDUNHG
3& RORUHG ~ 7KH XVKHUV DQG X-d¥ritwhite-giripeH wop tatd, ragnd IR X W L C

integrated. So were the players aWwlK H FURZG ~ $OOHQ S 7TKH IXQF
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$SULO LQ $WODQWD zDV RQH RI WKH PRPHQWRXYV RFFDYV

of the Atlanta story is closed in peace with the funeral (Pierce, 1974; Allen, 1996).

4.5 Image Creation and Slogans

$V DQ LWHP RQ WKH JRYHUQLQJ FRDOLWLRQYV DJWQEHHELY L]
a high importance for Atlanta boosters (Stone and Pierannunzi, 2000, p. 2): the name of the city

was changed from Marthasville to Atlabt WR SFRQMXUH FRDVWDO LPDJHV RI1 D
2FHDQ °~ $WODQWD LV UHLQYHQWHG DQG EHFDPH WKH 3*DWH
FHQWXU\ DQG WKH PRYLH 3*RQH ZLWK WKH :LQG” ZDV DQ HD
world. 'XULQJ -LP &URZ DQG WKH &LYLO 5LIJKWV VWUXJJOHV 37
new slogan used by elites to emphasize the racial harmony and growing economy of the region.

)LQDOO\ $WODQWD LV DGYHUWLVHG DV WKH 3:RUOGYV 1H[W *

All these efforts had been part of a social engineering process used by elites to attract businesses
DQG WRXULVWYV WR $WODQWD 5XWKHLVHU XVHV WKH W
institutions who shape the image and future of downtown Atlanta. The imagineers include
SMRXUQDOLVWY DQG DFDGHPLFVY DV ZHOO DV SROLWLFLDQV
cadres of architects, designers, engineers, and public relations specialists. These imagineers in no
way constitute a unified group. Indeed, they do not recognize themselves as such, and relations

DPRQJ VRPH RI WKHP DUH EHWWHU GHVFULEHG PRUH LQ WHU

The advertisement and economic development campaigns of Atlanta goes back to 1860s, when the
city hosted important exhibitions to showcase its attractions and accomplishments. Atlanta hosted

WKUHH *FRWWRQ H[SRVLWLRQ" EHWZHHQ DQG 1HZP
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followed by the 1881 International Cotton Exposition, The 1887 Piedmont Exposition, and finally

the most ambitious he 1895 Cotton States and International ExposftioA KLFK 3LQGLFDWHG
simply a desire for growth, but also the outlines that such growth ought to follow in terms of
commercial and industrial expansion, race relations, the balance between the sexes, and the very

ODQGVFDSH LWVHOI" :KLWH DQG &ULPPLQV S

$GYHUWLVHPHQW SURPRWLRQ RI $WODQWD D Virs\HémafkdLHZ 6 R X
Atlanta Commission, chaired by Ivan Allen, Sr,, the President of the Atlanta Chamber of
Commerce. The commission created th&t Forward Atlanta Planin 1926/ R 3 SURFODLP WKH
DGYDQWDJHYVY LQ ORFDWLRQ FOLPDWH ODERU VXSS-O\ DQG
year, million-dollar advertising campaign determined the economic character of Atlanta for the
IROORZLQJ GHFDGHV 03& TKRPDV 7KH SODQ *HQFR
from outside of the region to this area, promoted the expansion of local firms, lobbied for improved
education, andV XSSRUWHG D QXPEHU RI SURMHFWY IRU FLYLF LPS
1980, p. 32). Forward Atlanta advertising campaign resulted in bringing 762 new businesses with
MREV WR WKH FLW\ DQG VWUHQJWKHQL@nia (Réiree,3GLVW L

1974; Thomas, 1988).

One of the interviewees describes the vision of Atlanta atwhatP H DV TReXity Rddérskip
always had the idea that growth is good. There were several booster campaigns to get the interest
of public and the business to Atlanta. 1890s is the time period when we see a rapid growth in the
region: high profile expensive events and expositions (Chicago was a model to copy the effort). In
V 3))RUZDUG $WODQWD &KDPSDLJQ ™ ZDV ZHeaoquar@sHUWLVE

factory manufactureretc. $FDGHPLF
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Atlanta won its first world-wide attention with a novel. In 1936, Margaret Mitchell published her
only novel, Gone with the Wind, which tells the story of a spoiled girl in Atlanta region during the
Civil War era. This historical novel became very famous in the United States and the story was
adapted into a film in 1939. Mayor Hartsfield saw the movie as an opportunity for Atlanta to
advertise itself. It put Atlanta in the national spotlight, whenitbed premiere of the movie was
staged in Atlanta in 1939 with a parade, receptions, and a costume ball for the visiting cast. The
event was one of the memorable moments for Atlanta and its residents to remember to this day.
President Jimmy Carter recalls it as "the biggest event to happen in the South in my lifetime."
(Lambert, 1973). According to a study cited by Allen (1996), Gone with the Wind has been the

most familiar idea evoked by Atlanta.

Atlanta later relied on its history to create an image. In 1963 with Robert Woodruff of&&c@-D | V
SDSSUR¥Y¥DIRU $00HQ HQRGRUVHG WKH &LYLO 5LJKWV ELOO LQ
official in the South (Allen, 1996). When Martin Luther King, Jr. won the Nobel Peace Prize in

1964, not Atlanta but at leaW RQH RI LWV FLWL]J]HQV EHFDPH (LQWHUQDW

4.6 Atlanta becomes a Major League City

37KH ORFDO SDUWQHUVKLS RI ZKLWH EXVLQHVV
combination of expressway construction and three urban renewal areas to

transformthe cW\fV HDUOLHU GRZQWRZQ WRXULVW VSL
(Newman, 2002a, p. 307)

The urban renewal program was the first step to remove poor black neighborhoods near downtown

LQ RUGHU WR FUHDWH WKH SWRXULVWLF EXEEOH ~ 1HZPDQ
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provided the Atlanta public-private partnership with the means of clearing the land within the
FXUYH LQ WKH H[SUHVVZD\ E\ UHORFDWLQJ EODFN UHVLGHQW
(Newman, 2002a, p. 306). Urban renewal program provided the guidance for downtown
UHYLWDOL]DWLRQ LQ WKH FHQWUDO EXVLQHVV GLVWULFW $
the business community. The proposals that were supported by the business community were more
OLNHO\ WR EH LPSOH P HQlied, @xparlokrbiovh flor idedicalYahdFeducational
institutions, and land for commercial redevelopment have all been provided under the aegis of
XUEDQ UHQHZDO « )RU H[DPSOH WKH FLW\ FRQVWQXFMNHZ D
acquired through urban renewal. The civic center, in turn, encouraged the private development of
nearby hotels. And, at a time when many communities built sports facilities in outlying areas, city
officials in Atlanta promoted the construction of a new stadium on a renewal site just south of the

FHQWUDO EXVLQHVYV GLVWULFW ~ 6WRQH S

&UHDWLQJ D 3SPDMRU OHDJXH FLW\" LGHD KDV EHHQ H[SUHVV
Early plans state the expected future economic base for downtown Atlanta as a convention center.
7KH EXVLQHVV HOLWHVY YLVLRQ IRU GRZQWRZQ $WODQWD KD
their planning documents. The Metropolitan Planning Commission (MPC) was established on
March 27, 1947 by the General Assembly of Georgia as the first publicly funded, multi-county

planning agency in the United States (MPC, 1950).

MPC began operation in 1949, and created its first two comprehensive plans, namely Up Ahead:

A Regional Land Use Plan for Metropolitan Atlanta in 1952 and A Master Planning Program for

the DeKalb-Fulton Metropolta$ UHD 1R Z«)RU 7R P RThede &vd plans formalized

WKH HOaWdd the future/df Atlanta8S $KHDG 3SFDOOHG IRU D QHWZRUN

perimeter highways linking the center to the growing suburbs, the extensive rebuilding of
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GRZQWRZQ LQ D VW\OH RI PHIJDORPDQLDFDO PRGHUQLVP -
recommended conversion of a naval airport in Chamblee to a civilian airport (Peachtree DeKalb),

a civic center and merchandise mart in downtown Atlanta, along with several major parks. The
plan also states that majority of the investments in that period were the constructions of new office
buildings, not factorieslRZ«)RU 7RPRUURZ UHYLVHG WKH SUHYLRXV SO
extensive growth of convention and tourism businesses. The prospects of the 1954 plan for Central
Atlanta consists of office spaces, retail spaces, new hotels, and convention and entertainment
facilities. These two plan were based on the objective of limiting the outward expansion of the
urban area and encouraging outlying cities to absorb growth beyond the planned limit for the urban
area. These two plans along with the first and second Central Area Studies (CAS-I and CAS-II)
produced by Central Atlanta Progress provided the groundwork to promote growth agenda of
business elites for downtown redevelopment projects. Next sections discusses the infrastructural

improvements which created the major league city Atlanta.

4.6.1 The Mart, Peachtree Center, OMNI, and Luxury Hotels

-RKQ 3RUWPDQ zZDV RQH RI WKRVH 3SFDGUHV RI DUFKLWHFWV’
space for tourism and convention industry by building the Atlanta Merchandise Mart in 1960 as
one of the first skyscraper in Atlanta. With the opening of the Mart, Atlanta emerged as a major
convention city. Portman also designed luxury hotels -such as Hyatt, Westin, and Marriott- to
DFFRPPRGDWH WKH SHRSOH DWWUDFWHG E\ WKH PDUW DQG
largest single commercial @ W XUH HYHU ILQDQFHG ZLWK SULYDWH FDSLW
1HZPDQ D 3RUWPDQ GHVLIQHG 3HDFKWUHH-&8HQWHU
league city Atlanta (Rutheiser, 1997). The success of Peachtree Center encouraged Tom Cousin,

a well-known architect and a competing developer, to build an arena called the OMNI. He later
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created the OMNI complex which consists of OMNI hotel, restaurants, shops, and an indoor
DPXVHPHQW SDUN &RXVLQYVY SURMHFW ZD ¥YergeRtYWarbosedX FFHV V
within six months and the hotel and the complex were sold and converted to CNN Center

1HZPDQ D SRUWPDQ DQG &RXVLQ GHYHORSHG SURMHFW
attractive for oubf-WRZQ YLVLWRUV™ . HD \wbmQelition betwedhQhem Wag H

SRVLWLYH LPSDFW RQ 3 GRZQWRZQ $WODQWDYV WRXULVW EXE
4.6.2 Atlanta-Fulton County Stadium

7KH EXVLQHVVY HOLWHYVY UHFRJQL]JHG WKH QHHG RI FXOWXUDO
and this aspiration came true when an $18 million new stadium (Atlanta-Fulton County Stadium)

was built in 364 days in 1969 D\RU $OOHQ UHFDOOHG WKDW WKH VWDGL;
GLGQ W KDYH RQ ODQG ZH GLGQ W RZQ IR S\VIM®NatioaH KD G QS
league teams occupied the new stadium later. The Braves decided to relocate from Milwaukee to
Atlanta in 1966 and then Rankin Smith Stthe Executive Vice President of Life Insurance
Company of Georgia at the timgpaid the highest price in NFL history for the Falcons franchise.

An article in Atlanta Magazine in 1964 stated that the new stadium and major-league baseball
ZRXOG 3FRPSOHWH WKH WUDQV IRdOWRH2W bR & fuR-fleddadnatignal D ITURP
and international city" %LVKHU $OOHQ LGHQWLILHV WKLV I
reference that refers to Atlanta as an international city. Despite the fact that the gateselid

not cover the financing expenses, for Atlanta boosters, hosting two major-league teams was a

YDOLGDWLRQ IRU $WODQWDYV QDWLRQDO VWDWXV O0DUWLQ
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4.6.3 Underground Atlanta

Underground Atlanta opened in 1969 as a downtown shopping and entertainment complex.
Underground Atlanta immediately became the most-visited tourist attraction in Atlanta with its
popularity among downtown office workers, tourists, and conventioneers (Newman, 2002a).
However, the situation became reversed and the site closed in 1982, because of safety issues, crime
problem, and the decline in businesses in Underground (Newman, 2002a). Mayor Young started
revitalization efforts of Underground with great expectations, but there were considerable doubts

about the project. Underground reopened in 1989 and did not meet the expectations.
4.6.4 The Georgia World Congress Center (GWCC)

The Georgia World Congress Center (GWCC), opened in 1976, was planned to finance with
private money, but it failed and the State of Georgia issued a $35 million general obligation bond

WR EXLOG WKH & Kt@xsvomhedDaciligVafitsi kiRodnQhe country, and other than the
FRQVWUXFWLRQ RI VWDWH KLJKZD\V WKH ODUJHVW VLQJOH I
(Research Atlanta, 1982, p. 36). The plan was to attract national and international conventioneers
WR $WODQWD :LWK WKH RSHQLQJ RI WKH *:&& $WODQWD
FROQOYHQWLRQ GHVWLQDWLRQV LQ WKH 8QLWHG 6WDWHV DQG

iNGXVWU\ -~ $O0O0OHQ S

37TKRXJK WKH *HR dgresb CeRter®@i@ughtRmore tourists to the downtown area, the
baseball stadium, civic center, and rapid-rail system contributed very little to the downtown
economy, and Underground Atlanta was a notable failure. As for the highway system, though it
improved access to the downtown area, it also helped accelerate dispersal of economic activity to

WKH VXEXUE 7KRXJK WKHVH UHGHYHORSPHQW HIIRUWYV DG
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progressive city, and though they gave city leaders a sense of pride, they did revidwayle of
an effect on the downtown economy to make downtown Atlanta the thriving, growing, exciting

SODFH WKDW WKH JRYHUQLQJ FRDOLWLRQ ZDQWHG LW WR EH

In the 60s, the Allen administration built a baseball stadium and a civic center close to the
downtown area. It also promoted a metro-region rapid-rail system. Mayor Allen describes the

physical, infrastructural, and image change of Atlanta in the 1960s as follows:

3,Q ZH ZHUH NQRXQ, Gévrgiaklleé¢hpdogwoods, the Atlanta
Crackers, and easy Southern living; by 1969 we were known for gleaming
skyscrapers, expressways, the Atlanta Braves? #mel price you have to pay

traffic jams. Although by 1969 the metropolitan area ranked only twenty-first
nationally? up from twenty-fifth, increasing by 31.4 per cent to 1.3 miHiore

ranked in the top ten in most important growth categories over the 10-year period:
downtown construction, bank clearings, air traffic, employment, mercantile
FRQVWUXFWLRQ HW DO $wWODQWDYV JURZWK ZDV HY
twelve tallest buildings were constructed during the sixties. Atlanta Airport went

from the tenth-busiest in the nation to the thtEdXVLHVW ULJKW EHKLQG
29+DUH DQG /RV $QJHOHVIV LQWHUQDWLRQDO « +RW
bank clearing doubled, unemployment plummeted at one point to an unheard-of 1.9

SHU FHQW ~

(Allen, 1971, p. 14%)
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4.7 Pressure Emerging on Downtown Atlanta

The post-World War 2 era was the beginning of suburban expansion in the United States and
Atlanta region was also affected by this phenomenon. The development of the interstate system
DQG VXEXUEDQ EXLOGLQJ E RdRé® markeY ecbnorkiyclrivainKappro@ch tov V H |
growth, which has created a very pro-growth and highly competitive atmosphere that itself has

VWLPXODWHG GHYHORSPHQW LQ WKH UHJLRQ™ +DUWVKRUQ [

Starting from 1950s, not only Atlanta but also the region as a whole entered to a growth period.
Atlanta took the biggest shhaH R1 WKDW JURZWK EXW WKLV JURZWK WXUQ
WKH VXEXUEV LQ WKH FRPLQJ GHFDGHV 7KH FLW\and[SHULHC
increased throughout the 1970s and 1980s. Percentage of black population in the City of Atlanta
increased while white population declined: black population of the City of Atlanta was one third

RI WKH FLW\TV WRWDO SRSXODWLRQ LQ DQG PRUH WKDQ
time, white population of the city declined. On the regional scale, the population also increased:

the Metro population grew by 43per cent from 1950 to 1960 and 37 per cent from 1960 to 1970.

In 1970, white population in the Metro area reached 1 million, when the black population was only
314,000. By 1980 more than three out of four metropolitan Atlantans lived outside the mother
municipality. During the thirty year period, 1960 to 1990, the population in the City of Atlanta,
according to the U.S. Bureau of Census, declined from 487,455 in 1960 to 394,017 in 1990. During

the same period, the surrounding Atlanta area grew by almost 1.5 million people. The population

of the City of Atlanta declined from 1960 to 1990 even as the region's population grew by almost

150 percent. This loss has been heavily concentrated among the white population, which fell by

nearly half during the period.
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-DFNVRQYV PD\RUDOW\ ZDV WKH WLPH ZKHQ ZKLWHV DQG G
suburbs. This era was not as productive as 1960s in terms of development projects for downtown
Atlanta, and the business shifted their focus and interest more on the regional market, rather than
downtown Atlanta. Deterioration of downtown Atlanta became evident in the 1980s. In the 1980s,
$WODQWDYTV JURZWK FRQWLQ XH GofOtsVaceesshility ih 1heRSQUIh@asd H Y H O
region and its capacity to provide services to the growing metro region. However, the share of the

city of Atlanta from this growth declined and suburban and exurban fringes benefited the most
(Hartshorn and lhlanfeldt 1993; Rutheiser 1996). 1980s data show that the surrounding suburbs
FRQWDLQHG SHU FHQW RI WKH UHJLRQYV SRSXODWLRQ C
opportunities for businesses. With regional growth, downtown Atlanta became less important to

the business sector than it was before and they became less interested in downtown Atlanta. As a
UHVXOW WKH EXVLQHVV VHFWRUYfV DWWHQWLRQ ZDV GLUF

surrounding suburbs more attractive for business.

4.8 National Policy Changes in the 1980s

5RQDOG 5HDJDQYYV FDPSDLJQ IRU WKH SUHVLGHQWLDO H(
VSHQGLQJ DQG PD[LPL]JLQJ SULYDWH FRQWURO RM&HU LQYF
economic policies advocated a return to free market capitalism. After he took office as the 40th
president of the United States (198%), Reagan altered the urban policy for American cities.
'XULQJ 5HDJDQYY DGPLQLVWUDWLRQ °83SULYDWH VHFWRU KD\
XUEDQ VRFLDO SROLF\" DQG KDV EHFRPH WKH XUEDQ SODQ
With Reagan administration, the federal urban programs and federal funds had been reduced, and

WKH QHZ SROLF\ UHOLHG 3KHDYLO\ XSRQ HFRQRPLF JURZWK V
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aWwD[ UHIRUP SDFNDJH UHTXLULQJ WKDW VWDWH DQG ORFDO .

(Cumming, 1988, p. 4).

In 1982, Martin Anderson, the Assistant to President Reagan for Policy Development, stated in
WKH :KLWH +RXVH WKD WId3ReEddn kbQhe RVE LR&3idencySrR1I80 was a
statement by the American people that their government has become too large, too expensive, and
WRR LQWUXVLYH 3, WHLNRQRVA @{HH WR WUDQVODWH WKDW PL
actions to bring about responsible change in the boundaries that separate the sovereignty of the

JRYHUQPHQW ,1988)pPH L QJ

The federal policy changes had some implications for Atlanta and its downtown-focused elites.
Changes on federal policy increased theRfEWLYHQH VYV R-EDFRHEF XGRAHSWMAIORG PHQ W
DV WRXULVP DQG FRQYHQWLHRYHEWWL QNVDE VH @QIQGHEPRUDHFF
became more noticeable for American cities (Burbank et al. 2002, p. 183) and Atlanta was among
those cities to shift its policy to consumption-oriented development. The changes in federal
policies and the growing global economy distinguished the mega-event strategy as a potential
VROXWLRQ IRU $PHULFDQ FLWLHV 338V WUDGH LQ JRRGV DQ
internationally competitive, American cities had to compete with cities from around the world for

LQYHVWPHQW FDSLWDO EXVLQHVVHV DQG WRXULVWV ~ %XU

4.9 New Role for Downtown Atlanta: Convention and Tourism

Downtown Atlanta start& WR GHFOLQH DV D EXVLQHVV DQG UHWDLO F
SRLQW RI YLHZ WKH RQO\ RSWLRQ IRU $WODQWD WR FRPSHW

region and built on its potential to become a unique and great convention center. According to

78



Vetter (1977), Atlanta had to keep providing low-cost work and residential environment in order

WR PDLQWDLQ LWV UHJLRQDO IXQFWLRQ 7KH FLW\YV HFRQRI
which in turn would generate demand for the services Atlanta provides to the Southeast region
including professional, administrative, support and infrastructure services. In a similar study, Hurst

FDOOV WKH FRQYHQWLRQ EXVLQHVV DV 3DQ LQGXVWU\

pollute, and it allows Atlanta to take the city to a maximum level of usage of its hotel and
infrastructural capacity. Hurst (1977) concludes that the city of Atlanta needs to develop new
activities to attract and satisfy its visitors, since the convention industry is one of the largest
industries operating in Atlanta, and its growth has no limits or bounds. The result of improved
convention industry would be a vibrant economy with a lively downtown area and a greater

economic force in the residential areas.

The ultimate goal was to attract new business and residents, and to entice conventioneers to add a
day or two of tourism to their stays (Thomas, 1988). Residential development in downtown Atlanta

was important to change the segregated housing pattern of the metro region as well as to increase
the downtown vitality (Martin, 1977). The City of Atlanta Comprehensive Plan listed the benefits

RI GRZQWRZQ KRXVLQJ GHYHORSPHQW DV IROORZV 3JUHDWH
evenings and on weekends, an increase in the demand for shopper and convenience goods, an
increase in the number of people who have commitment to downtown, and an improvement of the

public perception of the safety of downtown. (Matthews, 1983, p. 17)

In addition to other metropolitan areas, Atlanta was also competing with its suburbs for convention
business. Commercial and manufacturing activities started to spread out as well. Prior to 1960s,
PRUH WKDQ SHU FHQW RI WKH RIILFH VSDFH LQ WKH PHWUR

CBD continued to attract regional service industries, but the growth of suburban office locations
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were much higher than the CBD (Research Atlanta, 1978). Suburban areas, especially on the north
side of the metro region, increased their portion in the regional retail and office space market. The
VXEXUEY KDYH DWWUDFWHG EXVLQHVVHYV ZLWK WKHLU DGYDC
space to expand, and the rents and taxes lower than within the city boundaries, plus the detachment
that the outer suburbs, at least, can enjoy away from the social problems that predominate in the
ROGHU SDUW RI WKH UHJLRQ ~ 'XII\ SWODQWDYV FHQWUL
it actually gained a small amount. But almost all of the new growth was on the north side.
%XFNKHDG DV 3$WODQWDYfV ZKLWH GRZQWRZQ™ VXFFHHGHG

businesses and residents (Keating, 2001).

The downtown needed new roles to replace many jobs lost in downtown, restore the economic
base of downto@ $SWODQWD DQG VKRZ WKH FLW\YfV DGDSWDELOLW\
(tourism and conventions) industry is seen as a vital business for the future of downtown Atlanta.
Hospitality industry of Atlanta grew a result of three factors: accessibility of the Hartsfield-Jackson
,OQWHUQDWLRQDO $LUSRUW WKH H[SDQVLRQ RI 30DUW" EXLOG
each year; and the World Congress Center and the Georgia Dome (Rose et al., 2009). These
amenities have a significant impact on local economy by creating jobs in hotels, restaurants, and
RWKHU DVVRFLDWHG EXVLQHVVHV 5DSLGO\ JURZLQJ FRQYHC
by generating revenues and by creating jobs. The city also benefited from the hotel-motel tax and
WKH SURSHUW\ WD[HV UHVXOWHG IURP ORFDO KRWHOV DQG |
spent approximately $382.5 million in Atlanta, the City collected $3.8 million in hotel-motel tax
revenue, and over 75,000 people were employed in 5286l QWLRQ UHODWHG E>

(Research Atlanta, 1982, p. 47)
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Giovinazzo (1980) lists the factors that resulted in development of convention activities in Atlanta.
JLUVW RI DOO WKH RYHUDOO JURZWK RI 3VXQEHM@¥VetdHILRQ F
Sunbelt cities including Atlanta became possible alternatives for conventions. Second, the
hotel/motel space dramatically increased in Atlanta. Third, the Atlanta Civic Center increased the
FRQYHQWLRQ DFWLYLWLHV LQ ¥ WiOd Qend)], niore\Vthisn MOKBD QHZ |
GRZQWRZQ KRWHO URRPV DQG WKH FLW\TV WUDQVSRUWDWI
$WODQWD FRXOG RYHUWDNH 1HZ <RUN DQG &KLFDJR WR EF
(Galphin 1975, p. 74). In addition to these points, number of direct flight from Atlanta increased,

and the presence of major league teams and the advertisement efforts of several organizations

resulted in an increase in prominence of Atlanta as a convention center.

Comprehensive Development Plan of the City of Atlanta (1983) also recognized the importance

RI FRQYHQWLRQ LQGXVWU\ IRU WKH IXWXUH RI $WODQWD 3,(
from other cities which have begun to promote themselves as convention cities, Atlanta needs to
focus on expanding its capacity to attract conventions. The planned expansion of the city's
convention meeting facilities and the hotel construction, renovation, and expansion provide
Atlanta with the capacity for continued prosperity as a convention city. Further, since Atlanta is
easily accessible by air, rail and automobile, the city has most of the qualities whicbemsang

WR FRPSHWH VXFFHVVIXOO\ DV D FRQYHQWLRQ FLW\ ~ ODWW

Downtown Atlanta business elites have used tourism and convention as an economic development
VWUDWHJI\ $WODQWDYV UHJIJLPH FUHDWHG D 3WRXULVW EX
FROQOYHQWLRQHHUV ZHUH 3LVRODWHG IURP WKH GDLO\ IDEULF
ZDV S GHYRWHG WR VSR $pédtdclemRt @n¢igde St/ vidka@ps widih@ secured and

SURWHFWHG HQYLURQPHQW =~ 1HZPDQ D S % \ vV %
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convention centers in the U.S. in terms of number of conventions held, and attendance
(Giovinazzo, 1980; Bearch Atlanta, 1982, and Research Atlanta, 1983). Table 4 shows that the
number of conventions held and convention attendance dramatically increased in the years around
the Olympic Games. The numbers declined in 1996 because some of the conventions were

rescheduled because of the Olympics. We see an increasing trend following the Olympics.

However, according to a nationwide survey, Atlanta is not among the top most popular convention
sites (Research Atlanta, 1982). As a result of the isolation, visitors did not find Atlanta safe and
DWWUDFWLYH WR VSHQG IHZ H[WUD GD\V 'RZQWRZQ $WODQV
DQRG VWUHHWY ZHUH HPSW\ DW QLJKW 33V D UHVXOW RI DOO
city, many downtown streets are almost empty at night. Because developers and business leaders
ZHUH DIUDLG RI OHWWLQJ FRQYHQWLRQHHUYV PLQJOH ZLWK
GRZQWRZQ WKDW ODFNV D QDWXUDO YLEUDQW QL3KWWLPH
important for the success of consumpteB D VHG GHYHORSPHQW %XUEDQN HW D

negative image was the main issue for Atlanta to attract more tourists and conventioneers.

Table 4. Convention Activity, Atlanta Metropolitan Area

Year 1965 | 1970|1975 | 1980 | 1985 | 1990 | 1995 | 1996 | 1998

Conventions Held | 330 | 525 | 710 | 1090 | 1489 |1721 | 2560 |2280 | 3057

Attendance 195 | 420 | 545 | 1003 | 1380 | 1883 | 3102 | 2780 | 3423

(x1000)

Source: Atlanta Convention and Visitors Bureau; Research Atlanta, 1982; City of Atlanta, 1989
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The literature determined several factors that increases the attractiveness of a city as a convention
site, such as accessibility, accommodation and meeting facilities, local support, and site
environment (Rose et al., 2009). Atlanta is very accessible with its airport, highway and transit
system. Atlanta has accommodation and meeting facilities as well as local support, but the city
needs to improve its environment and increase the number of entertainments. The promotion of
Atlanta as a touristic and convention center required preserving a healthy CBD, improving the

pedestrian environment, and adding entertainment facilities.

Research Atlanta, a research organization reflects the view of downtown business elites, published

a report in 1980, which discusses the strengths and weaknesses of Metro Atlanta region in order

to provide solutions to its problems. The Report states the success of Atlanta in 1960s and 1970s,
EXW DOVR PHQWLRQV WKDW EHFRPLQJ D PDMRU XUEDQ FHQ'
report emphasizes the growing convention business as an important new industry for the future of
$WODQWD 37KH RSHQLQJ RI PDMRU KRWHOV DQG FRQYHQWLR
conventions and trade shows. Visitors attending these events generate both jobs and tax revenues
and spend millions of dollars on lodging, food and entertainment. Plans for new hotel development,

an expansion of the World Congress Center and additional capacity at the airport strengthen the

prospects for contind G JURZWK LQ WKH FRQYHQWLRQ LQGXVWU\ "~ S

The report also points out the need to increase the use of downtown Atlanta and the need for
HOQWHUWDLQPHQW RSSRUWXQLWLHV 3)LUVW WKHUH LV D FRC
downtown for more than just wotkmost people who work here during the day leave the area
deserted at night except for conventioneers and tourists. Second, and a related issue, the thousands
of tourists and conventioneers who do stay downtown need additional recreational and

entertainment opportunities if Atlanta is to continue as a convention center. As more people come
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to Atlanta for their second and third convention, they will search for way; to entertain themselves
ZKLFK FXUUHQWO\ GR QRW H f¢pdrite@REDIN RUBIQ ahd Bivate settoH

WR VXSSRUW WKH FRQYHQWLRQ DQG WRXULVW LQGXVWU\ DQ
develop ways of applying the region's strengths to the region's problems by overcoming

weaknesses inherentiFRQRPLF VRFLDO DQG SROLWLFDO IUDJPHQWDYV

Research Atlanta published two other reports in 1982 and 1983 to evaluate the strengths and
weaknesses of Atlanta as a convention city. According to the reports, the number of conventioneers
increased over 300 per cent since 1965 as a result of the strengths of Atlanta, including location,
general quality of hotel properties and meeting facilities, easy flight connections,
cultural/entertainment possibilities, climate, and convention center activities. On the other hand,
as a convention city, Atlanta appear to be weak in terms of entertainment facilities, perception of
crime, taxi services, and international accommodations. Research Atlanta reports recommend
developing a downtown entertainment complex, benefiting from the existing facilities and
attractions, and developing other opportunities to ensure the continued growth of convention

industry.

7KLV SEXRUQHYWHG IRUP RI WRXULVP" VWUDWHJ\ GLG QRW FK
residents andEXVLQHVVHYV ZHUH PRYHG IURP GRZQWRZQ $WODQW
H[SDQVLRQ $V SDUW RI WKH QDWLRQDO DGYHUWLVHPHQW
KDUPRQ\" ZLWK WKH EXVLQHVYV HOLWHV RI $WODQWD 1HZPI
controlled the investments decisions in Atlanta, and Mayor Jackson had no other option but to

KDYH JRRG UHODWLRQV ZLWK WKHP -DFNVRQ RQFH VDLG 3%

EXVLQHVVY LQ EHG WRJHWKHU" 7HDVOH\
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Mayor Young also worked closely with the business elites for downtown touristic development
projects including the transformation of Underground and building Georgia Dome (Newman,
2002a). $WODQWDYTV GLVWLQFWLRQ DV RQH RI WKH ILQHVW FRQ
confirmed with the hosting of the Democratic National Convention in 1988. The strength of
convention business helped Atlanta to host 1994 NFL Super Bowls, and finally the 1996 Summer
Olympic Games. The Olympic idea represents the peak point of the long-dated strategy of
downtown business elites that has been envisioned for decades. This strategy focused on
generating interest and attracting more investments and residents in downtown Atlanta in order to

facilitate the primacy of downtown.

4.10 Key Lessons from This Section

This chapter showed that downtown Atlanta business elites has functioned as a powerful figure to
manipulate and shape the planning decisions in downtown Atlanta since 1950s in order to increase
their business interests. Downtown Atlanta policy was driven by the governing coalition,
consisting of the business elites, elected mayors, and black electoral power in order to increase the
primacy of downtown Atlanta and further their objectives in the phase of
suburbanization/decent@L ] DWLRQ 'XULQJ +DUWVILHOGYY DQG $0OO0OHQ
VXSSRUW RI GRZQWRZQ EXVLQHVY HOLWHY DQG EODFN YRWH"
implementing their policy agenda by using every policy tool, including transportation plans, sports

and convention facilities, urban renewal, and other federal laws. Atlanta achieved continues
JURZWK DQG E\ WKH HQG RI $OOHQYV PD\RUDOW\ WKH F

regional capital to a national city.
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1970s was also the time when the transition in regime started with the election of Massell and
-DFNVRQ DV PD\RUV 7KH UHJLPH G\QDPLFV EHJDQ WR FKDQ
Atlanta politics, but the power of business elites on governing coalition have not weakened. In late
1980s, Atlanta looked completely different than it was in the previous decades; the blacks were

the voting majority since 1970s; the city lost population and its population share declined on the
metropolitan level. The city was not able to keep pace with the changing local and national
G\QDPLFVY 7KH FLW\ H[SHULHQFHG 3ZKLWH IOLIJKW ™ VWDUWL
technology, extended highway network throughout the nation, and national policies supporting
home ownership resulted in migration of middle class and live further from their workplace. In
addition to these national forces and policies, fear of crime, concerns about city schools, and higher
share of property taxes for services in downtown influenced the location decisions of white middle

class.

Despite these changing dynamics, downtown Atlanta business elites believed that downtown
$WODQWD ZRXOG NHHS LWV SULPDF\ LQ WKH UHJLRQ E\ LQYH'
infrastructural facilities such as the airport, rapid-rail system, and the freeway network; strong
convention and tourism industry; concentration of strong institutions and industries; and strong
economy and business community. As a result, Atlanta business leaders turned to market based
solutions, such as tourism and convention, in order to generate profit and increase the reputation

of the city in an era where the manufacturing is declining and the competition with the surrounding
suburbs for office space tenants and residents has intensified. In other words, the focus of the
governing elites shifted to planning for visitors, not for residents. The future of downtown Atlanta

is imagined as a place for consumption, not for production.
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Although some elements of the regime has changed over time, the regime sustained its stability
DQG WKH EXVLQHVYVY HOLWHV FRPPLWWHG RQ WKH SUHJUHVVL
the idea of hosting major conventions and events became a new strategy. The rewards of these
efforts was hosting some major events later, including the 1988 Democratic National Convention,
1994 NFL Super Bowls, and finally the 1996 Summer Olympic Games. Next chapter discusses

the Olympic strategy of downtown Atlanta business elites in detail.
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CHAPTER 5

OLYMPIC STRATEGY OF DOWNTOWN ATLANTA BUSINESS ELITES

When it comes to overheated imagery, teaming Atlanta and the Olympics is

like pouring gasoline on a house fire. (Huey, 1996, p. 42)

7KLV FKDSWHU H[SORUHV WKH EXVLQHVV HOLWleWimecyw UDWHJ'
of downtown Atlanta. The author discusses how the Olympic Games provided an opportunity for
downtown business elites to overcome the loss of interest in downtown Atlanta and to increase
their power in manipulating policy decisions. The main proposition of this chapter is that starting

from 1980s, the local, national and international dynamics limited the power of elites in downtown
policy-making process, and the business elites had difficulties to influencing the planning
decisions of elected officials. In this sense, the Olympic idea provided a means to facilitate the
primacy of downtown Atlanta and justify the physical redevelopment of downtown Atlanta as a

convention and touristic destination.

This chapter answers the following research questions:

x :KDW zZDV WKH ORJLF EHKLQG WKH 20\PSLF ELG RI $WOD
view?
x How did the Olympic idea provide a means to facilitate the primacy of downtown Atlanta
and to justify the physical redevelopment of downtown Atlanta as a convention and
touristic destination?
This chapter covers the time period from the Olympic bidding declaration (late 1980s) until the
Olympic Games are over in 1996, the time period during which fundamental changes occur. This
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phase includes the short-time period that the Games are staged; however this research separates
the staging period from the analysis by only focusing on the planning and preparation process. It
is critical to separate the staging period from the long-term impacts for the purpose of this study.
This chapter analyzes the rationale for the Olympic idea and discusses the changing power
dynamics between politicians, business elites, the Atlanta Committee for the Olympic Games
(ACOG), IOC, and other stakeholders that occurred during the Olympic planning process. The
investigation in this chapter reveals the evidence that the Olympics provided the necessary tools

to intervene in the urban policy-making process.

5.1 Downtown Atlanta Starts to Decline

Downtown Atlanta started to decline as a business and retail center in thb @8 ORVW 3L W
PHWURSROLWDQ KHJHPRQ\" DQG EHFDPH 3M->XY\L.\W ODQ RWHRHUH W
(Leinberger, and Lockwood, 1986 KH FORVLQJ RI 5LFKYfV GRZQWRZQ ORF
warningfRU GRZQWRZQ $WODQWDYY UROH DV D FHQWHU IRU UHW
In the same year, the downtown office of Citizens and Southern National Bank was closed as well
(Keating, 2001). The separation of Atlanta as wealthy white north and poor black south had also
increased. As Keating (2001) points oBGHVSLWH WKHVH DPELWLRXV UHGHYH
WKH IHGHUDO VWDWH DQG GREQWRRQH\OLSHOQWARRQLWKRB 1
AtlantaasWKH UHJLRQTV HKHFRWQ RRMWF EREQI&EITHUfE thid was that the rapid
HISDQVLRQ RI WKH QRUWKHUQ VXEXUEV FRQWLQXHG WR GH
reason was that with the exception of the convention center, all the redevelopment projects were

ill-conceived from an economF VWD Q®B8RLQW ~
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Starting from late 1980s, Atlanta looked completely different than it was in the previous decades;
the blacks became the voting majority since 1970s; the city lost population and its population share
declined on the metropolitan level. But the city transformed its economy as a business center and
GHVLIQDWHG DV RQH RI WKH QDWLRQYV WZR EHVW FLWLHYV
IDELVK $SWODQWDYYVY OLQN WR VHUYLFHcahé& Q&R P\ VWL
internationally connected to the rest of the world with its consulates for 39 countries
(Fleischmann, 1991). Yet, Atlanta still struggled with serious social problems such as poverty,
KRPHOHVVQHVY XQVDIHW\ DQG FULPH $WODQWDYV UHGHYH
LQURDGY LQ HPSOR\PHQW HGXFDWLRQ DQG DIIRUGDEOH KF
$WODQWDYV XQVDIH DQG LQDFWLYH LPDJH ZDV SDUWLDOO\
development, and the presence of vacant land and deteriorated buildings. In addition to crime and
VDIHW\ FRQFHUQV DV D FRQYHQWLRQ FLW\ GRZQWRZQ $WO|
with limited attractions and amenities compared to other rival convention cities such as New
OrleanV 1HZ <RUN DQG 6DQ JUDQFLVFR $WODQWD KDG DQ LPD
with popular attractiongNew Orleans and jazz, New York and Broadway, San Francisco and its
cable cars and Golden Gate Bridge. Atlanta did not fare as well in a gagméUHH DVVRFLDW |

says Allen (1996, p. 231).

5.2 Downtown Atlanta Business EL W H¥bnSe to Changes

By 1990, only 14 per cent of the metropolitan population was living inside the city limits.
Similarly, only 19 per cent of the regional office space was accommodated by downtown Atlanta,
although the city has been home to some Fortune 500 companies. Despite these challenges,

downtown elites decided that it would reach its objectives by investing on its unique strengths,
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including the infrastructural facilities such as the airport, rapid-rail system, and the freeway
network; strong convention and tourism industry; concentration of strong institutions and
industries; and strong economy and involved business community. The challenges that the city of
Atlanta facing led the elites to embrace new strategies and policies for growth. One attractive
VWUDWHJ\ WKDW ILWV LQWR $WODQWDTVHMAR@R P WRJ [G\W M BI\O R
VWLPXOXV WR DQG MXVWLILFDWLRQhIR&. 2R B OIO3)BlHdgaH O RS P |
(YHQW VWUDWHJI\ VHHPHG YHU\ FRQYHQLHQW IRU WKH EXVLC
as the infrastructure, sport and convention facilities, extensive number of hotel rooms, and
convention experience would make the mega-event strategy come true easily in a short time with
little effort. In other words, downtown Atlanta was ready to host any major event with the
necessary infrastructure in place. In this sense, the Olympic bidding idea received positive reaction
from the downtown business elites as a promising means to both revitalize downtown Atlanta and

achieve the international city status.

Atlanta business leaders turned to market based solutions, such as tourism and convention
promotion, in order to generate profit and increase the reputation of the city in an era where the
manufacturing is declining and the competition with the surrounding suburbs for office space
tenants and residents has intensifisdV O D Q W D [V 2frésests the p&koint of the long-

dated strategy of downtown business elites that has been envisioned for decades. This strategy
focused on generating interest and attracting more investments and residents in downtown Atlanta
DQG WKH 20\PSLFV PRELOL]JHG WKH E XhLd@whidwn t©RoBUR BrQ L W\ D (
FRQVXPSWLRQ DQG LQ WKH SURFHVV UHEXLOW WKH FLW\{V

LQVWLWXWLRQVY YLVLRQ RI,pVNK&) FLW\ ~ +H\LQJ HW DO
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The focus of economic development strategy has also shifted to attract more international tourists.
The future of downtown Atlanta is imagined as a place for consumption, not for production.
Olympics was seen as a justification for consumption-based development in downtown Atlanta.
37KH FRPELQDWLRQ RI G Hifr@regsingWorldwiddddmp@tition. for iugness

meant that American cities not only had to employ more entrepreneurial techniques to promote
GHYHORSPHQW EXW KDG WR GR VR RQ WKH ZRUOG VWDJH =~ $(
of these effort, the 1996 Olympic hosting refreshed the hopes for the future of Atlanta as an
international touristic destination. As Billy Payne argued, the Olympics would put Atlanta on the

PDS 3DV RQH RI WKH WRS FLWLHV LQ WKH IhR ToRyGs abditlK W XS V

1HZ <RUNV DQG WKH ORVFRZV DQ®28KH OLNH" 5XWKHLVHU

5.3 Olympics as a Convenient Vehicle

&LWLHVY LQWHUHVW LQ JOREDO QHWZRUNLQJ DQG WKH LQFU
economic strategies and hosting a mega-event like the Summer Olympic Games is seen as a
convenient vehicle to achieve the economic goals of a city such as image creation, todrism, an
business investments. The difficulties that the city government and the business leaders face within

the broader political and economic environment and within the changing forces in international
economy requires American cities to play an entrepreneurial role; thus, hosting a mega-event like

the Olympic Games became a major way to help any city achieve local economic goals (Burbank

et al., 2001). In contemporary American cities, staging the Olympic Games is not simply an
international sporting event but a tool for implementing the vision of a world-class city by

providing opportunity for growth (Burbank et al., 2001).
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,Q WKLY VHQVH $WODQWDYV ELG IRU KRVWLQJ WKH 20\PSLF
active growth coalition that already existed in Atlanta. The Olympic regime was created in the

form of influential individuals getting involved with the bidding and planning for the Olympics in

order to make their vision the local policy agenda. For Atlanta, the vision and the central
PRWLYDWLRQ DPRQJ JURZWK HOLWHV ZBDNOWRVV KHR.ZVWEKDSWD B’
hosting the Olympic Games. The city leaders and the business elites used tourism and convention
WR SURPRWH WKH FLW\fV HFRQRPLF GHYHORSPHQW DQG DWW
to justify local development in Atlanta, public policy strategies promoted tourism, and the Olympic
Games provided that promotional means to reach a broader population (Burbank et al., 2002). For
Atlanta, the Olympic bid was not just about hosting a major sporting event, but about transforming

the city into a world-stage player, which has been part of the long-running agenda of the downtown

elites.

Plans range from the modest to the mega and Olympics can be seen as one of these mega plans,
VLQFH WKH 20\PSLFV 3SURYLGHY DQ LGHDO SODWIRUP IRU D
growth proponents access to the popular symbolism of international sports and makes opposition
WR GHYHORSPHQW SURMHFWY DVVRFLDWHG ZLWK WKRVH V\P
idea represents the peak point of the long-dated strategy of downtown business elites that has been
envisioned for decades. This strategy focused on generating interest and attracting more

investments and residents in downtown Atlanta.

Atlanta business elites thought about Olympics before the 1996 0.0 D Qv &fffchl 1L
Olympic bid was for 1920 Games, however the first serious attempt was for the 1984 Summer
Olympic Games. Business elites recognized that Atlanta had grown in the recent decades

economically and physically with the necessary sporting facilities, first-class hotels, restaurants
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etc., and the city became an important center in the United States. The business elites believed that
the next step was to maximize the use of existing facilities and introduce Atlanta to the world.
Thus, the Olympics seemed to be the remedy for creating an international image for Atlanta.
Research Atlanta, the local think tank, conducted a feasibility study in 199 @PLQH $WODQW |
potential to host the 1984 Olympic Games with its existing assets and to identify possible benefits

of a successful Olympic bid (Research Atlanta, 1976).

The report was generally negative, especially because of the financial debt Montrealftirced
hosting the 1976 Summer Olympic Games. According to the report, an Atlanta Olympic bid should
include the following: modest capital investments for the Olympics and spending virtually all
construction money for upgrading existing facilities rather than constructing new facilities;
financial assistance from both federal and state government; and mobilizing all resources and
creating a spirit and dedication for the Olympic bid effort. The report listed the potential benefits
of a successful bid as follows: national and international attention on Atlanta; marketing
opportunities to attract more businesses; increased business activities and new employment
opportunities, especially for restaurants, hotels, and stores; potential of long-term use and

enjoyment of newly constructed or upgraded facilities; and civic pride.

According to a study sponsored by Atlanta Olympic Committee, the 1996 Summer Olympics
3ZRXOG KDYH WKH HFRQRPLF LPSDFW RI 6XSHU %YRZOV L
economy over the next six years and creating 83,756 new jobs with a payroll of more than $1.1
ELOOLRQ =~ 199X J8MI&KIQY another study estimated that the Olympic Games would

have a $5 billion economic impact ($1.16 in direct economic impact, $1.14 in out-of-state visitor

VSHQGLQJ DQG LQ LQGXFHG HFRQRPLF LPSDFW WR *HRL
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(Humphreys and Plummer, 1995) This impact would have been generated by athletic events,

visiting media, athletes, officials, spectators, and temporary employment.

5.4 The Olympic Bidding Process Starts

The Olympic bidding process is a two-level competition. First competition takes place on the
national level when the cities express their interest to their respective national Olympic
committees. The processes generally led by the powerful players, and does not consider the
FRPPXQLW\TV FRQFH U Q Vis Rypicafyslittl® Herrdvatic® dokkhthity input, and

decisions are largely determined by the will and power of urban political leaderships and/or other
UHOHYDQW DQG SRZHUIXO XUEDQ HOLWH JURXSV VXFK DV E.
6) The second competition starts when these national candidates compete on the international

level.

In the case of the United States, private and non-profit Olympic bid committees take the formal
responsibilities of preparing and staging the Games, mainly beeauW KH SORFDO JRYHUQF
WKH QHFHVVDU\ UHVRXUFHV WR FRQGXFW 20\PSLF ELG FD
committees with controlled access trying to achieve specific sports-related goals and bring
somewhat ambiguous intangible benefits to the host city, the bid permits the powerful interests in
cities to attach their agendas to the Olympic process, creating the perfect policy medtanism

HQVXULQJ D JURZWK DJHQGD °~ $QGUDQRYLFK HW DO S

The Olympic journey for Atlanta all started on February 8, 1987, wle®@ OLDP BIRRUWHU 3
Payne, a real estate lawyer and former football player at the University of Georgiragdref

Atlanta hosting a summer Olympic and began campaigns to win the right to host the 1996 Summer
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Olympic Games. After raising $2.5 million for his church, Payne started looking for another
PLVVLRQ 2Q WKH zZD\ EDFN KRPH IURP FKXUFK RQ WKDW GD\
else that would bring even more people together in a sense of celebration and shangnaba c

JRDO , VDLG , GRQTW NQRZ ZKDW LW LV EXW , DP JRLQJ WR
up with the Olympic idea. Payne called his longtime friend Peter Candler first and shared his

WKRXJKWYVY ,Q D PRQWK KH FUHDWHG *$WODQWD 1LQH"

7KH GRZQWRZQ EXVLQHVYVY HOLWHYV ZHUH WKH BRIYFaWneEEHKL QG
was not part of the power elite in Atlanta, however as an outsider he successfully mobilized the
regime and the business leaders were motivated to use their resources and power to expand their
presence in urban policy making process#s.JRYHU QL QJ F R Be(Gblgvtb RQbilize X VW
resources commensurate with its main policy agémdarder to be viable (Stone, 1993, p. 21).

Thus, the business elites saw the opportunity presented by the Olympic idea and supportgd/Payne
vision. $WODQWD zZDV DEOH WR KRVW WKH 20\PSLFV WKl
GHWHUPLQDWLRQ DORQJ ZLWK WKH VXSSRUW RI KLV IULHQG
the Atlanta2 UJDQL]JLQJ &RPPLWWHH $2& 5XWKHLVHU S$WOD
Candler, Charles Battle Jr., Bobby Reardon, Tim Christian, Cindy Fowler, Charlie Shaffer, Horace
Sibley, Ginger Watkins, and Linda Stephenson. These community volunteers had strong
leadership skills, influence, and contacts who could help Billy Payne direct the bid program
(ACOG, 1997). Peter Candler was Senior Vice-President of Duncan Peek, Inc., an Atlanta
Insurance firm. Charlie Battle Jr., a King and Spalding attorney, and Bobby Reardon, the CEO of
Duncan Peek, I\cEHFDPH $WOD QW B¢ thd HOE laktVitd @iéafiatdnaY IBbbying

effort. Tim Christian, a real estate consultant, was active in a number of Atlanta civic and builder

organizations. Cindy Fowler, the president and CEO of Presenting Atlanta, organized the
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hospitality for Atlanta's Bid. Charlie Shaffer, who has served on the Board of Directors of the
Atlanta Chamber of Commerce, was a partner in the law firm of King and Spalding. Horace Sibley
was also a senior partner in King and Spalding and has served on the boards of numerous civic
and charitable organizations. As community volunteers, Ginger Watkins and Linda Stephenson

supervised the public relations functions.

In Atlanta, no organizationwasinpla® R LQLWLDWH DQ 20\PSLF ELG 7KXV %
320\PSLF HQWUHSUHQHXU"™ %XUEDQN HW DO IRUPHG 'V
formed the Georgia Amateur Athletic Foundation (GAAF), a non-profit corporation in 1987 for

W KH 86 2dofsément for the 1996 Olympics. Payne said, even if the Olympic bid fails, the

*$$) ZLOO EH LQ EXVLQHVV WR VWD\ WR JHW RWKHU LQWHUQZLC
at the '96 Olympics, or even failing forever with Olympics, does not mean the Georgia Amateur
Sports Association has failed in its primary mission, which is to make Atlanta, as Indianapolis has

made itself, an attractive site for b/ LPH DPDWHXU DWKOHWLFV =~ .LQGUHG

Next step for Payne was to convince the city leaders to support his Olympic dream. Peter Candler
arranged a meeting for Billy Payne with Mayor Andrew Young and all things became possible
after this meeting. Candler tells the story: "Billy's getting all excited and going into detail on
everything. And Andy starts laughing. Billy goes on a little more, and by now Andy's really
laughing. So finally Billy starts laughing. All of a sudden Andy sits up in his chair and says, 'You're
serious about this, aren't you?' And Billy says right back, 'What was it that made you think we

weren't serious?" (Huey, 1996, p. 50)

3D\QHYYV 20\PSLF GUHDP EHFDPH PRUH SRVVLEOH WR DFKLHY'I
other business leaders, especially Roberto Goizueta of Coca-Cola. Payne sought out Peter Candler,

who is attached to Coc&ROD WKURXJK EORRG -gi€éaDdpeat@dphew,of AdaKH JU I
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Candler, who bought the original Coke formula from Doc Pemberton not long after he created it

LQ © *UHLVLQJ S &DQGOHU DUUDQ JWilanis, PHHW L C
the Director of the Coc&  ROD &RPSDQ\ DW WKDW WLPH :LOOLDPVY ILUV
LGHD ZDV QRW ZKDW 3D\QH ZDV H[SHFWLQJ :LOOLDPV VDLC

Greising (1998) notes the rest of the conversation between Williams and Payne:

SHRWKLQJYY FKDQJHG WKDW ZRXOG DOORZ &RNH WR
Williams said. Payne shook hands with Williams, and made their way to the door.
:LOOLDPV SODFHG KLV KDQIG vir@ yald Bllyé/savtiklR X O G H U
ZRXOGQIW3DLYH BRERRANHG RYHU KLV VKRXOGaARKJ DQG L
\RX , ZDVQIW LRMWHWNOGGQJQNVBR PRPHQW 3D\QHYV PR
despair to destiny. He felt Williams had heard or seen something that had warmed

himtoPayQHYV YLVLRQ S

Later, mayor Young took the first official step by sending a letter to the United States Olympic
Committee (USOC)LQ $XIXVW HISUHVVLQJ WKH &LW\ RI $WODQ\
nominee for the 1996 Summer Olympic Games (Newman, 1999). In September 1987, GAAF
members submitted the formal bid materials in person to the USOC headquarters in Colorado
Springs, Colorado (ACOG, 1997). GAAF members met the sport federation leaders and discussed
WKH DV SHF W pdRrhethiti @eBogbadDAflanta’s strengths as follows: a world-class airport;
existing venues and facilities; new construction plans for sports venues; more than 60,000 existing
hotel rooms; the MARTA system; experience in handling large masses of people becaase of th
city's large convention industry; and private funding through corporate sponsors, television rights,

and ticket sales. (ACOG, 1997, p. 7)
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$IWHU UHFHLYLQJ $WODQWDYV 20\P®P-melmhet Exé&utive Board PHV ¢
scheduled its annual meeting in Atlanta for January 1988. This was a memorable visit. GAAF
members and other volunteers were alleR VKR Z $WODQWDTV HQWHXWLDVP DC
bid before the selection in April 1988. In March 1988, USOC narrowed the field of 14 competing

cities to 2 +Atlanta and Minneapolis-St Padto submit final presentation at the USOC Board

meeting in Washington D.C. in April (ACOG, 1997).

On April 29, 1988, USOC selected Atlanta as the US nominee to host the 1996 Summer Olympics.
Atlanta won 65-42 over Minneapolis-St Paul (AJC, April 30, 1988). After winning the designation

as the US nominee, a new organization, the Atlanta Organizing Committee (AOC), was created

by Billy Payne and his friendsRU WKH LQWHUQDWLRQDO 20\PSmBnlyDPSD L J(

seen as part of a long term strategy. Even for AOC, the real target was 2000 Olympic Games.

Atlanta was given no chance early on, but this was because people profoundly
misread the politics within Olympic movement. Athens, which had hosted the first
Modern Games in 1896, was presumed to be the I0C's choice for the Centennial
Games. On closer inspection, it was clear that many IOC members doubted Athens'
logistical acumen. They shopped for a practical alternative and found Atlanta,

which was really positioning itself for the 2000 Games. (Roughton, July 27 1997)

S7TKH KRVWLQJ RI WKH 6 XPPHU 20\PSLFV ZDV D PDLQWDLQL
DQG 3LHUDQQXQ]L S IRU WKH WUXWK ZH KDYH WR 23X
how these Olympics came to be. Only in such a climate could Billy Payne and Andy Young
EHFRPH D WHDP = +XH\ S + X H\ GHVFULEHV $WOD
PRYLH SORW’" +H VD\V 33 Qfdotball@layerRéa@d Bily fM& Bibsdr]) wakes

up one day with the idea of bringing the Olympics to his hometown. His notion seems foolish until
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he uses a socially prominent fishing buddy to get him a meeting with an international civil rights
hero named Andy (Danny Glover), who happens to be mayor and who, unbeknownst to Billy,
never met a crazy idea he didn't like. This ebony/ivory buddy plot soon turns into a roag movi

with the unlikely pals traversing the globe eating monkey brains in search of Olympic delegate
votes. It concludes with them tearfully embracing in the new stadium they've built, as athletes from

DURXQG WKH ZRUOG OLJKW WKH 20\PSLF WRUFK &RUQ\ KXK'

One of the interviewees describe the effort of Billy Payne and Andrew Yobrv DQ :DPD]LQJ 3
MRE ~ +H FRQWL Q Xrdspected peoRls\pbuRHing r&lyhard and doing a lot of behind

the scenes politicking. They were following the footsteps of those earlier people who basically
wanted to elevate Atlanta build its prestige on a world scale, attract businesses, and bring more

SHRSOH « LW ZDV YHURAcEREBK RULHQWHG °

5.5 International Competition and Lobbying

In May 1988, international competition started for Atlanta. Atlanta competed against five other
cities: Athens, Greece; Toronto, Canada; Manchester, England; Melbourne, Australia; and
Belgrade, Yugoslavia to become the host city for the 1996 Olympics. The modern Olympic Games
began in 1896 in Athens and the 1996 Olympics was th€ a®iversary of the Games. Thus, it

was assumed, at least by Greece, that Athens has the biggest chance to win the bid and host the

Centennial Olympic Games.

$WODQWDTTV 20\PSLF ELG SURSRVHG WR VSHQG DERXW El
and expected to generate about $1.4 billion in revenues from television broadcast rights,

commercial sponsorships, tickets, and other promotions (Weisman, 1990). Some of the work by
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AOC reflecedthe lobbying priorities of the Atlanta bid. In addition to preparing a technically wel

ELG $WODQWD OREELHG DQG XVHG LWV 26RXWKHUQ KRVSLW
the International Olympic Committee members, who at the end decides where the Olympics will

EH KRVWHG 3DUW RI WKH $2&1TV V WdnBrdvhHAast Zoast svidRLdsG HQ W L
Angeles, where the 1984 Olympic Games were held. The 1984 Los Angeles Games were staged
only six years earlier at the time of 1996 Olympic host city selection process. Atlanta tried to
distinguish itself from Los Angeles and &/ KDVL]|HG WKH F LOW&RCOSEG¥EDB@rW D JHYV
VDLG 3$WODQWD HVWDEOLVKHG WKH VRXWK « NLQG RI D G
interesting history, had the civil war. What we used to say was that Atlanta is farther from Los

AngelesthanBarcO RQD LV |UR PAQOGWeREZer'1)

3D\QH FRQVLGHUHG WKH 20\PSLF *DPHV DV DQ 3RSSRUWXQLYV
QHYHU EHIRUH SRVVLEOH WKH FDSDELOLW\ WKH UHVRXUFHI>
1989) Payne explains thety VW UDWHJI\ WR EH VHOHFWHG DV WKH KRVW F
city and did it surprisingly, and perhaps shockingly, because we were such a underdodiesther c

come to us, as they usually do to learn from previous winner, and we tell them it's truly not as
complicated as some might think. It's not a bricks and mortar decision. It's a people decision.
Decision-makers go with their friends. Selection by the IOC is by individual people voting by
secret ballot. People vote for people they trust and know and for whom they have affection and

UHVSHFW °~ 3D\QH

2QH $&2* PHPEHU GHVFULEHV 3D\QHYV VLPSOH VWUBWHJI\ DC
WKDW WKH YRWH E\ WKH ,2& PHPEHUV ZRXOG EH GRQH LQ VHI
their votes to anyone. He decided to make the members like the Atlanta team better than they liked

DQ\ RI WKH RWKHU ELG FLW\ WHDPV °~ <DUEURXJK S
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S7TKDW DWWLWXGH IULHQGOLQHVY DQG VLQFHULW\
spoken communication. It might surprise many people that rarely did we
communicate with Olympic officials at great length about buildings and venues.

The advantage we had as an American city was that they assumed we could build
the right buildings. It was our personal commitments about what could be done for

the human community and the quality of the people who were principally

UHVSRQVLEOH IRU EULQJLQJ WKH *DPHV WR $WODQW

$QGUHZ <RXQJ WKH ELGYVY LQWHUQDWLRQDO IDFH i a@REELHG
countries based on his contacts as the former chief delegate to the United Nations. Young also
SOD\HG WKH 3UDFH FDUG™ ZLWK WKH $IULFDQ DQG &DULEEHCL
20\PSLF &RPPLWWHHYV WR JHW WK ¢ shid/HNSTfadRis) W lddRtthab tveO D Q W L
people of our city are of African descent, so when African delegates came and walked down the
VWUHHW WKH\ VDZ SHRSOH ZKR ORRNHG OLNH EDFN KRPH
African countries was that WODQWD LV 3WKH RQO\ FLW\ RI PDMRULW\ $IL
to host the Olympics. And we need your support just as though we were on the African continent.

And | said that if Lagos were bidding for the Olympics, ¥the African group- would

aXWRPDWLFDOO\ YRWH DV D EORFN IRU /DJRV =~ +XH\ S

As a former civil rights activists and close friend of Martin Luther King, Jr., Young and the other

AOC members described Atlanta as the birth place of the modern human rights movement and this

theme was well-received by the IOC delegates. Jean-Claude Ganga, a committee member from the

Congo who is also president of the Association of National Olympic Committees of Africa, said
ZLWKRXW $QG\ <RXQJ $WODQWD FRXO:EB QRWRZKPYE\ KRXID L\

a leader of black people in America, a civil rights leader and an associate of Martin Luther King
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« :KHQ KH YLVLWHG P\ FRXQWU\ WR SXVK IRU $WODQWD KH Z

FKLHI +H LV D KHUR is@aR1®RXQWU\ ~ :H

When Andrew Young read the book written by Peter Uebertatie organizer of the 1984 Los

Angeles Summer Olympicg + X H \ QRWHYVY <RXQJYV UHDFWLRQ DV IRC
the 86 IOC members. | went through aiust based on instat-1 checked off all the votes |

thought we could get. | figured we could get 53 out of 86. In the end, we got 51, but two of those

, SLFNHG GLHG ~ S

In its bid book, the Atlanta Committee for the Olympic Games (ACOG) addresses to the members
of the IOC and emphasizes the heritage, strengths and vision of the city and shows the enthusiasm

as follows:

:H UHSUHVHQW D FLW\ ZKRVH GHHS HPRWLRQDO GH\
E\ WKH UHVRXUFHYV DQG SUDFWLFDO ®thetarsbe WR R U
Olympiads. Atlanta is a city of vision, the heart of an emerging international center

RI VSRUW DQG FRPPHUFH $V \RX KDYH GLVFRYHUHG
heritage of renewal, its legacy of civil rights, its undiscovered culture, its warm,
hospitable people and its intense identification with the high ideals of the Olympic
Movement. With its modern transportation and communication systems and its vast
network of hotels, sports and exhibition facilities, Atlanta, we believe, has the

FDSDELOLWLHV WR RUJDQL]H WKH *DPHV"~ $&2* :

AOC representatives led internationally by Charles Battle and Robert Rearden seized any
opportunities to meet with IOC members abroad. Battle and Rearden began traveling the globe to

carry AtaQWDYfVY PHVVDJH WR DOO ,2& PHPEHUVY DQG LQWHUQDWL
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IOC headquarter to meet with I0C President Juan Antonio Samaranch and then visited Ecuador,
Canada, Malta, and Mexico (ACOG, 1997). Further, a 20-member Atlanta delegation attended the
1988 Seoul Olympic Games in order to meet IOC members and gather information about hosting
the Olympic Games (ACOG, 1997). In February 1990, Battle and Rearden visited Auckland, New
Zealand for the Commonwealth Games and they met with 13 I0OC members while in Auckland
(AOC, 1990b). Until the selection in September, 1990, AOC representatives had traveled to the

homelands of 85 IOC members in 70 countries (ACOG, 1997).

In addition to visiting IOC members abroad, AOC hosted IOC members in Atlanta. As the first

stop on a tour of the candidate cities, IOC President Juan Antonio Samaranch visited Atlanta in
February 1989. During his visit, Samaranch met with Coca-Cola officials, Mayor Young, city
business leaders, AOC executive board members, and former Georgia Olympians (Shaw, 1989a).
Coca-Cola signed on another Olympic sponsorship agreement during Samaranch visit (Bisher,

6DPDUDQFK UHSRUWHGO\ DGYLVHG ,2& PHPEHUV WR WDN

During his visit to Atlanta, he said, "I am very much impressed not just for the facilities and the

city, but for the people. You have chosen the right people to go with the bid. The bid will be very

strong. | think Atlanta will be one of the best." (Shaw, 1989b

At the time of the host city selection process, Atlanta had already chosen as the host for 1994 Super
Bowl and 1988 Democratic National Convention, which proved the convention hosting capacity

of Atlanta. However, # FRUGLQJ WR OD\RU <RXQJ WKH 20\PPthanF ELG ZI
WKH "HPRFUDWLF &RQYHQWLRQ« 7KH '"HPRFUDWLF &RQYHQWL
with people we knew and were working with. Most IOC people have never been to Atlanta. So, in

away, wererealW WDUWLQJ IURP,19BWWDWFK °~ 6KDZ
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After Samaranch, on September 2, 1989 more than 20 IOC members visited Atlanta to determine
whether the city is capable of hosting the Games. During this visit, AOC has organized many
VSRUWLQJ HYHQWYV DQG IHVWLYLWLHV LQ Raddxdddite W Rost KRZ ,2
the Games.$WODQWDTV VWUDWHJI\ ZDV s*PDENR2* | OHIP@ 8he PDNH
LQWHUYLHZHH UHFRJQL]HG WKH O RtaRtaldaders didRewadtid g2 & P HP
of lobbying the 10C. When they visited, they looked at the infrastructure. The transportation
network impressed them. That was one of the reasons that they decided to bring the Olympics to
Atlanta” (Planning Agency Staff)2 Additionally, AOC designed a weekend of amateur sporting
HYHQWY WR GLVSOD\ $WODQWDYTV HQWKXVLDVP DQG GHPRQ\

ability to host athletic events. (AOC, 1989a)

On January 31, 19962& KDV SUHVHQWHG $WODQWDTfV ELG IRU WKH

in Lausanne, Switzerland (AOC, 1990b). The bid document was 600 plus pages in five volumes
LQFOXGHG WKH UHTXLUHG IDFWV DQG ILIJXUHV FRQILUPLQJ $!
$WODQWDYJV ELG SURSRVHG VSHQGLQJ ELOOLRQ DQG FROOI
fees, corporate sponsorships, ticket sales, Olympic coins, and other merchandise (ACOG, 1997).
$2& LGHQWLILHG WKH FLW\fV WUDQVSRUWDWLRQ V\VWHP DV
the airport, MARTA system, and the highway and street network. The airport handled more than

2 thousand flights per day at the time of the bid. The bid document emphasized that the 83 per cent

of the US population live within a 2-hour flight of Atlanta (ARC, 1996). In addition to the physical
capacity of the city, the bid document also foel&6 RQ $WODQWDYV XQLTXH UROH
WKH PRGHUQ FLYLO ULJKWV PRYHPHQWY DQG KRZ $WODQW
KRVSLWDOLW\" WR WKH UHVW RI WKH ZRUOG $2& D 2Q D

GHVFULEHYVs &Visndsawnwon thdinternational scene and as the hub of transportation,
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FXOWXUH FRPPXQLFDWLRQ VSRUW DQG WUDGH IRU WKH VR

JURZLQJ UHJLRQ ~ $2& D

After submitting the official bid to IOC, AOC invited IOC members to visit Atlanta in April 1990

and see for themselves how magnificent Atlanta can be. 10 IOC members took advantage of this
LQYLWDWLRQ DQG ZHUH WUHDWHG QRW RQO\ WR DQ LPSUHVYV
5LQJV " EXW ZHUH DEOH WR VHH WKH SURSRVHG DWKOHWLF
1996 Olympic Games. Besides visiting Atlanta venues and meeting the people of the city, AOC

also took the IOC members, their families, and guests to Savannah, site of the yachting venue
(AOC,1990c ,Q KLV OHWWHU WR $2& VXSSRUWHUV 3D\QH VD\V 3
HIHFXWHG YLVLW KDV KHOSHG WR VROLGLI\ $WODQWDYV URC
(AOC, 1990c) As of May 1990, AOC hosted 60 of the 91 IOC members in Atlanta and hoped to

add another 10-15 to that number before the vote in Tokyo in on September 18, 1990 (AOC,

1990c). As of August 1990, 70 of the 91 IOC members visited Atlanta. (AOC, 1990d

5.6 It is Atlantal

On September 18, 1990 IOC awaddhe 1996 Olympics to Atlanta at the 96th Session of IOC in
Tokyo, Japan. An exuberant crowd in Underground Atlanta celebrated the announcement that
Atlanta will host the 1996 Olympic Games. Atlanta used technology, an image of enthusiasm along
with the strong support from Atlantans, and the organization skills to be selected over Athens by
a 51-35 vote to host the Games after five rounds of voting (Table 5 shows the five-round sequence
of IOC votes).$WODQWDYTV VHOHFWLR Q cityWagvddrdrising, e¥én\fertldntK R V W

ELGGLQJ FRPPLWWHH $WODQWD ZDV 3WKH EHVW FLW\ RI WKI
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Games on time with its concepts for transptespecially the air connection to the world with one
of the leading airports in the worginfrastructural facilities, 65,000 hotel rooms, existing sport
facilities, and communication system8FFRUGLQJ WR DQ $&2* PHPEHU 7RURC
ELJJHVW FRPSHWLWRU EHFDXVH 37RURQWR LVWd@oLWdre®d DU LQ
FRQFHUQHG DERXW $WKHQV ,W LV URPDQWLF EXW WKH\ FDC
chaotic ... Toronto was the real alternative to Athens and all of a sudden Atlanta came in. Toronto
KDG ORFDO RAC®R WkemberR QbW Khid@aMed mainly because of the governmental
instability in Greece at that time, potential security and congestion problems, air pollution, and the

consideration that the city is not likely to be ready on time for this huge organization @Neism

1990; Hutton, 2001).

Table 5. I0C Voting for the 1996 Summer Olympic Games

Candidate City Round 1 Round 2 Round 3 Round 4 Round 5
Atlanta 19 20 26 34 51
Athens 23 23 26 30 35
Toronto 14 17 18 22 -
Melbourne 12 21 16 - -
Manchester 11 5 - - -
Belgrade 7 - - - -

Source: I0C, 2009
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$FFRUGLQJ WR 3D\QH 32XU >$WODQWDfV@ JUHDWHVW DVVHMW
to the U.S. Olympic Committee and the International Olympic Committee was the people we
presented as spokespeople. It was an impressive cross section of business people and governmental
leaders who felt passionately about participating in the Olympic movement and in bringing to it

the friendliness of the American South. That passion conveyed that our interests were not on
narrow economic development or business or tourist development for their own sake but that we
ZHUH DWWHPSWLQJ WR WDNH WKH 20\PSLF PRYHPHQW WR LC

(Payne, 1997)

$FFRUGLQJ WR 5RFKH VHYHUDO |Dhd; ggpecialythe fdAchat XSSR U
SWKH FLW\ ZzDV WKH KHDGTXDUWHUV RI RQH RI WKH 20\PSLF
commercial sponsors, namely the C&@ROD &RUSRUDWLRQ QR GRXEW KHOSH
Goizueta of Cocaa ROD zZDV WKH 3SEHKLQG WKH VFHQH ™ ILJXUH IRU $W
never publicly admitted. Coc& ROD HQWLWLHV GRQDWHG PRUH PRQH\ IR
GRQDWHG WR RWKHU 20\PSLF ELG FLWLHV 3%\ WKH WLPH
1990, Coke USA and CCE together had donated $350,000 to the Atlanta bid, made corporate jets
available free of charge, hosted lunches, and fielded hundreds of volunteers. By contrast, Toronto,
Canada, received only $125,000 from Coke entities, and Melbourne, AustthkRaW R Q O\

(Greising, 1998, p. 254) For the final presentation to the IOC members in Tokyo, AOC needed

$1.5 million more, and that money was raised at a lunch hosted by Goizueta (Greising, 1998).
Once 10C chose Atlanta to host the 1996 OlympidGaY 2O0O\PSLFV DUH EUDQGHG LC

&ROD 20\PSLFV’~ WR S U R-CblaGdtidaiyRISiDFthe bRitigRi6d@ss.
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5.7 Olympic Planning Process

There is an old saying that two things you never want to see being made are
law and sausage. TothatZRXOG DGG D WKLUG 2O0O\PSLF SC

very pretty.
(Yarbrough, 2000, p. 13)

From its bidding until the closing ceremony in 1996, planning for the Olympics was a long decade
for Atlanta that included lobbying at the International Olympic Committee (IOC), meeting the
Olympic requirements, and making the city ready for the Games on time. Table 6 summarizes this
decade-long process. (See Appendix E for a more detailed timeline of events leading to the 1996

Atlanta Olympics).

The main motivation of Olympics was to introduce Atlanta to the world and make Atlanta more
international. John Portman writes as a guest columnist for Atlanta Journal-Constitution on May
12,1991 and &t XHV WKDW $WODQWDYVY FKDOOHQJH LV 3\WR GHYHO
elements of a successful community: housing, shopping, recreation and office space, both
FRPPHUFLDO DQG JRYHUQPHQWDO ~ +H FRQWLQXHebuild7KH 10D
our city and begin a century of growth. The flame of the Olympics gives us a unique thanc

again energize Downtown Atlanta and position our city for the next century of excliigg pUHV V ~
(Portman, 1991) Asa$&2* PHPEHU VWDWH @d sbm&tiind-like\Qly@pick 8 get
everybody motivated and work together. Because the city was able to build things needed, the city
was able to enhance some of its infrastructure - not extensively; we were able to pull the
community together. It also helped the city to survive some of the economic downturns of the

V (ACOG Member 1)
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Table 6. Atlanta Olympics Key Moments

8 February 1987

29 April 1988

18 September 1990
28 January 1991

2 February 1992

9 March 1993

19 November 1993

7 January 1994

13 March 1995
18 May 1996
19 July 1996

4 August 1996

William Porter Payne begins campaign to win the right to host the deh@lympic Games|
in Atlanta

USOC selects Atlanta as the US candidate city for the 1996 Olympics

IOC awards the 1996 Olympic Games to Atlanta

ACOG is incorporated as a private, non-profit organization

The Coca-Cola Company becomes the first worldwide sponsor of théy&§86 Games.

The Fulton County Commission approves plans to build the Olympic Stadiemt &dljac
Atlanta-Fulton County Stadium (AFCS) and demolish AFCS after the Games, when the
Olympic Stadium is converted to a baseball stadium for the Atlanta Braves.

Conceptual plans for Centennial Olympic Park are revealed.

'}JA EV}E ¢« 00 D]Joo E +]PVv § ¢« §Z <5 3 [+ ' JBPZ}@E]}EE0S
and operate the park

Land cleaning for Centennial Olympic Park begins, launching 168 ofarghstruction.
the Olympic Stadium opens with the IAAF Grand Prix
the opening ceremony takes place

the Olympic Flame is extinguished during the Closing Cererdoiaama passes the
Olympic Flag to Sydney, host of the 2000 Games.

Source: Compiled by author

SRUWPDQYY HGLWRULDO UHFHLYHG FULWLFLVP HVSHFLDOO\
be used as an excuse to displace the poor from downtown Atlanta and for not mentioning the
housing needs for the homeless and poor (Stroupe, 1991). Along the same line, Clarence Stone,
ZKR VSRNH DW 2JOHWKRUSH 8QLYHUVLW\YV 20\PSLFV 6\PSRYV
Atlanta] and Olympics officials should use profits from the 1996 Games to benefit impoverished
EODFN FLWL]HQV ZKR KLVWRULFDOO\ KDYH EHHQ OHIW ZLW
continued, "Until it addresses this issue, Atlanta will be a place of uneven success, a place where

it's good to be affluent but a place where it's hard to be poor.” (Hiskey, 1991) Stone described the

20\PSLF 9LOODJH DQG WKH 6WDGLXP DV S\WKH ODWHVW IHDW
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EXITHU EHWZHHQ GRZQWRZQ EXVLQHVVHYVY DQG EKBBéhMN FRPPX

WKH IULQJHV RI WKH FHQWUDO EXVLQHVYV GLVWULFW WR ODQ

Ideally, the actual management and planning for the Olympic Games start with the idea of bidding.
However, for Atlanta, actual planning of the Gamed s HG DIWHU $WODQWDTTV VHO
Sunmer Olympic Games host city. Atlanta Olympics are planned to be clustened major

venues: The Olympic Ring in downtown Atlanta and the Olympic Park at Stone Mountain. Sailing

was planned to be in Savannah venue (Figure 6). The 1996 Olympic was the most compact in
history, with competition venues for 16 sports located within a 1.5-mile radius in downtown
AWODQWD FDOOHG WWigude 3210 addBidnE sévker@l hon-competition venues were

also located inside the Olympic Ring, including most Olympic Arts Festival venues, Centennial
Olympic Park, the Olympic Village, the Main Press Center, the International Broadcast Center,

and the Olympic Family Hotel. This imaginary Olympic Ring idea also represents a conflict with
WKH GHFHQWUDOL]J]HG XUEDQ FKDUDFWHULVWLFV RI $WODQ

UHSUHVHQWHG D PDMRU YLFWRU\ IRU GRZQWRZQYV EXVLQHV

In its bid book, ACOG introduced MARTA as the backbone of the Olympic Transportation System

IRU VSHFWDWRUV DQG DV D GLUHFW OLQN WR WKH FLW\ DQG
SDVVHQJHUV QRZ ULGH 0%$57% RQ DQ DYHUDJH GD\ ZK

capability to efficiently tranS RUW WKH YLVLWRUV H[SHFWHG DW WK

p.24) According to a planning agency staff interviewed, Atlanta Olympics was a success story:

30$57% VHUYHG WKH L Q WitsbErid\thé vémues\verhyHwID TrahBportation have

been always a problem for the Olympics. We did not solve that problem but gave them an

alternative way of looking at how you handle masses of people. Selling point for Atlanta was that
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our venues were relatively close together; they were well served by our transportation network,

particularly our rail systerh(Planning Agency Staff 2)

Initial transportation plans for the Games are outlined on August 4, 1994. Key features include:
first-ever Olympic transportation for spectators; loaned buses from transit authorities nationwide;

use of MARTA rail and buses; walking; free, day-long use of Olympic transportation for ticket-
KROGHUV IRU WKH GD\ RI WKHLU WLFNHWYVY DQG 33DUN DQG
Olympic Transportation System (OTS) (ACOG, 1996). The goal of the Olympic transportation

plan in Atlanta was to confine activities to a constricted area to shorten travel time between venues.
7TKXV PDMRU YHQXHV DQG HYHQWYV ZHUH FRQFHQWUDWHG ZlI
37KH P RUH irdgfceptDraffic outside the perimeter, the better our chances of keeping the
EXVHV DQG RWKHU YHKLFOHYV PRYLQJ ZLWKLQ WKH 20\PSLF
'"LUHFWRU -RHO 6WRQH +H DGGHG WKDW 3 W LV @aib¥R JRLQJ
FRPLQJ LQ IURP DURXQG WKH UHJLRQ DQG IURP WKH VXEXUEV

p36).

Once Atlanta won the Olympic bid, AOC is converted into ACOG (Atlanta Committee for the
Olympic Games) on January 28, 1991. As a non-profit, private organization, ACOG was
responsible for all aspects of financing and staging the 1996 Olympic Games. ACOG was formed

to manage the dap-day operations and stage the Olympic Games for the city of Atlanta. ACOG

was governed by a 31-member board of directors including the IOC members from the United
States, representatives from the AOC, local governments, the business community, and
representatives of the community (ACOG, 1996; ACOG, 1997). ACOG Board of Directors are
listed in Table 7. Andrew Young $WODQWDYV IRUPHU PD\RU DQG IRUPHU

United Nationstand Robert M. Holder Jr. - a recognized business and civic leader in Atlanta and
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the former chair of the Atlanta Chamber of Commetagere named as co-chairs of the board.

Andrew Young and Robert Holder both increased the credibility of the team with the Atlanta

business leaders as well as enabled the team to raise the necessary funds to carry out the effort
<DUEURXJK 3:LWK WKH +RQRUDEOH $Q GtadwhoteRenQJ RQ E

level of sophisticationin strategy, visibility, and credibility. Andy had never thought of it, of

course, but his resuméhe Movement, Congress, the U.N., big-city mayaras made to order

IRU ZLQQLQJ WKHVH JDPHV ~ +XH\ S

Four of the members of AOC took full-time positions at ACOG, namely Billy Payne, Ginger
Watkins, Linda Stephenson, and Charlie Battle. Payne is elected as the president and the CEO of
ACOG, and became the first person in modern Olympic history to lead an Olympic bid and
continue uninterrupted as president of the Olympic organizing committee until the end of staging
the Games. Payne, having no management experience before, earned an annual salary of $669,000,
which was the highest salary paid to a non-profit organization executive in the U.S in 1996 (Huey,
1996). Three Atlanta businesswomen, who organize charity fund-raising events, joined the ACOG

team to impress the 10C visitors with Southern hospitality.

IOC rules at that time decreed that the host city was financially responsible for the Games. IOC
and AOC signed a contract that transferred the financial responsibility of the 1996 Olympic Games
to ACOG, which was against the effective Olympic Chapter (Rule 4) at that time, which stated
SFRPSOHWH ILQDQFLDO UHVSRQVLELOLW\ IRU WKH RUJDQL]L
VHYHUDOO\YT WR WKH 12& DQG WKH FLW\ =~ ,2& 5XOH $
highly profitable Los Angeles Games of 1984, rather than on the more lavishly state-subsidized
YHQWXUHY LQ 6HRXO DQG %DUFHORQD " 5XWKHLV

financed Olympics with a relatively small budget.
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Figure 6. Olympic Venues in Downtown Atlanta, Stone Mountain, and Savannah
(Source: AJC, July 15, 1990)
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Figure 7. The Olympic Ring(Source: French and Disher, 1997)
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Table 7. ACOG, the Board of Directors

ANDREW J. YOUNG, CO-CHAIR

Young, former US ambassador to the United Nationsetteen US congressman, and two-term mayor
Atlanta, played a key role in Atlanta's Bid efforbifig was the pastor of small Congregational churche
before becoming associate director of the NationahCibof Churches' department of youth work in Ne
York City. He returned to Atlanta in 1961 to work @ top aide to Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. during the
civil rights movement and to serve as executive diredttdreoSouthern Christian Leadership Conferenc
Young has received many awards, including the Presidém¢idal of Freedom, America's highest civilia
award; the Legion d'Honneur (France); and more tlamofiorary degrees from universities such as
Emory, Morehouse, Notre Dame, and Yale.

ROBERT M. HOLDER JR., CO-CHAIR

The founder and chair of the board of Holder Coaion, one of Atlanta's leading construction
companies, Holder is a director of Wachovia Corporagioth National Service Industries, Inc. He is
honorary consul general of Thailand and past chatieftlanta Chamber of Commerce. Holder also
serves as chair of the Carter Center Board of Councitat€a-chair of the Atlanta Action Forum.

WILLIAM PORTER "BILLY" PAYNE, PRESIDENT AND CEO

Inspired to bid for the Centennial Olympic Games in 1%8&ne took a leave of absence from his Atlan
real estate law practice to lead the effort. As presgidethe AOC, Payne served as a full-time voluntee
directing the Olympic Bid campaign, which was fundeth#7 million raised almost entirely from
merchandising and contributions from the local businesswunity. Born in Athens, Georgia, Payne ha
both an undergraduate degree and law degree frobintiversity of Georgia, where he excelled
academically as vice president of the student body tinetiaally as an All- American defensive end on
UGA's 1968 SEC Championship football team.

MEMBERS OF THE BOARD

Stewart Acuff Dr. Ralph Hale Sam Massell
Ivan Allen Jr. Joe Frank Harris James Miller Jr.
Sandra Baldwin Mike Jacki* Michael Plant
Charles H. Battle Jr. Mattie Jackson Robert Rearden Jr.
Edward Bowen Jr. Maynard H. Jackson James Reynolds Il Raymond Riddle
Hugh Chapman Sandy Knapp* Carl Sanders
Michael Coleman John Krimsky Dick Schultz
Dr. J. Patrick Crecine Ronald Krise Horace Sibley
A.William Dahlberg Michael Lenard* Linda P. Stephenson
Anita DeFrantz Charles London Perry Toles*
Jim Easton Dr. Kaneta Lott Dr. LeRoy Walker
A. D. Frazier Jr. DeWitt Martin Ginger T. Watkins
*Alternate members

Source: ACOG, 1997
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5.7.1 Federal Government Relations

Due to its timing, the 1996 Olympics was highly politicized at the federal level as well. President
George Bush led the creation of the Interagency Task Force on the Olympic Games to coordinate
all federal activities related to the Games (ACOG, 1997). The 1996 Olympic Games were held
between July 13tAugust 4 and the presidential election was in November 1996. The new-elected
president, Bill Clinton, considered the Olympics as a potential event to be viewed positively for
his re-election in November 1996 elections. Clinton administration worked closely with ACOG at

a very senior level to make the Olympics a success for both Atlanta and for the United States.
When President Clinton assumed office in 1993, he created a new task force chaired by Vice
President Al Gore (ACOG, 1997). Vice President Al Gore held meetings every week for three
years at the White House regarding the 1996 Atlanta Summer Olympics (Gillespie, 2002).
President Clinton also visited Atlanta one year before the Games and told the Atlanta team that
SWKH\ ZHUH GRLQJ WKLV IRU WKH 86 DQG LQ RUGHU WR PDNH
Increased political profile of the Games resulted in getting more funding for different Olympic

activities.

5.7.2 The State and City Involvement in the Olympic Planning Process

This section discusses the planning, organization and administration of the Olympic Games by
ACOG and the numerous related organizations that contributed to the preparation and planning of
the 1996 Summer Olympics. Once Atlanta won the bid, new organizations were established,
including Metropolitan Atlanta Olympic Games Authority (MAOGA) and Corporation for
Olympic Development in Atlanta (CODA) to manage governmental, operational, and financial

aspects of the Olympic Games.
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Metropolitan Atlanta Olympic Games Authority (MAOGA) created first as a state entity
exclusively composed of public officials. However, Atlanta Olympic organizers preferred an
organizational structure where decision making process could be less subject to public oversight.
As aresult, AOC was converted to a new organization and on January 1991 and ACOG was legally
incorporated as a civic organization to foster national and international amateur sports competition
and to organize and conduct the 1996 Atlanta Olympic Games (ACOG, 1997). That same day, A
373 DUWN $JUHHPHQW® ZzDV VLIJQHG EHWZHHQ WKH SULYDWH V
and the city of Atlanta to oversee the Games. The Tri-Party Agreement outlined the responsibilities
of each entity in the Olympic preparation process. The state of Georgia, the Attgra&, and

ACOG agreed that the state and the city will have no financial liabilities. MAOGA assumed the
IOC obligations that the City of Atlanta cannot, and transfers them to ACOG. ACOG, in turn,
indemnified MAOGA and the City of Atlanta from any Games-related financial liabilities (ACOG,
1996). Table 8 summarizes the role of the major local organizations involved in the Olympic

planning.

ACOG formed its strategy by establishing private-public partnership schemes and limiting its
IRFXV WR 3LQVLGH WKH IHQFHV™ IRU WKH 20\PSLF SODQQLQJ
basically ends at the security fence around the venues," said Billy Payne (Roughton, TI982b).

the policy making process dominated by business leaders and the Olympic-related development

was largely controlled through ACOG, not MAOGA. (Andranovich et al., 2001)

Local officials wanted to benefit from the Olympics for the betterment of Atlanta. City Planning
Commissioner Leon Eplan specifies three categories of work they proposed as follows: Better
quality of life by improving conditions in inner-city neighborhoods and enhancing social services;

introducing commuter trains and other alternatives to cars and implementing systems to manage

118



traffic flows; and improving the city streets and making downtown safe and inviting to pedestrians.
(Roughton, 1992a ,Q RUGHU WR LPSOHPHQW WKHVH SODQV 3:3PRVW
layers of government above the city - which simply cannot afford to pay for the proposal - as well

DV WKH SKLODQWKURSLF VHFWRU™ DFFRUGLQJ WR (SODQ a
state and national event," Eplan said. "The degree to which we can get the interest of the state and
federal governments will be the degree to which we will successfully carry out our plan.”

(Roughton, 1992b)

Table 8. Major Local Organizations Involved in the 1996 Atlanta Olympic Games

Atlanta Committee for the Olympic Games (ACOG)
ACOG is created as a non-profit, private, ad hoc organization responsible for all aspeeatscirid
DQG VWDJLQJ WKH 20\PSLF *DPHV¥1290 QympiRCh&terQ FH ZL

Metropolitan Atlanta Olympic Games Authority (MAOGA)
MAOGA is created by the Georgia State Legislature to enable Atlanta to bid for the 1996 Olymy
Games. MAOGA assumes IOC obligations the City of Atlanta cannot and transfers them to AC(
0$2*$ zDV UHVSRQVLEOH WR RYHUVHH $&2*1V ILQDQFHV 1
legality and long-term financial viability.

The City of Atlanta

7KH &LW\ RI $WODQWD LQYROYHG LQ 20\PSLF SODQQL®J
signed the 10C Host City Agreement, a document that confirms the Games will be held In Atlan
City of Atlanta was responsible for infrastructural improvements around venues andsitego

Corporation for Olympic Development in Atlanta (CODA)

CODA is created by the City of Atlanta and the business community with the mission of revitaliz
public areas in time for the Olympic Games and enhancing certain Olympic legacies for post-G
use. CODA was funded by federal and private grants.

Metropolitan Atlanta Rapid Transit Authority (MARTA)
MARTA, the publicly funded transit operator, was contracted by ACOG to manage and operate
Olympic Spectator Transportation System.

Saurce: From various sources, principally ACOG 1996 and ACOG 1997
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7KH FLW\ RIILFLDOV ZHUH DVVXPHG WR WDNH WKH UHVSRQVI
very late to rationalize its effort. The city government established the Rural /Urban Design
Assistance Team (R/UDAT), consisting of architects, designers, and planners, as a consulting team
WR FUHDWH D UHSRUW IRU SRVVLEOH 3RXW\MQOpbgeWwdpdit IHQFH~
did not recommend any major infrastructural improvement, rather concentrated on creating a better
street life by improving pedestrian corridors between Underground Atlanta, Peachtree Center, and
World Congress Center area (R/UDAT, 1992), which corresponds with the CAS-II streetscape

plans.

5.7.2.1 The Metropolitan Atlanta Olympic Games Authority (MAOGA). The Metropolitan
Atlanta Olympic Games Authority (MAOGA) was created by the Georgia State Legislature in
1989 to enable Atlanta to bid for the 1996 Olympic Games (ACOG, 1996; ACOG, 1997). The
VWDWHYYV FRQVWLWXWLRQ SURKLELWHG WKH &LW\ RI $wWODQW
0$2*$ WKHQ $WODQWDYV OD\RU 0D\QDUG -DFNVRQ VLIJQHG W
confirms the Games will be held in Atlanta. MAOGA was created to pass the financial obligations
on the ACOG and to pass over the state constitution that does not authorize the city of Atlanta to
enter into multi-year construction contracts as well as to review the Olympic planning process to
SURWHFW WKH *HRUJLD WD[SD\HUVY PRQH\ 5XWKHLVHU
7TRRKH\ $v D WHPSRUDU\ VWDWH DJHQF\ 0%$2*3$ ZzDV
$&2*TV ILQDQFHV W RethQ@ivaKdiahY MDKEH. IRV RI WKH *DPHV °~ 6LPF
26) MAOGA was given the authority to bond for Olympic projects and the eminent domain power
DQG LW IXQFWLRQHG DV WKH 3KROGLQJ FRPSDQ\" IRU $WODQ
authority to borrow and lend money, approve ACOG construction contracts in excess of $250,000,

KROG RZQHUVKLS RI WKH 20\PSLF 6WDGLXP HQWHU LQWR |
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behalf, and approve venue change in the city of Atlanta (ACOG, 199® RWKHU ZRUGV 3W
government, with unanimous support from the city government, and no public debate, gave away
its own power and created an unrestrained super-governmental authority: no checks, no balances,

QR UHJXODWRU\ DJHQF\ QR GHPRFUDWLF LQSXW °~ 'DYLV

Acting on its own initiative, MAOGA has also been a catalyst for downtown development, leading
several revitalization projects including 18 major housing projects in areas affected by Olympic
venues +two of the largest projects are around the Olympic Stadium (ACOG, 1996). MAOGA
FOHDUHG 3WKH zZD\ IRU GHYHORSHUV LQWHUHVWHG LQ FUHEL

20\PSLF FDSLWDO LPSURYHPHQWYV ~ "HVW S

3D\QH H[SODLQV KRZ WKH VWDWH RI *HRUJLD VXSSRUW
contract requires a government guarantee. We created an authority under the state of Georgia. That
authority didn't have full taxing powers. The guarantee was supported by private business. That

rule of a government guarantee doesn't change things. A government-funded Games is not going

to happen in America. The private sector will carry the day. Government treasuries shouldn't be
subjected to unlimited demands of anybody. You should not sign any open-ended guarantees. Our

EXGIJHW ZDV RXU JXDUDQWHH ~

We promised we could do it without taxpayer investment, without government
helps. People said, why did you do that, and | have said, had we not said that we

could not have bid. It was a self-fulfilling prophecy we said it, so we had to do it.

(Payne, 2006)

PayQHYV HITRUW JRW OLWWOH DWWHQWLRQ DW WKH EHJLQQLQ

VHFUHF\ =~ 'DYLV S $2& ZzDV DEOH WR GHFLGH RQ IX
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establish contracts before anybody in Atlanta knew anything abbut20O\PSLF ELG $WODQV
was different from other bidding cities in terms of the openness of the bidding process to the public.
Anita Beaty, the Director of the Metropolitan Atlanta Task Force for the Homeless, states that
S$WODQWD DFWthy enind/prodes3 Hatl avddrmewbehind closed doors, with no public
discussion, much less debate. There was no information provided to the public about the bid
process, nor even an open debate about whether or not Atlantans even wanted the Games. The
resistance that surfaced at the bid announcement and grew during the planning years was hardly
FRYHUHG E\ WKH ORFDO SUHVV ~ %HDW\ S 6RPH FRP
idea and the Olympic Conscience Coalition formed, however, it was after the Olympics were
awarded to Atlanta. Along the same lindD Y L V QRWHG 3LQ $WODQWD WK
been a public hearing or forum on the Olympics that invited criticism, or even questions. There

was never a public financial analysis by any independent group. The city and the aublielled

VROHO\ RQ WKH ILIXUHV IURP $2& $&2* DQG WKHLU FRQVXOW

5.7.2.2 Corporation for Olympic Development Authority (CODA). The City of Atlanta was

willing to, but not able to influence the Olympic planning process (Rutheiser, 1996). The mayor

at that time was Maynard Jackson who re-elected in 1989 for his third term. Mayor Jackson
GHVFULEHG KLV YLVLRQ DQG RSWLPLVP XVLQJ D PHWDSKRU
20\PSXV ~ 7KH ILUVW SHDN zZDV WR 3VWDJH WKH EHYBN2O\PSL
WR 3VLPXOWDQHRXVO\ XSOLIW WKH SHRSOH RI $SWODQWD DQC
S ) OD\RU -DFNVRQ SUHVHQWHG $WODQWDYV 20\PSLF GHYH
the QWHUQDWLRQDO 20\PSLF &RPPLWWHH LQ %DUFHORQD 6S
Olympics will be used as an opportunity to improve the physical environment and raise the quality

of the lives of citizens residing in neighborhoods lying close to the main venues. There are nine
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such neighborhoods. Several of these will be most directly impacted by Olympic events,
particularly Summerhill, the Vine City/Atlanta University/Ashby area, Techwood/Clark Howell,

and Mechanicsville. Efforts to revitalize these communities will require major new investments in

their parks, infrastructure, housing, education facilities, and programs involving human and social
services. Additional funds are needed to help local communities organize, plan and oversee the
rebuilding R WKHLU QHLJKERUKRR G V(FigureDrFSNOWR @e neighboghoods

within the Olympic Ring) However, the ability of city government to achieve its development

plans generally depended upon the agreement of the business elites with thésebp@is WKLV ZD!
certainly true of the Olympics, where attempts to improve social infrastructure made increasingly
OLWWOH LPSUHVVLRQURQ W&\H SHLAV EIR/G S U L YKOLWMHATIdhtRJ S
Olympic organizers did not pay attention to the community needs, rather targeted on maximizing

the profit of Atlanta Games.Q RWKHU ZRUGV 3WKH PRVWO\ ZKLWH VXEXU
the summit of ACOG modeled their operations on the highly profitable Los Angeles Games of
1984, rather than on the more lavishly state-subsidized ventures in Seoul (1988) and Barcelona

SXWKHLVHU S

Later, the city of Atlanta and the business community created a non-profit corporation called the
Corporation for Olympic Development Authority (CODA) in 1993 intended to plan and coordinate
UHGHYHORSPHQW SURMHFWY 3SRXWVLGH WKH IHQFH"™ 5XWKHL
2003). Mayor Jackson said "this will be about brick and mortar and physical development,”
describing CODA's mission (Hill and Roughton, 1992). For the neighborhoods, CODA raised
hopes to meet the immediate needs, SUCK&XVLQJ DQG FUHDWLQJ MREV )URP
SRLQW RI YLHZ &2'$V PLVVLRQ ZDV WR LPSURYH XUEDQ ODC

concentrated on urban landscaping projects.
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CODA was funded by federal and private grants, and was charged with developing a master plan

to upgrade Atlanta neighborhoods; establishing a budget for the master plan; raising the money
needed for the redevelopment projects; and ensuring the plan is implemented on schedule. CODA
was coFKDLUHG E\ OD\RU -DFNVRQ DQG D EXVLQHVV OHDGHU
member board consisted of ACOG president, the chairman of MAOGA, business representatives,
government officials, and neighborhood leaders. "It's a good-sized board, but it's not unduly large,”

Mayor Jackson said (Hill and Roughton, 1992).

Shirley C. Franklin - then vice president of ACOG and future mayor of Atlahtecame the first

director of CODA, but she quit after a few months and Clara Axam became the new director
(Hoffman, 2003). The board members of CODA had no enthusiasm, as Hoffman (2003) quotes
$[DP 3WKH\ >WKH ERDUG PHPEHUV RI &2'$@ ZHUH VHUYLQJ R.
obligatontoWKH PD\RU QRW EHFDXVH WKH\ WKRXJKW WKDW &2'$
SUHVV GHVFULEHG WKH PLVVLRQ RI &2'$ DV 3PDNLQJ WKH FL\
CODA had no significant impact on inner city neighborhoods given the fact that the organization

was underfunded to accomplish its goals (French and Disher, 1997).

&2'$fVv ODVWHU 20\PSLF '"HYHORSPHQW 3URJUDP IRU WKH &LW
projects in fifteen neighborhoods within t®lympic Ring “which costs almost $400 million
(Simmons, 2000). Mayor Jackson envisioned CODA as a catalyst to revitalize the poor
neighborhoods of Atlanta, however, CODA did not generate the necessary financial stipport

either public or privatetto implement its goals. A total of $72 million budge$32 million from

the bond issue, $25 million in federal matching grants, and another $14 million in private donations
+mostly spent towards urban landscaping projects. These projects included improvements such as

new street lights, widened sidewalks, benches, trees and street furniture along 12 major downtown
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corridors; new and enhanced open spaces in 12 parks and plazas, and pedestrian corridors leading
to venues in Olympic Ring (ACOG 1996; Simmons, 2000; Burbank et al 2001). The business
HOLWHYV DJHQGD zZDV SUHGRPLQDQW DQG &2'$ ZzDV IDU IURP |
(Hellerman, 1995; Burbank et al 2001; Hoffman, 2003). Jackson did not run for another term
because of his health problems, and he was succeeded by the more business-minded Bill Campbell

in 1994. Besides the limited fund3Q G - D F N V R QifeVhdpEpvdbléntwith the unsuccessful

CODA venture was that the downtown business elites did not genuinely support CODA. CODA

was dissolved in 1997.

Figure 8. Olympic Ring NeighborhoodgSource: French and Disher, 1997
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ACOG was created as a non-profit organization that was in charge of planning and tsiaging

1996 Atlanta Olympics, and CODAwWA FUHDWHG DV DQ HIIRUW WR 3XSOLIW
fight povertyinthe  RFHV V"™ % X U E DpRQ88). Hnwealty) ACOG was representing the
EXVLQHVV HOLWHVY LOQWHUHVWY ZKLOH &2'$ ZDV WU\LQJ W
$WODQWDQV $&2* DQG LWV UHSUHVHQWDWLYHV Wehdd VWHG W
S:LWK WKH FLYLF LPSURYHPHQW SURMHFWY QRZ LQ WKH KDQ
publicly elected officials, the projects tended to be mainly structural and the social goals Jackson

KDG FKDPSLRQHG ZHUH ODUJHOB7LJQRUHG ~ 9DUQHU S

OD\RU -DFNVRQ VDZ WKH 20\PSLFV DV DQ RSSRUWXQLW\ IRU
Jackson said this is an opportunigwhether we succeed or nato have resources brought to the

city to help the run down neighborhoods. He and some other people saw the Olympics as an
opening of a door for a broader social benefits. Those ideas were resisted by some of the leaders,
MELJ VKDUNVY RI WKH 20\PSLFV 7KH\ EDVLFDOO\oivtbeZz LW DV

betterment of the peopleAcademic 3).
5.7.3 Cost of the 1996 Atlanta Summer Olympics

$WODQWD 20\PSLFV ZHUHIXRSHRBY HHGONKFSHUM YDQUHEXUGHQ RQ
WD[SD\HUV $2& EURFKXUH WR SURPRWH WKH $WODQWD |
1996 Atlanta Olympic Games will [not] require any net taxpayer investment. The Atlanta Games

will be privately funded from television and corporate sponsors. The financial success of the Los
Angeles 1984 Games ($260 million profit) and the Seoul, Korea, 1988 Games ($500 million
reported profit) attest to the sponsorship attractivenes¢/t§H 2O0\PSLF *DPH\W)~ $2&
Atlanta Olympics official report defines the mission of Games as fiscal responsibility, sharing the

VSLULW RI $PHULFDYV 6R X WisicasBgdty\ahd/iRclugiSdness W Kaneind Q G S
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7KH UHSRUW VWDWHY 3VFUXSXORXV DWWHQWLRQ WR NHHSL
HVVHQWLDO EHFDXVH RI $&2*fV FRPPLWPHQW WR VWDJH W

ILQDQFLDO VXSSRUM?). $&2* S

However, planning for the Olympics was a big financial challenge, and some of the infrastructure
improvements required public subsidy. Specifically, the federal government provided $609
million (in 1999 dollars) for the Atlanta Olympics; the majority of these furaisout $424

million- was spent for infrastructural projects, such as highway, transit, public housing, and other
capital improvements, and the rest of fungdout $185 million- were spent on projects and
activities related to planning and staging the Games (GAO, 2000). However, Keating (2001)
DUJXHV 3D FDUHIXO DQDO\VLV RI H[DFWO\ KRZ PXFK PRQH\
actually spent on preparing the city and putting on the games reveals that the costyirdaxpa
exceeded OlympicdHQHUDWHG JRYHUQPHQW UHYHQXH E\ D ZLGH P
Keating (2001), the total government spending for the Olympics reached over $1 billion (p. 148).
($1,050,970,000.) According to United States Department of Transport&®m) (and other

agency officials, the funds for infrastructural improvements would have been provided to Atlanta
regardless of hosting the Games, but some of those improvements were immediately reviewed and
LGHQWLILHG DNWOR O HGLFPW KXV oShéseftojetts toZampletd thiemgn tikhe

for the Olympics (GAO, 2000).

According to ACOG officials, the 1996 Olympic Games cost the organizer about $2 hitliore

than three times the cost of 1984 LA Olympics (GAO, 2000). The total Olympics-related
expenditures amounted to about $2.22 billion and ACOG generated a financial surplus at the end.
Federal government also provided $114 million for three Olympic-related transit projects: the

North Line Rail Extension, the Atlanta University Center Pedestrian Walkway, and the Intelligent
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Transportation System (GAO, 2000). Additionally, in 1993, the City of Atlanta obtained federal
funding for $300 million federal office complex construction next to Underground Atlanta
(Rutheiser, 1997). According to an interviewee, the primary lesson of the Atlanta Olympics was
that the event organizers should be very careful in investing money just for an¥efatlanta]
confirmed what LA had already proved that you can stage a major event without burdening tax
payers with long term debt. An organizing committee even if it assumes the financial responsibility
for staging the games, an organizing committee needs the public sector to make it "happen.

(Planning Agency Staff 3)

5.7.4 Major Olympic Projects

37KRVH SUR M khE WteresiskoDlocal business or established institutions were
accomplished, while efforts by public officials to encourage development projects to benefit

ORFDO UHVLGHQWY IHOO IDU VKRUW ~ % XUEDQN HW DO

The Atlanta Olympics were a catalyst for a number of urban development projects including the
Centennial Olympic Park, the new Stadium, neighborhood developments, and urban design
projects. In Atlanta, the Olympic bid occurred because of urban regime existed to offer a way to
overcome the limitations of city government and to benefit from businesses (Burbank et al., 2001).
The projects that met the desires of both public and private entities were undertaken and completed
with a coalition (e.g. the Olympic Stadium and the Centennial Olympic Park). In other words, the
Olympic bid created a golden opportunity for the downtown business elites to revitalize and attract
attention again to the downtown area. In this section, two major projects led by business coalition,
namely the new Stadium and the Centennial Olympic Park will be discussed. Other Olympic-

related projects will be analyzed in detail in the following chapter.
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5.7.4.1 The StadiumThe Atlanta Braves' lease with Atlanta-Fulton County stadium was
ending in 1990 and the team was seeking a new stadium and seriously considering a move to the
suburbs unless they get a new stadium (Shaw, 1989a; Yarbrough, 2000). The team put off
negotiations on suburban stadium proposals until after the 10C's vote, since one of the promises
of the Atlanta bid committee was to build a new stadium for the Olympic Games and convert it to

a baseball stadium after the Games to be occupied by the Braves.

On March 9, 1993 the Fulton County Commission approved plans to build the Olympic Stadium
adjacent to Atlanta-Fulton County Stadium (AFCS) and demolish AFCS after the Games, when
the Olympic Stadium is converted to a baseball stadium for the Atlanta Braves. The vote follows
similar requisite decisions by the Atlanta City Council and the Atlanta-Fulton County Recreation
Authority (ACOG, 1996). ACOG funded the $209 million cost of the stadium construction (Duffy,
1995). The new Olympic Stadium opened on May 18, 1996 with the IAAF Grand Prix (ACOG,

1996).

S$WODQWD KDV D ORQJ KLVWR U bcéakion Yor QoliteFating LpporBlAaBkM H F W V
QHLIJKERUKRRGV® DQG WKH 20\PSLFV SURYLGHG DQRWKH
part of the new stadium construction, only 114 units of Techwood Ham&sKH QDWLRQYV R
housing projecttwas plannedtoRUH GRZQ EXW 3ZKLOH WKH\ KDG WKH EX:
went on and tore down the rest of Techwood hom&s0O O XQLWV™ 'DYLV S

FROQYHUWHG WKH KRXVLQJ SURMH Finit, LpgvatiRed: @ike@-Webn@Q LD O 3
residential development (CAP 7KLV ZDV SDUW RI WKH 3VXUJHU\" IF
GHVFULEHG DV 3D VRUH DQG D FDQFHU RQ GRZQWRZQ $WODC

Atlanta Chamber of Commerce (Davis, 1996, p. 3).
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After the Olympics, the 83,100-seat stadium downsized to 49,831 seats and become the new home

of the Atlanta Braves in time for the 1997 season. The Braves, Turner Broadcasting, and Time
Warner covered the $35 million cost of conversion of the stadium (Malfas, 2004). Figures9 show

the Olympic Stadium site when construction had just begun and when work was nearly complete.

The new stadium only postponed the Braves move to the suburbs for about two decades. In
November 2013, the Braves announced their plan to move from Turner Field in Atlanta when the
20-year lease expires at the end of the 2016 season to a new ballpark in Cobb County by the 2017
VHDVRQ OLNH 30DQW WKH %YUDYHV H[HFXWLYH YLFH SUHVL(

leaving Atlanta. We're just moving 14bOHV XS WKH URDG °~ %RZPDQ

Figure 9. The Olympic Stadium Construction(Source: ACOG, 1997)

5.7.4.2 The Centennial Olympic Park.After the HUD promised Atlanta officials to
provide fund for the rehabilitation of Techwood/Clark Howell Homes, ACOG went out of the
SLQVLGH WKH IHQFH® OLQH DQG VDZ WKH RSSRUWXQLW\ WR
GWCC and Omni Coliseum through the creation of a park. Payne proposed the plan for an
Olympic Park south of Techwood in November 1993 (ACOG, 1997). Business leaders perceived
WKH SDUN SODQ DV DQ RSSRUWXQLW\ IRU GRZQWRZQ UHGH

single-room occupancy hotels, homeless shelters, and small manufacturing enterprises had long
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been re-visioned by architects and coveted by speculators, but the depressed state of the downtown
real estate market throughout much of the 1970s and 1980s, not to mention the existence of the
QHDUE\ THFKZRRG &ODUN +RZHOO KRXVLQJ SURMHFWYVY VW\P

1999, p. 332)

The Centennial Olympic Park was planned as the focal point for the new touristic activities. The
3DUN LWVHOI ZzDV QRW DQ HVVHQWLDO SDUW RI KRVWLQJ WKl
located for the tourism and convention busirtéds ©~ $QGUDQRYLFK HW DO S
20\PSLF 3DUN zZzDV PDGH E\ EXVLQHVY HOLWHVY LQIOXHQFH Z
residents. ACOG did not consult the city of Atlanta because of possible objections for the Olympic
Parkplan NHHSLQJ WKH FLW)\ 3DV IDU RXW RI pWKHLUY SDUN DV S
with the president of Coca-Cola and Georgia Governor Zell Miller (ACOG, 1997; Rutheiser, 1997;

. HDWLQJ 3D\QH NQHZ WKDW KH Q HeéhGHEG of\CRcalEold, *R L] X H
first to come the plan true. In order to convince Goizueta, Payne ordered a drawing of the proposed
SDUN DV LI VHHQ IURP *RL]XHWDYV RIILFH DQG VKRZHG WKLYV
his office and the gamble worked (Gr&/ L Q J $W D UHFHSWLRQ *RL]XHW
OLOOHU WR VXSSRUW WKH 3DUN SODQ 3:LWK OLOOHU EHKLQ
SRZHUV EXW QR PRQH\ SULYDWH HQWHUSULVH TXLFNO\ OLQI

p.263)

On November 19, 1993, conceptual plans for Centennial Olympic?Rheklargest center city

park to be built in the US in the past 25 y&aese revealed (ACOG, 1996). On January 7, 1994,
Governor Zell Miller designated the state-owned Georgia World Congress Center Authority to
oversee the whole effort; obtain the land for the park, built the park, and operate it (ACOG, 1996).

However, the Park was financed and constructed through private sources (Rutheiser, 1997). Dr.
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Sherman Day, former interim president of Georgia State University, supervised the construction
of the Park as an agent of the state (Seth, 2013). Figure 10 below shows the master plan of the
Centennial Olympic Park and an aerial view of the site where Centennial Olympic Park was

constructed.

The Centennial Olympic Park was developed entirely with private funds. The estimated $75
million cost was paid through the sale of commemorative bricks, funds raised by the Atlanta
Chamber of Commerce and local philanthropic foundation grants. Half of the Phase 1 park
development cost was funded by Woodruff Foundation and the rest of the cost was raised through

the commemorative brick program (Simmons, 2000) Home Depot assisted the program by selling
nearly 500,000 bricks at $35 each nationwide in its str€3G UDLVLQJ PLOOLRQ IR

construction (ACOG, 1996; ACOG, 1997).

Figure 10. Centennial Olympic Park Master Plan and the Aerial View of the Site
Source: ACOG, 1997
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Land cleaning for Centennial Olympic Park began on March 13, 1995, launching 16 months of
construction (ACOG 1996 )RU WKH &HQWHQQLDO 20\PSLF 3DUN LGHD
strategy that harked back to a strategy used by the downtown elite. Just as downtown business
leaders had allied themselves with state government in the late 40s and early 50s to win approval

for the Plan of Improvement, and just as they had used this strategy to secure financing for building

the Georgia World Congress Center in the 70s, ACOG allied itself with state government to get

the Olympic DUN EXLOW ~ .HDWLQJ S 7KH 3DUN ZDV LQL
50 acres, but the final plan produced a 21-acre Park, which was completed right before the Games
started. During the Olympic Games, ACOG leased more than one-third of the park to Olympic
sponsors, such as ATT, Anheuser-Busch, Swatch, and General Motors for entertainment activities.
Additionally, Coca-Cola Company and the Georgia Department of Agriculture created exhibitions

and activities for the park visitors (ACOG, 1997).

5XWKHLVHU VHHY WKH 20\PSLF 3DUN SURMHFW DV D 3PDN
SULYDWH SDUWQHUVKLS ,Q WKLV FDVH WKH pSXEOLFY LQ V
Georgia, and its quasi-public entities like the World Congress Center Authority, and not the city
government, much less the citizenry the latter represented. Rather than being players, the city and

its panoply of development agencies were reduced, essentially, to bench warmers at best, mere

VSHFWDWRUYVY DW ZRUVW °

The major beneficiaries of the new Park can be listed as follows (Heying et al. 2007);

x The local government with increase value of the new facilities, which means more tax
revenue,

x Georgia World Congress Center got a palatial lawn for its front yard
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x AJC and Atlanta Chamber of Commerce headquarters now overlook a park rather than an
industrial district
x Coca-&ROD H[SDQGHG LWV KHDGTXDUWHUV RQ D ODUJH S
northern boundary
X Turner broadcasting invested $27 million to renovate its CNN Center and OMNI Hotel
X Turner also replaced OMNI Coliseum with a new $213 million complex, Philips Arena, in
1999. The facility hosts the Atlanta Hawks, the Atlanta Thrashers, and major concerts and
events (Turner, 1999; Central Atlanta Progress, 2000). Turner credited the creation of
Centennial Park with his decision to make these investments and keep his teams downtown
(Turner, 1999).
On the other hand, the Olympic Park construction dislocated over 70 businesses, removed at least
a thousand homelesSHRSOH DQG IRXU VKHOWHUY GHVLIJQHG WR KHO.
than deal with more complex and difficult issues of poverty, unemployment and uneven
development, Atlanta's power structure has focused its efforts on creating an urbane disguise
intended to confirm an image of aworlODVV FLW\ WR YLHZHUV YLVLWRUV I

(Rutheiser, 1996)

The Urban Land Institute prepared a panel to evaluate redevelopment strategies for the Centennial
Olympic park area in 1995. The panelists advance their knowledge through briefing materials, a
tour of the study area, and conducting 70 on-site interviews with nearly 100 Atlanta citizens. The
panel suggested that the downtown redevelopment strategy should prioritize supporting existing
downtown activity centers to keep those businesses in place, facilitating new residential and
entertainment-oriented development, and attracting new businesses. (The Urban Land Institute,

1995) These recommendations has been envisioned by the business elites of Atlanta for so long.
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Downtown business elites envisioned the Centennial Olympic Park area as a commercial retail
zone for so long, but it was not possible to collect all the land in the area, finance the project, and
create a secure environment by removing Teckwood/Clark Howell Homes until the Olympics
(Burbank et al., 2001). Olympics served as a convenient vehicle to implement the vision of

business elites for the future of Atlanta.

5.8 Key Lessons from This Section

This chapter showed that starting from 1980s, the local, national and international dynamics
limited the power of elites in downtown policy-making process, and the business elites had
difficulties to influencing the planning decisions of elected officials. In this sense, the Olympic
idea provided a means to facilitate the primacy of downtown and justify the physical

redevelopment of downtown Atlanta. Billy Payne, as an outsider, was able to mobilize the regime

actors to support his Olympic ide&WODQWDfV EXVLQHYV VresoOrted/ kdunB RELOL

tourism and convention businesses as well as residential development in order to create an
international city image as they engaged in Olympic planning process. The Olympics veds part

a long-dated strategy of downtown business elites that has been envisioned for decades, thus the

20\PSLFV VHUYHG DV D PDLQW D L CStoRelart PidranunizR 2009\ @i Q W D '

VHQVH $WODQWDYV ELG IR Ucé&hy¥ SEdn@d a\préddctO0arPastivé growth H V
coalition that already existed in Atlanta. The governing elites believed that the Olympics would

help shifting the economic development strategies to attract more international tourists and to
create an international city image that would serve the tourists and conventioneers with its

maximum capacity. The main motivation of governing elites through Olympics was to introduce
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Atlanta to the world and make Atlanta truly an international city. The 1996 Olympic hosting

refreshed the hopes of elites for the future of Atlanta as an international touristic destination.

7KH EXVLQHVYVY HOLWHYVY KHDYLO\ HQJDJHG LQ 20\PSLF ELGG
Olympic bidding committees consisted of influential business leaders, especially Goizueta of
Coca-& ROD zZDV WKH *EHKLQG WKH VFHQH  ILJXUH IRU $WODQW
committees was another ad hoc form of the governing regime in Atlanta. With extensive lobbying
effort, enthusiasm, and organization skills, Atlanta convinced the IOC members and the 1996
Olympics was awarded to Atlanta. Atlanta came forward with its sports facilities already in place,
WUDQVSRUWDWLRQ QHWZRUN DQG VWURQJ FRQYHQWLRQ EX\
YLVLRQ LQ D VHQVH WKDW Ls@engths\ant @irhiiR) @ rfatke be@ed/ dIfitionX Q L T X
would help the city to keep its primacy in order to generate profit and increase the reputation of
the city in an era where the manufacturing is declining and the competition with the surrounding

suburbs for office space tenants and residents has intensified.

From its bidding period to th O\PSLF VW D JL &rategy &2 foVmeet the Olympic
UHTXLUHPHQW DW WKH PLQLPXP OHYHO E\ OLPLWLQJ LWV DW
and implement the long-dated agenda of putting Atlanta on the international map. CODA which
ZDV LQWHQGHG WR SODQ DQG FRRUGLQDWH UHGHYHORSPHQW
to increase the community benefits of the Olympics. Besides the limited funds, the major problem

with the unsuccessful CODA venture was that the downtown business elites did not genuinely
VXSSRUW &2'$ $&2* ZzZDV UHSUHVHQWLQJ WKH EXVLQHVYV HOL)
increase the benefits of the Games for Atlantans. In this process, MAOGA overseen ACOG and

functioned as the holding entity for the Olympics.
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The Atlanta Olympics were a catalyst for a number of urban development projects including the
Centennial Olympic Park, the new Stadium, neighborhood developments, and urban design
projects. The business led projects were implemented without any major objections, whereas the
community needs largely left out of discussion. The construction of the Centennial Olympic Park
and the Stadium removed poor residents and dislocated businesses without any assistance; whereas

the major beneficiaries of the new facilities were the business elites.

After years of preparation, the Olympics started on July 19, 1996 with the opening ceremony and
0QH SKDVH RI $WO D QW D § dosirig ¢areRiahy ¢h Qu@ist, 2998/ K héympics
UHVXOWHG LQ SRVLWLYH DQG QHIJDWLYH OHJDFBaniYnNg-QG KDV
WHUP LPSDFWV RI WKH 6 XPPHU 20\PSLFV IURP WKH EXVL(

impactofthH 20\PSLFV RQ $WODQWDYJV JRYHUQLQJ FRDOLWLRQ LV
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CHAPTER 6

THE ATLANTA REGIME AFTER THE OLYMPICS

This chapter reviews the changes after Atlanta staged the Olympics in 1996 and explores the
20\PSLF OHJDF\ 1UR P fWwdwHAdtDdAnsU\- tHi§ clalRtergnWesiyates the behavior

of Atlanta business elites on downtown redevelopment policies in light of the 1996 Summer
20\PSLF H[SHULHQFH DQG H[DPLQHV WKH LPSDFW RI WKH 20\
The main proposition is that starting from 1980s, the local, national and international dynamics
limited the power of elites in downtown policy-making process and the Olympics as a new strategy
provided a means to facilitate the primacy of downtown Atlanta. This chapter answers the research

guestions below:

x :KDW ZDV WKH 20\PSLF OHJDF\ IURP WKH EXVLQHVYV HOLYV

x 'LG WKH 20\PSLFV PHHW WKH HOLWHVY H[SHFWDWLRQV"

First part of this chapter identifies the positive and negative legacies of the 1996 Atlanta Summer
Olympic Games as an outcome of the effort. The legacies are analyzed as 1) tangibledaghc

as the infrastructural improvements and Olympic venues; 2) intangible legacies which are not easy
to identify and quantify, such as image, pride, recognition, and citizen perception; and 3) the
negative legacies of the Olympics for Atlanta. On one hand, the 1996 Atlanta Olympic Games
created opportunities for the construction of new sporting facilities as well as the improvement of
the physical environment of the host city, generated civic pride, provided an opportunity to

generate world recognition and contributed to transforming the image of Atlanta; on the other
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hand, the Games created negative social impacts on low-income residents, intensified social

problems and deepen existing divides among residents.

The second part of this chapter analyzes the changes in governing coalition in downtown Atlanta
after the Olympic Games and examines whether the Olympic Games resulted in expeciesl cha

LQ $WODQWDYV UHJLPH

6.1 The Olympic Legacy

S$WODQWDYV 20\PSLF LPDJLQHHUV IDFHG ZLWK
have focused their resources on a superficial makeover, leaving a complex

DQG WURXEOLQJ VHW RI SUREOHPV WR EH pUHGL
(Rutheiser, 1996, p. 287)
6.1.1 Tangible Legacies

Although Atlanta put a priority to create a world-class city image instead of creating permanent
physical legacies, the city itself and Colleges and Universities in or near downtown Atlanta
benefited the most from some of the physical facilities that are built for the Olympics. Many public
and private construction projects took place during the Olympic preparation phase but they cannot
be credited entirely to the Olympics. Among all, most notable tangible legacies from the Games

include:

x The Centennial Olympic Park: The Park was one of the focal point of the Games and is
one of the important marks of the Games. The park became a catalyst to revitalize its

surrounding area with commercial and residential development after the Games (Rutheiser,

139



1996; Keating, 2001). The park was closed after the Olympics for renovation and re-opened
in March 1998.Since reopened, the park continues to serve as a catalyst for downtown
development. The park has greatly improved the amenity level of the CNN Center and
World Congress Center neighborhoods. The park has also served as a catalyst for loft
conversions along nearby Marietta Street, new hotel development around the World
Congress Center, and for planned condominium development just north of the park. The
Centennial Olympic attracts over one million tourists and local residents annually to
downtown Atlanta, and provides a critical link between the Georgia World Congress
Center and the hotel district on Peachtree Street. The park contributes to an increased sense
Rl VDIHW\ DPRQJ 'RZQWRZQYV YLVLWRUYV

Olympic Stadium: The 83,100-seat Olympic Stadium of Atlanta used for the opening and
closing ceremonies and for some athletic competitions. It is converted to a 45,000-seat
stadium, renamed Turner Field and became the home of the Atlanta Braves after the Games
as planned (ACOG, 1997).

Hartsfield Atlanta International Airport gained a $300 million international concourse and

a $24 million central atrium (MARTA, 1996b), all of which w&DUW RI WKH $LUS!
master plan, but the Olympics became a catalyst to implement these projects faster.

The ITS System: Another legacy fact for the city is that the advertising of the ITS services
has resulted in a continuing high usage rate following the Games and this advanced
technology will benefit the community in the future.

The Atlanta Convention and Visitors Bureau's new Welcome South Visitors Center, and
the International Sports Plaza, restoration of historic landmarks such as the Margaret

Mitchell House
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x Other neighborhood revitalization efforts achieved through federal funds and CODA
projects including upgraded sidewalks, planted trees, installed new lighting, built bicycle
paths, and repaved streets.

x In addition to these new permanent facilities, ACOG made renovations/adaptations to
Georgia Dome, Georgia World Congress Center, and The Omni Coliseum (Athletic

Business, 1996).

In addition to the legacies listed above, Colleges and Universities in or near downtown Atlanta
particularly Georgia Tech and Georgia State Universibenefited the most from some of the

physical facilities that are built for the Olympics. New dormitories that will be used by Georgia

Tech and Georgia State University after the Games were constructed by $47 million ACOG
contribution, a new $24 million natatorium was built on the Georgia Tech campus, and ACOG
VSHQG PLOOLRQ WR UHQRYDWH *HRUJLD 7HFKYfV $OH[DQ
arena, and the Olympic Boxing venue (Humphreys and Plummer, 1995; Athletic Business, 1996).
$14.4 million Georgia Tech Aquatic Center was the site of many events and is also being used for
student recreations after the Games (Athletic Business, 1996; ACOG, 1997). An outdoor plaza,
amphitheater, and a bell tower also added to the Georgia Tech campus as a result of the Olympics.
Furthermore, Georgia State University Gym renovated and the school gained its first dorms.
SWODQWDTV KLVWR U LVdebdDde EQIEYE, NCIdFRADIaDE Whiwersity and Morris

Brown College? also benefited from the Olympics with new and upgraded facilities. The $31
PLOOLRQ +RFNH\ &HQWHU ZDV RQH RI $&2*9 Mield,DadifidhvV W Y H Q X
turf field hockey complex includes a 5,000-seat stadium at Clark Atlanta University and a 15,000-

seat stadium across the street at Morris Brown College. After the Games, Morris Brown started
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using the new stadium for football, while Clark Atlanta started using its stadium for football and

track and field events (Athletic Business, 1996).

Figure 11. Projects Inspired by the Olympics: Georgia Tech Student Housing and Gepa
Tech Aquatic Center. Source: ACOG, 1997

The Olympic Games was also played a catalyst role for some other physical improvements. Atlanta
had the right policy settings before the Olympics, but did not have the pressure to implement some
of the improvements that are needed. For example, in Atlanta, in cooperation with other states and
federal agencies and private sector partners, a $16 million ITS system was installed by MARTA
before the Olympics with a grant from FTA. The Empowerment Zone was established in Atlanta
in 1994 mainly because of the Olympic effort in place to revitalize some of the poor
neighborhoods. Department of Housing and Urban Development provided DAD WD §V
Empowerment Zone Corporation (EZC) with $100 million to enhance housing, childcare, and job
training in a nine square mile area to the south, east, and west of downtown where over half the
population live below the poverty line and more than a fifth are unemployed (AJC, 3 June 1994).
MARTA was awarded a $14 million federal grant to purchase natural gas buses which will be

showcased during the summer of 1996 (Glisson and Arbes, 1996). Lastly, Atlanta was given the
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designation as the first U.S. Customs Inland Port in preparation for the 1996 Olympics, which

improved the cargo business (Rose et al., 2009.)

6.1.1.1 Economic BenefitsAnother important goal for Atlanta Olympic organizers was
to promote business growth and attract international business to the city. Before and during the
Olympics, Atlanta has been advertised to the potential investors and corporations as a good place
for business with enormous economic opportunities. The Atlanta business elites sought to attract
corporate businesses and relocations of office activities as the economic benefits of the Olympic
campaign. Additionally, the elites aimed at improving the image of Atlanta to increase convention
and tourism businesses. The commercial orientation of the Olympic organizers resulted in a legacy
of downtown redevelopment. One study estimated that the Games would add $5.14 billion to
VWDWHYV HFRQRP\ EHWZHHQ DQG +POROIKRg) tHéV D QG

Olympics, 18 major companies moved to Atlanta.

The Olympic Games also contributed to the growth of convention business. In 1996, 7,000 new
rooms added to the regional supply and between January 1997 and April 2000, 14,000 more rooms
added (Simmons, 2000). However, downtown Atlanta was not the only beneficiary of this
improvement, surrounding suburbs also became attractive convention locations. After the
Olympics, Atlanta also hosted more major sports events including the Super Bowl in 2000, NCAA
OHQYV )LQDO )RXU EDVNHWEDOO FKDPSLRQVKLSV LQ DQ
basketball championships in 2003, and more recently NHL All-Star Game in 2008. Additionally,

the old OMNI sports facility was imploded and replaced with the $213 million Philips Arena. This

new facility opened in September 1999, and hosts Atlanta's professional basketball team and the

new National Hockey League franchise. Furthermore, the business elites constructed new
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attractions around the Centennial Olympic Park including World of Coca-Cola and The Georgia

Aquarium to increase the attractiveness of downtown Atlanta as a touristic destination.

However, the economic benefits of the Games short-lived. According to Baade and Matheson
(2002) the Atlanta Olympics did not meet the expected outcome in terms of its economic impacts.

The evidence from Baade atdD WK HV R Q VXJIJHVW WKDW 3WKH HFRQRP
is transitory, oneWLPH FKDQJHV UDWKHU WKDQ D pVWHDG\ VWDWH
employment impact, the 1996 Olympic Games created 77,000 full and part-time jobs mostly in
hospitality industry (38 per cent), business services, construction, and retail trade (ACOG, 1997).
Another study found that the Olympics increased employment in the state of Georgia by 17 per
cent in the years between 1996 and 2000 (Hotchkiss et al, 2003). Feddersen and Maennig (2013)
found no significant positive economic effects of the 1996 Olympics on the regional economic

development in Georgia.

6.1.1.2 Residential Development in downtown Atlantal996 Atlanta Olympic Games
contributed to the growth of residential development in downtown Atlanta. Prior to the Olympics,
residential options were limited in downtown Atlanta and new residential development was
practically impossible mainly because of the high property values, limited land availability, and
an expectation for relatively low rents (CAP, 2000). As part of the Olympic preparation,
developers started to convert office buildings into apartments to rent to the visitors during the
Olympic Games. After the Olympics, these units are converted to condominiums. Since 1990,
3,400 new housing units have become available in the downtown area, with more than 2,000 of
these coming on line since the Olympics (ARC, 1999). Together with the Centennial Olympic
Park, they are the first step toward creating the downtown residential population that many believe

necessary to the long-term health of the CBD. A recent Arthur Andersen LLP study estimated that
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25,000 downtown residential units can be absorbed. At issue is whether the market for downtown

units can be broadened (ARC, 1999).

One interviewee noted that downtown apartments and condos were rent out during the Olympics,

and once the Olympics are gone decent amount of people moved back to downtown. He calls this
DV 3SEDFN WR WKH FLW )\ (FRiRit¢ BaztdrqReprésehtath/a/1) DHe Mypnpic Games
PDGH GRZQWRZQ KRXVLQJ ILQDQFLDOO\ SRVVLEOH 3WKH UHC(
for the Olympic period provided a source of equity. That equity enabled these developers to obtain
financing for converting vacant offices into apartments. The construction of more than 500 units

of housing was leveraged in the vicinity of Woodruff Park, the central city park, in time for initial
occupancy during the Olympics. Now, these lofts are being leased to the general public. And the

GHPDQG LV WKHUH =~ 3DWWRQ S

The lack of middle-class housing resulted in expansion of suburbs, exacerbation racial and class
tension, and division of nort* RXWK JDS LQ WKH UHJLRQ $WODQWDTV (PS
in 1994 as one of the six U.S. cities was an opportunity to increase the middle-class housing in the
neighborhoods near the CBD (Rutheiser, 1997; Stone and Pierannuzi 2000). The new housing
units in downtown Atlanta stand as one of the legacies of the Olympi@gsG 3LW LV HQWL
appropriate to attribute several hundred downtown housing units and over two thousand student
dorm rooms to the Olympics, in that none would have been financially feasible at this point in time
without the premium rents paid by ACOGaNdD ULR XV EXVLQHVVHV IRU WKHLU X3

(Padgett and Oxendine, 1996, p. 2)

As discussed in chapter four, the population of the City of Atlanta declined from 487,455 in 1960
to 394,017 in 1990 even as the region's population grew by almost 150 percent. This loss has been

heavily concentrated among the white population, which fell by nearly half during the period. The
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trneds changed after the Olympics. After experiencing a decline from 1970 to 1990, the population

of the City of Atlanta increasl from 394,017 to 416,474 between 1990 and 2000, which would

be partially credited to the Olympics. The population increased to 420,003 in 2010 census. In this
VHQVH WKH HOLWHVY VWUDWHJI\ WR XVH WKH 20\BWLFV DV L

Atlanta gave positive results.

6.1.2 Intangible Legacies

6.1.2.1 Atlanta is on the International Map.One of the goals of the Atlanta Olympic
organizers was to create a world city image and this goal was achieved with the 1996 Olympic
hosting of Atlanta. An Olympic bid was a logical next step for Atlanta to grow and put the city in
the world map and after the Olympics, Atlanta was finally on the map as an international city.
$FFRUGLQJ WR 3DGJHWW DQG 2[HQGLQH sto AMaKtkls JUHDW JL
economy, if not necessarily to its economic development, is the world-wide exposure it
generated. Indeed, Atlanta's business community will view the Olympic Games historically not

as an economic engine, but rather as our city's firstgBBAIU NHWLQJ FDPSDLJQ =~ S

3)RU WKH SDVW VHYHUDO \HDUV $WODQWD KDV \
the Olympic Games allowed us to show the world that we are an
international city. The games, however, also gave us the responsibility to
continue to act like an international ci&ya 24-hour city where people feel

VDIH DUH VDIH DQG KDYH LQWHUHVWLQJ WKLQJ\

(Patton, 1996, p. 21)
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The Olympics transformed the image of Atlanta and moved the city image beyond being associated
with Gone with the Wind, CNN, and Coca-Cola. ACOG stated the image goal for Atlanta to be
LGHQWLILHG DV D PDMRU LQWHUQDWLRQDO FLW\ DQG WR EH
D S $WODQWDYYV UHSXWDWLRQ DV DodrRrd, OdbvdntioW\ ZDV F
activities, business location and expansion decisions, and foreign investment. As Newman (1999b)
SRLQWYV RXW GRZQWRZQ $WODQWD 3KDV EHHQ FRQYHUWHG
low-income residents and small businesses into a major center for conventions and tourism by

PDVVLYH SXEOLF DQG SULYDWH LQYHVWPHQWY LQ WRXULVP I

As part of the advertising and image creation effort, the media coverage before and during the
Olympics affects the outcome for any Olympic host city. For Atlanta, the international media
coverage, especially during the Olympics damaged the city image. The negative press coverage
during the Olympics concerned mainly on the transportation and information technology
problems, administrative problems, and over-commercialization, all of which damaged the image

of Atlanta (Essex and Chalkley, 2003). Of course the bombing at the Olympic Park increased the
effect of negative Atlanta image at the international level. Press reports redefined the ACOG
DFURQ\P DV 3s$WODQWD &DQYW 2UJDQL]H WKH *DPHV" DQG UH
FKDRV ~ RU 3% KRUURU WULS LQ WKHLU FULWLFLVP RI WKH R
and results-reporting problems (Rivenburgh, 2008). A final devastation came from the president

RI WKH ,2& ZKHQ KH GHVFULEHG WKH $WODQWD 20\PSLF *DPF
W\SLFDO 3sWKH EHVW JDPHV HYHU" WULEXWH DW WKH FORVLQ.
wasaQ LQYLWDWLRQ WR WKH ZRUOG WR FRPH WR $WODQWD DQ:

GHWHUPLQH WKH VXFFHVV RI WKH 20\PSLFV ,Q RWKHU ZRUG"
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LQWHUHVW WKDW LV JHQHUDWHG a4tkdJsdpecthile okattta@ie\te e FV « .

JURZWK PDFKLQH DQG LW LV RQH ZD\ WR SXW WKH FLW\ pRQ

Despite the negative media image during the Olympics, Atlanta had a more positive image among
corporate decision-makers after the Olympic Games. Harris (1997) prepared a report for the
Atlanta Chamber of Commerce showing the results of interviews with 620 corporate decision-
PDNHUV IURP QDWLRQV UHJDUGLQJ WKHLU SHUFHSWLRQ R
$ W O Dinayeimptoved by 17 per cent compared to other ten American metropolises. 24 per
FHQW RI WKH UHVSRQGHQWYV VWDWHG WKDW 3SWKH\ QRZ IHHO

HI[SDQVLRQ RU UHORFDWLRQ LQ $WODQWD DV D PDUNHW" S

Most interviewees characterized the Olympics as an effort primarily focused on raising the profile
of the city. 3V DQ $&2* PHP E HUAtMMADWE ivEre doing the Olympics for more

L Q WD Q JL E O'He goil bvesRdxhance Atlanta. Even the most tangible, physical legacy of
the Olympics+The Centennial Parkwas not on the agenda at the beginning. It was the idea of
Billy Payne and it is implemented right before the Olympics. It was evolved from opportunities
that were presented because of Olympic hosting. It was not part of any plan. Olympics was a one
off project, because nobody was thinking about the Olympics from a governmental point of view.

(ACOG Member 1)

6.1.2.2 Attitudinal Changes.The tight deadlines of the Games forced the agencies to
cooperate and do much work in a short time. Games served as an excuse to guarantee to complete
the infrastructure on time. Within its unique planning environment, the Olympics helped to make
the process faster with the positive affect of highest cooperation and coordination among different
agencies and authorities. Some institutions, such as Georgia Tech, were in partnership with ACOG

for some projects and all parties mutually benefited from working together. However, some of the
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projects, such as Olympic Stadium and Centennial Olympic Park generated serious tensions

between ACOG and local residents.

The interviewees who worked for Olympic planning effort saw it as a great challemdbem it

was an enjoyable challenge and it was enjoyable to see how the region come together. One
interviewee pointed ouB3HRSOH ZHUH YHU\ FRRSHUDWLYH ,QVWHDG RI
was together. | was very pleasedtowWorLQ WKDW NLQG RI HQYLURQPHQW” ™ 30
Another interviewee stated,, XVHG W R wéie \n thd plakhing process, we would be just

shifting the deadline. In this case [Olympics], it was going to happen this day and you had to be
UHDG\ "~ $QG FRQWLQXHG °3:H KDG WR SULRULWL]H VRPH RI W
be done and which ones could be done in the time frame we G&KIDW ZDV SDUW RI ZKDYV
(Planning Agency Staff 3). As Padgett and Oxendine (1996) nétes, ZH $WODQWDQV D
recognize any one lesson from the Olympic Games that we can meaningfully apply to our future
economic development efforts, it must be that we were able to find a way-as painful, stumbling

DQG FRQWHQWLRXYV DV WKH SURFHVYVY ZDV WR ZRUN WRJHWKH

Majority of the interviewees agreed that the Olympics certainly brought some harmony and some
coordination that Atlanta had never seen bef@€@ H L Q W H U Y DHrapickl bMIDtheGseed

for foundation, neverthelessN KLV KDUPRQ\ GLG QRW ODVW ORHgJ" 30DC
continued We [Atlanta] have probably gone backwards since the Olympics. Olympics were
almost an anomaly(Planning Agency Staff 1). Along the same line, another Olympic planner
FDOOHG WKH &g BrStheeAF DWHQ ~ +H AR @évth&ckallenge and we got

back to business as usual again. It worked during the Olympics, because everytedyiita

Z R U Rlanning Agency Staff)2
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Another planning agency staff mentioned the changes after the Olympics, but he does not believe
WKDW WKHVH FKDQJHV DUH FRPSHK3WALA sidallidiwi Xedove tiel W K H
Olympics and it has changed dramatically since the Olympics. We have probably added over a
million and a half people since the Olympic to Atlanta. | do not know how much the Olympics did
WKDW« %HIRUH W K Har2d@d\Wway bffelving\drstndsOvihich was like building roads.

That is what they did. They got federal funding, came to the MPO and build road. It took time after

the Olympics; we came to a new thinking, a little bit progressive. There is still some old thinking

at the state, but it has changed. Some of them are associated with the (FPdamesng Agency

Staff 3).

6.1.2.3 Changing Perception on Transit SystemAdditionally, the Olympic
transportation planning experience changed the perception on transit and proved the capacity of
MARTA system, the airport, and the convenient location of Atlanta. Although transportation was
one of the biggest challenges for an aR&JLHQWHG FLW\ OLNH $WODQWD
transportation plan, especially the rail system, was a vital part of their proposed transportation
SODQ ZKLFK SOD\HG DQ LPSRUWDQW UROH LQ $WODQWDYV
millions of people every day was one of the biggest challenges for a predominantly auto-oriented
city. Basedonttd DUJXPHQW WKDW $WODQWDYYV WUDQVSRUWDWLRQ
for providing service to millions of people, MARTA formulated a transport plan on using existing
bus and rail systems with the support of a temporary bus system to operate during the Games.
Atlanta has not been regenerated through Olympics, instead Olympics is one of the beneficial
RXWFRPHV RI KDYLQJ D JRRG UDSLG UDLO VA\VWHP ,Q 03$573¢

transit system has been used with its highest capacity. DOT officials state that almost 11 million

150



spectators made 25 million transit trips during the 1996 Olympic and Paralympic Games (GAO,

2000).

According to a planning agency staff, Atlanta certainly made a lot of improvements leading up to

the Olympics 3, W VWLPXODWHG VRPH SURMHFWYV JHWWLQJ GRQH V
We made improvements in signal systems, traffic management systems, highway system, and
pedestrian systems. MARTA certainly showed what it could do. The fact that MARTA performed

so well was a message to people and that showed the value of transit. It shifted attitudes towards
HVSHFLDOO\ GRZQWRZQ OLYLQJ EHFDXVH @Hmi8®OAgenW D U W H C

Staff 2)

Similarly, another planning agency staff statdtdK Théfe Ivere some projects that were already
planned. Because of the Olympics we were able to convince the federal government to exonerate
the funding so we can get the lines completéBlanning Agency Staff 4)On July 25, 1995, the
Federal Transit Authority granted MARTA $10.6 million for Games-related transportation needs:
support of the more than 1200 buses loaned to MARTA by transit authorities nationwide and
transit information technology that will become part of the Regional Intelligent Transportation
System (ACOG, 1996). Leading up to the Olympics, MARTA opened three new rail stations on
the North Line: Buckhead, Medical Center, and Dunwoody on June 8, 1996 (MARTA, 1996a).
MARTA already had plans for system extensions. With political pressure in D.C., it could have
been finished for the Olympics. One interviewddVDWHG WKDW 0$57% 3ZDV DEOH \
line earlier than it could have completed otherwise, because everybody agreed we need it to get it
done by the Olympics. Billy and others helped us [MARTA] sell that case to federal government,
which needed to make the money available. Federal government also made improvements on the

highway side as well. Highway improvements that were planned but they would not take place
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until way down to the R D @lanning Agency Staff 2). Olympics helped to stimulate some
projects, but did not result in permanent changes on the vision. Another Olympic planner stated
WKDW 3WKH >WUDQVLW LPSURYHPHQWV@ WKDW ZH RDGH ZHL
improvements that we made were temporary, because theRet@ L QD U\ GHPDQG ZDV WHEH
(Planning Agency Staff 3). The Olympics showed that Atlanta is capable of hosting a major event

like Olympics.

One of the interviewees described the transporta@HJDF\ Rl WKH 20\PSLFV DV IR
Olympic Games] expedited the extension. More attention brought to MARTA and its potential. At

the end of the day, people could see the incredible capacity that is built into the system. Because
people were worried, the whole region would break down when you have millions of people. |

think, through MARTA, we demonstrated that the region operated very smoothly and that was
through MARTA. The legacy is that you can move a lot of people on public transportation system,

if you organize it correctly. On the roadside, there were some legacies: monitoring system. The
ZKROH QRWLRQ RI ZRUNLQJ WRIJHWKHU ZKDW \RX FDQ DFFRP
reach back to that experience. If you do not have something who is pushing you to continue it, we

KDYH QRW @®Ri@ing Agpndy Staff 1).

2Q0H RI WKH SODQQLQJ DIJHQF\ VWDII HPSKDVL]HG WKDW WKH
and transit had credibility in policy since the Olympics (Planning Agency Staff 2). The rézognit

RI1 0$57%YV FDSDFLW\ LQFUHDVHG WKH LQWHUHVW Rl VXUURXC
to automobile. Recently, Clayton County had a referendum in November 2014 to join MARTA.
Clayton is now poised to become the first new county to add MARTA since the agency began

RSHUDWLQJ LQ 'H.DOE DQG )XOWRQ LQ S33HRSOH UHFRJQ
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RSWLRQV ZzDV VRPHWKLQJ WKH\ ZDQWHG WR VD\ \HV WR "~ VD

&OXETV *HR U JSiDmans2sM)H U

6.1.3 Negative Legacies of the 1996 Atlanta Olympics

30)OHQGLQJ FDSLW D O L-sventb Kie&sths GldriplasLlpFovhise® H J D
an influx of capital and opportunities to advance pro-growth political
agendas. And they do provide business and political elites in host cities and
countries with an international stage and the possibility to consolidate
power and effect quick change. But in the process, these spectacles and the

infrastructure they require reinforce and exacerbate urban inequalities.

(Ward, 2013, p. 48)

On one hand the 1996 Atlanta Olympic Games created opportunities for the construction of new
sporting facilities as well as the improvement of the physical environment of the host city,
generated civic pride, provided an opportunity to generate world recognition and contributed to
transforming the image of Atlanta; on the other hand, the Games created negative social impacts

on low-income residents, intensified social problems and deepen existing divides among residents.

37 KH F R RyfigRted perspective prevailed with the Games providing a legacy that favored

the redevelopment of commercial downtown districts rather that neighborhood renewal on a scale

that would significantly improve the lives of the least well-off citizen®KH LQQHU FLW\ = 3]

and Roberts, 2009, p. 125)
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Homelessness, crime, and other social problems are not solved, but were intended to be shifted to
some other places. Anita Beatythe Executive Director of Metro Atlanta Task Force for the
HomelesstaUJXHV WKDW WKH 20\PSLFV ZHUH XVHG DV DQ H[FXVFE
the gentrification of [Atlanta] neighborhoods, grab downtown property that the developers had
always wanted to control, and incarcerate homeless people who dared to beR/iidibBVN IRU KHO S
%HDW\ S $FFRUGLQJ WR %HDW\ 3WKHUH DUH PDQ\ GR
\RX ZRQfW KHDU DERXW WKRVH IURP WKH SODQQHUYV DQG IUF
to benefit from the Games. And there were people who benefited; they were the private folks who
planned the Games and who benefited from some of the contracts for media and to the accesses to
Olympic memorabilia. So there was plenty of benefit, but it did not accrue to the public entities

that S USSRUWHG LW °~ %HDW\

$WODQWDTTV 20\PSLF SULPDU\ HITRUW DLPHG WR PHHW WKH ,2
Games organization to architecture with limited infrastructure investment. Ginger Watkins,
ACOG's managing director of corporate services, sees the Olympics as an image-enhancing
RSSRUWXQLW\ IRU $SWODQWD DQG KH GHVFULEHV WKLV HIIRL
undertakes through the "Look of the Games" program, what we are really doing is "dgtoratin
Olympic venues andVUD QVSRUWDWLR Q F R U Bdy@&Rdmits that EngVOIWn iy

LGHD ZzDV QRW ZHOO SODQQHG H[FHSW WKH OREE\LQJ HIIRU'
little planning about what would happen if we won. We had a plan that was as much cosmetic as

LW ZzDV VXEVWDQWEFTHPSRIWDDQM DQG 3 DHVWKHWLF® IHDWXUHYV
inevitably did not leave any room for lon¢) HUP OHJDFLHV DQG UHVXOWHG LG
cosmetic enhancements but deferred addressing serious hXastW XUH SUREOHPV™ VXI

inadequate sewer and water system (Keating, 2001, p. 143).
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,Q WKH ZRUGYV RI 'L[RQ S$WODQWDTV REMHFWLYH IRU E
get, economically and psychologically, from accommodating the games effectively. Even if
Atlanta had been seeking more far-reaching civic improvements, there is no way it could have
DPDVVHG VXFK ELOOLRQV IRU WKHP = S 7KH 20\PSLFV G
social problems. Rutheiser (1997) sees Olympgi DV SDUW WKH RQJRLQJ 3XUED
SURFHVV DQG DUJXHV WKDW WKH\ 3IDLO WR DGGUHVYV WKH ¢
have notso-creatively destroyed the urban landscape and pose only a superficial fix to deep-rooted

structural U REOHPV ~

The Olympic Games did not increase the quality of life for the residents of Atlanta, especially the
SRRU $WODQWD IRFXVH&WFRIUIWRQLRBD\PRIGFWKH QHHGV RI
disregarded (Andranovich et. al, 2001) As Andrew Younddlat VDLG WKH 20\PSLFV
business venture, notanal@RYHUW\ SURJUDP DQG PHHWLQJ WKH QHHG\
WKH 20\PSLF DJHQGD 5XWKHLVHU S 7KH 3&LW\ WRR ¢
excluding its working poor, elderly, and vullielE OH FLWL]JHQV ~49% FobDakample S

the Centennial Park construction dislocated many businesses without assistance for relocating and
Olympic Stadium construction inflicted further damage on the low-income black neighborhoods

in the area and their limited role in Olympic Planning prevented local governments to take action

and protect these people from damage (Keating, 2001). Focusing and engaging on international
business to create a world city image also resulted in losing local identity and neglecting local

issues (Keating, 2001).
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6.1.4 Citizen Perception

The perception of residents in terms of the legacies of the Olympics was mostly t@¥&ar@&D Q WD |V
image, pride, and recognition of Atlanta at the international level. According to a survey, the
residents of Georgia also recognized the intangible benefits of the Olympics more than the tangible
benefits. Twelve surveys, with a combined total of 9,342 Georgia resident respomsksted

by the Applied Research Center at Georgia State University in Atlanta, Georgia, USA between
1992 and 1996 to see resident perceptions of the Olympic Games. In all these surveys, Georgia
residents consistently, over time, rated the intangible, non-economic berefitch as
international recognition, image, and citizen pride - greater than the economic benefits. Tangible
benefits £such as the Olympic facility developments, increased economic benefits, and increased
tourism - were the least important benefits in all surveys. According to another survey conducted

E\ WKH *RYHUQRUfV "HSDUWPHQW RI WKH UHVLGHQWYV R|
Olympics positively affected the community spirit, and as citizens they felt proud to host such a
great event in Atlanta (Malfas et al., 2004). Most interviewees gave no credit on Olympiog for an
long-term legacy. They mostly agreed that the Olympics did not change the politics and there is

no long-term harm or benefit of the Olympics.

6.1.5 Overall Assessment

The 1996 Olympics served as a catalyst for physical development in downtown Atlanta. The
$WODQWD 20\PSLFV UDLVHG WKH JOREDO SURILOH RI $WODQ
businesses to locate, increased growth in service indastspecially in tourism and convention

sectors, created a sense of pride for Atlantans, and improved the physical environment with some
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tangible legacies, such as the new sports facilities, the Centennial Olympic Park, beautification of
the city, new dorms for Georgia Tech and Georgia State Universities, and new housing options in
downtown. Olympics and post-Olympics construction projects have made profound changes in
and around the edge of the CBD. More than $500 million in new facilities were created for the

Games.

Olympic hosting raised hopes for urban redevelopment in Atlanta. However, the benefits of any
sporting event depend on the urban context of the city, and this context creates winners and losers.
3, DGGLWLRQ WR WKH IDFW WKDW VSRUW P DWOWKQA289).LV WKH
According to Burbank et al. (20D2%he mega-event strategy serves the goals of pro-growth
business leaders more than the desires of elected officials or city residents. Even though the
prospect of hosting a mega-event has enormous consequences for public policy, the bidding
process is conducted in such a way as to limit the accountability of bid organizers to public officials

RU FLWL]JHQV =~ S

The Olympic strategy of downtown Atlanta business elites was partially successful. The Olympic
organizers used the key strengths of Atlanta such as the convention facilities, rapid-rail system,

the airport to get the Olympics, but they failed to address political, economic, and social problems
because of the short-term vision and lack of planning during the Olympic preparation process. As
Andranovich et al. (2010) argueéAfter the Games, it was clear that neither the expectations of

city residents for improvements in their neighborhoods nor the desires of local entrepreneurs to
cash in on the Gam¢ KDG EHHQ PHW 7KH FLW\YfV DWWHPSWV WR OHY
were largely frustrated by a lack of resources and an inability to alter the relationship between the

IOC, the local organizing committee, and corporate sponsors. In the end, the high expectations set
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by Mayor Jackson were not realized and the redistributive goals of hosting the Olympics were

GDVKHG ~

French and Disher (1997) examined the lessons from Atlanta Olympics for prospective host cities.
In this study, four main expected benefits of large scale events for the host cities are listed: creating
a physical legacy, short-term economic stimulus, marketing and tourism opportunities, and
sufficient urban redevelopment. The study concluded that the first three benefits are achieved
however the hardest benefit to obtain from the eusignificant urban redevelopmertemained

as a dream for Atlanta. According to this study, the main problems that bounded Atlanta from

obtaining this benefit were dependence on private funding sources and divided management body.

$FFRUGLQJ WR %HDW\ $WODQWDTTV 20\PSLF OHJDF\ LV 3
its healthcare, its public utilities, its public land and eliminating very low cost housing, public
healthcare, and accesRt SXEOLF WU D Q V SHRothvihB ¥atlyRdQys of Se civil rights
movement through its Olympic bid, the promoters of the city have created an image of a city where
different ethnic and racial groups work hard and live together in peace and harmony. Damheron an
Murphy (1997) show that, in reality, things are not that simple or straightforward. Despite the best
efforts of the city power brokers to smooth over racial and ethnic divides, Atlanta has a history of
conflict and segregation. Itis primarifd KH FLW\TV GRZQWRZQ EXVLQHVYV OHDG
officials and control local politics. This political environment in Atlanta leads to the policy
decisions that often neglect public interests and undermine regional and social needs because of a
narrowly defined private interests (Keating, 2001). Limited vision, class and racial segregation,
along with the lack of attention to the fundamental issues created serious problems that are

transferred to the future decision makers of the city.
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The legacy of Olympics in Atlanta was not long-lasting and hard to be recog§iz6dd> DQWD YV EL
strategy was not grounded in a specified long-term plan that includes venue planning, funding
sources, citizen participation, and community involvement. As a result, the Olympics was
relatively unsuccessful and did not create positive lasting legacies. As one ACOG member states,
SWR NQRZ DOO \RX QHHG WR NQRZ DERXW $WODQWD ZzZDON D
look. It is almost as if the Centennial Olympic Games were never here. The hope and promise and
expectation that greeted Billy Payne in his triumphant return to Atlanta are dim memories. There

are some signs to be sdrstadium, park, dormitoriesall gifts of the Atlanta Committee for the

Olympic Games. Some public housing projects have been torn down and rebuilt as mixed-income
development. But the belief that having the Games in Atlanta would solve all our social and
HFRQRPLF SUREOHPV ZDV QDwWYH W GLGQ T WftHeYwo@. :iXW XV X
fact, if the Games did anything, they exposed our weaknéss@seoccupation with race and a

lack of leadershpWKDW ZH VHHP XQDEOH WR DGPLW WR RXUVHO

(Yarbrough 2000, p. 109-110)

In regards to Olympic planning practice, Atlanta can be considered as an outlier. Atlanta was the
second Olympic host city after Los Angeles, which heavily relied on private funding for Olympic
planning. The absence of government backing created a planning environment where increasing
profit was the main target, not creating a legacy of the Olympics. Eventually, after the Atlanta
Olympics, one lesson I0C learned was to require government involvement on Olympic planning.
Richard Pound, Vice President of IOC at that time, delivered a 8peedV WKH $PEDVVDGRUTY
6HULHV LQ :DVKLQJWRQ ' & RQ 0D\ DQG VDLG 3:H >,2&

future to a city, in the United States or elsewhere, which has no significant public sector
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commitment, either in the form of financial contribution or, at the very least, in the form of a

JXDUDQWHH WR PHHW WKH QHFHVV[Pdund R994YV RI RUJDQL]LQJ

Additionally, the Olympic bidding procesk Q W R G D\ \a |@tRridi® Gompetitive, more

complex, and have string rules. In a sense, Atlanta Olympics was a bitter experience fod IOC a

one period was closed with in Olympic history with the 1996 Atlanta Olympics. As one of the
$&2* PHPEHU VWDWHG °2:QRZ WKH WHFKQLFDO UHTXLUHPH
comprehensive. All we did was identifying locations for the venues. It would be interesting to see

how much of it we changed. We were going to have 5 venues in Stone Mountains, but we ended

up 2. Itis a whole different time now. The contract we made was may be 10 pages, it is now about

a 100 pages. When Moscow won in 1980, their contract was é&8ddd-H G R FXARB®R W

Member 1)

Another important lesson for IOC was to include legacy aspects to the Olympic bidding process.
Atlanta staged the Olympics mostly with temporary infrastructural improvements and not
necessarily targeting for a legacy after the Games. Atlanta used its key strengthas such
convention sport facilities and transit system to be awarded to host the Olympics, in contrast to
other host cities which used Olympics to improve their urban infrastructure and create a legacy. In

one sense, Atlanta was ready to manage Olympic-sized events, but the privately-led approach and
proft- PD[LPL]DWLRQ LGHD OLPLWHG WKH FLW\YV FdehdhgiteW\ WR S

planning approach and handle the Games without major problems.

The mega-event literature suggests that mega-events have the potential to be the catalyst for host
cities to apply their planning strategies in a more focused environment, and they can result in
remarkable changes in infrastructure, urban form, and city image. Nevertheless, the economic

value of the Olympics is not as important as it was before. The Olympics became more complex
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to plan and stage and it is unlikely for another city to be able to organize an Ol@iaupies

without any government support. Even in Atlanta case, where no governmental support was
3SH[S HFMW KGOG, the Games cost millions of dollars to governments and tax payers.
Moreover, it is also hard to convince the residents that Olympics have huge promises to transform
WKH KRVW FLW\ $WODQWDYV 20\PSLF H[SHULHQFH VKRZHG W
of the Games is not realistic without comprehensive planning effort as well as intention to create
legacies. This means, the results of the Olympics depend on the strategies that are implemented
and the planning efforts to achieve these strategies. The Olympic experience of Atlanta shows that

the Games may have limited long-term impacts, if it was not intended to make significant changes.

Overall Atlanta Olympic experience suggests that the local policy settings matters the most for
Summer Olympics planning. That is why we see different planning approaches and distinct
legacies in different host cities. Even though the 10C has fixed strategies to handle the huge
Olympic planning effort, the local settings of each host city results in different outcomes. As one
of the interviewees stated the souththe private sector drives the policy and they bring it to the
government. That is also what happened in Olympics. Without a really strong public sector to drive
policy, especially legg\ W\SH WKLQJV Q bhigkltheUmpdetShBd-to\be didferent here

than it is another area. 30ODQQLQJ $AHMAIan@Wrany of the infrastructures were
already in place and the Olympics was a catalyst to speed up the process for s@serynece
improvements that needed to be made regardless of the Olympics. Olympics dramatically
increased the image of Atlanta, which was the main goal for the business elites. Summer Olympics
were one of those rare events that would put a city on the map quickly and the downtown Atlanta

business elites wisely used this opportunity to create an international city image.
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6.2 The Atlanta Regime after the Olympics

Mega-HYHQWYV HVSHFLDOO\ WKH 20\PSLF *DPHV DUH YHQXHV
several actors. In the case of Atlanta, the business elites were the major player to lead and plan the
Olympic activities from the beginning until the end. External players such as I0C and Federal
government had very limited role and power to lead Olympic development plans. Even the state

and local government had very little impact on Olympic planning process. As Hall (1989) argues,
Hallmark events are not the result of a rational decision-making process. Decisions affecting the
hosting and the nature of hallmark events grow out of a political process. The process involves the

values of actors (individuals, interest groups, and ofgadV LR QV LQ D VWUXJJOH IRU ¢

'RZQWRZQ $WODQWD EXVLQHVV HOLWHV FUHDWHG D GLIIHU
Olympic Games and implemented their vision for downtown Atlanta. The downtown Atlanta
business elites had focused onSWRYLQJ WKH LPDJH RI WKH FLW\ VLQFH
examination of the biracial governing coalition of Atlanta over four decades shows how the elites
manipulated the policy agenda for downtown development, which was the main strategy of elites

to transform the city into a global business center. The airport, MARTA system, freeways that
SOHDG WR GRZQWRZQ "~ VSRUW IDFLOLWLHVY DQG KRWHOV D
convention center. Business elites has actively engaged in policy-making process to manipulate

the policy agenda in favor of their interests.

The Olympic bid created a golden opportunity for the downtown business elites to revitalize and
attract attention again to the downtown area. The Olympic bid was a logical result of the existing
regime in Atlanta, and hosting the Games helped to turn the weaknesses of local government into
an advantage for downtown businesses. The Olympics permitted Atlanta to make some

improvements that are long-needed. Local political dynamics and power structure ereated
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distinctive policy agenda that is long-lived. As a result, the local elites had the power to implement

FKDQJHYVY DQG VHW WKH YLVLRQ IRU WKH FLW\ RI $SWODQWD I
any item into policy agend21RWKLQJ LQ WKH JRYHUQDQFH RI $WODQWD
within, or gain the approval of, a busine6sSRPLQDWHG HOLWH"~ +DUGLQJ S

similar situation in regards to Olympic planning.

Additionally, the elites seized the opportunity presented by a potential Olympic hosting in Atlanta
to make promises and implement a vision that promotes the downtown area. The elites used the
hosting of the Olympics as the means of gaining control over policy-making processes to
implement their vision. The main objective of an Olympic bid for Atlanta business elites was to
create a commercial legacy by creating an international city image andtimgtrarivate
investment through encouraging companies to locate their regional and national headquarters and
offices in Atlanta. The awarding of the 1996 Olympics to Atlanta generated more attention and

interest to the downtown area that the city and the business elites have sought for decades.

The Olympics were a significant attempt for downtown business elites to keep the downtown area
vibrant, attractive, and lively. Olympics enabled elites of Atlanta to implement the vision they had
been unable before. The vision predated the Olympics, but elites were not able to implement the
vision until the Olympics altered the local context. The Olympic Games was a logical next step
for Atlanta to grow and put the city in the world map and the city generated civic pride. Olympics
also provided an opportunity to generate world recognition and contributed to transforming the

image of Atlanta.

With the Olympics, the original businessdevelopment agenda largely accomplished for
downtown business elites. As a result of the Olympic hosting in 1996, Atlanta finally received the

SLQWHUQDW L RRuBI@ss-Ileatlers sivucv€&@lHheir strategies on consumption-oriented
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economic development, and promoted Atlanta as a place of consumption, not a place for
production, by focusing on city image and place marketing strategies (Burbank et al., 2001). In
KeaWLQJYV ZRUGV 3%$&2* ZzDV D QHZ IRUPDO YHUVLRQ RI WKH
downtown business interests, it had so much power and influence that it actually functioned to a
great extent as an unelected government. Also it continued the downtown redevelopment that

GRZQWRZQ EXVLQHVV OHDGHUV KDG SXUVXHG IRU VHYHUDO (

However, the impact of the Olympics was not long lasting; if there was any planning for the
Olympics in Atlanta, it was very short-term oriented and temporary and this ad hoc coalition was
gone when the Olympic Games are ove@ WKLY VHQVH $WODQWDYV 20\PSL
identified as an American way of making a justifiable government decision (Dixon, 1995). Since

the problems caused by the Olympics are tempordadyy, EHFRPHVY HDVLHU WR DJUHH
FRQWURYHUVLDO VWUDWHI\" IRU HDFK DJHQF\ RU DXWKRULW
can easily rise again (Giuliana et. al, 1987). Many of the changes in the way of thanking

operating did not retain after the Games. As a reflection of the existing regime in Atlanta, the lack

of public involvement and public funding also meant that implementing comprehensive, long-term

oriented, and integrated planning was limited in Atlanta Olympic planning process.

Since the 1996 Olympic Games, downtown Atlanta has changed economically, socially,
physically, culturally, and politically. Atlanta community became more complex and more diverse
since the Olympics. This change affected the influence of the governing coalition on local context.
As a result, the old governing coalition lost its interest on downtown Atlanta, and became
interested in growing suburbs, where 80 per cent of the regional population lives. The City of
Atlanta was home to 22.4 pegflcQW RI1 WKH UHJLRQYV SRSXODWLRQ LQ E

(Brooking Institute, 2000). With regional growth, the north part of Atlanta, especially Buckhead,
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EHFDPH WKH QHZ SODFH IRU EXVLQHVYVY HOLWHYV WRasFUHDWH
simply become less critical to the business sector that it was in the mid-twentieth century. Though
the business sector continues to have a stake in the future of the city, business increasingly directs

LWV DWWHQWLRQ WR UMJLRYPDO LVVXHV ~ 6WRQH

As downtown continued to relatively decline as a business center, its importance for the business
elites also declined. Some dominant companies that had been influential in downtown
redevelopment in 1960s are either gone or lost their interest in downtown Atlanta. As their
geographic interest expands, some of the local institutions -such as Coca-Cola and Delta Airlines-
JDYH PRUH DWWHQWLRQ WR UHJLRQDO LVVXHV DQG EHFRPH
GRZQWRZQ ~ SROLWitaiy(6tom ZDQBGEp. %) FoQvidhtown Atlanta was no longer
WKH UHJLRQYTV SROLWLFDO RU HFRQRPLF SRZHU FHQWHU DQC
the central city has been diminished by the enlarged stage on which economic activityursw occ
6WRQH DQG 3LHUDQQXQ]L S 7RGD\ &%$3TV DQG RWKH!
real estate industry, no&URILW DQG SXEOLF VHFWRU UHSUHVHQWDWLY |

DQG IXQFWLRQ RI WKH GRZQWRZQ SIMm20BPXBWLYH HFRQRPLF

The regime lost its interest to implement policy changes in downtown Atlanta as a result of changes
over time with new actors emerging in city politics. With the changing demographics, immigrants,
multiethnic groups, and labor movements are now part of the regime analysis. Although the
SIRUPXODWLRQ ZLWKLQ XUEDQ UHJLPH VedviheR thpatity oWVaK DW W K
governing arrangement depends on the composition of the governing coalition and the relations
DPRQJ WKH PHPEHUV RI WKLY FRDOLWLRQ LQFOXGLQJ WKH U
6WRQH DQG 3LHUDQQXQ]L S $WODQWDYTV ORQJ UXQ

of the regime itself does not necessari QFUHDVHV WKH JRYHUQLQJ FDSDFLW\
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presence of a regime effective in pursuing some policy aims is no assurance that it can accomplish

RWKHUV =~ 6WRQH E S

Stone and Pierannunzi (2000) examine the governing arrangement in Atlanta through the 1990s
and conclude that the external factors change the structure of regimes over time by motivating new
members to contribute to the governing coalition. The contribution and response of existing and

new coalition members to the chan@J FRQGLWLRQV GHSHQG RQ WKH UHJLP
DJHQGD LV VHW /HDGHUVKLS DQG YLVLRQ DOVR SOQRW\D NH\
WR VROYH WKH SUREOHPV LV ERXQGHG E\ WKH DJHQ&D )RU \
be broad enough to bring together a substantial coalition, to be concrete enough to guide specific
DFWLRQV DQG WR EH IOH[LEOH HQRXJK WR DFFRPPRGDWH I

(Stone and Pierannunzi, 2000, p. 2)

The governing coalitorDOVR FKDQJHG DV WKH FRPPXQLW\ FKDQJHV 31
JRYHUQLQJ FRDOLWLRQ QRU WKH UHODWLRQVKLS DPRQJ LWV
SWKH HYROYHG FRQILIJXUDWLRQ RI UHODWLRQVKLSV"™ EHWZH
(Stone 2008c, p. 269) Downtown business elites of Atlanta tried to maximize their benefit within
WKH OLPLWYV RI WKH JRYHUQLQJ FRDOLWLRQTV FRQGLWLRQV
the elites did their best to manipulate these forces on their advantage. The experience of Atlanta
shows that the regime is not stable (Stone, 2008b) and does not emerge in a vacuum (Stone and

Pierannunzi, 2000).

7KH UHJLPH DIWHU WKH 20\PSLFV LV D UHIOHFWLRQ RI $WODC
Atlanta configuratior? that is, the regime is not a static phenomenon. And it has evolved in such
a way as to make it difficult for the city to address in a sustained way the concerns arekall

IDFHG E\ $WOBL@QWBPWH GRBEXODWLRQ ~ 6WRQH F S , C
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SUHJUHVVLYH" SROLF\ DJHQ G D -8tr&argroups andkdisrdg&yds ot biarvs\ie R 1 X
LQWHUHVWY RI ORZHU VWUDWD JURXSV" 6WRQH S R
commerce status, the city also struggles with some serious challenges such as class issues, racial
division, crime, and homelessness. The Brooking institute report, published in 2000, explored the
growth pattern of Atlanta metropolitan region over the last three decades and concluded that
3I$WODQWD UHVLGHQWY WHQG W R -Bdt nafiywiihem Bromidile ElgssR U H[W
(p. 20). Today, the focus and strategy of business elites is completely different than it was in 60s

RU V 3, QVWHDG RI |IRh§Y/¢hbbncd the HEgsbOhe pddople who live in Atlanta,

public policy focuses on serving non-Atlantans: conventioneers, tourists, national and international

sports fans, and new middle- and uppe©@ DVV UHVLGHQWY ~ .HDWLQJ S

6.3 Key Lessons from This Section

This chapter showedV KDW IURP WKH EXVLQHVV HOLWHVY SHUVSHFWL
the expected benefits, such as revitalizing specific downtown area, increasing the global
recognition of Atlanta, and attracting more businesses and residents to downtown Atlanta. These
effects were positive for a short-time period right after the Olympics, but these benefits were not
long-lasting and did not help to facilitate the primacy of downtown Atlanta for the long-term

because of other internal and external factors.

First of all, the Olympics created some positive tangible legacies, most notably the Centennial
Olympic Park; the new Olympic Stadium; new concourse and a central atrium for the Hartsfield-
Jackson Atlanta International Airport; and new facilities for Colleges and Universities in or near

downtown Atlanta. In addition to these tangible benefits, the Olympic Games was also a catalyst
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for some other physical improvements, such as the $16 million ITS system; $100 million
Empowerment Zone designation to enhance housing, childcare, and job training in a nine square
mile area in downtown Atlanta; and the $14 million federal grant for MARTA to purchase natural
gas buses which will be showcased during the summer of 1996. The Olympic Games also
contributed to the growth of convention business. Additionally, Atlanta hosted more major sports
events after the Olympics. Lastly, the new housing units in downtown Atlanta stand as one of the

tangible legacies of the Olympics.

In terms of intangible legacies, one of the goals of the Atlanta Olympic organizers was to create a
world city image. This goal was achieved with the Olympic hosting and Atlanta was finally on the
map as an international city. The Games also served as an excuse to guarantee totbemplete
infrastructure on time. The tight deadlines of the Games forced the agencies to capbdae

much work in a short time and the Olympics helped to make the process faster. Additionally, as
another intangible legacy, the Olympic transportation planning experience changed the perception
on transit and proved the capacity of MARTA system, the airport, and the convenient location of

Atlanta.

In regards to negative legacies, the Games had negative social impacts on low-income residents,
intensified social problems and deepen existing divides among residents. The Olympic Games did

not increase the quality of life for the residents of Atlanta, especially the poor. Atlanta focused
PRUH RQ 3283WSRBW"~ VLGH DQG WKH QHHGV RI FRPPXQLWLI
Olympic primary effort aimed to meet the IOC requirements in a most efficient way from Games
organization to architecture with limited infrastructure investment. Atlanta staged the Olympic
mostly with temporary infrastructural improvements and not necessarily targeting for a legacy

after the Games. Atlanta used its key strengths, such as convention sport facilities and transit
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system to be awarded to host the Olympics, in contrast to other host cities which used Olympics

to improve their urban infrastructure and create a legacy. In one sense, Atlanta was ready to
manage Olympic-sized events, but the privately-led approach and profit-maximization idea limited
WKH FLW\YV FDSDFLW\ WR SUHSDUH pRiuniny &HroaéhRrtd\vhaddleV K D F

the Games without major problems.

'LWK UHVSHFW WR $WODQWDYV JRYHUQLQJ UHJLPH DIWHU WK
six suggest that the regime in Atlanta changed as the community changes. The business elites
accomplished their redevelopment goals with the Olympics. The Olympics were a significant
attempt for downtown business elites to keep the downtown area vibrant, attractive, and lively. As

a result of the Olympic hosting in 1996, Atlanta filtl UHFHLYHG WKH SLQWHUQDWL
the original business development agenda largely accomplished for downtown business elites. As

a reflection of the existing regime in Atlanta, the lack of public involvement and public funding

also meant that implementing comprehensive, long-term oriented, and integrated planning was

limited in Atlanta Olympic planning process.

Since the 1996 Olympic Games, downtown Atlanta has changed economically, socially,
physically, culturally, and politically. The regime lost its interest to implement policy ekang
downtown Atlanta as a result of changes over time with new actors gaining more power in city
politics. With the changing demographics, immigrants, multiethnic groups, and labor movements
are now part of the regime analysis. Today, the focus and strategy of business elites is completely
different than it was in 60s or 70s. The business elites are mostly regional- and international-
oriented and the civit VVXHYVY DUH QRW L Qdd& Xsvhe@dpmatioH, whspaHdvgfoah H Q
shifted to the north side of the region, the business elites also focused their orientation to the north

side.
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CHAPTER 7
CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS
7.1 Key Findings from the Research

First of all, this study questioned who the downtown Atlanta business elites are and how they
influence, manipulate, and shape the policy decistén. H{[DPLQLQJ WKH HDUO\ SHULF
regime, the study demonstrated clearly that Atlanta has a strong governing coalition consisted of
white downtown business leaders, elected officials, and African American political leadership.
Additionally, the role and power of the elites on downtown redevelopment policies are
investigated. The first phase of the study which covered the time period from 1950s to 1980s
SURYLGHG DQ LQIRUPDWLYH DFFRXQNe nrin Kroposisov @ Gav DTV U
downtown Atlanta business elites manipulated and shaped the planning decisions to increase their
business interests from the 1950s to the 1980s, and the elites had power to implement their vision
and the regime was in good shape. This investigation provided evidence that the regime actors had
the power to further their objectives and they have been a major influence on downtow
redevelopment policies. The informal agreement between the governing coalition members
resulted in implementing their redevelopment agenda for downtown Atlanta by using every policy

tool, including transportation plans, urban renewal, and other federal laws to increase the primacy

of downtown Atlanta.

1H[W WKH UHDVRQV IRU EXVLQHVV HOLWHMWE faceDa®@JLQJ D
suburbanization and decentralization. The findings indicate that the changes in electoral power of
blacks resulted in election of mayors who are not part of or supportive to the governing elites. As

a result of this shift, both the mayors and the business elites adjusted their positions and strategies
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in regards to downtown redevelopment. White flight, crime and other issues in downtown,
emergence of suburbs as attractive business destinationd &teEXVLQHVY HOLWHVY VW
the primacy of downtown Atlanta. As discussed in chapter five, the new strategy to facilitate
downtown Atlanta was to focus on the key strengths of downtown, such as convention and tourism
businesses. As a result, Atlanta business leaders turned to market based solutions in order to
generate profit and increase the reputation of the city in an era where the manufacturing is declining
and the competition with the surrounding suburbs for office space tenants and residents has
intensified. The focus has also shifted to attract more international tourists. The future of
downtown Atlanta is imagined as a place for consumption, not for production. Major development
projects targetedt planning for visitors, not necessarily for the residents. As an outcome of these
efforts, Atlanta was able to host some of the major events, including the 1988 Democratic National
Convention, Two NFL Super Bowls (1994 and 2002), and finally the 1996 Summer Olympic

Games.

JXUWKHUPRUH WKH ORJLF EHKLQG WKH 20\PSLFoiht@ ZDV DC
view.Starting from 1980s, the local, national and international dynamics limited the power of elites

in downtown policy-making process, and the business elites had difficulties to influencing the
planning decisions of elected officials. In this sense, the study argued that the Olympic idea
provided a means to facilitate the primacy of downtown Atlanta and justify the physical
redevelopment of downtown Atlanta. The evidences discussed in chapter five prove that the
Olympic bidding idea was part of the long-term business elite strategy to create an intdrnationa

city image and attract more businesses, residents, and tourists to downtown Atlanta.

Moreover, whether the Olympics provided a means to facilitate the primacy of downtown Atlanta

is examined. In the short-term, the Olympics met the expectations of business elites. Enhancing
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the image of Atlanta, attracting headquarters from other cities and overseas to Atlanta, and
strengthening the convention and tourism have been major objectives to such organizations as
downtown business association Central Atlanta Progress and Atlanta Chamber of Commerce. With
the Olympics, Atlanta was finally on the map, businesses started to choose Atlanta as their
headquarters, and the city strengthened its convention business sector. According to a study
conducted by Atlanta Chamber of Commerce, the Olympics had a positive impact on business
GHFLVLRQ PDNHUV WR SUHIHU $WODQWD IRU ORFDWLQJ QHZ

Atlanta was 51% in 1993 and increased to 76% in 1997.

7KH VROH SXUSRVH RI WKHw&WOIDcEgD he ciyGmBde Land Attréct
businesses. Even though it was expected that the city and its residents would benefit from the
20\PSLFV LW ZDV QRW SDUW RI WKH EXVLQHVY HOLWHVY DJ
purposes and the local politics and power structure determined the outcome of the Atlanta
Olympics. ' HVSLWH QHLJKERUKRRG UHVLVWDQFH DQG RSSRVLW
projects were implemented including the Centennial Olympic Park and the new Stadium, which
proves the power of business elites in manipulating and shaping policy agendas. Olympics served

as a catalyst for economic revitalization around the Centennial Olympic Park. New houtsng

new hotels, and new retail spaces are added to the area after the Olympics. Overall, 1996 Olympics
renewed the interest in the future of downtown Atlanta: the city and the business elitesdenefite

from Olympic legacies, however the Olympics failed to address socio-economic problems and the
benefit to the overall community was limited. Atlanta foel& PRUH RQ -420OSRYMWVVLGH
DQRG WKH QHHGV RI FRPPXQLWLHY DUH GLVUHJDUGHG 3$WODQ

IOC requirements in a most efficient way from Games organization to architecture with limited
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infrastructure investmentOlympic Games marked the last phase of civic and downtown

orientation of business elites.

Lastly, this study investigated the Olympic legacy and the regime change in the post-©lympic
period. The study showed thdtURP WKH E XV L Qpestive, th® OWhipeq p&tialy Vv
delivered the expected benefits, such as revitalizing specific downtown areas, increasing the global
recognition of Atlanta, and attracting more businesses and residents to downtown Atlanta. These
effects were positive for a short-time period right after the Olympics, but these benefits were not
long-lasting and did not help to facilitate the primacy of downtown Atlanta for the long-term
because of other internal and external factors. As discussed in chapter six, after the Olympics, the
EXVLQHVV HOLWHVY IRFXV VKLIWHG WRZDUGY UHJLRQDO LVV
an attractive location for business interest over growing surrounding suburbs. Although city
employment increased in the post-Olympic period, the city share in the region declined. Atlanta
has also been promoted as a site for regional offices. This goal was accomplished with the
Olympics, but the changing dynamics prevented Atlanta to keep its primacy as the regional
economic center. In other words, regional growth surpassed downtown growth. After the
Olympics, we see that business elites became more interested in regional economic growth and
they shifted their interest to growing and attractive suburbs. The findings suggest that the regime
lost itsinterest to implement policy changes in downtown Atlanta as a result of changes over time
with new actors gaining more power in city politics. With the changing demographics, immigrants,

multiethnic groups, and labor movements are now part of the regime analysis.
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7.2 Implications for Future Research

This study intended to contribute to the body of literature in urban politics by exploring the
evolving role of downtown business elites in light of the Olympic experience of Atlanta and it
represented an initial attempt to explore this phenomenon. While the results are not universally

representative, they nonetheless provide insights to see the regime evolvement.

From a theoretical perspective, this study provided evidence that the regimes are changing over
time and are not stable. First of all, regime theory argued that the elected officials and the business
elites are the two main actors that dominate the regime, and the development policies addressed
the interest of powerful elite groups. In Atlanta case, the resources the elites have, the electoral
power of blacks, and the policy tools that the mayors have hold the governing coalition together
for decades. However, the regimes are changing over time and regime actors agemonded

to the elected officials and the business elites. Changing demographics brought new interest and
values and new groups such as minorities, multi-ethnic groups, neighborhood organizations,
professionals, and environmentalists are being more active in local politics. The findings of this
study suggest that not only the resources, but preferences shape the policy decisions, especially
with the changing demographics. The regime does not consist of a small group anymore,

everybody in that community has more means to participate the decision-making processes.

Additionally, one major weakness of the regime analysis is considered to be its lack of
consideration to the social, economic, and environmental problems. Previous research examined
how Atlanta business elites transfauithe city from a small town into a national city. Different

WKDQ WKH FDVH LQ V RU V DV VKRZQ LQ WKLV UHVHDUF
it is more than resources, policy agenda, and the governing coalition. The new groups mentioned

above mobilized their actions to the emerging issues like crime, poverty, and education in order to
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improve the quality of life. Even if they do not have the resources to offer, every group who has a
stake have more tools to participate in policy making processes. Elections are as important as
resources to have a voice in governing decisions. More actors have power to manipulate the
governing decisions. Regimes are more complex and reaching an agreement is harder than before.
Therefore, the governing coalition needs to adapt itself to the changing conditions by providing
solutions to these issues. Future regime investigations should include these new groups into the
analysis. The composition of the governing coalition is more diverse with different needs and
expectations. In this regards, the interest of the old governing coalition in downtown Atlanta
declined as a result of the increased complexity of the community. Downtown Atlanta is not
dominating the region in terms of political aedonomic power, rather the region surpasses
downtown. The regime expanded its scope to the regional growth rather than focusing mainly on
downtown. Downtown Atlanta is not the dominant center of the metro area, it is just one of the

UHJLRQYY XUEDQ FHQWHUYV

As a result of the increasing influence of these new groups, the regime lost its primary interest in
downtown Atlanta and shifted its focus and orientation towards regional growth. The changing
dynamics in Atlanta case suggest that new groups in the community should be part of the regime
analysis and their needs and interests should be addressed in order to secure the voting power as
well as to keep the central city vibrant and attractive for more businesses, visitors, and residents.
Thus, the governing coalition members need to focus their attention more on the influence of the
new actors in order to accomplish their goals, maintain their governing capacity, and govern

effectively.

Moreover, the governing coalition no longer foesimainly on city politics. Promoting growth is

still the main motivation of the regime in order to attract business investment, but the scale is
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broader. Atlanta experience suggests that the business elites are mostly concerned with regional
economy rather than local, since the economic development strategies are no longer concentrated
within the limits of downtown. The entire Atlanta region is growing faster than the city itself, and

the central city is no longer the focal point of economic activities. The competition occurs at both
regional and international level for business relocation, convention and tourism, sports, and other
entertainment activities. One major sector for Atlanta, hospitality industry, is shifted to suburban
locations as well. Suburban hotels are accommodating the majority of the conventioneers and
tourists. In this sense, downtowfiwW OD QWD YV IXWXUH UHVWV RQ VROYLQJ L
crime, education, pollution, and homelessness in order to attract more businesses and dominate the
region as it did in 1950s and 1960s. However, business elites have always weak incentives to solve
these problems$ FFRUGLQJO\ 6 WR QH -Olympidg WtiBn4 diews3defive/gigns of
decline, and that decline rests on a flawed capacity to construct a program of action tatlagldress

FLW\fV GHHSHQLQJ VRFLDO SUREOHPV = S

5HIJDUGLQJ UH JusBftinéaskiet Rndi&éfsianding the changes in regime dynamics, the
findings suggest that the regime theory has limitations to explain the changes in logadneolec

In other words, regime theory is less applicable to explain the governing relations in post-Olympic
Atlanta. Business is increasingly being globalized and the local growth politics are less significant
for the elites. Thus, the governing coalithv IRFXV LV PIR-lakd idterdatien@b O
oriented. In a broader sense, it suggests that urban politics are more complex and diverse to be
explained by a single theory. As Stone (20150 G L F The/ &g¥ of Urban regimes, as once
understood, has now yielded to freshly reconfigured ways of how cities are governed. If so, this is
not a matter of regret but simply a new chapter in a continuing effort to understand the ever-

changing intricacies of how local political orders bk VKDSH DQG FRQW((/EQXH WR
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125\ 5HJDUGLQJ $WODQWDYV 20\PSLF H[SHULHQFH WKH ILQGL(
previous literature in a sense that Atlanta Olympics created negative social impacts and did not
improve the urban-livingFRQGLWLRQV IRU WKH UHVLGHQWYVY 7KLV VWXG
strategy have produced results different than other Olympic host cities. Thus, the Atlanta Games

are considered as a bad example of mega-event planning. However, as it is discussed in this study,
Atlanta Olympics had no intention to create a legacy for its residents and transform the urban-
living conditions. If we consider the initial strategy of Atlanta Olympic organizers, it was clear

that the governing elites used the Olympics as a unique opportunity to accomplish their goals by
overcoming the limitations of local government. The regime had its agenda with a set of purposes

to accomplish. In conclusion, the local politics and context matter more than the fixed Olympic
VWUDWHJILHYV ,Q RWKHU ZRUMBVDR@@\PSEBRDODAK QRRU KRRO@HFL
outcomes differ from city to city mainly because of the different objectives, politics, and culture

of each city.

AtlantafV 2 O\ KXgekiénddalsK DV VRPH LPSOLFDWLRQV IRU SODQQLQJ S
approach of Atlanta Olympic organizers slealthat private planning initiatives are more likely

to result in outcomes that is not necessarily consistent with the needs of the residentsy Atlanta
Olympic planning practice mostly benefited the business interests while the desires and needs of

the residents mostly disregarded, mainly because of the privately-lead planning initiatives. The

city transferred its decision-making power to profit-oriented private entities such as ACOG during

the Olympic preparation process and as a result, the plans that are implemented mostly focused on
meeting the needs of the business interests, not the residents. Public entities had limited money

and/RU VXSSRUW WR LPSOHPHQW PDMR Wr§jBckWAYdnta DIyigicH THQF T
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planning practice showed that privatization of the Olympic planning results in limited effects in

urban transformation.

Regime analyses mostly focus on economic development policies of downtown business elites and

the institutional aspects of the policy development processes are mostly neglected. Although this
VWXG\ SDUWLDOO\ GLVFXVVHG WKH LQV®Q,VCXRYRE&E®O DVSH
Atlanta), future research should include public and private institutional features of the regime, their
capacity and power to influence the policy decisions. Institutional analysis can be implemented to
future Olympic research as well. Olympics require years of planning and the institutions are
affected in some ways throughout the planning process. I0C requirements, fixed deadlines, other
financial and political requirements force decision makers to agree on some items in order to
sustain the planning process. This new policy and decision-making environment might affect the

LQVWLWXWLRQTV FXOWXUH DV ZHOO

This study was able to provide evidence to the changing regime dynamics and the impact of
Olympic hosting on$ W O D Q W Defyvhe X Hblv&v€), the single-case study desigrits the
geQHUDOL]DEL O L VindiRgs. Whe gatexnmextGirfidture in Atlanta is unique in a sense
and cannot easily compared with other cities. The leadership of individuals, long-term
relationships between elected officials, business leaders, different ethnic and race groups create a
unique policy arena in Atlanta. Future research should focus on comparative cases to see the

changing regime dynamics on different government settings.

Regime theory is relatively a new theoretical framework compared to pluralist and elitist theory.
W LV VWLOO HYROYLQJ DQG GHYHORSLQJ LWVHOI ZLWK UH"
FRQVWDQW SURFHVV® LQ WKH LQVWDQFH RI VWXGLHV RI ORF

this research offered one such revision to regime analysis and a&tkmpontribute to the body
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of urban policy and mega-event literature by providing additional insights on Olympic strategy of

downtown Atlanta business elites.
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APPENDIX A

ROSTER OF INTERVIEWEES

Interviewee Category

Date of Interview

City Official 1

April 17, 2014

City Official 2

April 16, 2014

Planning Agency Staff 1

February 4, 2014 and April 18, 2014

Planning Agency Staff 2

April 15, 2014

Planning Agency Staff 3

April 14, 2014

Planning Agency Staff 4

February 7, 2014

Private Sector Representative 1

April 17, 2014

Private Sector Representative 2

May 29, 2014

Private Sector Representative 3

February 11, 2014

ACOG Member 1 April 17, 2014
ACOG Member 2 May 27, 2014
Community Representative 1 May 28, 2014
Community Representative 2 June 4, 2014
Community Representative 3 April 18, 2014

Academic 1 January 22, 2014 and April 10, 2014
Academic 2 January 21, 2014

Academic 3 February 5, 2014 and April 17, 2014
Academic 4 May 27, 2014

Academic 5 January 24, 2104
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APPENDIX B

)681TV ,5% $3352RKRE-APPROVAL MEMORANDUMS
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APPENDIX C

CONSENT FORM FOR THE INTERVIEWS
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APPENDIX D

GENERIC INTERVIEW QUESTIONS

What is the vision of Atlanta (particular moments and time and how did it evolve?)

Who (actors/organizations) articulate this vision? (Also who has tried to do so
unsuccessfully and why so?)

How has this vision been implemented (to what degree)?

From your point of view, what was the main motivation of Atlanta for an Olympic bid?

Did the outcome match with the expectations?

How do you describe the policy environment before the Olympic bidding? Who are the
key/powerful players (individuals and organizations)?

What are the fundamental changes in policy/vision that occurred within the time period
starting with the declaration of bidding and ending when the Games are over?

How do you describe the policy environment after staging the Games to the present? Who
are the key/powerful players (individuals and organizations)? Do you see any long-ter
changes on policies after the Olympics?

Did the Olympics provide an opportunity to bring forward long-term plans that would
RWKHUZLVH UHPDLQ LQ WKH pPpSHQGLQJ ILOHY IRU LPSOHI
examples?

What are the lessons learnedd RP $WODQWDYfV 20\PSLF H[SHULHQFH"

done differently, if any?
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APPENDIX E

KEY MOMENTS IN THE HISTORY OF ATLANTA

(Sources: Compiled by author from variety sources, principally ARC, 1997; MARTA, 1997:

Atlanta Convention and Visitors Bureau Website; and ARC, 2007)

1837: The area now comprising the city was chosen as the site for a new railroad terminus
connecting Georgia with Chattanooga, TN and points west, including the Chattahoochee
DQG 7THQQHVVHH 5LYHUV 7KH FLW\ ZDV GXEEHG 37HUPLQ

Five Points in downtown Atlanta.

1843: 3 THUPLQXV" ZDV UHQDPHG :0DUWKDVYLOOH" LQ KRQRU

Georgia Gov. Wilson Lumpkin. The town spread out around the train depot.

1845: S0DUWKDVYLOOH" ZDV UHQDPHG 3$WODQWD ~ D IHPLQLQH

Steven Harriman Long, a Western & Atlantic Railroad engineer.

1847:. Atlanta was incorporated as a city.

1857: $WODQWD ZDV ILUVW GXEEHG WKH 3*DWH &lcéas &bkiWKH 6R.

center.

1868: $WODQWD UHSODFHG OLOOHGJHYLOOH DV *HRUJLDYV FDS

1871. The Atlanta Chamber of Commerce was organized.

1883: The Atlanta Journal was founded.

1886: Atlanta was chosen as the site of Georgia Institute of Technology.
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1891:

1895:

1897:

1913:

19109:

1925:

1926:

Entrepreneur Asa Candler paid $2,300 to own Coca-Cola. The next year he founded The

Coca-Cola Company.

The Cotton States and International Exposition was held in Piedmont Park, focusing

national and international attention on Atlanta.

Built as the EnglisStPHULFDQ % XLOGLQJ WKH )ODWLURQ %XLOGL

was completed.

Atlanta Convention and Visitors Bureau was founded.

Ernest Woodruff and the Trust Company of Georgia headed a syndicate that bought The

Coca-Cola Company for $25 million from the Candler family.

The first Forward Atlanta Commission, chaired by Ivan Allen, Sr., was established to
SURPRWH WKH FLW\YV DGYDQWDJHYV LQ ORFDWERQ FOLF

Between 1926 and 1928The campaign brought more than 700 new businesses to Atlanta.

William B. Hartsfield selected the site of Candler Field, south of the city, for the Atlanta

airport.

1929:

The city purchased Candler Field (now the site of Hartsfield-Jackson Atlanta International

Airport).

1935:

1941

THFKZRRG +RPHV GHGLFDWHG E\ 3UHVLGHQW )UDQNOLQ

federal public housing project.

Delta Air Lines moved its headquarters to Atlanta from Monroe, La.
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1947:

1952:

1954:

1959:

1960:

1963:

1964:

1965:

1966:

The nation’s first publicly supported, multi-county planning agency in the U.S. was created
as the Metropolitan Planning Commission (MPC) for the City of Atlanta, Fulton County

and DeKalb County.

03& FUHDWHG 38S $KHDG ~ WKH &d¢vdloR@enyplahUVW FRPSUHK

Now ... For Tomorrow, a revised regional plan, recommends more expansive growth, study
that would result in DeKalb General and South Fulton Hospitals and improvements to the

bus transit system including express buses on new expressways when completed.

Region reaches the 1million population mark.

$WODQWD OD\RU :LOOLDP % +DUWVILHOG GHVFULEHG $W(

emphasizes the racial harmony and growing economy of the region.

Clayton, Cobb, and Gwinnett counties were added to the MPC, which was renamed the
Atlanta Region Metropolitan Planning Commission (ARMPC). ARMPC was charged with

creating a master plan for the orderly growth and development of the district as a whole.

Atlanta Mayor Ivan Allen, Jr. was the only Southern mayor to testify before Congress in

support of the pending Civil Rights Bill.

Martin Luther King, Jr. won the Nobel Peace Prize.

The $18 million Atlanta-Fulton County Stadium was built in 364 days despite the fact that
it had not signed any teams to play there. Next year, the Braves moved to Atlanta from
Milwaukee, and the Atlanta Falcons became a new National Football League expansion

team.

Metropolitan Atlanta Rapid Transit Authority (MARTA) becomes an operating agency.
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1968: ARMPC adopts an updated regional development plan that for the first time includes plans

for major activity centers like Buckhead and Perimeter Center.

1969: The opening of Underground Atlanta put downtown Atlanta on the entertainment and

social map.

1970: Metropolitan Atlanta Rapid Transit Authority (MARTA) purchased the Atlanta Transit
System and began extending its routes, replacing its old buses and engineering a rapid rail

system.

1971. Act 5 is passed by the Georgia General Assembly combining several agencies into a new

planning authority to become Atlanta Regional Commission (ARC).

The MARTA referendum passes in Fulton and DeKalb counties, leading the way for a

mass transit rail and bus system.

1972. MARTA purchased the Atlanta Transit System for $ 12.8 million.

Local 1% Rapid Transit Tax became effective

ARC is officially created, with Dan Sweat as the first executive director.

1973: OD\QDUG -DFNVRQ ZzDV HOHFWHG $WODQWDYV ILUVW EOD!

1975: ARC's adopts its first Regional Development Plan.

1976: The State of Georgia opened the Georgia World Congress Gehiersecond-largest

convention center in the United States.

MARTA construction began in the downtown area for the rapid rail system

1979: First MARTA rail line opened.
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1980:

1988:

1989:

1990:

1994.

1992:

1995:

1996:

1999:

2000:

2002:

2003:

2005:

2006:

+DUWVILHOG $WODQWD ,QWHUQDWLRQDO $LUSRUWTYTV QH:

Cable News Network (CNN) went on the air.

Atlanta hosted the Democratic National Convention.

Following a $142 million renovation, Underground Atlanta reopened in downtown Atlanta.

The National Football League announced Atlanta as host city for Super Bowl XXVIII in

The International Olympic Committee (IOC) named Atlanta as host city for the 1996

Centennial Olympic Games.

The Georgia Dome, the largestlesupported stadium in the world, opened.

Olympic venue construction is finalized.

The Centennial Olympic Games held July 20-August 4.

Philips Arena was built.

Atlanta hosted Super Bowl XXXIV.

$WODQWD KRVWHG HoudhsketbglfEna piGnEns.

$WODQWD KRVWHG 1&%% :RPHQYV )LQDO )RXU EDVNHWEDC

The new Georgia International Convention Center (GICC) opened.

The Georgia Aquarium opened.

Atlanta History Center opens Centennial Olympic Games Museum.
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2007: Relocated and expanded World of Coca-Cola opens, adjacent to Centennial Olympic Park

and the Georgia Aquarium.

$WODQWD KRVWHG 1&%$%$ OHQYV )LQDO )RXU EDVNHWEDOO

2008: Atlanta hosted NHL All-Star Game.
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