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Introduction

On their one hundredth birthday, the Olympic
Games are now the technical product of a num-
ber of types of organization. The IOC, National
Olympic Committees (NOCs), International Sport
Federations (IFs), and Olympic Organizing Commit-
tees (OCOGs) al play a part in the production of the
quadrennial event. These organizations have ‘codified
their relationships with each other and zealously guard
their established roles. With the number of people now
involved with the staging of the Olympic Games, a
veritable international sport bureaucracy has evolved.
Where did this bureaucracy come from and how did it
evolve?

This paper seeks to examine the origins of two of the
organizational types noted above - the IOC and the IFs
- in order to explain the emergence of what is now a
complex system of interorganizational relationships.
Drawing on insights from international relations
theories and ingtitutional approaches to organizational
analysis, | argue that the IOC and IFs took a period of
more than three decades to establish themselves and
their relationships with each other. Scholars from each
of the fields mentioned have some compelling ideas
about the manner in which organizations form, evolve,
and relate to one another and their broader environ-
ments. Their thoughts are, | believe, useful in explain-
ing the evolution of the relationships between the IOC
and the IFs.

Before the First World War there were only a few IFs,
and those that existed played alimited role in the
organization of the Olympic Games. Hence, their
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relationship with the IOC was minimal. At the same
time the OC itself was involved in establishing its own
status as a bona-fide international sports body. The
decade following the First World War saw much more
organizational activity. New IFs were formed, and
those that already existed became more vocal about
their role in the Olympic Games. By the late 1920s, the
IOC, redizing the importance of the IFs to the smooth
running of the Games, attempted to accommodate some
of their requests, while still maintaining its preeminent
position. The interactions between the IOC and the IFs
during this decade, and the outcomes thereof, laid the
foundation for the regime till in place today.

The rest of the paper is divided into several sections.
First | review the concept of regimes (institutions)
commonly found within international relations litera-
ture. Second, | look at the sociological concept of
ingtitutions and their impact upon organizations. Third,
| compare the two concept in the hopes of reconciling
their positions and providing a guideline for interpret-
ing a history of relations between the IOC and the IFs.
Fourth, | give an overview of important organizational
events during the Olympic Games' first three decades
and try to interpret them in light of the theoretical ideas
presented.

Institutions and International Relations

International relations theorizing has, for the past
fifteen years, been increasingly preoccupied with the
role of certain types of ingtitutions in international
society.” One concept of ingtitution which has under-
gone considerable scrutiny is that of the international
regime. An international regime is considered, using
the most cited definition. to be:

...implicit or explicit principles,
norms, rules and decision-making
procedures around which actors
expectations converge in agiven
area of international relations. Prin-
ciples are beliefs of fact, causation,
and rectitude. Norms are standards
of behaviour defined in terms of
rights and obligations. Rules are
specific prescriptions or proscrip-
tions for action. Decision-making
procedures are prevailing practices
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for making and implementing collec-
tive choice

This definition has been the starting point for much
discussion on the nature of international cooperation.
It has also been subject to debate and interpretation.
Indeed, akey critical question is how an agreement (a
treaty) for example, differs from a regime. Hence,
because the definition lends itself to both formalistic
and substantive interpretations, Robert Keohane argues
that it is “...more sensible to define agreements in
purely formal terms (explicit rules agreed by more than
one state) and to consider regimes as arising when
states recognize these agreements as having continuing
validity.”®

Given this general definition, there are a number of
differing approaches used to explain the formation,
persistence, and change of regimes. Not surprisingly,
these approaches emphasize different variables in
international regime analysis. Stephan Haggard and
Beth Simmons have reviewed the literature and postu-
late four theoretical approaches to regime study.* Their
categories, which are not mutually exclusive, include
what they call structural, game-theoretic, functional,
and cognitive approaches. Structural approaches as
defined by Haggard and Simmons fit areadist, power-
based moddl, while game-theoretic and functional
accounts are arguably utilitarian in nature. Hence,
these latter two assume that institutions such as regimes
form as a result of a bargaining process.” The cognitive
approach, then, may be added to the list as a more
distinct category. It stresses the importance of knowl-
edge and ideology on the part of actors who are in-
volved, for example, in regime creation. As such, the
cognitive approach privileges variables too; in this case
those variables which other approaches only just
acknowledge.® Incidentally, this latter approach is
closer in some ways to the sociological approaches to
the study of institutions. Accordingly, | will examine
it in further detail.

Cognitive approaches to regime theory are less promi-
nent than those cited above, and, in fact, have been
questioned by some scholars working in the area.”
Christer Jonsson, in a contribution to a recent volume,
attempts to answer some of these criticisms and to
elucidate ways in which cognitive approaches could
complement the more dominant streams of analysis.
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Jonsson argues that this approach, contrary to the
opinion of some theorists, “...does not assume irratio-
nality but explores the limits of human rationality. It
rests on a conception of man as selectively reegonding
to and actively shaping his environment.”” (This
conception clearly is closer to sociological ideas that
give great importance to the shaping effects of the
environment.) It is aso in accord with Stephen
Krasner's comment on the ability of regimes to take on
‘lives of their own, in which he states that: “...once a
regime is actually in place, it may develop a dynamic
of its own that can ater not only related behaviour and
outcomes but also causal variables”® Hence, the
regime will be able to influence actors idess, beliefs
and interests. Rational decisions made in this context
are rational only in that they are based on the knowl-
edge available. This knowledge stems, in part, from
that very same institutional environment of which the
regime is a part.

Given these underlying assumptions about the impor-
tance of cognitive factors, Jonsson examines the role
this approach can play in explaining regime creation,
persistence and change. He accepts, as per other
regime theory approaches, that most regimes arise out
of bargaining situations of some sort, but argues for the
primacy of trust as the factor which tips the scales in
favour of cooperation over conflict. He adopts a
definition of trust that is, not surprisingly, cognitively
based. Hence, “[t]rust can be understood as an agent’s
theory of how another agent or group of agents will
behave in the future, based on the target agents' current
and previous claims, either implicit or explicit, about
future behaviour.”*® He goes on to make several
additional observations on the concept, noting that it is
based on uncertainty about others' behaviour, that it is
abelief predicated “...not on evidence but on the lack
of contrary evidence...,” and that it implies a willing-
ness to increase vulnerability to others™

In addition to trust, Jonsson argues that the actors must
have, at some level, a shared perception of the problem.
Only then can aformula be created and applied to the
bargaining process. He goes so far as to suggest that
formulae can be metaphorical in nature. Here, he
draws on the work of another theorist, Mary Douglas,
who argues that ‘generative metaphors' are important
in the formation of institutions. Jonsson concludes that
‘generative metaphors' - which may be based on
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historical analogies - used as a way to frame and focus
the bargaining process are a second critical prerequisite
to the formation of regirnes.”?

Regimes persist, from a cognitive perspective, because
of a number of factors. Jonsson, too, makes the general
claim that regimes may take on lives of their own.
Regimes, “...establish selective principles that highlight
some kinds of events and phenomena and obscure
others”®® Hence, aregime may, over time, come to
influence the thinking of those who are party to it, thus
making it more difficult for change to occur and
making its persistence more likely.

If regimes do have an impact on actors' thinking and
beliefs, this makes it seem unlikely that they would
change very often. Yet, analysts argue that change
does occur. Jonsson believes that learning may account
for changes in regimes. He states that it is possible to
extend the concept to social situations and proposes
two levels of learning - ‘simple’ and ‘complex’.
Simple learning can best be described as leading to
changes in regimes, while complex learning leads to
changes of regimes. Substantive regime change would
only occur after the latter because it signifies a more
profound shift in perceptions of values and principles.
However, simple learning, which is seen as leading to
incremental change, is much more likely to occur in a
regime or ingtitutional setting. Complex learning is
likely to occur only under certain conditions. The most
likely of these being, “...a widespread dissatisfaction
with the old regime and a dramatic crisis....”** Thisis
not likely to happen often and so regimes may be stable
for fairly long periods of time and then undergo shorter
periods of disequilibrium and readjustment after a
major shock.

This approach is valuable because it sees the object of
study as being more dynamic than the essentialy static
historical views offered by more realist-based ap-
proaches. Jonsson, however, offers the caveat that it
should not be viewed as a competitor to other ap-
proaches. Rather, he considers it a complement to
them. In the end, cognitive theories start where the
others leave off. That is, “...whereas the strict rational-
ity criterion of these theories assumes a relatively
unambiguous reality, ambiguity is the point of depar-
ture for cognitive theory. What isredl, is ultimately
what human beings perceive to be real.”*® Hence, this
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approach cals for a focus on the political processes
surrounding regimes. In doing so, it offers the tools to
provide a more historically relevant explanation of the
evolution of internationa regimes and/or ingtitutions.

Finally, then, in terms of the study of ingtitutions, as
regime theory is closer to sociological approaches than
international relations theory in general, so, at another
level, are certain approaches to regime theory closer
than others to sociological conceptions of ingtitutions.
Cognitive theory, as expounded by Jonsson, does seem
closer to some sociologica analyses than some of the
other approaches.

At this point it may be useful to reconsider the defmi-
tion of international regime outlined above. It is
significant because, as Keohane says, it ‘meshes well’
with the sociological concept of an institution, which
he definesas*” ...persistent and connected sets of rules
(formal and informal) that prescribe behavioura roles,
constrain activity, and shape expectations.”*® Here
again, like international regimes, the concept of ingtitu-
tions is somewhat vague and the word is often used in
avariety of contexts. The next section deals with
sociologica definitions/concepts of institutions and
ingtitutional analysis.

Ingtitutions and Sociology

Because of the broadness of the sociologica literature,
| wish to confine this discussion to the works of theo-
rists within a small sector of the field. Specifically, |
refer to those sociologists who use what is caled an
institutionalist approach to organizational analysis. As
the descriptor indicates, this area of study posits that
social ingtitutions play a major role in influencing
formal organizations (on a number of levels), and only
recently has begun to consider that the reverse may also
be true.

Writing in a recent volume devoted to organizational
analysis, Ronald L. Jepperson attempts to clarify the
concepts of ingtitution and ingtitutionalization as used
by sociologists examining organizations:

Ingtitution represents a socia order
or pattern that has attained a certain
state or property; ingtitutionalization
denotes the process of such attain-
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ment. By order or pattern | refer, as
is conventional, to standardized in-
teraction sequences. An institution
is then a social pattern that reveds a
particular  reproduction process.
When departures from the pattern
are counter-acted in a regulated fash-
ion, by repetitively activated, so-
cialy constructed controls - that is,
by some set of rewards and sanctions
- we refer to a pattern as ingtitution-
dized.

He goes on to argue that the reproductive procedures
“...support and sustain the pattern, furthering its repro-
duction - unless collective action blocks, or environ-
mental shock disrupts, the reproductive process.”*®
(This comment is particularly telling as it provides a
mechanism to explicate changes in institutions (or
regimes).

But given that institutions exist, how do theorists
explain their formation? Walter Powell argues that in
some cases the institutionalization process can be
summarized in the following way: “...organizationa
actors making rational decisions construct around
themselves an environment that constrains their ability
to change further in later years.”'® Here, then, as
suggested by regime theorists, states or organizations
may conscioudly construct ingtitutions. The rational
decisions would, as noted previously in reference to
Jonsson’'s work, be based on the knowledge available,
which, in turn, would be contingent on the broader
ingtitutional - environment.

However, the constraint that Powell speaks of does not
mean that change becomes impossible, indeed, con-
straints in some areas may actually open possibilities in
others. Thus, organizations may not be as passive and
their environment may not be as constraining as other
accounts suggest. Powell goes so far as to argue that
“...actors may use ingtitutionalized rules and accounts
to further their own ends, seeking legitimation for
changes that enhance their prestige and power.”® This
last statement fits well with international relations ideas
in that it considers a certain level of power and interests
on the part of organizationa actors to be valid areas of
concern even if they are an outgrowth of the actors
perceptions of their environment.
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Change may be explained several ways. Paul Di-
Maggio and Walter Powell suggest that organizations
adapt to their ingtitutional environment and to the
forms of other organizations around them. For exam-
ple, one key assumption is that organizations in ratio-
nalized bureaucratic societies evolve to become more
and more dike, particularly those organizations whose
activities are closely connected by the tasks they
perform. They argue that these groups of organiza-
tions form ‘organizational fields'. Once afieldisin
place, it may constrain further change in the organiza-
tions.* DiMaggio and Powell’s examples are best seen
as pointing to the influence of broad institutions on
organizations, which leads the latter to change.
Similarly, John W. Meyer and Brian Rowan argue that
ingtitutional environments have a major influence on
organizations' structures. In fact, the organizations
incorporate what society considers to be standard
organizational structures and, in doing so, gain a
measure of legitimacy and stability. In other words, the
structures are adopted because they have become,
societally, what Meyer and Rowan call, “...institutiona
rules which function as highly rationalized myths.”*
Of course, an obvious question at this point is, where
do these ‘institutiona rules as rational myths' come
from? Interestingly, Meyer and Rowan suggest that
organizations may actually play arole at this level.
(Hence, the influence is not necessarily all one way.)
They postulate that one of the origins of rational myths
is as aresult of the leadership efforts of local organiza:
tions. This latter origin is interesting because it re-
verses the process of influence to a certain extent.
Meyer and Rowan state that organizations can have an
effect at two levels. “First, powerful organizations
force their immediate relational networks to adapt to
their structures and relations second, powerful organi-
zations attempt to build their goals and procedures
directly into society as institutional rules.”* Here,
then, powerful organizations may be active in the
construction and change of ingtitutions, at least at the
level of their specific ingtitutional environments.

Jepperson also addresses ingtitutional change. How-
ever, he categorizes it into several distinct types, three
of which are called: development, deinstitution-
dlization, and reinstitutionalization.  Institutional
development refers to changes within the form of the
institution (much the same way as Nye argues for
change in a regime). Deingtitutionalization is an ‘exit’
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from the institutional form, and finally, reinsti-
tutionalization is a shift from one ingtitutional form to
another (as noted, Powell, and Meyer and Rowan have
offered some explanations for this processes, much as
Nye argues for change of aregime). Jepperson claims
the three processes can occur as a result of
contradictions with other ingtitutions, with elementary
social behaviours or with the broader institutional
environment. Interestingly, in returning to his earlier
point, Jepperson also argues that exogenous shocks can
force ingtitutional change by affecting its reproductive
processes.”!

Finaly, he then distinguishes between what he calls
three types of ingtitution carriers - namely formal
organizations, regimes and culture.  The three
categories each describe a dightly different focal point
for the process of institution-building. Hence, the
process of institutionalization itself may be categorized
and then located within one of these three ‘zones',
which, incidentally, are not mutually excl usive.® If
placed on a continuum, though, these categories do
seem to describe specific, formal situations at one end,
and general, informal situations at the other.

In sum, these sociological approaches do not share
quite the same focus that regime analysts take - i.e. the
evolution of the interrelationships (regimes) which
guide the behaviour of organizations. Yet the two
areas appear to me to be closely related. The
sociological accounts examined here privilege the
regimes (to use the international relations term) with
respect to analyses of the organizations which are
intimately connected to them. Hence, the object of
analysis in international relations (regimes) becomes
the major variable influencing the evolution of
organizations - which are themselves the object of
analysis in the institutionalist approach to the study of
organizations. However, the closeness of the
approaches deserves comparison.

Reconciling the Approaches

The latter part of Jepperson’s definition of an
ingtitution is obviously quite similar to Keohane's even
though they are worded differently. Clearly, on both
accounts, a socia pattern or institution appears less
rigidly defined than a regime. In essence,
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sociologicaly, aregime, in its early stages, would be
created by actors whose own preferences had been
shaped by prior, broader societal institutions. The
regime would only take on ‘alife of its own’, or
become ingtitutionalized, after a period of time. This
interpretation stems from the tendency to privilege the
environment in the construction of institutions. Human
actors are given little credit as being agents in the
construction of institutions, whereas internationa
relations theorists generally talk about international
regimes being constructed by actors.

But upon closer examination, perhaps there is some
congruence between the approaches. Consider J
Onsson’s argument for the role of cognitive features
such as trust, ideology, and knowledge in the
construction and growth of regimes. Knowledge and
ideology can be reconciled with a position which
argues that these features are socialy constructed by a
broader institutional environment which precedes the
formation of a regime. The ‘generative metaphors' that
Jonsson refers to could originate within an institutional
environment which creates common histories,
memories and myths. At this level, the two approaches
do not appear mutually exclusive.

Furthermore, while DiMaggio and Powell as well as
Meyer and Rowan argue for the influence of
institutional environments on organizations, both teams
have postulated that organizations can have an effect
on their immediate environments. This position seems
to accord organizations the somewhat constrained actor
status used by internationa relations theorists such as
Jonsson. His discussion of the limited rationality of
actors and how they sdlectively respond to and shape
their environments appears remarkably similar to the
sociological accounts. In addition, consider Powell’s
contention that organizationa actors construct their
surrounding environments. He does not say how they
do this, but Jonsson offers the argument that a
bargaining process is one possibility and that some
level of trust is necessary for this to occur. Again,
there is convergence of the approaches.

Clearly, the concept of international institutions is
fairly broad. At the same time, however, Keohane
offers a useful categorization that is remarkably similar
to that suggested by Jepperson. That is, he argues that
international institutions exist in a variety of forms
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which include international regimes, internationa or
transnational organizations, and conventions. The
differences between these types of ingtitutions,
obviously, rest within their respective levels of
formality and structure.® In contrast, it will be recalled
that Jepperson called his three categories ‘carriers of
institutions. The difference between the two theorists
lies, then, in Jepperson distinguishing between the
ingtitution and its carrier whereas Keohane does not.
This does not seem to be a critical difference since,
while it may be useful to make the distinction in some
cases, the two do seem to be logically dependent upon
each other. That is, an institution may need its ‘carrier’
to exist, and likewise, the ‘carrier’ would lose its
relevance without the institution.

In sum, internationa relations theorists are interested in
examining the regimes which are constructed by actors,
be they states, organizations or otherwise. They argue
that these regimes may eventually be considered as
institutions which form over a period of time.
Sociologists argue that the actors who construct the
regime were influenced by the broader societal
ingtitutions surrounding them. The nascent institution
(regime) nested inside of larger prior institutions would
then, over time, become more embedded so that it
could eventually have an influence on the
organizations/actors which originaly constructed it.
With increased embeddedness of the institution (and
the organizations as well) substantive change would
come only after mgjor shocks, be they either from an
external source or from an internal contradiction within
the institution or organizations.

Thus, given the ideas of the theorists cited above, this
process of  organizationa growth and
ingtitutionalization of a relationship can be examined in
light of the power and interests of the IOC and IFs,
while, at the same time, noting the influence of the
institutional environment in which they operated. The
melding of theoretical ideas should provide a stronger
explanatory base than either international relations or
sociological approaches taken individually.

Key Events in the Creation of the 10C/IFs
Relationship

It is only possible here to examine a few of the critical
events that contributed to the creation of the IOC - IFS
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relationship. | will simply point to those that seem to
me to be the most important. As noted in my
introduction, there was little contact between the
International Olympic Committee and the International
Sport Federations prior to the First World War. With
a couple of exceptions, what contacts there were
revolved around the five Olympic festivals celebrated
before the War. Even then, the 1896, 1900 and 1904
Games show little evidence of contact between these
nascent organizations. Not until the Olympic Games
attained a level of maturity and independence in
London 1908 did sporting authorities begin to consider
more formal relationships between the bodies. When
the 10C was created in 1894, there were only afew
International Sports Federations in existence.
Gymnastics, Skating and Rowing were the only sports
with official IFs, and they were not particularly
cohesive bodies. Furthermore, the |OC itself was, for
the first decade of its existence, barely recognizable as
an organization. The founder, Pierre de Coubertin, was
responsible for the bulk of its activities. Even though
the IOC went through a period in which its form was
nascent, we may see some enlightening events
oceurring.

The story behind the formation of the IOC in 1894 is
well known to most Olympic scholars. Coubertin's
orchestration of the program and events is well
documented.”’ Yet, if we consider again these very
details, they are in accord with some of my earlier
suggestions. Coubertin knew that holding a congress
with the sole theme being the renovation of the
Olympic Games would not receive much support.
Hence, he appended this theme to another one that was
considerably more legitimate to sports-minded persons.
Once he had their attention, he was able to present his
idea in a setting that was conducive to the delegates
acceptance of the plan. His appeal to the ancient Greek
ideals may be thought of as a ‘generative metaphor’ in
form of an historical analogy that most of the delegates
to the congress could grasp and use as acommon
starting point.

Thereislittle evidence to suggest that any of the
existing IFs played arole at the inaugural Olympic
Games in Athens. A couple of authors have suggested,
however, that Coubertin consulted the USFSA (Union
des Sociétiés Francais des Sports Athlétiques) for
guidance on the rules for competitions.” This latter




Olympic Per spectives

body was also responsible for most of the rules and
regulations of the contests held in Paris in 1900, even
thought they were not denoted as ‘Olympic’ at the
time. By 1900 though, international sport had reached
sufficiently important status that the USFSA, aided by
some other sport leaders, attempted, abortively, to
usurp the IOC’ s authority by forming an international
athletic union. This body would presumably have been
concerned with the administration of a number of
sports (track and field) internationally. However, its
architects were not able to garner enough support for
their efforts and the attempt failed.

As in Paris four years previously, the St. Louis
Olympic Games of 1904 were consumed by an
International Exposition. These games were organized
primarily under the direction of the AAU of the United
States, and again, the |Fs appear not to have been
involved. Indeed neither was the IOC. It was much
more active the following year in Belgium, when it
organized an international congress that was attended
by sports persons from a variety of backgrounds. At
this Congress Coubertin impressed upon the delegates
the importance of international sports meetings and
called for a unification of rules and regulations.”
Beyond this wish though, little concrete action was
taken by the Congress. Nevertheless, dl these events
were steps in establishing an international sporting
environment that was fertile ground for the
organization of more IFs.

The 1908 Games in London showed that uniform
international rules were increasingly needed. Again,
the acrimonious disputes between the British and
Americans during these Games are well documented.®
And this, in spite of the fact that the organizers had
attempted to ascertain the most common rules of
competitions by writing to various national sport
organlzatlons and then actually writing a rule book for
the Games®  The 10C, too, had consulted with
nanonal organlzatlons in several sports prior to the
Games.* Finally, in amove that was a harbinger of
things to come, the newly formed FINA (Fédération
Internationale de Natation Amateur) asked the 10C to
include women's events |n the swimming program for
the next Olympic Games.® (Requests by IFs for the
inclusion of more events in their sports has continued
ever since.)
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With the 1912 Stockholm Games, the Olympics came
of age. Asit had done before the London Games, the
IOC had consulted with several IFs before the
fegtivities in Stockholm commenced. In doing so the
members acknowledged the growing level of authority
of these latter bodies. Indeed, as the Olympic Games
had struggled to maturity during the first decade of the
twentieth century, the number of IFs had grown
concurrently, from three to ten.** Several more were
added in 1912, including the IAAF (International
Amateur Athletic Federation). IFs were becoming
more common and would soon demand a more
significant role in the growing Olympic Movement.
Y et, the main question at the time remained how,
exactly, the IFs would fit into the system. Most sports
persons realized that standardized rules would be
needed to reduce disputes at international contests
(including the Olympic Games), and that the fairest
way to establish those rules would be through a
representative |Fs. Coubertin was not at all opposed to
the formation of |Fs which he considered to be the
technica experts for the sports. The 10C, in contrast,
was to be concerned with the broader goals of the
Olympic Movement. His ongoing difficulty, though,
was convincing the IFs and even _some members of the
|OC that this should be the case.®

The twentieth anniversary of the 10C was celebrated in
Parisin 1914, and an Olympic Congress took place at
the same time. At this Congress, the IOC members
discussed the role of the IFs in the Olympic Movement.
They had not, however, thought to invite the IFs to the
proceedings. Nonetheless, the Congress made several
decisions that had a direct impact on the role of the IFs
in the Olympic Movement. Firgt, the existing IFs were
given the responsibility for defining who within their
sports were amateurs and, thus, eligible to competein
the Games.*® Second, for sports without an IF, the
various national bodies were asked to meet to form an
amateur definition in time for the Berlin Games in
1916-%" This Congress marked a turning point because
the IFs now entered the Olympic Movement in a formal
way, having been asked to provide specific information
and services. However, any further changes to the new
situation were curtailed by the First World War.

After the War was over, the Olympic Movement went
through a period of uncertainty. Because the Paris
Congress seemed so distant, the |OC decided that it
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should hold another in 1921 to clarify the roles the
various organizations should play in the Olympic
Movement. For thefirst time, the [Fs were formally
invited to participate even though the IOC members
were |ess than certain about the motives of the sports
federations.  Indeed, some IOC members were
concerned that the IFs might still try to usurp their
prerogatives if the former were given too much
freedom in the Olympic Movement.® There was some
justification for their fears. Just prior to the Congress,
anumber of the IFS met and formed a Permanent
Bureau of Documentation and Information. In
essence, this body was a ‘watered down’ version of
what its main proponents wanted, a Union of IFs. It
failed to be as forceful as it might have because of a
lack of interest amongst the IFs in general and because
a number of 10C members, who aso held IF positions,
discouraged the formation of a union.” The real fear
for the IOC members was that the IFs might ask, en
masse, for representation on the I0C. This was
something the |OC would never accede to. However,
in 1921, the IFs were not yet united enough to make
such a request.

Severd years later the situation had changed. The
changes put in place by the 1921 Congress were
applied during the Paris Games of 1924. Despite this,
some of the IFs were not happy with their new
relationship with the I0C. The 10C had agreed to hold
another Congress in Prague in 1925, and conflicts with
the IFs came to a head with the decisions of this
Congress. The Congress passed a resolution that
forbade payment to athletes for time they spent away
from work at competitions.” This irked several IFs,
including the FIFA (Fédération Internationale de
Football Association) and ILTF (International Lawn
Tennis Federation) and led the IOC into serious
confrontations with these bodies. The IFs aso
requested that they be allowed to appoint their own
representatives to the I0C. This, of course, was
absolutely anathema to the IOC members. However,
they did realize that the IFs had, by this time, become
indispensable to the success of the Olympic Games.
Eventualy, the IOC set up regular meetings between its
Executive Commission and the representatives of the
IFs." This action was enough to appease most of the
IFs, and an equilibrium was established.
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Of course, this did not mean that disputes with
individual 1Fs ceased. The FIFA was able to convince
the Executive Commission to ignore the Prague rule on
payment for ‘lost time' for the Amsterdam Games in
1928. This action by the Executive Commission did
not sit well with the general membership of the 10C,

and the position was reversed at the 1928 meeting.
Soccer subsequently did not appear on the program in
Los Angelesin 1932. In addition, the ILTF, a
particularly forceful critic of the IOC, refused to give
up its demands for representation on the Olympic body,

and would not comply with the rulings on lost time.

Tennis, as a result, disappeared from the Olympic
program, not to return for sixty years. Shooting was
aso excluded from the 1928 Olympic Games because
of that IFS' record of going against amateur rules by
providing valuable prizes to winners of competitions.

Though the 10C’s confrontations with individual 1Fs
would continue, by 1930 the mechanisms for dealing
with disputes had been created. Berlin hosted an
Olympic Congress in 1930 in which the decisions made
in 1925 were ratified with the exception of the decision
on ‘lost time'. The Congress goers decided to have the
|OC Executive Commission and the newly congtituted
“ CoquciI of Delegates’ (of the IFs) deal with this
issue.™ The ingtitution of regular meetings with the
|OC Executive Commission also meant that the IFs had
aforum in which to air their grievances when they
arose. By supplying this forum, the IOC managed to
avoid further concerted requests for IF representation
on the Olympic body. The IFs' role as the technical
experts for the Olympic competitions had been
cemented as well.  The form of the relationship
between the 10C and the IFs had been established, and
it has not changed significantly since that time.

Conclusions

In terms of the IOC and the IFs, it appears that
ingtitutions were created and evolved on at least two
levels.  First, the creation of the IOC and IFs
established organizations which would evolve over
time. Their respective forms and structures were,
arguably, a result of influences from their surrounding
ingtitutional environments. The subsequent process of
negotiation between these organizations created an
ingtitution at another level, namely, the relationship
between them. This relationship did not spring full-
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blown from initial contacts. The IOC and IFs went
through a long period of uncertainty before relations
between them could be said to be institutionalized.
Furthermore, the I0C was not able to dictate the nature
of the relationship with impunity. Its concessions to
the IFs both singly, in the case of the FIFA, and
collectively in the case of the Council of Delegates
indicate that the IFs were able to influence the shaping
of their sport environment. Arguably, the IFs were able
to make a collective demand on the 10C because of
their similarities to each other and in their goas with
respect to the Olympic Games. The establishment of
the Permanent Bureau was another indication of their
similar outlooks - ‘watered down’ though it was. The
Bureau may in fact point to the IFs existing as an
‘organizationa field'. But, at the same time, as new
IFS formed, they looked to the 10C for the recognition
that would give them alevel of legitimacy. They
would then be able to enter the ‘organizationa field' of
legitimate international sport organizations.

If the language of international relations is used to
describe the IOC and IFs, the following might result.
Consider, for a moment, the IOC and |IFs as
international actors which made agreements on certain
issues of importance to each party. Their agreements
may be seen as the result of abargaining processin
which the negotiators acted upon their interests and the
power available to them. Their interests would,
arguably, be based upon the knowledge available to
them at the time of the negotiations. (Again, that
bargaining could take place at al indicates the presence
of at least a basic level of trust.) On Keohane's
account, formal agreements between the 10C and IFs
reached the regime stage when these organizations
accepted the agreement’s continued validity even if not
al of its points were strictly observed. At this point,
sociologically speaking, an institution will have
formed. The formal agreement will have ‘taken on a
life of its own’ so that many of its points may be taken
for granted.

Had this, in fact, happened by the end of the 1920s?
Arguably the answer is negative because the structures
in place to guide the relationship were so recent.
However, the foundation had been laid, and it
subsequently proved to be extremely durable. Hence,
in the decade following the establsihment of the regular
meetings between the |OC Executive Commission and
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the Council of Delegates, the regime between the
organizations took on ‘a life of its own’. Furthermore,
in terms of the organizations themsalves, their forms
had indeed become standardized by the end of the
period in question, so that, at the level of the individual
organizations - the IFs and the IOC, institutions had
indeed formed.
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