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A Study of the 2009 World Games-Network Governance
Perspectives

Hsiao-Ling Liao *
Hung-Yu Liu ™
Abstract
The aim of the paper sought to identify the process used to establish the
governance network, and to make a preliminary assessment of its performance.
This study adopts the network governance concepts and how to use networks
as a form of governance, how contingency issues affect the development as
well as how contingency issues affect the development of networks, and, how
evaluate the effectiveness, especially in non-profit networks and project
networks. The data collection includes semi-structured interview and
government’s official documents. These documents include various network
members involved in 2009 World Games and selected representatives of
network organizations. The results of the study illustrated that there was clearly
a three stage process that led to the development of the network. It found that
the network formed for governance is network administrative organization. The
effectiveness of the governance network in place for the 2009 World Games is
not high due to the lack of formality in defining the function, obligation and
rights of each network member organization. In addition, there is no power
coordinator to deal with the conflicts that have emerged between network
member organizations. This suggests that network members have not yet
grasped the difference between governing the relationships in the network on
the basis of network outcomes rather than impacts on outcomes rather than on
individual organization.
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l. Introduction

It is generally accepted that hosting a high profile world class sporting
event can bring some economic benefit, such as broadcasting rights, tourism
revenue, sponsorship, or urban regeneration or development to a city, region or
country. Besides these economic benefits, sport events can also be seen as a
tool for propaganda and diplomacy. For example, South Korea mended their
relationship with North Korea through their joint team for Olympic Games in
1988 and their relationship with Japan through co-hosting the FIFA World Cup
in 2002. “Major sports events also provide a platform for host locations to
benefit from positive place marketing effects, for governing bodies to develop
their major event delivery capacity, for volunteers to gain valuable experience
and for communities to enjoy a feel good factor.”*

These impacts are maximized with effective partnerships between central
government, governing bodies, and local organizing committees. It was a
combination of these perceived benefits that led to Taiwan to bid for hosting
the 2009 World Games. The special political status of Taiwan and the country's
lack of experience in hosting international multi-sport events that make the
2009 World Games became a difficult task, not only for the organizing
committee, but also other organizations such as central government and local

government. The majority of literature on Taiwan's sports events, however,

! UK Sport. Economic benefit from major sporting events more than treble the
investment-UK sport, report [Press release] (UK, July 31, 2007). Retrieved February 20,
2008, from http://www.uksport.gov.uk/news/economic benefit from major sporting events
more_than_treble_the_invesestment_uk_sport_report/
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focuses on commercial aspects such as how sponsorship enhances the image of
businesses or brands or how sports event facilitate urban development. These
studies tend to view sports events as tools to create political or economic
benefits rather than exploring the governance or management of the events
themselves. In addition, most of the discussion in sports governance in the
board of directors of a single and permanently established sports organization.
There have been few attempts to analyse governance in a short-term,
policy-driven project context. For this reason, this study focuses on the issue of
network governance, specifically the event delivery capacity of the governance
network established to deliver a global multi-sport event. In this case, the
governance network includes organizations ranging from local to international

level, and both government and non-government organizations.

Il. Theoretical review

This study used governance network theory and theories related to
inter-organizational relationships as the framework for conceptualizing and
exploring network development, structure and performance. The study utilized
a qualitative research design based on content analysis of documents and
semi-structured interviews of representatives of network member organizations

in order to examine the topics as follows;

1.How did the governance network responsible for organizing the World
Games 2009 develop?
2.What are the structural characteristics of the governance network

responsible for organizing the World Games 2009?
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3.What are the perceptions held by network members of the performance
of the governance network responsible for organizing the World Games

2009?

Since the objective of the study is to understand the governance structure
and relationships among the stakeholders involved in governing the World
Games 2009, it is necessary to focus on two related but distinct areas of
literature: inter-organizational relationships (IORs) and network theory. When
it comes to IORs, some studies analyze them from a “dyadic” perspective
while others choose to analyze them by using the concept of networks. The
basic assumption of the present study is that the inefficiency of the interactions
among each organization may result in the whole network's failure—that may
cause the failure of event delivery capacity, the chapter begins with the
introduction of IORs, including why relationships are built between two
organizations and how these reasons affect the types of IORs developed. The
concept of networks is introduced in the second part of this review, specifically
the governance of networks and the relationship between different forms of

governance and effectiveness.
Inter-organizational relationships

General discussions of 10Rs have addressed the issue of control and
management of linkages. Van de Ven, Walker, and Listen have tried to analyze
these linkages from three levels: individual, cluster relationships and a whole
network.? 1ORs can be analyzed through in-depth observation about how the

linkage is maintained through the compromises among the organizations.

2 K. G. Provan, “The federation as an interorganizationai linkage network,” The academy of
management review, 8. (N, January, 1983): 79-89.
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Oliver directly analyzed the formation of IORs from the organizational
prospective and investigated the purposes that organizations sought to establish
linkages with each other®. She concluded six determinants -necessity,
asymmetry, reciprocity, efficiency, stability and legitimacy may affect the type
of 10Rs that organizations may choose. Most of the time, organizations form
the relationship voluntarily in order to solve the problem of asymmetry in
power or try to increase their efficiency, stability or legitimacy through the
exchange of resource. Unlike many literatures focused on voluntary
relationships, Oliver mentioned that “necessity” is a determinant to
differentiate those mandated and voluntary relationships, she thinks that the
relationship might not occurred voluntarily unless it is dictated by higher
authorities to meet the requirements. It is worth noting that mandated
relationships may increase the frequency of interactions between respective
organizations, and reduce their perception to environment.* Organizations may
need to conform to the dictates of a higher authority so as not to suffer from the
loss of resources or be expelled from the field. The determinant is more
appropriate to explain the interactions between governmental organizations or
non-governmental organizations.

To improve efficiency, acquire resources, avoid crises, increase profit
reduce costs, and increase legitimacy are common goals of profit oriented
organizations. Based on these goals, Barringer & Harrison used six theoretical
paradigms—transaction costs economics, resource dependence, strategic

choice, and stakeholder theory of the firm, organizational learning, and

3 C. Oliver, “Determinants of interorganizational relationships: integration and future
directions,” The academy of management review, 75.2(NY, April, 1990): 241-265.

4Qliver, C. “Determinants of interorganizational relationships: integration and future
directions,” 241-265.
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institutional theory to explain the formation of IORs amongst profit seeking

firms.’
Transaction cost economics (TCE)

The purest application of transaction cost economics (TCE) is to decide
whether to make or to buy so as to minimize the production and transaction
cost and increase the profit as well. Firms choose different type of IORs for
different reason. To a local firm that wants to manage foreign market, it may
establish joint ventures to avoid the cost of opportunism, monitoring,
management of internalized activity; while to a firm that wants to minimize
transaction cost by specializing the essential activities may choose to form a
network. Nevertheless, TCE is criticized by some studies for only using an
economic perspective to explain the formation of relationships and neglects

other issues such as the possibility of conflicts during the cooperation.
Resource dependence theory

Resource dependence theory focuses on the resources that must be
obtained from outside to make organizations survive or prosper. Hence,
organizations need to interact with the environment to obtain resources. The
resources could be money, land, time, knowledge, contacts, reputation, and
trust. Organizations need to acquire the control of critical resource to decrease
the dependence on other organizations and increase the dependence of other
organizations on them. In order to achieve the goals, organizations will enter

into partnerships to take advantage of complementary asset, and increase the

°B. R. Barringer & J. S. Harrison, “Walking a tightrope: Creating value through
interorganizational relationships,” Journal of Management, 26.3(Bingley, June, 2000):
367- 403.
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power relative to other organizations. This theory is criticized for it doesn't

mention how to implement the resource to develop the competencies.
Strategic choice

Strategic choice basically develops out of economic perspective that firms
form alliance for some strategic reasons, such as to increase their market power,
which means to reduce cost or to provide attractive services.® This theory
somewhat combines TCE and resource dependence theory to explain how the
firms use their strategic plans to seek out the resource and decrease the cost; in
the meanwhile, strategic choice theory perceives that political relationship as a

tool to increase competiveness. This idea wasn't mentioned in earlier theories.
Stakeholder theory

To a firm, stakeholders can be a group or individuals that affect or be
affected by a firm. Merrilees, Getz & O'Brien identifies three salient features
that stakeholders have-interdependency, affecting/being affected by the
organization and the sense of an interest or right in the organization.” Based on
the contracts or informal agreement, these stakeholders form a network. The
positions of these stakeholders are decided by how the organizations manage
the resources. Thus, the importance of each stakeholder may vary, and
sometimes these stakeholders may be competing groups for the multiple

interests. An effective stakeholder management is to decide which stakeholder

® Barringer & Harrison, “Walking a tightrope: Creating value through interorganizational
relationships,” 367-403.

" B. Merrilees, D. Getz & D. O'Brien, “Marketing Stakeholder Analysis - branding the
Brisbane Goodwill Games,” European Journal of Marketing, 39.9 (Bingley, September,
2005): 1060-1077.
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matters most.® For the importance of Stakeholders differs. Clarkson classified
stakeholders to primary and secondary. If the stakeholders are vital for the
survival of the organization, they are primary stakeholders; if they do not, they
are secondary stakeholders. From a marketing perspective, the primary
stakeholders for a sports event are those who have commercial influence, and

the secondary stakeholders may be the sport bodies and government.®
Learning theory

Proponents of organizational learning suggest that organizations form
IORs for the sake of learning. Also, learning is seen as an effective way for a
firm to transfer knowledge across firms. That explains why two companies
may choose to have interlocking directorates to have a channel for exchanging
knowledge and information. A firm's learning ability-called “absorptive
ability”, is defined by Cohen and Levinthal as the ability to “recognize the
value of new, external knowledge, assimilate it, and apply it to commercial
ends.”*® The ability is based on a firm's prior experience, and the quality of the
employees, systems, incentives, and organization culture.™ However, the
theory is criticized for it stresses too much on the advantage of learning but
neglects the cost during the process such as training the employee or updates

the systems.

® Barringer & Harrison, “Walking a tightrope: Creating value through interorganizational
relationships,” 367-403.

® Merrilees, Getz & O'Brien, “Marketing Stakeholder Analysis - branding the Brisbane
Goodwill Games. European Journal of Marketing,” 1060-1077.

10 Wesley M. Cohen, Daniel A. Levinthal, “Fortune Favors the Prepared Firm,”
Management Science, 40.2 (Linthicum, February, 1994): 227-251.

1 Barringer & Harrison, “Walking a tightrope: Creating value through interorganizational
relationships,” 367-403.
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Institutional theory

Finally, institutional theory assumes that external pressures motivate firms
to get legitimacy. To a firm, legitimacy is “a key to the doors to gain access to
critical resource and expertise.’” Hence, a small firm may try to declare the
alliance with other well-known firms or mimicries the mode of successful
firms to enhance a firms to enhance a firm’s reputation or demonstrate social
worthiness. From the six paradigms listed above we can find that firms form
IORs with other organizations may out of either economic or political reasons,
or, both. These different reasons combined together forming different
contingencies for individual firm that also affect the types of IORs for firms

choose to build.
Summary

Since the contingencies that firms face are complex and expanding,
contingencies and needs for different firms also vary. Some may want to
increase efficiency and more profit by avoiding crisis when others by
increasing legitimacy and getting more resources. The studies of IORs have,
however, focused almost exclusively on dyadic analyses between for-profit
firms and may not fully explain the nature of IORs between not-for-profit
organizations.

From a theoretical perspective, a non-profit organization, especially the
organization established for the implementation of policy, the economic

motivation for organizations to form relationships could be less important. That

12 Barringer & Harrison, “Walking a tightrope: Creating value through interorganizational
relationships,” 367-403.
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means organizations may not need to form a relationship just because they
want to decrease transaction cost or because they want to learn some
knowledge with each other; also they do not need to make strategic choice to
find a partner, since the relationships may be formed for policy reasons, rather
than economic reasons. In other words, these kinds of relationships could be
formed because they are mandatory rather than through the choice of two
organizations. However, how the resources are distributed in different
organizations is an important issue in the formation of 10Rs, which is not
mentioned in resource dependence theory but it does mention that
organizations need to build the ties for reasons. In addition, how resources are
distributed depends on which organization has the leading position also matters
to the effectiveness. Hence, resource dependence theory and stakeholder theory

are still important when it comes to the IORs in non-profit organizations.
Networks

In the issue of IORs, some scholars focus on the motivation of for-profit
organizations to form the ties with others from economic views, while other
scholars concern about the “collectives of IORs” in non-profit organizations.
Provan, for example, concerns about the effectiveness of the cooperation,
especially in medical organizations.

In 1983, Provan made three distinct levels of analysis in 10Rs, the first
level focuses on individual dyads so as to gain an in-depth understanding of
linkage evolution and maintenance. The second is on cluster of dyadic relations
maintained by a focal organization so as to explain why or when organizations
form linkages in terms of its structure and activities. And the last level is on

entire network of linkage organizations and the behavior and activities of an
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entire group of connected organizations as well as those specific IORs that
compromise the network is examined. The network level seems to be a new
perspective to analyze IORs besides dyadic relationship. However, no matter in
what level of analysis, effectiveness is still a critical concept, and the different
level of analysis just tries to answer the key question of “effectiveness for
whom.”*® In the following section, the definition of networks, the form of

networks, and the concept of network governance are reviewed.
Definition of network

Some studies define a network as “a set of nodes and the set of ties
representing some relationship, or lack of relationship, between the nodes” and
think network as “multilateral collectivities, networks can become extremely
complex entities that require explanations that go well beyond the dyadic
approaches that have been traditionally discussed in the organization theory
and strategic management literature.”** While Podolny & Page further defines
network as “Any collection of actors (N=2) that pursue repeated, enduring
exchange relations with one another, and at the same time, lack a legitimate
organizational authority to arbitrate and resolve disputes that may arise during
the exchange.”™ Provan & Kenis view networks as “groups of three or more
legally autonomous organisations that work together to achieve not only their

own goals but also a collective goal. Such networks may be self-initiated, by

B3 K. G.. Provan, A. Fish, & J. Sydow, “Interorganizational networks at the network level: A
review of the empirical literature on whole networks,”Journal of Management, 33. 3 (CA,
June, 2007): 479-516.

¥ Provan., Fish, & Sydow, “Interorganizational networks at the network level: A review of
the empirical literature on whole networks,” 479-516.

153, M. Podolny & K. L. Page, “Network forms of organization,” Annual Review of
Sociology,” 24(Cheltenham, Numb,1998): 57-76.
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network members themselves, or may be mandated or contracted.”*®

Through the definition listed above, it can be found that the definition of
network more or less base on traditional organisation theory. They believe that
organisations form the ties for getting resources through exchanges, and the
reward of the exchange is to reach the individual goal. The idea of “network” is
perceived nothing but the collectives of nodes and ties. However, in Podolny &
Page's definition, the idea of “authority” was mentioned, that means the
“governance of the whole network” became an issue.” Moreover, the idea of
“collective goal” is also mentioned in network theory. Traditional
organizational theories tend to focus on individual goal, and collective goal
may be achieved if individual organisations can act effectively with other
organisations. But Provan & Milward took the network formed with mental

health organisations for example, and said that:

If the overall well-being of clients is a goal, then effectiveness must be
assessed at the network level, since client well-being depends on the
integrated and coordinated actions of many different agencies separately
providing shelter, transportation, food, and health, mental health legal,

vocational, recreational, family, and income support services.'®

As a result, what matters in the idea of a “network” could be viewing

network as a unit to analyse and concern about the governance issue, if the goal

8 K. G. Provan & P. Kenis, “Modes of Network Governance: Structure, Management, and
Effectiveness,” Journal of Public Administration Research and Theory, 18. 2 (LA, August,
2007 ): 229-252.

7 podolny & Page, “Network forms of organization,” 57-76.

8 K. G. Provan & H. B. Milward, “A Preliminary Theory of Interorganizational Network
Effectiveness: A Comparative Study of Four Community Mental Health Systems,”
Administrative Science Quarterly, 40 (NY, March, 1995): 1-33.
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of the network matters. In addition, different definitions of network between
traditional and new perspectives have led to two different schools of thought
being established on how to analyse networks. Some studies made a distinction
between micro-level and macro-level network focus, while others refer to the
distinction the egocentric network versus whole network. Two basic
approaches are developed hereafter: the “network analytical” approach and the

“network as a form of governance” approach.*®
Governance in networks

The governance of organizations has been mentioned in many IORs
literature for the issue is highly related to effectiveness. The concept of
governance is often pertinent to the idea of direction, control and regulation. In
sports field, governance could mean to establish a direction or strategy to guide
the sports organization and to control its activities so as to attain the outcomes
effectively.” Most of the studies in governance concern about how the board
of individual organization guide and monitor the participants to attain its goal.
It suggests that the theme of governance is in delivering the outcome
effectively for the organization. However, the object of governance moves
from organization to network itself. Just as Provan & Kenis mentions that “the
study of effectiveness has been problematic at organizational level and network
levels, especially regarding the key question, effectiveness for whom?”

Since the network effectiveness is defined as “the attainment of positive

network-level outcomes that could not normally be achieved by individual

° Provan & Kenis, “Modes of Network Governance: Structure, Management, and
Effectiveness,” 229-252.
2 R. Hoye & G. Cuskelly, Sport governance (Amsterdam: Elsevier, 2007).
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organizational participants acting independently”,?* it is necessary to discuss

in a broader level so as to include all the organizations. The focus of network
governance is in how different extent of centrality affects the range of
governance in the whole network and purely discusses the number, size and
type of the cliques in the network. The properties of analysis help to analyze

the form of governance in organizations and networks.
Forms of network governance

Based on two dimensions—the extent of centralization and the
governance of network is from external or internal, Provan & Kenis identify
three forms of network governance? Participant-governed networks, lead
organization-governed networks and network administrative organization
(NAO). In addition, for the form of governance is determined by decision
makers rather than simply emerge randomly, to understand the key factors that
are perceived could affect the effectiveness of form of governance is important.
Provan & Kenis further propose the four predictors - trust, number of
participants, goal consensus, and need for network-level competencies can be
used to explain why decision makers choose one form over another when the
contingency changes. Three forms of network governance and the indicators in

each form are introduced in sequence.
Participant-governed networks

Namely, the form of participant-governed networks is governed by the

members in the network. If the network is highly decentralized, then the

2L provan & Kenis, “Modes of Network Governance: Structure, Management, and
Effectiveness,” 229-252.
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members have relatively equal basis in governance, and no single entity can
represent the whole network. This form often may use in smaller network, so
the governance can be shared by all the participants in the network. The
number of participants should be few so as to keep the frequency
communication and strengthen trust and goal consensus. However, whilst more
new-coming members enter the network, the density of trust ties and consensus
in goal may decrease, such form of governance may become less effective, and
the decision may tend to adopt other forms of governance. In addition, if
interdependent task requirements are high, or there is strong pressure outside
the network, demanding the whole network to enhance in some way, then the
effectiveness of this governance will be less because individual organization
doesn't have enough competency to fulfill the task by itself; however, for lead
organization-governed network and network-governed administrative
organization are more effective in dealing with high interdependency tasks and

external pressure.”
Lead organization-governed networks

When the network is centralized to extreme, some lead organization-
governed networks may control the process of governance since they relatively
have more resource or legitimacy than other members in the network or is
simply mandated by external funding entity, hence, the extent of goal
consensus is moderately low. The function of the lead organization may
“underwrite the cost of network administration on its own, receive resource

contributions from network members, or seek and control access to external

2 provan & Kenis, “Modes of Network Governance: Structure, Management, and
Effectiveness,” 229-252.
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funding through grants or government funding.”*® Except the specific function,
the lead organization still provides services as other members do. Compared
with the participant-governed network, this network has very low density in
trust ties and lower goal consensus for the network has moderate number of

participants and the governance is highly centralized.
Network administrative organization (NAO)

The third form, network administrative organization (NAO), has an
independent administrative entity outside the whole network, and the entity
plays a key role in coordinating and sustaining the network.* NAO can be
seen as an agent that “acquire for and then distributes resources to the network”
and is designated to “guide, coordinate, and legitimize network activities or to
monitor service provision” as well.® It can be either a formal organization
with its staff, executive directors and board members —these members may

1.6 Just

include all or a subset of network members, or runs by an individua
like lead organizations, sometimes an NAO can be run by government through
funding and/or network facilitation in the beginning (cf. Provan & Kenis, 2007,
p.236). Still, unlike lead organizations, NAO does not have to provide services
as other members in the networks. Compared with the other two forms of

governance, the density of trust in this form of governance is moderate, and the

2 provan & Kenis, “Modes of Network Governance: Structure, Management, and
Effectiveness,” 229-252.

2 K. G. Provan & H. B. Milward, “Do Networks Really Work? A framework for evaluating
public-sector organizational networks,” Public Administration Review, 61.4 (NY,
July/August, 2001): 414-423.

% provan & Milward, “Do Networks Really Work? A framework for evaluating
public-sector organizational networks,” 414-423.

% provan & Kenis, “Modes of Network Governance: Structure, Management, and
Effectiveness,” 229-252.
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goal consensus is moderately high since the NAO is also monitored by
members in the network at the same time. Take the General Association of
International Sports Federations (GAFIS) for example, the organization was
created to “unite, support and promote its member International Sports
Federations (IFs) and Organizations for the co-ordination and protection of
their common aims and interests, communication and co-operation, while at
the same time conserving and respecting their autonomy”(AGFIS, n.d). There
are 104 members in the network, so it is necessary to have a centralized
network so as to guarantee the effectiveness of the network. Meanwhile, the
boards of directors are selected by its members, so members have a channel to

monitor AGFIS.
Evaluation of the network effectiveness

Different networks have different features, and these features may affect
the criteria to evaluate its effectiveness. For example, to evaluate the
effectiveness of a public-sector organizational network could be more difficult
than evaluating the effectiveness of a for-profit network, since the reduced
resource or increased dependence are “less likely to be seen as a threat to
survival”.?’ Moreover, the stakeholders can not be identified purely from an
economic perspective, but need to be identified in terms of their legitimacy in
relation to the network based on a hierarchy of their contribution to and power
within the network. Hence, Provan & Milward categorised the constituents of
public-sector organisational networks as: principals, agents and clients.

Principals are in charge of monitoring and funding the network and its

2 provan & Milward, “Do Networks Really Work? A framework for evaluating
public-sector organizational networks,” 414-423.
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activities; while agents serve as administrators and service-level professionals
in the network. Last, clients are those who actually receive the services
provided by the network. To evaluate the effectiveness of network, the first
step is to identify the stakeholders which, in this case, are principals and agents,
including primary funders and regulators, the NAO and other member
organisations. Then, the second step is to analyse a network in five dimensions,
namely: network membership, the extent of service that provided by the
network, strength of relationships. multiplexity and administrative structure.?®
These are now discussed in turn.

The focus in network membership should be on “the ebb and flow

agencies to or from networks”?

, especially the numbers of core agencies that
provide critical services, so the cost of coordination could be controlled.
Secondly, the extent of service that is provided by the network is evaluated by
how much the needed service can be provided by the network. In a highly
broker network, NAO should be evaluated, for it is in charge of all the network
participants and the resource distribution. The third dimension is to assess the
strength of relationships. Generally speaking, those relationships that are more
formally established, such as on the basis of a contract, are stronger than those
formed solely on the basis of trust and commitment built on a history of
interactions.®® The fourth dimension, multiplexity, refers to the nature of

relationships between two organisations being stronger if they have a

relationship built on more than one exchange. In other words. if two

% provan & Milward, “Do Networks Really Work? A framework for evaluating
public-sector organizational networks,” 414-423.

% provan & Milward, “Do Networks Really Work? A framework for evaluating
public-sector organizational networks,” 414-423.

® Pprovan & Milward, “Do Networks Really Work? A framework for evaluating
public-sector organizational networks,” 414-423.
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organisations have multiple ties between each other, then, even if for some
reason one of the ties break, they can still sustain their relationship through
other ties. In other words, it guarantees the availability of continuing service
for clients. The presence of an NAO indicates the network is a more viable
form than other network types and that resources have been committed to
developing the network. The networks without an NAO require a high level of
commitment to achieve network goals and to foster interorganisational
cooperation by member agencies; these two conditions are perceived to be
more difficult to sustain; hence, the NAO network is perceived to be more
effective.®

However, not all networks exist permanently. For instance, a network may
simply be established for a specific project, such as those associated with an
organizing committee for a major sport event. This type of network dissolves
with the expiration of the project and thus can be considered to be a project
network with different features. Thus the criteria to evaluate this special type of
governance network also need to be discussed. Larson & Wikstrom applied
stakeholder theory to discuss the IORs among the stakeholders in a (temporary)
project network.®* A project network is temporally limited, dynamically
changing, and is open in the sense that there are no definite criteria by which
the boundary of the network may be identified and controlled. Moreover, it
does not have any legitimate authority for the network as a whole. Just like

other networks, stakeholders in projects also have different objectives and

* Provan & Milward, “Do Networks Really Work? A framework for evaluating
public-sector organizational networks,” 414-423.

% M. Larson & E. Wikstrém, “Relational interaction processes in project networks: the
consent and negotiation perspectives,” Scandinavian Journal of Management, 23.3
(Amsterdam, September, 2007): 327-352.
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power. The stakeholder who has relatively more resources and higher authority
has more power Unlike Provan, Larson & Wikstrom are more concerned about
informal relationships, which mean the relationships forming on the basis of
trust and commitment rather than more formal, contract-based relationships.®
They propose that the higher the level of consensus among network
stakeholders, the less chance for conflicts to emerge. The idea of consensus
includes the concept of commitment and trust which takes time to develop
within a network. However, for organisations in project networks, the time for
developing trust is limited, and the incentives for building trust may be
diminished as network member recognise that the cooperative relationships
disappear after the project is completed. Hence, “trust” in project networks is
perceived to be lower, and this may result in ineffectiveness for the whole

network.
Summary

The research on I0ORs is primarily concerned about the impact of dyadic
or network ties on a firm's performance; which types of links are the most or
least beneficial to individual network members; which network positions might
be most or least influential and how the position of organisations in a network
might shift over time in response to changes within and outside network.>* In
network theory, the unit of analysis moves from dyadic ties to the whole
network. This section has reviewed the concept of networks and how to use

networks as a form of governance, as well as how contingency issues affect the

¥ M. Larson & E. Wikstrém, “Organizing events: Managing conflict and consensus in a
political market square,” Event Management, 7.1 (N, 2001): 51-65.

*provan, Fish, & Sydow, “Interorganizational networks at the network level: A review of
the empirical literature on whole networks,” 479-516.
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development of networks. And finally, how to evaluate the effectiveness of

networks, especially in non-profit networks and project networks.

I11. Results

The purpose of this section is to present the results of the data analysis
procedures used to address the three research questions investigated in this

study:

1.How did the governance network responsible for organizing the World
Games 2009 develop?

2.What are the structural characteristics of the governance network
responsible for organizing the World Games 2009?

3.What are the perceptions held by network members of the performance
of the governance network responsible for organizing the World Games

2009?

Research question 1 - How did the governance network responsible for
organizing the World Games 2009 develop?

In this section, the relationships between all the organizations relevant to
the World Games 2009 are presented based on the analysis of documents and
the data collected from the semi-structure interviews. An important element in
understanding the governance network in place for the World Games 2009 is
the stages through which the network has evolved as the relationships between
network member organisations and the organisations involved changed at each

stage. The development of the network can be separated into three distinct



2009 £+ FiEH ¢ 2 BERAY ie TR e oo e 103

stages: (1) the network and inter-organisational relationships that existed prior
to bidding for the World Games 2009; (2) the network and inter-organisational
relationships created during the bidding stage; and (3) and the network and
inter-organisational relationships in place in the lead up to the actual event

being held in 2009.
Stage 1: Prior to bidding for the World Games

According to the Olympic Charter, the 10C, IFs and National Olympic
Committees (NOCs) are the three main constituents of the Olympic
Movement.*®* 10C may recognize IFs and NOCs and “the activities of which
are linked to its mission and role” and the “Olympic Charter.”*® At the same
time, IFs may recognize National Sports Federations (NFs) and keep contact
with NOCs so as to facilitate the promotion of sports at the national level.

The Sports Affairs Council (SAC) was founded in 1997, which is an
organisation at the national level in Taiwan. In addition, the SAC provides the
funding support to the Chinese Taipei Olympic Committee (CTOC), (NFs) and
Republic of China Sports Federation (ROCSF). The mission of CTOC, the
NOC in Taiwan, is to assist IOC to “develop, promote and protect Olympic
Movement in their respective countries, in accordance with the Olympic
Charter”.®" In order to fulfill the mission, CTOC has the exclusive authority to
recognise NFs to be the official communication window for IFs so as to
facilitate the process of communication between international level and
national level.

The ROCSF's main task is to provide technical assistance to its members

®International Olympic Committee, Olympic Charter (Lausanne, Switzerland, 2007).
% International Olympic Committee, Olympic Charter.
%" International Olympic Committee, Olympic Charter.
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(the NFs and local government sports federations). The members of ROCSF
are not necessarily the federations recognised by CTOC, as long as it is
evaluated as a well-run organisation. At the international level, the 10C is
dominant and makes main principals in Olympic Movement; while at the
national level, the dominant organisation is SAC, for it controls the majority of
resources for sport organisations and decides the task each organisation is

assigned. The network between these organizations is depicted in Figure 1.
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Figure 1 Network prior to bidding for the World Games 2009
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Stage 2: Bidding for the World Games 2009

Since hosting international sport events is one of the most important
sports policies in Taiwan, the IOC member for Taiwan, Mr. Ching-Kuo Wu,
played an important role for Taiwan in bidding for the event. The staff of

CTOC stated that:

Ching-Kuo Wu is the coordinator between 10C and IWGA during the
bidding process. C.K. Wu has personal relationship with the president of
IWGA, Ron Froehlich and has unspoken consensus in Kaohsiung City

bidding for the World Games 20009.

In July 2002, the SAC invited the president of IWGA, Ron Froehlich, to
visit Taiwan and demonstrated Taiwan's intention to bid for the World Games
in 2009. As the staff in CTOC said, SAC was mindful of the importance of
supporting the bid: “for SAC knew that showing the support from the country
is a key factor in winning the bid of the World Games.” In the bidding stage,
SAC “is the authority and has the right to supervise the whole bidding plan and
in charge of all the funding plans” (SAC staff member). In 2003, SAC
mandated CTOC to conduct an evaluation of hosting the Games and the results
of the evaluation were reported to the mayor of Kaohsiung City Government
(KCG), Frank Hsieh. In the same year July, the SAC formally nominated
Kaohsiung City as the representative city for bidding for the rights to host the
World Games 2009. On November, 2003, a bidding group comprising
representatives from SAC, CTOC, KCG and university in Kaohsiung was
formed.

The SAC was subsequently informed privately in May 2004 by the IWGA
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that KCG had won the bid for the World Games 2009. One month later, the
mayor of KCG signed the host city contract with the president of IWGA
(Kaohsiung Organising Committee [KOC], n.d.). The SAC and CTOC were
key players that helped Kaohsiung City to win the bid according to the staff of
KOC:

Although the CTOC and AC both were very important, if there weren’t
SAC, we would not win the bid. Ching Kuo Wu (IOC member) brought
the information back, so SAC formed a group to evaluate the feasibility
and chose KCG to bid for the game. SAC helps a lot, especially in urban

development.

In the bidding stage, the local organisation, KCG, began dominant role
with SAC. It is interesting to note that the Federations (ROCSF), the national
sports federations relevant to training do not have any specific function Games
2009 at this stage. The network between these bidding stage is depicted in
Figure 2.

Stage 3: Network in the lead up to the World Games 2009

IOC. IWGA. IFs and NFs

Since 10C grants its patronage to the World Games, the IWGA accepts the
Olympic Charter (IWGA, n.d.).That means that International Sports
Federations (IFs), the CTOC and National Sports Federations (NFs) need to
follow the Olympic Charter in organising the World Games 2009. Under this
principal, the IWGA, IFs, NFs and KOC built a cooperative relationship. The
relationship between the IWGA, IFs, NFs and the KOC was described by the
staff of KOC as:
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Figure 2 Network during the bidding stage for the World Games 2009

IWGA demands IFs to contact with KOC. After the communication, we
(KOC) also keep in touch with NFs, IFs, NFs and KOC do three way the
progress of agenda. After the communication between NFs and IFs, they
make a request to KOC, for KOC is a professional service provider to IFs

and NFs.

In addition, the NFs and IFs cooperate especially in technical matters as
described by the staff of KCG: “technical directors (TD) assigned by the IFs

cooperate with the event managers [the event of World Game 2009], who are
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the secretary of generals of NFs.”

SAC, CTOC, KOC, NFs

Because the World Games is also part of the Olympic Movement, the
SAC mandated the CTOC to host a symposium for the “Olympic Games
Formula” to educate the staff in KOC and NFs. In addition, under the request
of SAC and KOC, two symposiums with the topic of “how to host mega sports
events” were also held by CTOC for the World Games 2009. Also, CTOC
assists KOC in developing procedures for such things as administering doping
tests, hospitality services and athletes' registration.

Besides, in this stage, according to the description provided by the
representatives of KCG, the SAC plays a very important role in “providing
financial support-especially in building the main venue and repairing the
existing ones.” The role of resource provider is assumed by the staff of CTOC
to be “the main reason for KOC and SAC contact so frequently.” This
assumption is also supported by KCG that KCG also perceived that “the
mission of SAC is to provide resource and provide explanation for some laws.”
Even the staff from the SAC agreed with this point of view and said that “SAC
won't interfere in the inner affairs of KOC and KCG; but if KOC and KCG
make a request, SAC. will assist them - the KOC is the major organization in
organizing the 2009 World Games.” In the meantime, however, the officers
from the SAC still attended regular meetings and provided some suggestions to
KOC, and KOC continued to make regular reports to the SAC.

IWGA. KCG and KOC

According to the host city contract signed by the Kaohsiung City
Government (KCG), the Kaohsiung Organising Committee (KOC) was
instituted in 2005 and “KOC executes all duties of KCG under the agreement.
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KCG, at the same time, grants the required powers and authorities to the
KOC...KCG is responsible towards IWGA for the fulfilment of the agreement
by the KOC.” The IWGA has the obligation to “guarantee top class
international competitions under the auspices of the IPs.”*® Hence, in this
stage, the main communication level became “international to local level”
rather than “international to national level”, just as the staff of SAC-the
organization in charge of national sports affairs, claimed that “The IWGA
directly contacts with KOC and KCG. SAC won't actively contact IWGA.” In
order to guarantee the “top class” competition, “KOC needs to follow the
contract signed with IWGA and IFs, such as the regulations about venue,
equipments, transportations, etc...” said the staff of KOC.

KCG, KCC and KOC

The host city contract specifies that the dominant organisations for the
delivery of the World Games 2009 should be the KCG and the KOC. In fact,
the KOC is structured as a “virtual government”, which means all the functions
of departments in KOC imitates the structure of KCG, and most of the staff in
the KOC have been seconded from the KCG. The Kaohsiung Organizing
Committee (KOC) was instituted in 2005 as a foundation of legal person for
the World Games 2009.% The KOC executes all duties of Kaohsiung city
under the host city agreement signed by Kaohsiung city, and KOC is
supervised by the KCG.*® Kaohsiung city government (KCG) donated NTD 5

million for initiating the KOC. The KOC is instituted as a semi-official

*nternational World Games Association, Rule of the World Games, 2005. Retrieved
December 28, 2007.

¥ Kaohsiung City Government, Constitution of KOC (Kaohsiung, Taiwan, 2005).

0 International World Game Association, Host City Contract: Kaohsiung Chinese Taipei
World Games 2009 (Kaohsiung, Taiwan, 2005).
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foundation. The financial resources come from two parts, one is from
government, including Sports Affair Council and KCG; the other part is from
private sponsors.

The board of directors, the supreme governing body of KOC, includes the
president, the vice president, the CEO, the secretary general, the vice secretary
general and 9 to 23 board members recommended by Kaohsiung city
government (KCG). The structure of KOC is designed as a virtual government,
which, in effect means the KOC operates as a semi-autonomous government
department for the purposes of hosting the event. The president of the KOC is
the Mayor of KCG and has the right to assign the CEO of KOC. The vice
president, the secretary general and the vice secretary general of KOC are also
in the same position in KCG. The CEO can assign one vice CEO and one sports
manager with the consent of the board members. The nine panels are in charge
of sports, urban development, and accommodation & transportation, marketing
& public relations, culture & tourism, information & technology,
administration, finance and security; the director of each panel is filled by an

officer of KCG, as Table 1 shows.

Table 1 The relationship between Panels of KOC and Department of KCG

Marketing and public relations Bureau of Economic Affairs, Bureau of Information
Culture and Tourism Bureau of Culture Affairs

Finance Bureau of Finance

Administration Bureau of Human Resource,

Information and Technology Information center

Security Bureau of Fire, Bureau of Police

Urban Development Bureau of Urban Development

Accommodation and Transportation | Bureau of Transportation

Sports Bureau of Education
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IFs, SAC NFs, KSC and KOC

As the authority in national sports, the SAC is very concerned about the
fact that this is the first time Taiwan has hosted and international multi-sports
event; hence, SAC  “suggested NFs and KOC to co-host all the sports events
related to the 2009 World Games.” As result, the KOC followed the
suggestion from the SAC and demanded that some NFs cooperate with them to
conduct some warm up events, “and some NFs are channels to communicate
with IFs” (KOC representative). However, as the officer in KOC explained

“Not every IF has a good relationship with individual NF; just like not every
NF has good interaction with KSC. Some have no problem while others have

small/big problems.”  Whenever this problem happens:

KOC will directly contact with IFs, but we will inform NFs afterwards.
Actually, KOC signed contracts with IFs to confirm all the regulations for
each sport event...we don’t need NFs’ help for this [signed contracts], but

we still contact with NFs and ask NFs to keep in touch with IFs.

Besides working with NFs, the KOC also seeks support from local sports

federations, and the staff of KOC noted:

KSC is in charge of 70 sports federations [in Kaohsiung], so their power
is very huge. In theory, we don’t need any help from KSC, however, if we
want local sports’ population to participate in the game, we will need its
[KSC] help. KSC is in charge of all the sports affairs in Kaohsiung we
can’t ignore its importance. That is the reason why we wish KSC to help

us to host the game.

Another reason for KOC to look for the help in local sports federations
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was also mentioned by KOC:

In theory, we don’t need any help from KSC, however, if we want local
sports’ population to participate in the game, we will need its [KSC] help.
KSC is in charge of all the sports affairs in Kaohsiung we cant ignore its
importance. That is the reason why we wish KSC can participate in

hosting the game.

Moreover, the lack of trust to some NFs is also one of the major reasons
for KOC to ask for the help from local sports federations. As the staff of KOC

explained:

Each federation has different ability...some federations don’t have enough
abilities so we can only contact with IFs. But we wont ignore NFs but
contact with local sports federations. Any cooperation between KOC and
local sports federations is because NFs mandated local sports federations
to assist KOC. Some of the NFs have some problems, but we have no idea.
I learned a lesson from them before...that is why | seek for some help from

KSC.

For KOC, it wishes “the World Games can help IWGA, KOC, IFs and
NFs build strong relations with each other,” but it also recognizes that
“things can’t be perfect, but so far, we try hard to keep strong communication
between each organization.”
Research question 2- What are the structural characteristics of the
governance network responsible for organising the World Games 2009?
Prior to the government of Taiwan seeking to host the World Games 2009,

the 10C and IFs were the sole international organisations which the SAC and
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other organisations sought to maintain relationships. Through stages 1 to 3 of
the development of the World Games 2009 network, the functions of the 10C
remained stable and the IOC had no direct influence over other organisations.
It only set basic principles, such as the memorandum between the IWGA and
the 10C, the Olympic Charter, and the Lausanne Agreement for IWGA, IFs,
NFs and the CTOC to follow. However, the ties between the IFs and other
organisations became stronger. For instance, the IFs had communications with
IWGA and KOC more frequently as these three organisations are the major
ones in arranging the schedule and confirming all the details for the event,
especially in regard to the technical aspects of the event delivery. As the staff

of KOC noted:

IFs are in charge of the regulations for international competition, so we
[KOC] need to sign contract with them, such as how long is the event or

how many countries/athletes participate in the game.

At the national lever, the SAC, the organization regarded by the CTOC,
NFs and the KOC as having a dominant role prior to the bidding stage,
gradually decreased its dominance and served as much more like a resource
provider or endorser to the KOC than as a supervisor. This point of view is

supported by CTOC:

KOC tells SAC what it needs from CTOC, and SAC mandates CTOC to
help KOC. The funds are paid by SAC to execute the project. What is
worthy to note is that since the KOC runs as a “virtual government”,
which means the design of the KOC is similar to the KCG, and half of the
part-time staff are from the KCG. The legitimacy of the KOC to acquire

resource increases.
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Moreover, the KOC has the right to select the organisation to cooperate
with, or, at least, to decide the extent of cooperation between different
organisations based on their position as the NAO in the network.

Research question 3 - What are the perceptions held by network members
of the performance of the governance network responsible for organising the
World Games 2009?

From 2004, when KCG was first informed to be the host city for the
World Games to 2007, the president of KOC has changed four times for
political reasons. In addition, the CEO of the KOC also has changed twice after
the first CEO, Dr. Chen, I-Heng, the professor of National Sun Yat-Sen
University, was criticised for the lack of experience in sports management and
for the fact he cannot serve as a full-time CEO. As the legislator of KCC

mentioned that:

We are very concerned about the ability of the CEO of KOC. The first
reason is: the CEO can only work part-time. We perceive that CEO should
devote himself wholeheartedly to this event, but it is obviously that the
CEO can't do that. Also, he is not majoring in sports or leisure. Third, he
has no experience in sports event. He is incapable to be a CEO, no matter
in time or in experience...Besides, the recruitment process in KOC also
has some problems. The staff they recruited are mainly from language or
administration research field, and don't have any experience in sports

field, so they don't know how to plan the budget for a sports event.
In addition, KCC questioned the effectiveness of KOC and KCG that:

From 2003 to 2007, 3 years passed, the citizens in Kaohsiung still know

nothing about the World Games or KOC... even though we gave KOC a
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hundred million per year for organizing the World Games... The way for
KOC the use the budget and resource is not effective. According to the
regulation, after KOC list the budget, the list should be checked by
financial department in KCG. However, those off icers in KCG, they
already have heavy loading, so they don’t really care about that and

approve everything KOC listed in budget plan.

This resulted in rapid personnel changes both in KOC and KCG and
indirectly affected the preparation of the organizing schedule for the event.
This situation led to concern being expressed from many network member
organizations, such as the IWGA and the KCC. For example, according to the

interview record of CTOC:

At the beginning, IWGA didn’t trust KOC very much. The first reason is
because the delaying of master plan for the World Games 2009. And the
other one is after KOC already changed CEO twice. Still, in the bidding
stage, Kaohsiung city proposed some construction plan for the venue, and
IWGA also made some comments about that, however, when IWGA
inquired for the progress of the plan in 2007, KOC can only provide
IWGA the 2003 data, and every time, when KOC make presentation about
the venue for the event to IWGA, KOC always changes the arrangement of

the venues.

However, the concerns from these organizations seem to decrease with the

appointment of a new CEO to the KOC in 2007, as KCC noted:

The new CEO has reputation internationally as on Olympian... she has

experience in attending mega sports event, knowing how to host the game.
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That is why we can trust her... if we trust her, we can give her more
freedom and this helps her to do things more effectively; even the
president of IWGA is very satisfied with the new CEO and the new mayor

of KCG [also the president of KOC].

Not only did the IWGA and KCC initially have some weak trust ties with
the KOC there were also some weaknesses in the level of trust in the
relationship between the KOC and some NFs. This resulted in the role of some
NFs being replaced by KSC in the process of organizing the game. The staff of
KOC noted that:

Each NFs has different ability... some federations don’t have enough
abilities... some NFs have some problems, but we no one informs us.
Learned a lesson from them [NFs] before... that is why | seek for some
help from KSC. We feel very stressful because the NFs are not quite
mature and they don’t have experience in hosting Asian or world level

games.

The staff of KCG, who also works for KOC, also supported this point of

view:

NFs play two roles at the same time, the first is they need to cooperate
with TD, so they need to have English ability, the other is professional
ability. The event managers are from NFs, but the abilities of the staff
there are not the same. For example, some staff only work part-time or
they are in other counties. That is why we need the help from KSC. If
event manager, then we can find deputy manager, from KSC so we can

from a stronger team.
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However, the SAC, CTOC and NFs seem to have different opinions in
this case. Both SAC and NFs think that NFs should assist the KOC to host the
event rather than the KSC, and as NFs stated “NFs follow the regulation of
IFs, this is also the regulation of IWGA. We should follow the common

regulation.” The CTOC also agreed and suggested that:

NFs are recognized by IFs, so IFs will directly communicate with them.
KSC doesn’t have experience or abilities as the NFs do. Most of the TDs
from IFs also demand the cooperation with NFs. So the communication
still should through NFs... In other words, KOC should strengthen the ties
with NFs and let NFs know how could they cooperate with KOC for the

success of World Games 2009.
The CTOC also noticed:

However, it seems that KOC totally relies on local school to assist them.
Maybe it is because some single-events use the schools to be the venue,
and some of the staff for the events are also from local schools. KOC
seems to replace the  ‘experienced ” staff in NFs with the staff in local
schools. It is understandable for KOC to use existing resources, however,
they still need to as for the help of NFs in organizing process rather than
do it by itself, for the staff in NFs have experience in no matter in
participating the game or hosting the games. Now they are having some
test games, this should be a good chance to test the allocations of staff, so

they should not only care about local human resources.

Despite this evidence that the KOC thinks the ability of NFs varies, the

KOC still works very hard to keep communication channels open with the NFs
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and tries to build strong cooperative ties between the IWGA, IFs, NFs and
KSC. In addition, another reason for KOC to seek the help from KSC is
because the NFs feel they may also need the help from local sports federation,

just as the staff in KOC explained:

Not every IF has good relationship with its NF; just like not every NF has
good interaction with KSC. Some [relationships] have no problem while
others have small/big problems. That is why Some NFs demand the sports
federation in Kaohsiung to assist KOC and some do not ... of courses we
know NFs are channels to communicate with IFs, but sometimes we also
directly contact with IFs, and we [KOC] will inform NFs afterwards.
KOC signed contracts with IFs to confirm all the regulations for each
sport event... we don’t need NFs’ help for this case, but we still contact
with NFs and ask NFs to keep in touch with IFs. Now, the communication

between IFs, NFs and KOC is very strong.

Now the relationships seem to be stronger since KOC also noticed this
problem and already seek more help from NFs, just as the staff of NFs said

that:

This morning, | was informed that in July [2008], NFs will send some
representatives to KOC and help KOC to deal with the competition and
venue. We hope to strengthen the ties between NFs, KOC, central
government and international organizations; so the effectiveness will

increase.

From these statements made by representatives from the SAC, CTOC,

NFs, KCC, and the KOC it is apparent that there is a lack of trust between the
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KOC and NFs as the KOC sought the assistance from local sports federations
to prepare for the World Games. Besides the function of NFs being under
valued, the CTOC, the organization in charge of international liaison, also

faces the same problem. As the staff of CTOC said:

IWGA wants NOCs to send athletes to participate the World Games, just
like the way that Olympic Games is ... but so far, there are only eight or
nine countries willing to do so; CTOC is not the major organization that
IWGA contact with ... besides, KOC already have their won contact

channel with IFs directly.

In addition, the CTOC thinks there is still another issue neglected by KOC,
which is about the “Olympic Formula” problem. The importance of the

formula is mentioned in 2007 by the Secretary of General in CTOC that:

We are very concerned about Olympic formula, because CTOC signed the
contract with 10C and we need to obey the contract. Now this formula has
been implemented in other sports event... but the host organization... now
we are worried about how to make them understand this formula... this is
the only task for CTOC in this event... if there is something wrong, we
have the obligation to take the responsibility, but we dont have right to

supervise KOC.

The KOC also noticed that some of CTOC’s functions are neglected
during these days, but the KOC is trying to cooperate with the CTOC more

often, just as the staff of KOC mentioned:

At the beginning, KOC didn’t notice this problem. Even the World Games

stressed on the relationship between IWGA and IFs, but personally, | think
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we should rely on CTOC... not we have close relationships with CTOC,
because they are every experienced in sports affairs, so we appeal them
[CTOC] to hold some symposiums to provide some information about

international sports events.

Since the new CEO and new president of Kaohsiung have been appointed,

according to CTOC’s observation, KOC does try to strengthen their

cooperation with other organizations:

During this year, the [new] CEO strengthens the ties between KOC and
CTOC; before this year, KOC didnt communicate with other
organizations except SAC. We didn’t have frequent interaction with KOC,
so CTOC can't not involve in the event or provide few suggestions. Even
we provided KOC any suggestion in the meeting, KOC seldom took them.
Now the KCG and KOC have more interaction. Besides routine meeting,
KOC also invites CTOC to attend the internal meeting now. KOC now

asks us to support the hospitality service.

The last issue is about the relationship between KCG and the KOC. The

KOC is a semi-governmental organization, and thus the style for public sector

and private sector in dealing with things is different, just like the staff of KCG

noted that:

For example, the CEO is from private sector and may think some
processes are too redundant and ineffective, so it took some time to
communicate between staff from private sector and staff from KCG. At the
beginning, the full-time staff of KOC had no idea about how to write

official document and other formal process, but now, with the help of



2009 £+ FiEH ¢ 2 BERAY Te TR e oo e 121

other staff from KCG, the problem has been solved... besides, the role of
CEOQ s still very controversial, problem has been solved... besides, the
role of CEO is still very controversial, because some people [in KCG]
think the duty of CEO is to execute the policy made by KCG and no needs

to have decision right.

The KCG, in the meantime criticized the over involvement of KCG for the

event, saying that:

KOC doesn’t care about how get sponsor from private sectors to support
their funding, since they are semi-government, and know they can always
get some money from government whenever needed. | think that is a
different thinking between government and private sector. It is not usual.
Even Japan and Germany [hosted the World Games in 2001 and 2005]
cared about the revenue, because for them, the dominant organizations for
the event should be private sectors, rather than government. But in Taiwan,
government is over involved... because we want to use the event as a
propaganda tool, so we can’t take the risk to get failure. The government

could only give them more money.

IV. Discussion and Conclusion

Network structure

Two features make the network formed for the organization of the World

Games 2009 unique. First, the network should be considered a project network



122 @@= i@y -4

as it was formed for a specific purpose, in this case, to host the World Games
2009. Second, because hosting an international sports event is one of the major
sports and diplomacy policy foci of Taiwan, the government played a dominant
role in the network and provided the majority of the funding support for
relevant non-governmental organisations, especially the KOC. The KOC, as
the NAO of the network, obtained resources from the international to local
level and served as a resource distributor in this event. The operational context
of the project network created around the KOC acting as the NAO meant that
none of the network member organisations had any experience in working with
KOC before and the majority of other network members. This situation made it
difficult for network members to build significant levels of trust within their
respective relationships in such a short time. In this study, the lack of trust
evident between network members did result in some problems manifesting
between organizations. For example, because the KOC was a newly established
organization, and had no experience in cooperating with NFs before, KOC
encountered a number of problems during their interactions with some NFs and
sought to circumvent these problems by working directly with other
organizations, such as local sports federations to replace the roles of NFs.
Larson & Wikstrom noticed that project networks usually do not have any
legitimate authority for the network as a whole, hence the creation and
maintenance of consensus between network member organizations is important
for network performance.** However, in this study, since the funding of
organizations involved in the network came mostly from public sectors, the

government authority, the SAC acted as a legitimate authority and some of the

“ILarson & Wikstrom, “Relational interaction processes in project networks: the consent and
negotiation perspectives,” 327-352.
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cooperative ties within the network eventuated more on the basis of demands
from the SAC to other network members rather than any particular success at

achieving consensus among some of these ties.
The development of network governance

According to the results, we can see that initially the SAC acted as a
single and powerful funder to coordinate almost all the activities and key
decisions in the network, at least at the national level as it had sufficient
legitimacy and resources to play such a lead role. Hence, it is apparent that the
form of network governance in the prior bidding stage was similar to what
Provan & Kenis defined as a lead organization governance network. After
Kaohsiung won the bid (i.e. the organizing stage), the KOC was established
specifically for the purpose of governing the network; that means, the
operational decisions relevant to run the entire network were designated to be
made by the KOC, rather than the SAC. In this stage, the network is still highly
centralized, but the form of governance changed from lead organisation-
governance network to network administrative organisation (NAO). The role of
the SAC in the organizing stage therefore became more focused on stimulating
the growth of the KOC through targeted funding and to ensure the goals of the
network were met; and, coordinating different departments in the central
Taiwanese government to fulfill requests made by the KOC rather than directly
solve any conflicts between network member organizations.

The development of the network governance structure for the World
Games 2009 therefore seemed to have evolved over time rather than through a

rational decision making process as suggested by Provan and Kenis.* This is

“2provan & Kenis, “Modes of Network Governance: Structure, Management, and
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evident in the decision by the SAC to bid for the World Games 2009, but after
the KOC was established as the NAO, sought to simply respect whatever the
KOC decided and exhibit very little interference in the relationships between

the KOC and other network member organizations.
The evaluation of network effectiveness

Before any discussion of the criteria, that can be used to evaluate the
effectiveness of the network, it is necessary to identify the key stakeholders. In
relation to legitimacy and contribution within the network formed for the
World Games 2009 in the organising stage, there were two categories of
stakeholders: principals and agents. The principals included IWGA, as it
monitored the activities of IFs and the KOC; the SAC, as it is in charge of
monitoring the activities of the CTOC, NFs and the KOC; the KCC, for it has
the right to control the budget for the event; and the KOC, which serves as the
NAO. The IFs, NFs and the KSC are categorised as agents in the network
because these organisations provided services to the KOC and the IWGA.

Provan and Milward proposed that it is more suitable to evaluate the
effectiveness of a network comprising public sector organisations in five ways:
the ebb and flow of agencies to and from the network; how much the need is
fulfilled by the service provided; the strength of lies, which depends on how
formal the relationships are; the multiplexity between the stakeholders, and, the
administrative structure.*® In this study, however, because the network formed
in 2002 and will dissolve after 2009, and because almost all of the network

member organizations involved are mandated to participate in the network

Effectiveness,” 229-252.
4 provan & Milward, “Do Networks Really Work? A framework for evaluating
public-sector organizational networks,” 414-423.
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either by the SAC or the IWGA ather than simply choosing to participate in the
network, it is not possible to evaluate network effectiveness in this case on the
basis of the ebb and flow of agencies to and from the network. In addition, it is
almost impossible to evaluate effectiveness by calculating the extent for clients'
needs being fulfilled, because in this study, the clients are audience and athletes.
Only after the Game can we evaluate the extent of fulfilment in clients' request.
Hence, we can only evaluate network effectiveness by measuring the
multiplexity between the stakeholders, the degree of formalisation in ties and
observe its administrative structure. Since hosting the 2009 World Games
successfully is the only program that connects the majority of network
organisations and the fact that the cooperative tie between each organisation is
based on demands imposed by higher authorities (such as the SAC or the KOC)
the degree of multiplexity is low within the network.

Compared to trust, commitment and consensus, ties that are built on the
basis of contractual obligations can be perceived to be more formal. However,
in respect to the ties between the key stakeholders in the governance network,
formal contractual ties only existed between the IWGA, IFs, KCG and the
KOC. Other ties, such as the ties between the CTOC and the SAC, the SAC
and NFs. and between the NFs and the KSC were only based on the general
role of these organisations expressed in their respective constitutions, which
were unrelated to the function each organisation performed in relation to the
World Games 2009. It was apparent that these ties were maintained on the
basis of informal commitments between organisations. It was also evident from
the interviews with organisational members that the strength of the ties
between the KOC and the KSC, or between the KOC and NFs were dependent

on how much the KOC trusted these organisations. In this sense, the KOC,
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acting as the NAO, had the freedom to choose its partners to cooperate with
and to what extent in order to deliver the event.

The existence of an NAO is perceived to be more effective in large
networks. Hence, to evaluate the extent to which an NAO “acquires and then
distributes resources for and to the network” is important.** In the context of
this study the KOC (as the NAO) was easily able to acquire the necessary
resources to support the activities of the network as the World Games 2009
were perceived by both the central government and the KCG to be important
for the implementation of major sports policy in Taiwan. In addition, the fact
that Taiwan has had little experience in organising global sports events the
organisations involved in the network simply followed the arrangements set
out in the host city contract signed between the IWGA and the KCG, and leave
the responsibility of distributing resources to the network to the KOC. In this
sense evaluating the effectiveness of the NAO (the KOC) simply according to
its abilitin getting and distributing resources isn of little value, however,
compared to other forms of network governance, the existence of the NAO (the

KOC) implies that the network was more effective.
Conclusion

The study finds that the network formed for the World Games 2009 has
the characteristic of project network and the form of governance is NAO. After
comparing the different criteria proposed by Provan & Milward; Provan &
Kenis and Larson Wikstrom, this study concluded that the extent of

formalisation in relationships, multiplexity and the existence of NAO were

“ provan & Milward, “Do Networks Really Work? A framework for evaluating
public-sector organizational networks,” 414-423.
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three criteria that were suitable to use in the analyse of the effectiveness for the
network in this study. The effectiveness of the governance network in place for
the World Games 2009 is not high, due to the lack of formality in defining the
function, obligation and rights of each network member organisation. In
addition, there is no power coordinator to deal with the conflicts that have
emerged between network member organisations. This suggests that network
members have not yet grasped network outcomes rather than impacts on

individual organisations.
References

Barringer, B. R. & Harrison, J. S. “Walking a tightrope: Creating value
through interorganizational relationships,”  Journal of Management,
26.3 (Bingley, September, 2000): 367-403.

Hoye, R. & Cuskelly, G. Sport governance. Amsterdam: Elsevier, 2007.

International Olympic Committee, Olympic Charter, Lausanne, Switzerland,
2007.

International World Games Association, Memorandum of Understanding
between the International Olympic Committee & International World
Games Association, 2000. Retrieved December 28, 2007.

International World Game Association, Host City Contract: Kaohsiung Chinese
Taipei World Games 2009, Kaohsiung, Taiwan, 2005.

International World Games Association, Rule of the World Games, 2005.
Retrieved December 28, 2007.

International World Games Association (n..d.). The World Games. International
World Games Association. Retrieved December 28, 2007.

Kaohsiung City Government, Constitution of KOC, Kaohsiiung, Taiwan, 2005.



128 @#= i@y ¥4

Kaohsiung Organising Committee (n.d.). Bidding Process. World Games 2009
in Kaohsiung, Taiwan.

Larson, M. & Wikstrom, E. “Relational interaction processes in project
networks: the consent and negotiation perspectives,” Scandinavian
Journal of Management, 23.3 (Amsterdam, September, 2007): 327-352.

Larson, M. & Wikstrom, E. “Organizing events: Managing conflict and
consensus in a political market square,” Event Management, 7.1 (NY,
2001): 51-65.

Merrilees, B., Getz, D. & O'Brien, D. “Marketing Stakeholder Analysis -
Branding the Brisbane Goodwill Games,” European Journal of
Marketing, 39.9 (Bingley, 2005): 1060-1077.

Oliver, C. “Determinants of interorganizational relationships: integration and
future directions,” The academy of management review, 75.2 (NY, April,
1990): 241-265.

Podolny, J. M. & Page, K. L. “Network forms of organization,” Annual Review
of Sociology,”24 (Cheltenham, 1998): 57-76.

Provan, K. G. “The federation as an interorganizationai linkage network,” The
academy of management review, 8. | (N, January, 1983): 79-89.

Provan, K. G.., Fish, A. & Sydow, J. “Interorganizational networks at the
network level: A review of the empirical literature on whole
networks,”Journal of Management, 33. 3 (CA, June, 2007): 479-516.

Provan, K. G & Kenis, P. “Modes of Network Governance: Structure,
Management, and Effectiveness,” Journal of Public Administration
Research and Theory, 18. 2 (LA, August, 2007 ): 229-252.

Provan, K.G. & Milward, H. B. “A Preliminary Theory of Interorganizational

Network Effectiveness: A Comparative Study of Four Community Mental



2009 £+ FiEH ¢ 2 BERAY Te TR g oo aE 129

Health Systems,” Administrative Science Quarterly, 40 (NY, March,
1995): 1-33.

Provan, K. G. & Milward, H. B. “Do Networks Really Work? A framework for
evaluating public-sector organizational networks,” Public Administration
Review, 61.4 (NY, July/August, 2001): 414-423.

UK Sport. Economic benefit from major sporting events more than treble the
investment-UK sport, report [Press release] (UK, July 31, 2007).
Retrieved February 20, 2008, from http://www.uksport.gov.uk/
news/economic benefit from major sporting events more_than_treble_

the_invesestment_uk_sport_report/



