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1. Introduction
From the moment South Africa entered a bid to host the 2010 World Cup, expectations skyrocketed. That the tournament was more than a sports event was a point emphasized from very the start by FIFA, the South African government and the Local Organising Committee (LOC). The aim was for the World Cup to put the country, and even the entire continent, in a positive light. Moreover, the country’s bid stated that the event would act as a catalyst for improving the standard of living of a historically disadvantaged people.  

Academics such as Udesh Pillay and Orli Bass were optimistic too. They predicted that it would be possible to attract 200,000 visitors to South Africa in 2010, boost the economy and create 150,000 new jobs. As Pillay, Bass and others argued at the time, these results could only be achieved if the LOC, the relevant government ministries and the host cities hammered out a carefully-considered, comprehensive approach and if they secured broad support from the population.
Pillay and Bass have since lost much of their optimism, as they explain in their very thorough and inspired paper entitled ‘Mega-events as a Response to Poverty Reduction: the 2010 FIFA World Cup and its Development Implications’. Based on (1) an extensive literature survey and (2) their experiences with the World Cup organizers, they now argue that hosting this event will not necessarily help alleviate poverty or stimulate urban development. What is worse, they claim that the event might even exacerbate inequality in South Africa.
Pillay en Bass’s findings are both relevant and convincing. However, if we view their interpretation of the literature and their notions of cooperation in a different context, it is possible to substitute their pessimism with cautious realism. 
2. Reframing Poverty Alleviation and Urban Development

Pillay and Bass’s literature survey leaves no room for doubt. A mega-event like the World Cup is not a good instrument for direct poverty alleviation and urban development in terms of (socio)-economic benefit.
But poverty alleviation is complicated. It is not only an economic issue, but has political, social and cultural implications as well (Schulpen 2001). A mega-event may also enhance national pride and identity (Hart 1981, Driscoll and Wood 1999) and foster political liberalisation and respect for human rights (Black and Van der Westhuizen 2004). Such an event may also contribute to a positive image of the social and cultural environment, which may in turn boost the economic appeal of a city or country (Florida 2002). 
Such political, social and cultural dimensions usually have an indirect effect on poverty alleviation and are difficult to quantify. Therefore they hold little appeal for Pillay and Bass. This is understandable, both academically and from the perspective of the poor. Yet it is no reason to leave the political, social and cultural aspects of mega-events out of the picture. One need only consider the impact of two important sports events in South Africa in the 1990s: the African Cup of Nations and the Rugby World Cup. If these events were to be assessed solely in terms of their direct economic benefit, this would not do justice to the impact these events had on South African society.
Considering the nature of the 2010 event it seems realistic to focus (primarily) on the political, social and cultural aspects of poverty alleviation. There are realistic and feasible goals to be achieved in these areas, which – when put in a broader perspective of poverty alleviation and urban development – may be of great significance and value to the historically disadvantaged. 
3. Reframing Cooperation

Pillay and Bass argue that “event organizers, destination marketers and the political elite have an obligation to deliver the best economic impact on short (duration of the event) and long term, broad-based development goals (flow of funds and poverty reduction).” They conclude that so far the stakeholders have not been working together to fulfill this obligation.
Cooperation between various parties is always complicated because of the divergence in goals, interests, viewpoints and methods (Van Eekeren 2006). The group of stakeholders in the 2010 World Cup is marked by considerable heterogeneity and internal power struggles. Neither FIFA, the LOC, the government nor sponsors have put poverty alleviation at the top of their agenda. Mentioning poverty alleviation in South Africa’s bid for the World Cup may have been an opportunistic and political gesture rather than a widely supported mission.
Seen in this light, it seems unlikely that the stakeholders will forge a homogenous approach to poverty alleviation, even if an appeal is made to their moral obligation. It seems more practical and realistic to accept, and make use of, the heterogeneity and the inherent tensions and dilemmas (De Ruijter 1998). To get poverty alleviation on the joint agenda the stakeholders should search for common interests that do not conflict with their own core interests and then lend weight to these shared goals.
4. Conclusion
Pillay and Bass’s paper is very valuable. Their analysis of the literature and the organizational context shows us that direct economic benefit to the historically disadvantaged will be limited, despite all the (political) rhetoric surrounding the event. 
It is important to temper expectations surrounding the 2010 World Cup. More attention should be paid to what is possible rather than to what has been or should be done. Reframing the notions of poverty alleviation and cooperation could lead to a more realistic set of expectations. 
Questions
· Would it not be wise, considering the nature of the event, to aim less for direct economic benefit and more at maximizing the social, cultural and political significance of the 2010 World Cup? 
· What means are there to pressure the current stakeholders into acting in the interests of the disadvantaged, and hence alleviating poverty? Would (political) pressure from outside South Africa help? 
· What role can academics play in ensuring that the stakeholders project a realistic image of the impact the World Cup can have on the region, particularly when speaking to the South African population? 
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