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Review by Hugo Rosemont, King’s College, London 

obert Raine, the former Director of Olympic and Paralympic Security at the United Kingdom (UK) 
Home Office, has published an account of the security arrangements he oversaw for the London 2012 
Olympic and Paralympic Games (London 2012). Based on a talk he delivered at the George C. 

Marshall European Center for Security Studies in April 2013, his article for Intelligence and National Security 
casts new light on the policymaking structures and processes that were developed to ensure that London 2012 
passed safely. Whilst the level of scholarly interest in major-event security has been on the increase during the 
past decade, published contributions from senior practitioners in this field have to date been in noticeably 
short supply. As such, this article warrants serious attention and scrutiny. 

Raine delivers a well-balanced assessment of the challenges that faced the British Government, the security 
authorities, and the event organizers, and how they went about delivering security for London 2012. Having 
candidly highlighted the troublesome UK security context for the Games - “we do have a terrorist problem” 
(423) - he provides a concise commentary on the Government’s assessment of the key risks facing the event 
[i.e. “terrorism”, “serious crime”, “disruption from protestors”, and “natural hazards” (424-425)], before 
describing the risk management approach that was adopted in the Olympic security strategy to mitigate them.  

Perhaps unsurprisingly, the article provides a positive appraisal of what has rightly been widely heralded as a 
successful security operation - the author argues that a “new benchmark” has been set in respect of inter-
agency security coordination (433), and that this was a key factor in ensuring that London 2012 was secure 
(422). The author summarizes the final outcome of all the hard work that went into the effort: 

There was no terrorist incident. Ticket touts were also disrupted. Economic crime was at a low level. No 
disruptive protest succeeded, but peaceful protest was facilitated. (432) 

Against this record, it would be hard to argue that the London 2012 security operation was anything other 
than a considerable success, but how does Raine’s article fare as a scholarly contribution? It should be noted 
that, at twelve pages, the article is constrained by length and therefore the ground it can cover is limited. As 
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the title indicates, it must also be recognized that the article is offered as a set of “reflections” that draw on 
Raine’s practical policy experience and impressions. It nevertheless contributes a unique perspective to a 
growing body of dedicated literature on major-event security in general, and London 2012 in particular.1 
When considered in this context, the article makes a significant contribution in several important respects.  

First, the dramatic size of “the biggest security operation in the UK for nearly 70 years” (422) - or, indeed, 
that of any Olympics - is powerfully illustrated by the impressively large numbers that appear throughout the 
text. Amongst the most jaw-dropping of the cited statistics, Raine reveals that London 2012 consisted of “30 
sporting and 70 other venues with 10 million spectators” (422); explains that “over 50,000 people were 
involved in the safety and security operation” (427); and clarifies that, despite the difficulties in measuring 
spending, London 2012 security cost “just under £1.1bn” ($1.7bn U.S.) on top of other routine expenditure 
(431). Importantly, this latter statistic is a useful ‘final’ figure that complements other existing work on 
Olympic security spending.2  

Second, the article serves as a reminder of the importance of establishing effective governance arrangements 
for the management of Olympic security - or, indeed, for the response to any contemporary security challenge 
- and in the process it adds to the body of existing work on how best to manage what Raine calls a “multi-
agency operation” (432). The “challenge of inter-agency coordination” for major-event security has previously 
been detailed by Keith Weston;3 this new contribution usefully adds an even more recent practitioner’s view - 
and new data - to this important field of research. 

Third, the article is an important addition to the surprisingly limited available volume of literature covering 
the structure, operation and effectiveness of the Government’s central policymaking machinery with respect 
to the UK’s counter-terrorism strategy known as CONTEST (an acronym originally drawn from; Counter-
Terrorism Strategy4). Whilst several accounts have analyzed the history, development and operation of 

                                                      
1 See especially Anthony Richards, Pete Fussey and Andrew Silke (Eds.), Terrorism and the Olympics: Major 

event security and lessons for the future (London: Routledge, 2011); Barrie Houlihan and Richard Giulianotti, “Politics 
and the London 2012 Olympics: the (in)security Games”, International Affairs, Vol.88:4 (2012); Alphus Hinds, 
“Fortress Olympics: Counting the cost of major event security”, Jane’s Intelligence Review, Vol.19:5 (May 2007); Philip 
Boyle and Kevin D. Haggerty, “Spectacular Security: Mega-Events and the Security Complex”, International Political 
Sociology, Vol.3:3 (2009); Colin J. Bennett and Kevin D. Haggerty, Security Games: Surveillance and Control at Mega-
Events (Oxford: Routledge, 2011); and Pete Fussey, Jon Coaffee, Gary Armstrong and Dick Hobbs, Securing and 
Sustaining the Olympic City: Reconfiguring London for 2012 and Beyond (Farnham: Ashgate Publishing, 2011). 

2 See especially Houlihan and Giulianotti, “Politics and the London 2012 Olympics”, 707; see also Richard 
Giulianotti and Francisco Klauser, “Security Governance and Sport Mega-events: Toward an Interdisciplinary Research 
Agenda”, Journal of Sport and Social Issues, Vol.34:1 (2010), 2. 

3 Keith Weston, “The challenge of inter-agency coordination” in Richards et al, Terrorism and the Olympics, 
180-207. 

4 Specifically, Omand has explained that CONTEST derived from ‘COuNter-TErrorism Strategy.’ David 
Omand, Securing the State (London: C. Hurst & Co., 2010), 86. 
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CONTEST since its creation5, this appears to be the first time that the significance of utilizing CONTEST as 
“the basic framework for the approach to Olympic security” (422) has been published by someone so 
intimately involved in the Government’s policymaking process. Raine’s account of the rationale for using 
CONTEST as the basis for London 2012 security planning (425-427), and of the operation of its governance 
mechanisms, is in itself an important new contribution. 

Fourth, it is safe to assume that Raine’s assessment of what went well in the security planning for London 
2012 - one of the article’s closing sections explicitly asks “What Are The Lessons?” (432) - is likely to generate 
as much interest from future Olympic security practitioners as it does with interested academics. Numerous 
key learnings are offered and deserve to be widely read - amongst them, Raine’s identification of the crucial 
need to “set out the strategic framework and get it widely agreed” (432) should perhaps be placed at the top of 
any future Olympic host’s list of security priorities. 

Notwithstanding this positive assessment of a valuable new contribution, close followers of the security 
planning for London 2012 might be forgiven for thinking that Raine occasionally understates the significance 
of several key developments that took place in the run-up to the Games. Amongst them, the transfer of policy 
responsibility for Olympic security to the Office for Security and Counter-Terrorism within the Home Office 
in December 2008 was a pivotal decision - the unsettled if not dysfunctional character of the arrangements 
prior to this time has been covered elsewhere6 - yet the author chooses to consider the significance of this 
moment for entirely different reasons [“…so we exploited fully the synergies between counter-terrorism and 
Olympic security planning” (426)]. Also, the article leaves the impression that London 2012 security 
planning started later than it actually did. Historically speaking, planning for security began well before 
London was even successful in its bid to host the Games (in July 2005). Recognizing that the article is not 
intended as a full historical record, one can nevertheless argue that a more detailed analysis would note that 
many of the initiatives to which Raine refers [such as “secured by design” (432)] started to be incorporated 
over seven years prior to their successful implementation. Finally, some scholars working in this area may feel 
disappointed that the concluding section of the article limits its inquiry into the “legacy” of London 2012’s 
security plans solely with respect to its impact on “the Security Community of the United Kingdom” (433). 
In short, previous accounts covering this topic have considered the “security legacies” of past Olympics much 
more broadly.7 There might therefore be value in future assessments reflecting on how the security for 

                                                      
5 See especially Paul Wilkinson (Ed.), Homeland Security in the UK: Future preparedness for terrorist attack since 

9/11 (Oxford: Routledge, 2007); Andrew Staniforth, Preventing Terrorism and Violent Extremism (Oxford: Oxford 
University Press, 2014); Frank Foley, Countering Terrorism in Britain and France: Institutions, Norms and the Shadow of 
the Past (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2013); David Omand, “The Terrorist Threat to the UK in the Post-
9/11 Decade”, Journal of Terrorism Research, Vol.3:2 (2012); Peter Hennessy, The Secret State: Preparing For The Worst 
1945-2010 (London: Penguin Books, 2010); and Charlie Edwards, ‘The UK Counter-Terrorism Strategy: A Return on 
Investment’, RUSI Analysis, 10 April 2013, Via: 
https://www.rusi.org/go.php?structureID=commentary&ref=C5165370EE3D28#.VWxgeM9Viko (accessed 1 June 
2015). 

6 Ian Blair, Policing Controversy (London: Profile Books, 2009), 245-248. 

7 See especially Philip Boyle and Kevin D. Haggerty, “Spectacular Security: Mega-Events and the Security 
Complex”, International Political Sociology, Vol.3:3 (2009); Giulianotti and Klauser “Security Governance and Sport 
Mega-events”; Valentina Soria, “Beyond London 2012: The Quest for a Security Legacy”, RUSI Journal, Vol.156:2 

https://www.rusi.org/go.php?structureID=commentary&ref=C5165370EE3D28%23.VWxgeM9Viko
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London 2012 may have affected the thinking of other international-event organizers, and/or how the 
International Olympic Committee and other Governments may now view Olympic security requirements as a 
result of them.  

These are minor quibbles, however, and the only real trouble with Raine’s article concerns the lack of detail 
he offers in his account of the “toughest thing” (430) that had to be addressed vis-à-vis London 2012 security 
- the putting together of the required security workforce after the failure by the security company G4S to 
deliver the number of security personnel that it was contracted for. In short, Raine only briefly examines this 
significant issue, explaining how “G4S fell short” and that “[t]he failure by G4S has been well documented” 
(431). On the contrary, this reviewer maintains the view that the Home Affairs Select Committee’s media-
captivating and therefore widely-reported finding that the company was “firmly and solely”8 to blame for the 
failure to deliver on the contract (an assessment not directly addressed in Raine’s article) was an over-
simplification.9 Whilst Raine and all those involved deserve plaudits for developing and delivering the 
contingency plans that ensured that the private security manpower shortfall did not adversely affect the 
security operation, this version of events tells only part of the story. The apparent widespread lack of interest 
in the deficiency of the wider governance arrangements around the G4S contract is regrettable because an 
opportunity is being missed to learn lessons about how such public-private security cooperation could be 
handled in the future.10  

This final observation aside, Robert Raine’s reflective piece is an extremely valuable contribution that will 
have enormous utility both for major-event security scholars and future Olympic security practitioners. The 
sheer scale and complexity of the security operation he oversaw leaps off every page to the extent that it is 
almost overwhelming. Happily for all those who attended London 2012 (this reviewer included) Raine 
appears to have taken this all in his stride to deliver an impressive, if not unique level of security cooperation 
that ensured the event passed safely. Whilst the article raises questions as well as offering many answers, it 
should be seen as an important policy-orientated supplement to the growing body of emerging scholarly work 
on major-event security. 

 

                                                      
(April/May 2011); Richard Giulianotti, “Six security legacies of major sporting events”, ICSS Journal, Vol.1:1 (March 
2013). 

8 Home Affairs Select Committee, ‘Olympics security’, Seventh Report of Session 2012-13, HC 531-I, 21 
September 2012, via:  http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201213/cmselect/cmhaff/531/531.pdf (accessed 1 
June 2015), 12. 

9 Hugo Rosemont, “Reassessing the G4S Olympic security affair”, Defencemanagement.com, 3 October 2012. 

10 These arrangements are examined within chapter five of the reviewer’s doctoral thesis. Hugo Rosemont, “A 
UK ‘security-industry complex’? A reassessment of the origins, characteristics, and consequences of private sector 
involvement in the counter-terrorism aspects of contemporary UK national security strategy”, PhD Dissertation, King’s 
College London, 2015. 

http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201213/cmselect/cmhaff/531/531.pdf
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