
Vol.:(0123456789)

European Journal for Security Research (2022) 7:117–137
https://doi.org/10.1007/s41125-022-00088-6

1 3

ORIGINAL ARTICLE

COVID‑19 Governance in the Event Sector: A German Case 
Study

Malte Schönefeld1  · Patricia M. Schütte1  · Yannic Schulte1  · 
Frank Fiedrich1 

Received: 15 March 2022 / Accepted: 4 December 2022 / Published online: 20 December 2022 
© The Author(s) 2022

Abstract
The article reflects on the stop-and-go procedures of re-opening the event sector 
under pandemic circumstances in a case study for difficult political and adminis-
trative governance, confusing regulations and systemic irritation. The focus lies on 
the addressees of restricting regulations, i.e. event industry and in particular event 
organizers who have to deal with requirements from different event stakeholders. It 
is our aim to trace their strategies and identified margins of manoeuvre in order to 
re-enable events under inconvenient surrounding conditions. In times of COVID-19, 
major events are under general suspicion as enablers for “super spreading” or “mass 
contagion”. One of the major business sectors in Germany—the event sector—was 
among the very first that was forced to shut down and among the very last, that 
could re-open again. This has not only economic but also social impacts: events as 
social settings and contexts fulfil important societal functions. They enable social 
exchange, cultural innovation, and political participation and provide socio-psycho-
logical relief. The contribution of events to these elementary societal functions was 
strongly limited in the pandemic. Although event approving authorities and event 
organizers in collaboration with their service providers work intensely to re-open 
events under hygienically safe conditions, lastingly convincing re-opening concepts 
have not yet been identified. The federal system in Germany, the diversity of appli-
cable regulations, expected measures and outcomes, the dynamics of the situation, 
and resulting short-term changes in legal conditions lead to a variety of concepts 
and measures, which differ depending on location, event, persons involved, etc.
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1 Introduction

The COVID-19 pandemic has hit the event industry hard. It has been more or less 
at a standstill since 2020. One of the top 10 economic branches with a revenue of 
129 billion Euro and around 1.5 million people at work in 2019 (R.I.F.E.L. 2020) in 
Germany—the event sector—was among the very first that was forced to shut down 
and among the very last that could re-open again. Since then, rules and regulations 
for events were oscillating in high frequency between these two poles, which neg-
atively affects planning reliability for event organizers. Although event approving 
authorities and event organizers in collaboration with their service providers worked 
intensely to re-open events under hygienically safe conditions, lastingly convinc-
ing re-opening concepts have not yet been identified. The federal system in Ger-
many, the diversity of applicable regulations, expected measures and outcomes, the 
dynamics of the situation, and resulting short-term changes in legal conditions led 
to a variety of concepts and measures, which differed depending on location, event, 
persons involved, etc. Going into the beginning of 2022, the industry was charac-
terized by stop-and-go procedures of re-opening the event sector under pandemic 
circumstances. The situation still seems difficult and unpredictable. Nevertheless, 
the many attempts by event organizers to launch concepts for safely implementing 
events again speak for a relentless quest to revive the event industry. This raises the 
question of the basis on which the approaches, re-opening concepts and measures 
were and are actually taken. What requirements from different stakeholders did the 
event organizers face? How did they deal with the multiple demands and expecta-
tions? What kind of logic did they follow in their decisions (efficacy, efficiency, eco-
nomical aspects, acceptance, rationality and/or legitimacy)? The focus here lies on 
the addresses of restricting regulations, i.e. event industry, in particular event organ-
izers. It is our aim to trace their strategies and identified margins of manoeuvre in 
order to re-enable events under inconvenient surrounding conditions.

In an attempt to answer these questions, we aim to trace the relevant requirements 
that have had an impact on the event organizers’ decisions regarding the planning of 
events as well as their logics behind, based on empirical data obtained in first-hand 
examinations in the NORMALISE research project (see Sect. 4). From a theoretical 
point of view, we refer to neo-institutionalism and assume that organizers do not 
orient themselves solely to economic, acceptable and feasible solutions, but to what 
seems rational and is expected, if not demanded, by the environment. Re-opening at 
any price and writing everything necessary into the concepts seems to be the main 
claim of the organizers. In other words, it is all about legitimacy in order to realize 
their own events and possibly secure their own survival as an organization.

2  Background: Event Approvals and COVID‑19

Whether a major event like a music festival, a carnival or a (mega) sports event 
can take place or not depends largely on the assessment on the safety of the event. 
Event safety in Germany is part of regulations at the federal state level, at which 
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interestingly, in most federal state law, legal definitions of major events are miss-
ing. Unfortunately, progress in event safety is highly driven by critical incidents 
and failures (Challenger and Clegg 2011; Mair and Weber 2019; Vendelø 2019). 
Especially since the Love Parade incident 2010 (Helbing and Mukerji 2012), 
flaws and shortcomings in German event safety became highly visible. The matter 
was taken up at the national level: Event safety research projects were initiated, 
and a working group for “Aspects of major events relevant to civil protection” 
within the portfolio of the Federal Ministry of the Interior began to address the 
establishment of national standards related to event safety (Coellen and Franke 
2014). One example for these efforts is a common definition for the object at risk, 
“major event”, illustrating the basal level at which the discussion was conducted 
in Germany a decade ago. A research project under participation of the German 
Federal Office for Civil Protection and Disaster Relief aimed to fill that defini-
tional gap only recently and established a common understanding among most 
stakeholders that we adopt in this article:

“Events with an increased risk potential due to the nature of the event or at 
which the number of visitors is higher than one third of the population [of 
the host city] or higher than 5000. They require official approval as well as 
qualified cooperation between the authorities and organizations with safety 
and security tasks (AOS), the event organizers and other parties involved.” 
(BaSiGo 2015: glossary entry “Großveranstaltung”, translated by authors)

Further developments and the necessary attention to the area of event safety 
have followed in the aftermaths of several incidents and near-misses, becoming 
manifest in technical, organizational, and personal measures against dangers like 
crowd dynamics/stampedes, terrorism, amok, weather hazards, and other threats. 
Event safety concepts became more comprehensive and professional, largely by 
the expectations of the regulatory agencies, which are responsible for event per-
missions at the local level.

However, questions of public health in the event context did not raise compara-
ble attention. Although infection risks are inherent to the characteristic of events 
as gatherings of many people, these risks were not given particular regard. As our 
interviews show (see Sects. 3–5), the event sector was catched flat-footed when 
the pandemic threatened their business continuity, with little knowledge and high 
insecurity about how to conduct safe events under pandemic circumstances. Con-
sequently, events were prohibited until further notice. This puts organizers under 
pressure. They were and potentially will again be confronted with a wide vari-
ety of requirements that they had and will have to meet in order to re-open their 
events and generate turnover again.

Over the course of the pandemic, the event sector was experiencing a roller-
coaster ride in terms of what is allowed and what is not. Between periods of total 
shutdown of event operations and phases of a delusive back-to-normal feeling, 
there were transition phases characterized by several limitations, e.g. in terms of 
rules of conduct (“No singing!”, “Keep distance!”) or in terms of maximum per-
mitted audience (limitation of capacity).
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The situation left its marks in the event industry. The sector feels more impaired 
by the COVID-19 pandemic than the overall economy. As Fig. 1 shows, the ordi-
nances, regulations and requirements imposed by “the government” and subsequent 
official actors are an area of very high concern for the event industry.

Events fulfil important societal, economic, and cultural functions. The fragile sit-
uation impaired this huge potential of events. In addition to the social significance, 
the re-opening of events was also important for the industry itself. This economi-
cally hard-hit sector struggled to keep itself and its workforce alive. Although two 
years did pass since beginning of the COVID-19 pandemic, a convincing re-opening 
concept is still to be found. In the following, we look at the ordinary event approval 
procedure before we introduce our theoretical viewpoint.

2.1  The Event Approval Process

In Germany, an event organizer with the intention of holding a certain event is seek-
ing approval for its conduction. For this approval, a registration including an over-
all event concept as well as a concept for safety and security is handed in at the 
approval or regulatory agency that is part of the local layer of governance (Fig. 2). 
Only during COVID-19, an additional hygiene concept often became a regular sup-
plementary document in which the compliance to existing rules for infection preven-
tion was laid out.

In most cases, the regulatory agency is identical with the public order office (Ord-
nungsamt) which may consult other specialist public authorities like fire or pub-
lic health services (Feuerwehr, Gesundheitsamt) for expert advice in the approval 

Fig. 1  Problem areas of the event industry compared to the overall economy (Sauer and Wohlrabe 2021) 
(translated by the authors)
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procedure. The regulatory agency collects and sums up all inputs from the depart-
ments consulted and may subsequently request modifications to specific details of 
the concepts.

As Fig. 2 indicates, the event approval process involves several other important 
actors, which will be presented subsequently in order to explain the various organi-
zational logics (Greenwood et  al. 2009; Thornton 2004), e.g. intentions, values, 
rules, etc., that need to be addressed by event organizers in the approval process.

2.2  The Event Approval Stakeholders

The event organizer The organizer is responsible for the safety of the event. An 
organizer is a natural or legal person who carries out an event on his own responsi-
bility. Organizers can pursue both commercial and non-commercial interests; they 
can work professionally and full-time or part-time on a “hobby basis”. The size of 
an event is not an indication of the professionalism of the “organizer”. In Germany, 
there are no requirements for “the organizer” in terms of qualification and train-
ing. There is no standardized concept for “the organizer” with clearly defined roles, 
training profiles, operational requirements, etc.—just as “the organizer” is not the 
only role to be filled in this function. The organizer is also an entrepreneur and/
or employer in the sense of the occupational health and safety laws and the acci-
dent prevention regulations. The event organizer presents its intention to organize an 
event in a given place to the responsible regulatory agency. The complexity of the 
registration process may vary.

The regulatory agency The regulatory agency is always bound to existing law. 
As a public body, any intervention must happen on a legal basis. Legal sources (e.g. 
directives, norms) with regard to event safety are regularly located on the federal 
state level (Löhr 2018). Their scope ranges from technical regulations to organiza-
tional processes like necessary qualifications of safety personnel, etc.

Depending on the outline data, the regulatory agency may bind its approval to 
conditions, such as putting concepts and measures for safety and security in place, 
and nowadays, as a new requirement, also for hygiene. This process may be iterated 

Fig. 2  Event approval process in Germany (own illustration)
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and also include discussions, site inspections, etc. The diversity of applicable regu-
lations, expected measures and outcomes, the dynamics of the situation and result-
ing short-term changes in legal conditions lead to a variety of concepts and meas-
ures, which differ depending on location, event, persons involved, etc.

The public health office Public health offices are (with the exception of few fed-
eral states) part of the municipal level. Their main task is the implementation of the 
Infection Prevention Act (Infektionsschutzgesetz), which regulates the cooperation 
and collaboration of federal, state and local authorities. It defines reporting obliga-
tions and individual measures for the prevention of transmissible diseases, e.g. the 
obligation to provide proof of vaccination. For this reason, it was essential for event 
organizers to draw up a hygiene concept (in addition to the usual safety concept). 
The measures taken (e.g. air filters, capacity restrictions, mandatory testing, contact 
tracing and vaccination verification) are specified here, in compliance with the cur-
rent regulations of the respective federal state in which the event is to take place. 
To date, there are hardly any standards in this area, which is why hygiene concepts 
vary widely. But since the pandemic, public health offices therefore find themselves 
under the spotlight of public attention by shifting from a “shadowy existence” as 
public health supervisor to a key crisis management authority (Kuhlmann and Fran-
zke 2021). They have taken a major role in the event approval process as the special-
ized infection prevention agency in the municipal framework.

Public authorities and organizations with security tasks Within their realm of 
expertise, police and fire departments are often included into the event approval pro-
cess, e.g. for reasons of public safety, fire protection, traffic control, etc.

Not part of the official approval process, but clearly indicated in our interview 
findings is the role of local politics. As shown later, local politics tend to favour re-
opening over continued restriction and thereby influencing the administrative branch 
in the local governance framework. The final approval, however, is based on a dis-
cretionary decision of the regulatory/approval agency in compliance with federal 
state law.

Event-goers as the addressees of most of the safety, security and hygiene meas-
ures also constitute an important influential factor. Many measures require active 
cooperation and interaction, which is why compliant behaviour of event-goers is 
necessary for safety and security. We therefore assume that organizations are guided 
by their perceptions of the acceptance of measures by their visitors/customers in 
order to maximize their impact.

3  Theoretical Perspective on Event‑Related COVID‑19 Governance 
in the Event Industry with a Focus on Event Organizers

As already briefly mentioned in the previous section, several triggers have a poten-
tial impact on developments in the event industry and particularly on decisions 
of event organizers as a central actor group in this field. They have a special role 
because they have to meet many requirements if they want to obtain legitimacy, i.e. 
a permission to implement an event. Their decisions regarding events are strongly 
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influenced by different environmental factors. The following examples serve to illus-
trate which influences and requirements affect organizers.

Since 2010, it was, e.g. failures and critical incidents, but particularly terrorist 
threats that shaped considerations and actions for major events. In this context, prac-
titioners reported that terrorism at major events tended to shift other critical scenar-
ios such as extreme weather events into the background of security discourses and 
concepts. This is evident at various so-called field-configuring events (Lampel and 
Meyer 2008; Wooten and Hoffman 2016) such as conferences and workshops, where 
field representatives regularly meet and exchange ideas. In Germany, too, such trig-
ger topics seem to have a lasting effect and led to legal and normative evolutions that 
forced event organizers to develop comprehensive safety concepts. They became 
legally anchored necessities for approvals, which have to be agreed upon by all rel-
evant event stakeholders. This establishment of agreement involves various authori-
ties and private security providers, which are all part of the field of event safety. 
As organizational behaviour can be seen as embedded in social and institutional 
contexts, it is influenced by different institutional logics that influence the organiza-
tions of such a field. These are logics of action through which institutions—family, 
market, the bureaucratic state, democracy, religion, professions and society—shape, 
change, stabilize, etc., individual and organizational action, as Friedland and Alford 
(1991), later also Thornton (2002, 2004) and Thornton and Occasio (2008) describe 
it. Institutional logics offer some kind of orientation for organizations in terms of 
“assumptions and values, usually implicit, about how to interpret organizational 
reality, what constitutes appropriate behavior, and how to succeed” (Thornton 2004, 
70). They define the possibilities for action of an organization. The organization, in 
turn, is influenced by different logics, which can sometimes conflict. Therefore, it 
combines and deals with them in its specific organizational logic, which means, “a 
composite expression of a range of institutional logics localized in time and space” 
(Spicer and Sewell 2010, 7; Friedland and Alford 1991; Thornton and Ocasio 1999). 
In the context of the event industry and in particular event safety as an essential part 
of it, this means security and safety aspects, rules and practices, for example (Green-
wood et al. 2009; Thornton 2004), which are mutually agreed on in a safety concept. 
Organizers must orchestrate this process well so that the authorities involved sup-
port the safety concept (see below). This is a prerequisite for the final legitimization 
of the event implementation by the approval authority (see Sect. 2). However, the 
organizers also pursue market-based premises of profit making, which, for example, 
keep the budget for safety within limits.

In addition, non-binding regulations that had been in place for years like 
the ‘Model Ordinance on the Construction and Operation of Places of Assem-
bly’ (German regulation: Musterverordnung über den Bau und Betrieb von Ver-
sammlungsstätten, MVStättVO) were translated into federal state law equivalents 
and implemented (Löhr 2018). To fill the required concepts with life, i.e. concrete 
content, guidelines and orientation frameworks were developed such as the secu-
rity guidelines for major outdoor events issued by the Ministry of the Interior and 
Local Government of the State of North Rhine-Westphalia (MIK NRW 2012) 
or the BaSiGo Guide (BaSiGo 2015) which developed from a publicly funded 
research project. Concepts implemented according to such orientation frameworks 
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and guidelines, established themselves as benchmarks of professionalism for event 
organization. Even though these may not be binding regulations, their considera-
tion by event organizers is seen and ultimately expected by many authorities as a 
characteristic of a professional event. Additionally, there are also mimetic effects, 
for example, between various event organizers, which result from regular meetings 
for the exchange of information on event management and event safety and secu-
rity, as well as from mutual observation. An important pioneer in the area of profes-
sionalization is the German Football Association (Deutscher Fussball-Bund), which 
has found some imitators, e.g. in the training courses developed for private security 
personnel and event stewards. Changed attitudes towards security and safety and an 
increased sensitivity towards subjective (in)security feelings and expectations of 
visitors—as examples of environmental factors—seem to have gained increasing 
influence as an important variable in decisions about measures on the part of organ-
izers and security actors at major events (keyword: “security theatre”) (Felten 2004; 
Schütte et  al. 2021). To put it concisely, (critical) incidents, resulting regulations, 
changing expectations of diverse stakeholders, different logics, actions of and inter-
actions with other stakeholders influence the event organizers’ decisions (DiMaggio 
and Powell 1983, 1991; Greenwood et al. 2009; Scott 1991; Wooten and Hoffman 
2016).

The COVID-19 pandemic represents a caesura in this context, as it sets a com-
pletely different issue alongside classic event security and safety. The classic safety 
and security requirements from respective stakeholders for event organizers were 
supplemented by additional quite different requirements from additional stakehold-
ers (i.e. health departments). As a result, event organizers were under even more 
pressure than before to decide which requirements they must, can and want to ful-
fil. In order to decide sensibly they had to weigh economic, security-, safety- and 
hygiene-related aspects as well as acceptance- and legitimacy-promoting arguments, 
etc., and had to prioritize the demands of other stakeholders (health department, 
public order department, police, fire brigades, event-goers, etc.; see Fig. 3).

We assume that for event organizers, the legitimacy of their events was at the 
forefront of their decisions. By granting permission to hold events, they were able 
to (re)open up economic profit opportunities, avert further drastic losses and secure 
their survival. This understanding of legitimacy corresponds to classical defini-
tions as used in neo-institutionalism, which means, it “is a generalized perception or 
assumption that actions of an entity are desirable, proper, or appropriate within some 
socially constructed system of norms, values, beliefs, and definitions”. (Suchman 
1995:574). One way of dealing with many different, sometimes conflicting require-
ments is decoupling what actually happens in an organization from formal structures 
(Meyer and Rowan 1977). The structures thus take up expectations of the environ-
ment without actually translating them into actions. They primarily fulfil a symbolic 
function. This refers to so-called legitimacy facades (e.g. Meyer and Rowan 1977; 
Suchman 1995). This is closely related to new challenges for organizers that arose 
from the pandemic situation:

• The public health departments as new actors in the event field, knew little about 
it, and were trying to protect themselves legally. This often created a multitude 
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of requirements that could hardly be reviewed by an agency staff tied up in the 
pandemic.

• Since COVID-19 was all-determining situation, health departments became 
central actors and their professional logics dominated over other actors less 
central in the situation. Hygiene requirements were put before safety and secu-
rity requirements. As a result, event organizers implemented what was assumed 
rational by stakeholders in times of the COVID-19 pandemic, such as compre-
hensive concepts and measures for infection control and hygiene in order to 
obtain permission for the re-opening of their event.

• Nevertheless, at the same time, the requirements and professional logics of clas-
sic authorities remained relevant for the legitimization of organizers and the 
approval of events. They, too, strove to secure themselves legally and to demand 
the appropriate safety measures and corresponding resources to do so in terms of 
fire protection, emergency rescue, paramedics, etc.). However, those actors were 
not responsible for hygiene requirements and were therefore not very interested 
in them. There was no coordination whatsoever between hygiene concepts on the 
one hand and safety and security concepts on the other hand, which means that 
organizers have to use resources twice.

To examine this more closely, we turn to the question of how event organizers 
deal with the different requirements, some of which contradict each other and some 
of which interact with each other.

Based on the considerations outlined and on interview statements of key stake-
holders (see Fig. 3), we are investigating the logics of event organizers and the mul-
tiple requirements they are dealing with as bases for decisions regarding hygiene 
concepts and infection control measures for a supposedly safe re-opening of major 
events. In the following, we will go into more detail on the objectives, the methodo-
logical approach and the empirical data repository of the aforementioned project.

Fig. 3  Key stakeholders for safety and security at major events (own illustration)
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4  Methodology

In order to investigate how event organizers try to reach conformity with the require-
ments and how they use the regulatory margins of the COVID-19-related hygiene 
regulations, empirical data from our publicly funded German research project NOR-
MALISE are used here. In the following, we will focus on data obtained in expert 
interviews with representatives from key stakeholder groups, and in field observa-
tions at events.

Expert interviews From July to September 2021, eleven semi-structured expert 
interviews were conducted (see Table 1). The experts were recruited from the above-
mentioned stakeholder groups (see Fig. 3). The choice of interviewees resulted from 
an investigation about actors who were actively involved in event approval processes 
under COVID-19 conditions as well as the event organizers themselves. These con-
tacts were also used for field access interviews. Here, the stakeholders were able 
to additionally name whom they considered relevant for the approval process for 
events.

The interviews took place at a time when major events in Germany were temporarily 
realizable under COVID-19-related restrictions. Thus, on the one hand, it was possible 
to look retrospectively at events that had already been planned and carried out. On the 
other hand, it was possible to look prospectively at (coordination) processes of events 
that were yet to take place. Thematically, the experts were asked about the pandemic-
related alterations of the event approval process, about the development of concepts 
for hygiene/infection prevention, and about the implementation of hygiene measures, 
as well as the need for guidelines and an orientation framework for the planning and 
execution of events under COVID-19 conditions. In this context, strategies and coor-
dination processes of stakeholders and margins for manoeuvre were also discussed. 
The interviews were subsequently transcribed and anonymized. For the evaluation, 
the thematic qualitative text analysis (Kuckartz 2014, pp. 69ff) was chosen which is 
a deductive–inductive approach. In a first step, we coded the expert interviews using 
deductively developed categories based on the structured interview guideline and 

Table 1  List of interviewees

Type Interviewee Date

Private entity Organizer 1 (sports) 29 July 2021
Private entity Organizer 2 (music festivals) 02 August 2021
Private entity Organizer 3 (various) 19 August 2021
Private entity Private event safety 1 13 July 2021
Public authority Approval authority 1 16 August 2021
Public authority AOS 1 (Police) 05 August 2021
Public authority AOS 2 and 3 (Fire Department, joint interview) 09 August 2021
Public authority Health authority 1 01 September 2021
Other Independent expert 1 (for hygiene) 20 July 2021
Other Independent expert 2 (for event safety) 29 July 2021
Other Independent expert 3 (for event safety) 02 August 2021
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theoretical constructs from past research projects (e.g. mutual perception of the actors). 
The deductive categories used are as follows:

• Framework/environment (applicable COVID-19-specific event sets of rules) that 
have an impact on the actors.

• Which regulatory margins remain, are used or are desired.
• The mutual perception of the actors.
• As well as their own perception and understanding of their roles.

As a second step, the iterative inductive coding process on the material then allowed 
the changes through COVID-19-specific aspects in the approval process to be explored 
in detail. Here, the process-oriented approach (Zilber and Meyer 2022) is used to con-
sider the temporal dynamics (categories: framework/environment and which regulatory 
margins remain; see Sect. 5.1) in regulations for events and the impact on event man-
agement from the organizer’s perspective. In a final step, the main statements were then 
extracted, compared and analysed with a focus on event organizers and their dealing 
with various environmental requirements.

Field observations As part of the NORMALISE project, semi-structured field obser-
vations were made and documented at five different events from September to Decem-
ber 2021 (see Table 2). These included two outdoor sport events, two indoor music 
events, and an outdoor Christmas market. The observations were focused on the inter-
actions of visitors and event staff with infection control measures. Furthermore, it was 
possible to participate in a coordination meeting between authorities and the organizer 
related to one of the outdoor sport events. In the course of the observations, side talks 
with event organizers about strategy in terms of approaching challenges in planning 
and implementation took place. Observation logs were used as a supplementary source 
of insight into how interorganizational negotiations took place and how the hygiene 
concepts were put into practice.

The findings from the empirical data collection as outlined above are presented in 
the following section.

Table 2  Description of conducted field observations

Event type Venue type Date No. of visitors (approx.)

Sports event 1 Outdoor Aug. 2021 (1 day) 5.000
Sports event 2 Outdoor Nov. 2021 (1 day) 26.000
Music festival 1 Indoor Oct. 2021 (2 days) 4.000
Music festival 2 Indoor Nov. 2021 (2 days) 4.000
Christmas market Outdoor Dec. 2021 (3 weeks) n/a (no count)
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5  Findings

To contextualize the following findings, it helps to briefly recall the organizational 
logics of the actors and groups of actors in the approval process (see Fig. 2). Organ-
izers are interested in the success of an approved event. They value (economic) suc-
cess, stable framework conditions in planning and execution, and customer satisfac-
tion. The licensing authority and its related public partner organizations, such as the 
health department, pursue health and safety enforcement based on applicable law 
and the framework of the event being licensed.

The explorative interviews revealed interesting phenomena with regard to adapt-
ing to the new situation in the context of the re-opening of major events. As already 
described above, we consider statements from various key stakeholders in the event 
approval process in order to explain the challenges and constraints which event 
organizers face from different perspectives.

• Event organizers suffer from planning uncertainty due to rapidly changing regu-
lations and difficult medium-term foresight that also lets event organizers in part-
nership with their safety and security contractors face difficulties when commu-
nicating compliance of event-goers to non-pharmaceutical interventions (NPI) 
due to heterogeneity of NPI between events and between event venues (5.1).

• The relationship between event organizers and the new player “public health 
department” has not yet properly settled due to its struggle for accepting its 
expertise and power. Given this, plus the lack of resources of public health 
departments to consistently and credibly translate their regulatory power into 
action, margins of manoeuvre (resp. grey areas) open up for event organizers 
(5.2).

• Delegation of pressure: Local politics favour clean re-opening and delegates 
responsibility to its administration which in turn translates this pressure into 
harsh requirements towards event organizers (5.3).

In the following, these findings will be presented in detail:

5.1  Ever Changing Circumstances, Diversity of NPI Regulations, Lead‑Time 
and Planning Reliability

Regulations for the conduction of events under pandemic circumstances changed 
over and over since the total closure of events in early 2020. The concerns of event 
organizers are not so much the constraints themselves that come with pandemic-
related ordinances but their repeated altering and the short periods of ordinance 
validity. This includes the overall uncertainty whether major events will be allowed 
at all and, if yes, which circumstances need to be considered in the respective 
“hygiene concept”. One event organizer describes his situation at the end of July 
2021, when s/he was currently planning an event for fall 2021, as a leap into the 
dark:
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“In [a particular German federal state] there is simply no corona control 
ordinance that already includes October or November, so that the eventual 
approval authority could say, ‘At this point in time, what you’re proposing to 
me here makes total sense’. Because I do not doubt at all that they understand 
that—they don’t lack the expertise to understand that. I do not think they do. 
They match that with the appropriate legal situation that exists and say at this 
point in time, ‘Great’. However, the next corona protection ordinance […] will 
come at the end of September. What will be in it? The responsible approval 
authority does not even know now—two months before. (…) If I put myself in 
the position of this person, I can understand that he says: ‘Well, I don’t know 
what the entire requirement is which is given to me by my higher authority, 
namely the responsible federal state authority. That’s why I can’t tell you now 
whether the concept will then, if the event is to take place, still be approvable.” 
(Organizer 2, item 30).1

Both event organizers and local authorities are left in darkness, and it is rather 
the federal state level at which the criticism is directed. Although this level has to 
make decisions under uncertainty due to the dynamic situation, it is ultimately the 
one where the altering ordinances and regulations originate. Another event organ-
izer joins the empathic attitude towards local public servants:

“At the end of the day, the lady from the approval authority also said to me 
this morning, ‘I didn’t get the ordinance any earlier than you did. You got it 
Tuesday afternoon, and I got it Tuesday afternoon. And at that moment the 
storm of questions already broke over me.’ She is not to be envied.” (Organizer 
3, item 18)

According to interviewees, this created an atmosphere of uncertainty, since major 
events often require some weeks or months of lead-time in order to plan properly. It 
is difficult to manage otherwise. Even if the overall regulations may eventually allow 
the conduction of an event, the organizer regularly needs to build up contractual 
relationships with service providers which he/she may have a hard time to arrange if 
there is a serious economic risk for the organizer itself or its contractors:

“If the general condition is, ‘work first, but we don’t know exactly whether it 
will take place, because we don’t know whether we will get an approval in the 
current pandemic situation. And if that’s not the case, then it’s also difficult for 
us to pay you, because we don’t have any income either’, then, of course, no 
one will start working. On top of that, these companies, like the organizers, are 
also working short time.” (Organizer 2, item 19)

Approval authorities, also affected by the altering regulations and short validity 
periods, are well aware of the organizers’ dilemma:

1 Interview quotations are referenced in brackets: “Stakeholder group” followed by an ordinal number 
and the number of the respective paragraph in the interview transcript.
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“That’s why I think they’re playing it safe at the moment and prefer to post-
pone the whole thing until next year; otherwise they might just waste money 
and time for organizing [the event].” (Approval authority 1, item 5)

Those who “play it safe”, in the words of this approval authority staff member, 
are not the big commercial players but the small and local non- or low-profits:

“For all these semi-professional organizers of street festivals and alike, as we 
have here in [CITY], I think they just don’t do that. That is because it is prob-
ably just a bit too big for them. Creating hygiene concepts, going into planning 
without ultimately having a guarantee that it can take place in the end and so 
on.” (AOS 2 & 3, item 19)

The professional organizers of comparably large events in sports (here: profes-
sional soccer) face very different circumstances in this regard as they acknowledge 
due to more resources and expertise:

“I think we [...] have the advantage that soccer is, on the one hand, highly 
organized, also well-staffed. That’s certainly a big advantage, and I’d say that 
the financial possibilities and the personnel expertise have of course also ena-
bled them to develop a good precursor model, so to speak, and to approach the 
matter with a great deal of precision, I’d say, and perfectionism. So many peo-
ple put a lot of thought into how they would then implement it operationally 
on the ground. Of course, this is much more difficult for other sports, which 
are also based on volunteers.” (Organizer 1, item 33)

However, there is not only limited planning reliability on the time scale, there is 
also a spatial dimension: As of March 2022, it is up to the individual local approval 
authority to decide whether proposed measures, written down in a “hygiene con-
cept”, are sufficient or not. There is no common standard for the use of non-phar-
maceutical interventions at major events that is in place all over Germany, of 
course due to its federal structure. However, it is not uncommon for events to “tour” 
through different cities, and federal states. The more individual rules they encounter, 
the more onerous it becomes for them:

“In wishful thinking […] an organizer also knows that if I now plan a nation-
wide tour, then I will find similar or at least similar conditions in Bavaria as in 
North Rhine-Westphalia and as in Berlin. However, that is not the case at all.” 
(Organizer 3, item 47)

Moreover, even in the same city, in the case of similar sports events of the same 
organizer in the same indoor venue, one and the same licensing authority may come 
to different conclusions, from which the assigned steward service could not con-
clude what the differences in regulation were based on if not interpretation:

“At the first event, it was immensely important that the temperature was 
taken at everyone’s entrance at the arena. At the second event, it did not 
matter at all. So there is no uniformity in the approval authorities either, the 
same approval authority by the way. [...] You can see that this uniformity of 
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measures does not exist. [...] There are guidelines, but they are interpreted 
or demanded differently within the same authority. That is my experience.” 
[Private event safety 1, item 22]

The assessed situation is far from standardization. This heterogeneity of 
requirements leads to a heterogeneity of measures, which has a certain implica-
tion for the compliance of visitors as well. In addition to increased effort for the 
organizer, changing rules and obligations can also lead to confusion or lack of 
understanding on the part of event guests, or—as one public safety officer puts 
it—heterogeneity impairs compliance:

“Nothing is more unfortunate than when I attend two events and one is like 
this and the other is completely different. That always leads to a dwindling 
acceptance” (AOS 1, item 36)

Acceptance and compliance of event visitors are important when reflecting the 
positions, debates, and interests of approval authorities as well as of event organ-
izers. They are the addressees of most of the measures involved. It is them who 
shall be protected from infections. However, similar to most technical, organiza-
tional, or personal measures of “classic” event safety, the event visitors have to 
play along for the measure to have an effect. Furthermore, comparable to clas-
sic event safety measures, measures must be considered as sense-making to the 
visitor in order to be accepted and to be complied to. Event organizers know this 
mechanism well as it stands in contrast to the facades they set up in extensive 
hygiene conceptualization:

“The purpose should be to take measures where one is sure that they will have 
a certain acceptance. (...) It makes no sense that it only looks nice on paper if 
you know (...) that it will not work in practice” (Organizer 2, item 37).

In sum, on the part of the approval authorities, decisions are probably lagged 
because the legal and political conditions require it (coercive logics; see above). 
On the part of the organizers, this possibly leads to an—at least superficial—overa-
chievement of the requirements in order to signal conformity with the expectations 
and specifications:

“So first of all, that was not requested, that was proposed by the [event organ-
izer] on its own, the 3G regulation. It was not the health department. It goes 
without saying that the health department does not say at this point, ‘You don’t 
need all this, you can do without it’. It just gives everyone a better feeling 
somewhere when overachievement is achieved.” (Approval authority 1, item 
41).

However, there are also organizers who take the situation as an opportunity and 
who already think ahead to professionalize their concept design with regard to the 
integration of safety and hygiene and to position themselves more flexibly. However, 
in this context, it becomes clear how different the logics of the various stakeholders 
within the field are and how little each of them incorporates the perspectives of the 
other.
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5.2  Relationship Between Event Organizers and the Public Health Departments 
as New Players has not yet Settled Properly

As outlined above, the approval of events is regularly a responsibility of the 
municipal public order office. It is carrying out this task since ages in which it 
could accumulate expertise, especially in the assessment of “classic” safety and 
security risks and their technical, organizational or personal countermeasures. 
When expertise is missing, the public order office may involve specialized local 
agencies (see Fig. 2) for their assessment or opinion of a special issue (e.g. fire 
protection, public health, etc.). As infection prevention was hardly an issue in the 
past, public health authorities played only a minor role in the assessment process. 
Now that they entered the event stage as a key player with formal legitimacy, 
they face problems of acceptance as event organizers question their expertise and 
experience regarding the event sector:

“Our responsible approval authority is the public order office in conjunc-
tion with, or I’ll rather say, with the professional advice of the public health 
office. The people with whom we now discuss and talk day in and day out 
had no idea at all about major events. […] So of course, there are people at 
the public order office who have to deal with large events when they take 
place in public space. However, to consider an event under this aspect, the 
infection protection for event visitors, was actually technically not possible 
for these people at all. They first had to get to grips with it very deeply. It 
was a very big task for us to create a relationship of trust and to simply 
say: ‘Okay, we can agree to certain things and other things that might sound 
totally logical to someone from a health department are simply totally unre-
alistic.’" (Organizer 3, item 16)

The organizers therefore claim a certain power of definition vis-à-vis the pub-
lic health authorities with regard to what is feasible and sensible in the context 
of large events. In this way, they make margins of manoeuvre possible for them-
selves, insofar as specifications appear to be too strict or unusual to them.

Different perceptions of the role of approval authorities in the re-opening pro-
cess also shine through in this statement of a public order office director:

“I see the biggest challenges in the hygiene concepts that have to be sub-
mitted. They have to be countersigned by the health authorities. At least 
the [CITY] health authority is relatively restrictive in its approach. That is 
where I see the big problems. […] I really think our health department will 
be the biggest hurdle.” (Approval authority 1, item 11)

Since major events started to re-open in Germany, it has become customary 
that approval authorities demand so-called “hygiene concepts” from event organ-
izers which are forwarded to the health authority for checking. No other actor 
feels responsible or knowledgeable enough to co-evaluate hygiene concepts 
(Approval authority 1, item 17; AOS 1, item 23; AOS 2 and 3, item 38). However, 
when it comes to assessing practical implementation, the health department drops 
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out: The formal increase in importance and tasks has not been accompanied by a 
similar growth in work force. In our observations, we registered the attendance of 
several key stakeholders before and during an event (in preparatory meetings and 
inspections), while the health department did not show up (sports event 1, music 
festival 1, music festival 2). Event organizers know this professional weakness 
and therefore create sophisticated hygiene concepts as facades of legitimacy.

In summary, health departments are strongly oriented towards political guide-
lines, perceived by others as lacking a real feeling for and understanding of the 
“event” setting in general and its structures and processes. In order to be on the 
legally safe side, they tend to make maximum demands in terms of safety instead 
of selecting what makes sense. Due to the powerful gatekeeper function of health 
authorities in the approval process, their requirements and expectations must be 
met in the concept (on paper), even though they are not realistic or feasible. The 
adherence to self-imposed standards in these hygiene concepts declines over time if 
a lack of administrative supervision by health departments is felt by organizers dur-
ing event conduction. Overfulfilment on paper serves as a strategy by organizers in 
order to please authorities during the event approval process. In this respect, legiti-
macy facades are already built up in the hygiene concepts, since organizers may be 
aware that the health offices will not check what is actually implemented at the event 
due to their capacity problems. The danger of organizational legitimacy facades 
grows (see above).

5.3  Delegation of Pressure

Our research took place at the local level, which is where COVID-19-related health 
safety measures are implemented in accordance with rules made elsewhere (mainly 
federal state level). It is on the local level where stakeholders get together, negotiate, 
and finally decide on the approval of an event.

The local government and in particular its specialized authorities are in a posi-
tion in which they have to safeguard the compliance to COVID-19-related rules 
and regulations that have been imposed by higher levels. This lets the executive 
branch—administration as well as public safety agencies—find themselves in a 
sandwich position between the rule of law and an implicit political will. Special-
ized authorities involved in the approval process report their notion of political pres-
sure to re-enable the conduction of major events whenever possible. In the perspec-
tive of an interviewed public safety officer, local politics support a swift re-opening 
of major events in order to foster social cohesion and to get good social processes 
going again:

“If major events shall take place, politicians will always want to support them. 
Because that helps to get good social processes and social interaction going 
again, which is also very important for cohesion.” (AOS 1, item 19)
“It’s a political question: A fundamental decision about whether you want a 
new start and under which conditions can actually only be made politically. In 
the end, this decision is the basis for any action by the approving authorities. 
Therefore, a [municipal] health authority will not approve or prohibit an event 
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despite these regulations at the political level, but will be guided by them.” 
(AOS 2 and 3, item 35)

Approval authorities as well as AOS also describe the momentum behind the 
political will as ‘impulses’ that can hardly be resisted, or even as “insane pressure”. 
This results in the impression that it is not the technical approval scheme alone that 
drives the approval process:

“I would never claim that the approval authorities at the municipal level are 
completely free in their decisions. Of course, there are political impulses. 
And there has to be a lot in the balance for them to go against these political 
impulses.” (AOS 1, item 25)
“I can see that many events are also politically desired, of course. And at the 
moment there is simply an insane pressure behind it that a return to the nor-
malization of events is actually desired.” (Health authority 1, item 5)

There seems a certain domino effect starting with politics—approval authorities 
follow the political will, and public safety agencies such as police and firefighters 
follow the approval agencies:

“They [the approving authority] set the standard, so to speak. If they indicate – 
and I will put it quite casually—‘we don’t take it very seriously, we don’t want 
to bully the citizen too much, infection protection takes a back seat’, then we 
also agree with this vote, because for us this is of course the specialist author-
ity that we have to align ourselves with. Anything else would in any case lead 
to us causing more problems for society, I believe, and would exceed our 
resources. We are not equipped to take over the entire regulatory area.” (AOS 
1, item 11)

At this level, the strong legal orientation along legal requirements and a certain 
political bondage are evident on the part of the approval authorities. This gives the 
impression that some approval authorities may want to act in a legally secure and 
politically compliant manner vis-à-vis the event organizers. Such authorities seem 
to be less concerned with the acceptability, meaningfulness and feasibility of meas-
ures. In addition to a particularly extensive conceptualization, organizers must also 
deal with irregular changes in a dynamic pandemic situation. However, as illustrated 
in the section below, available adjusting screws for orientation also remain unused.

6  Outlook/Discussion

With the findings presented in this article, we aimed to provide a case study of how 
the changing COVID-19 enviorment influences interorganizational relationships, 
mutual expectations, and organizational strategies in the crisis from the perspective 
of event organizers.

Event organizers are required to follow various logics in order to get their 
events legitimated and to be allowed to hold them. In order to meet expecta-
tions of the approval authority, respectively, the health authority, they aim to 
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conceptualize and implement all required measures (security and hygiene), even 
if they know that these are neither implementable nor comprehensible. They must 
coordinate with approval agencies and explain deviations from maximum require-
ments and/or using the remaining margins of manoeuvre. Sometimes this creates 
facades of legitimacy, since many things are listed or represented in event struc-
tures, but are not necessarily translated into actual actions. In coordination with 
public safety and security organizations, event organizers need to check unwanted 
interactions between “new” hygiene measures and “classic” safety measures (e.g. 
face coverings were regularly banned in football stadiums for CCTV surveillance 
of problematic individuals which was overthrown by the requirement to wear a 
mask). The organizer has to respond to the visitors (audience wants certain meas-
ures: “security theatre”), as s/he wants them to come to the events; considerations 
of economic efficiency: measures must not be too expensive (weighing safety or 
hygiene, if necessary). The whole approval process has become very demanding, 
while at the same time, event conduction and customer behaviour are uncertain. 
Small and low/non-profit event organizers may avoid the effort and refuse from 
planning at all. The event sector concentrates on the bigger players.

But also the roles of approval authorities and authorities and organizations 
with safety and security tasks changed. Approval authorities strive for legal pro-
tection and legitimacy. They cannot decide or approve beyond the period of valid-
ity of the rules in force at the time. This temporal logic of the authorities clashes 
with the need for long-term planning of major events. Authorities and organiza-
tions with safety and security tasks also strive for legal protection and legitimacy 
(see above). However, their focus is on safety, not at all on hygiene. However, 
they may experience a higher workload nowadays due to facilitating and imple-
menting hygiene measures and hygiene communication for event-goers.

In order to complement the perspectives of the event organizers with the event-
goers’ attitude towards hygiene compliance at large events, we are currently 
reflecting on results of a representative German-wide survey on audience per-
spectives as well as our event observations to assess which measures are accept-
able and enforceable. Eventually, a planning and decision support tool for both 
event organizers and approval authorities will be created in order to scientifically 
support both sides in the event approval process under pandemic circumstances 
and enhance planning reliability.

In summer 2022, when this article is finalized and revised, COVID-19 is 
mainly unregulated in the event sector, as restrictions have largely been lifted 
in Germany. Of all the lessons learned under pain, only a few are still put into 
practice by responsibly acting event organizers who do not like to see their staff, 
contractors and customers at risk. However, this unfortunately fits into the larger 
picture of the event sector, which has repeatedly and for various reasons shown 
itself to be incapable of collective self-regulation. It can therefore be assumed 
that this group of actors, without any significant initiative of its own, must com-
ply to potentially recurring external demands in order to gain legitimacy and be 
allowed to organize events.



136 M. Schönefeld et al.

1 3

Acknowledgements The article was written in the context of the research project NON-PHARMACEU-
TICAL INTERVENTIONS AND SOCIAL CONTEXT ANALYSIS FOR SAFE EVENTS (NORMAL-
ISE, 2021–2022).

Funding Open Access funding enabled and organized by Projekt DEAL. The project is funded by the 
Deutsche Forschungsgemeinschaft (DFG, German Research Foundation)—project number 466313334.

Open Access This article is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License, 
which permits use, sharing, adaptation, distribution and reproduction in any medium or format, as long as 
you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the source, provide a link to the Creative Com-
mons licence, and indicate if changes were made. The images or other third party material in this article 
are included in the article’s Creative Commons licence, unless indicated otherwise in a credit line to the 
material. If material is not included in the article’s Creative Commons licence and your intended use is 
not permitted by statutory regulation or exceeds the permitted use, you will need to obtain permission 
directly from the copyright holder. To view a copy of this licence, visit http:// creat iveco mmons. org/ licen 
ses/ by/4. 0/.

References

BaSiGo (2015) BaSiGo-Guide. http:// www. basigo. de/ wiki/ index. php5? title= Haupt seite & oldid= 5906. 
Accessed 27 Feb 2022

Challenger R, Clegg CW (2011) Crowd disasters: a socio-technical systems perspective. Contemp Soc 
Sci 6:343–360. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1080/ 21582 041. 2011. 619862

Coellen B, Franke D (2014) Ein diffiziles Thema. Bevölkerungsschutz: 3–4
DiMaggio PJ, Powell WW (1983) The iron cage revisited: institutional isomorphism and collective 

rationality in organizational fields. Am Sociol Rev 48:147–160. https:// doi. org/ 10. 2307/ 20951 01
DiMaggio PJ, Powell WW (1991) Introduction. In: Powell WW, DiMaggio PJ (eds) The new institution-

alism in organizational analysis, 4th edn. University of Chicago Press, Chicago, pp 1–40
Felten E (2004) Security theatre. https:// freed om- to- tinker. com/ 2004/ 07/ 09/ secur ity- theat er/. Accessed 

27 Feb 2022
Friedland R, Alford RR (1991) Bringing society back in: symbols, practices, and institutional contradic-

tions. In: Powell WW, DiMaggio PJ (eds) The new institutionalism in organizational analysis, 4th 
edn. University of Chicago Press, Chicago, pp 232–267

Greenwood R, Díaz AM, Li SX, Lorente JC (2009) The multiplicity of institutional logics and the hetero-
geneity of organizational responses. Organ Sci 21(2):521–539. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1287/ orsc. 1090. 
0453

Helbing D, Mukerji P (2012) Crowd disasters as systemic failures: analysis of the Love Parade disaster. 
EPJ Data Sci. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1140/ epjds7

Kuckartz U (2014) Qualitative text analysis: a guide to methods, practice and using software. SAGE Pub-
lications Ltd, Thousand Oaks

Kuhlmann S, Franzke J (2021) Multi-level responses to COVID-19: crisis coordination in Germany from 
an intergovernmental perspective. Local Gov Stud 48(2):312–334. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1080/ 03003 
930. 2021. 19043 98

Lampel J, Meyer AD (2008) Field-configuring events as structuring mechanisms: how conferences, 
ceremonies, and trade shows constitute new technologies, industries, and markets. J Manag Stud 
45:1025–1035. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1111/j. 1467- 6486. 2008. 00787.x

Löhr V (2018) Veranstaltungsordnungsdienst (VOD): Statusbericht Recht. Im Rahmen des Projektes 
“ProVOD—Professionalisierung des Veranstaltungsordnungsdienstes”

Mair J, Weber K (2019) Event and festival research: a review and research directions. Int J Event Fest 
Manag 10(3):209–216. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1108/ IJEFM- 10- 2019- 080

Meyer JW, Rowan B (1977) Institutionalized organizations: formal structure as myth and ceremony. Am J 
Sociol 83:340–363. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1086/ 226550

MIK NRW (2012) Sicherheit von Großveranstaltungen im Freien: Orientierungsrahmen für die kommu-
nale Planung, Genehmigung, Durchführung und Nachbereitung, Düsseldorf. https:// www. im. nrw/ 

http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://www.basigo.de/wiki/index.php5?title=Hauptseite&oldid=5906
https://doi.org/10.1080/21582041.2011.619862
https://doi.org/10.2307/2095101
https://freedom-to-tinker.com/2004/07/09/security-theater/
https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.1090.0453
https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.1090.0453
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjds7
https://doi.org/10.1080/03003930.2021.1904398
https://doi.org/10.1080/03003930.2021.1904398
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6486.2008.00787.x
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJEFM-10-2019-080
https://doi.org/10.1086/226550
https://www.im.nrw/sites/default/files/documents/2017-11/grossveranstaltungen_orientierungsrahmen_druckversion.pdf


137

1 3

COVID-19 Governance in the Event Sector: A German Case Study  

sites/ defau lt/ files/ docum ents/ 2017- 11/ gross veran stalt ungen_ orien tieru ngsra hmen_ druck versi on. pdf. 
Accessed 27 Feb 2022

R.I.F.E.L. (2020) Die gesamtwirtschaftliche Bedeutung der Veranstaltungsbranche. http:// rifel- insti tut. de/ 
filea dmin/ Rifel_ upload/ 3.0_ Forsc hung/ Meta- Studie_ gesam twirt schaf tliche_ Bedeu tung_ der_ Veran 
stalt ungsb ranche_ RIFEL. pdf. Accessed 27 Feb 2022

Sauer S, Wohlrabe K (2021) Ein Geschäftsklimaindex für die Veranstaltungswirtschaft. https:// www. ifo. 
de/ DocDL/ sd- 2021- 11- sauer- wohlr abe- veran stalt ungsw irtsc haft. pdf. Accessed 27 Feb 2022

Schütte PM, Schönefeld M, Hafner F, Decker I (2021) Alles für die (gefühlte) Sicherheit? Herausforder-
ungen der Sicherheitsproduktion auf Großveranstaltungen für Akteure am Beispiel von Veranstal-
tungen im öffentlichen Raum. In: Lange H-J, Kromberg C, Rau A (eds) Urbane Sicherheit. Springer 
Fachmedien Wiesbaden, Wiesbaden, pp 117–148

Scott WR (1991) Unpacking institutional arguments. In: Powell WW, DiMaggio PJ (eds) The new insti-
tutionalism in organizational analysis, 4th edn. University of Chicago Press, Chicago, pp 164–182

Spicer A, Sewell G (2010) From national service to global player: transforming organizational logics in a 
public broadcaster. J Manag Stud 47(6):913–943. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1111/j. 1467- 6486. 2009. 00915.x

Suchman MC (1995) Managing legitimacy: strategic and institutional approaches. AMR 20:571–610. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 5465/ amr. 1995. 95080 80331

Thornton PH (2002) The rise of the corporation in a craft industry: conflict and conformity in institu-
tional logics. Acad Manag J 45(1):81–101

Thornton PH (2004) Markets from culture: institutional logics and organizational decisions in higher edu-
cation publishing. Stanford University Press, Stanford

Thornton PH, Ocasio W (1999) Institutional logics and the historical contingency of power in organiza-
tions: executive succession in the higher education publishing industry, 1958–1990. Am J Sociol 
105:801–843

Thornton PH, Ocasio W (2008) Institutional logics. In: Greenwood R, Oliver C, Suddaby R, Sahlin K 
(eds) The SAGE handbook of organizational institutionalism. Sage, Los Angeles, pp 99–128

Vendelø MT (2019) The past, present and future of event safety research. In: Armbrecht J, Lundberg E, 
Andersson T (eds) A research agenda for event management. Edward Elgar Publishing, Cheltenham, 
pp 23–34

Wooten M, Hoffman AJ (2016) Organizational fields past, present and future. In: Greenwood R, Oliver C, 
Sahlin K, Suddaby R (Eds) The SAGE handbook of organizational institutionalism working paper 
No. 1311. SAGE Publications Ltd, Los Angeles, pp 130–148

Zilber TB, Meyer RE (2022) Positioning and fit in designing and executing qualitative research. JABS 
58(3):377–392. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1177/ 00218 86322 10953 32

Publisher’s Note Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in published maps 
and institutional affiliations.

Authors and Affiliations

Malte Schönefeld1  · Patricia M. Schütte1  · Yannic Schulte1  · 
Frank Fiedrich1 

 Patricia M. Schütte 
 schuette@uni-wuppertal.de

 Yannic Schulte 
 yschulte@uni-wuppertal.de

 Frank Fiedrich 
 fiedrich@uni-wuppertal.de

1 Lehrstuhl für Bevölkerungsschutz, Katastrophenhilfe und Objektsicherheit (Chair for Public 
Safety and Emergency Management), University of Wuppertal, Wuppertal, Germany

https://www.im.nrw/sites/default/files/documents/2017-11/grossveranstaltungen_orientierungsrahmen_druckversion.pdf
http://rifel-institut.de/fileadmin/Rifel_upload/3.0_Forschung/Meta-Studie_gesamtwirtschaftliche_Bedeutung_der_Veranstaltungsbranche_RIFEL.pdf
http://rifel-institut.de/fileadmin/Rifel_upload/3.0_Forschung/Meta-Studie_gesamtwirtschaftliche_Bedeutung_der_Veranstaltungsbranche_RIFEL.pdf
http://rifel-institut.de/fileadmin/Rifel_upload/3.0_Forschung/Meta-Studie_gesamtwirtschaftliche_Bedeutung_der_Veranstaltungsbranche_RIFEL.pdf
https://www.ifo.de/DocDL/sd-2021-11-sauer-wohlrabe-veranstaltungswirtschaft.pdf
https://www.ifo.de/DocDL/sd-2021-11-sauer-wohlrabe-veranstaltungswirtschaft.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6486.2009.00915.x
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.1995.9508080331
https://doi.org/10.1177/00218863221095332
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-1790-5485
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-7116-7962
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-5577-5618
http://orcid.org/0000-0003-0844-3079

	COVID-19 Governance in the Event Sector: A German Case Study
	Abstract
	1 Introduction
	2 Background: Event Approvals and COVID-19
	2.1 The Event Approval Process
	2.2 The Event Approval Stakeholders

	3 Theoretical Perspective on Event-Related COVID-19 Governance in the Event Industry with a Focus on Event Organizers
	4 Methodology
	5 Findings
	5.1 Ever Changing Circumstances, Diversity of NPI Regulations, Lead-Time and Planning Reliability
	5.2 Relationship Between Event Organizers and the Public Health Departments as New Players has not yet Settled Properly
	5.3 Delegation of Pressure

	6 OutlookDiscussion
	Acknowledgements 
	References




