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Abstract

There is a rising tendency among countries to prioritise some sports over others and make
higher investments of money and resources in their elite development (Green and Oakley,
2001). Such policies and strategies are adopted in the UK, too. Some sports are considered
more likely to bring Olympic medals than others and therefore, they are targeted to receive
higher funding. Those placed outside the selection are more likely to face challenges in
practices to develop their winning potential. Following further research in this occurrence,
authors have sought evidences for an inter-relation between funding and performance
(Garrett, 2004; Green, 2005; De Bosscher, et.al 2006). In addition, some have explored
other influential factors and have stressed on the importance of participation in sport, as the
quality and quantity of the talent pool plays a vital role in elite athletes’ development (Sam,
2012; Girginov and Hills, 2008; Shibli, 2012). As a result of an in-depth research, an
extensive academic knowledge on Elite Sports policies and sport development has been
built, as well as on each of the concepts of funding, performance and participation. There
are many studies focused on the case of the UK in particular (Houlihan, 2004; Green,
2006). However, fewer authors have studied these concepts in pairs (mainly funding and
performance), and none have examined the relationship and impacts of all three (Grix and
Phillpots, 2011; Vayens, et.al 2009; Martindale, et.al 2007). This research will aim to
establish if such relationship exists between Olympic sports funding distribution, Olympic
performance, and national participation numbers. It will provide a critical review of the
British sport system and relevant policies, and it will explore where the written policies do
not reflect the relevant actions undertaken. Using mixed methods the impacts of the applied
policies will be critically discussed. The gap this study aims to fulfil will contribute to the
existing knowledge on elite sport development by providing a better understanding on how
funding, performance and participation are related and the impacts some taken-for-granted

assumptions have caused.

Key words: Olympic/Paralympic; Success; Elite Sport Development; Policies; Target
Funding; Distribution; Utilisation; Performance; Participation; Relationship; Impact;
Expectations; Great Britain.
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CHAPTER 1 - Introduction

The purpose of this chapter is to introduce the reader to the concept of elite sport
development in Great Britain, as well as to help understand the organisation of the British
sport system. The chapter is structured into several sub-sections providing essential
background knowledge and stressing on the relevance of the topic of this thesis to the
development of British elite sport. It concludes by addressing the central research question

and its aims and objectives, which are to be answered in the coming chapters.

According to Green and Houlihan (2005), elite sport development has become a key
component in countries’ sport systems. National governing bodies continuously invest
money and resources in developing effective sporting structures to recognise and support
future talents and current elite athletes (Martindale, et.al, 2007). Effective funding
utilisation systems increase winning chances and the potential for achieving medal targets
at international sporting events, with the Olympic Games being the most prestigious one
(Hassan, 2012; in Trenberth and Hassan, 2012).

Understanding the UK sport policies concerned with elite sport development enables for a
better overview of the factors influencing and shaping it as a concept (Grix and Phillpots,
2011). According to De Bosscher (2006), the relationship between sport funding policies
and international sporting success is evident, but unclear, and more clarification is needed.
There is a continuous need for analysis and improvement of sport systems and policies to
optimize chances for success (Shibli, 2012). Based on Green (2004) and De Bosscher et.al
(2008) it could be suggested that with a rising sport competition, the British Elite funding
system needs to be continuously revised with the aim to optimise the support of elite
athletes in more sports with potential to win medals. This could also lead to increase in
competitiveness and dominance across a wider range of sports, as well as it could help to

minimise the threat for the nation to be surpassed by its rivals (Duffy et.al, 2006).
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Background

The Department for Culture, Media and Sport (DCMS) states that in the UK, sports are
run by either a National Governing Body (NGB) or a professional league (DCMS, 2013). It
Is in their responsibilities to develop the rules and regulations, to support the advancement
of talented athletes, as well as to promote the particular sport and organise major events
(DCMS, 2013). For the purpose of this study, the relevant operations of the DCMS, UK
Sport and Sport England will be critically analysed.

It is part of Sport England’s responsibilities to develop sport in the country at the
grassroots level (e.g. increase participation in sport and physical activity), as well as to
contribute to identifying sporting potential and building effective pathways for progression
to the elite sporting level (Sport England, 2008, in Grix and Phillpots, 2011). To achieve
this, Sport England operates with the help of public funding from the National Lottery and
Exchequer. Between 2012 and 2017 this funding has been estimated at approximately £1
billion, and the indicated time period includes the end of the London Olympic Cycle and
the entire Rio Olympic Cycle (Sport England, 2013).

In order to fulfil its targets, UK Sport’s strategies and responsibilities are also related to
the distribution of public funds from the National Lottery (Garrett, 2004) and Exchequer to
high performance British elite athletes and their respective Olympic sports. UK Sport is
also focused on maximising chances for success for both Olympic and Paralympic athletes
by working with NGBs to “provide everything they need from world-class coaches to
cutting edge research and innovation, talent identification and
Performance Lifestyle support” (UK Sport, 2013). UK Sport has a clear sphere of activity
in the governance and development of elite sports, and no direct influence on school and
community sports. Investments are targeted in the sports, most likely to win medals on a
global level. In addition, the World Class Performance Program has been introduced,
covering three particular levels of elite athletes” development (UK Sport, 2012). The Talent
level is designed to identify athletes with potential to progress to the top levels of sport and
compete at international level. The Development stage focuses on athletes with evidence of

successful performance, which also have realistic winning capabilities, including in newly-
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funded sports with competitive abilities. The Podium stage is to support those athletes with
realistic medal potential who are no longer than four years away from achieving it (e.g. on
the build-up to the next Olympic or Paralympic Games). With the aim to “create a
stronger, more sustainable high performance system” for sport (DCMS, 2013), since 2006
UK Sport took responsibility for the whole Performance funding, including sport science
and medicine. Until that point it has been in Podium funding only, and not to Talent and
Development (UK Sport, 2013).

Although with a focus on team sports, Hassan (2012) in Trenberth and Hassan (2012),
has made a relevant statement that sporting success and achievements depend not only on
the size of the financial resources, but also on their effective distribution and utilisation.
With this in mind, challenges arise as some Sport National Governing Bodies (SNGBs)
have raised their concerns with the allocation of the funding and its distribution by sports -
e.g. funding for basketball and volleyball has been closely reviewed following cuts-based
appeals towards the Rio Olympics, (BBC, 2013).

Rationale

The focus of this research has been on the Elite/Olympic sport funding system in Great
Britain and its impacts on performance and participation. In recent years there has been an
increasing rivalry among elite athletes and a rising number of nations taking part in high
calibre sporting events, such as the Olympic Games, as they venture to win medals and
achieve higher sporting recognition (Shibli, 2012). Along with the growing importance of
success in international sport, the industry has also seen an increase in financial investments
in sports through variety of sources (e.g. public funding, private sector funding,
sponsorship, advertising, tourism). It could be suggested that those nations, which invest
largely in sport, tend to dominate medal rankings across a wider number of sports, while
countries with smaller sport funding tend to invest their resources in considerably smaller
selection of sports, consequently placing them further away from the top of the rankings
due to the smaller scale of medals to be won. Examples could be given with Russia, China
and USA competing at the top of the overall Olympic rankings (IOC Statistics of Medal
Rankings by Countries, 2013) and countries like Kenya and Jamaica, which dominate in a
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single Olympic sport or a small selection of few (e.g. in athletics - long-distance running

and sprints respectively).

The parallel growth of sport funding, improving performance and increasing sport rivalry
has led to an assumption that “‘more money in bring more medals out’, further suggesting
for a relationship between funding and performance. Consequently, this assumption has
acted as the ground for further research in the area. Academics and professionals have
contributed to the body of knowledge by studying relevant concepts, the most commonly
studied being funding, performance and development at the different levels of sport. The
works of Green (2004; 2005; 2006), Oakley and Green (2001) and Green and Houlihan
(2004) explore nation’s sport systems — comparing the policies and structures different
countries apply to determine sporting excellence and recognition. Their main analyses
stress on the governance and organisation of sport and the increasing importance of elite
sport development. In this case study, elite sport funding has been measured by the
monetary sums allocated to British Olympic sports by UK Sport. To clarify, this research
aims to critically analyse UK Sport’s funding distribution — e.g. how the different amounts
have been set, how sports’ performance has been measured in relation, the realistic
effectiveness of the funding distribution and the practical impacts of these decisions.
Although the importance of funding utilisation has been acknowledged, it has not been
followed here as this is a responsibility of each sport NGB and following it would extend

beyond the scope of this research.

More concerned with the concept of performance and success in sport are authors like
Sam (2012), De Bosscher, et.al (2006; 2008) and Shibli (2008; 2012), who investigate the
factors influencing international sporting success. Based on some of these studies and other
relevant research, it is of interest to be acknowledged that while there are many factors
influencing success and performance in sport, there is probably no single definition to fully
cover these concepts (De Bosscher, et.al, 2006). Successful performance could be seen as a
subject dependant on variable factors. While the importance and influence of other factors
on successful performance have not been discarded and limitations of the chosen approach

have been acknowledged, for the purpose and aims of this study defining the concept in
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terms of number of Olympic medals targeted/won has been considered most relevant. In
this way the variable takes a numerical quantifiable form, also suitable for statistical
analysis. Measuring performance as a variable defined by number of medals won has also
been considered reliable for this case study. The different IOC rankings all measure
Olympic success of athletes, countries and sports by the number of medals won (I0OC,
2013). In the case explored here — that of the UK, Olympic medal targets and numbers of
medals won play a vital defining role in Elite/Olympic funding distribution. UK Sport sets
medal targets to be achieved by sports and athletes at the respective Olympic Games and
this has been seen to determine the utilisation of funding investments as good or bad (UK

Sport’s No Compromise strategy, 2010).

The concept of participation has also been previously analysed although often separately
from funding and performance. The analyses undertaken show a perspective not previously
explored, as while the importance of participation in grassroots sports development has
been recognised (Charlton, 2010; Girginov and Hills, 2008; 2009), its link with elite sport
has been not so widely researched. In this research participation as a concept will be
analysed together with funding and performance. In order to be included in statistical
analyses, participation numbers have been taken from the Active People Survey, considered
the most accurate tool for measuring sport participation in the UK (Sport England, 2013).

While sport systems and funding related policies, as well as performance and success in
elite sports, are between the most commonly studied concepts related with sport, it is their
relationship and inter-dependence, which have not yet been thoroughly researched. Some
authors who have studied the link between policies, funding and performance are Garrett
(2004) and Grix and Carmichael (2012). And Vayens, et.al (2009) and Sam (2012) raise
concerns in regards to the negative impacts of target funding in selected sports, preventing
others to determine their success. Nevertheless, this occurrence leads to a gap in the current
knowledge on elite sport development, and it is in the intention of this thesis to fulfil this
gap by providing a critical analysis of the impacts funding related decisions have on elite
sport development in Britain, and namely on Olympic performance and national

participation numbers in Olympic and Paralympic sports. In addition to studying the

10
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relationship between funding, performance and participation, this thesis aims to further
explore the statement that more money in bring more medals out, claiming that it should

not be taken for granted unless it could be applied to the predominance of sports.

For many, the British are *a sporting nation’ (The Telegraph, 2010). The immense
amount of resources and money invested in sport support that image (e.g. approximately
£264 million towards the London 2012 Games and an even higher figure towards the Rio
2016 Olympics). This thesis presents evidence that despite of this vast amount of funding in
British Olympic sports, a high proportion of the funds have continuously been allocated to
a rather small selection of the same Olympic sports since the Olympics of the Millennium
(Sydney 2000). The distribution of the funding has been questioned as it has been argued to

what extent this small selection represents the most successful British Olympic sports.

Despite of critically analysing current sport policies and highlighting limitations to be
overcome in the British sport system, this research does not reject the tremendous success
of Team GB at recent Olympiads, including in the London 2012 Olympic and Paralympic
Games. However, the return of continuous investment in Olympic sports may not be
delivered within a single Olympic cycle. The short-term success should not blindfold the
respective sport organisations in their efforts to maintain and extend Great Britain’s
achievements in the long-term. The advantages of the effective sport system extend beyond
bringing national pride and international recognition to the nation and hold political,
economic, social and sporting benefits. The knowledge derived by answering the central
research question and meeting its aims and objectives could play a vital role in future

efforts to grow and sustain the success of Britain in Olympic and Paralympic sports.

Research Question

e What is the relationship between funding, performance and participation in British

elite sports?

11
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Aims and Objectives

e To define key concepts of elite sport development for the purpose of this thesis -
elite sport funding, Olympic performance and mass participation.

o0 Explore existing research and the knowledge derived on the three concepts
in order to provide a better understanding of how they have been defined
and then measured.

0 Referring to the literature, study changes in the British sporting system and
the impacts of the occurred changes on funding, performance and
participation, as well as on grassroots and elite sport development.

o0 Explore evidences of relationship between the three concepts.

e To look at changes in funding, performance and participation in British Olympic
sports within a defined time period.

o0 Develop a database of UK Sport funding of British Olympic sports since the
Millennium Olympiad (after the 1996 Olympics the need for a more stable
elite sporting system in British sports was recognised) to the London 2012
and Rio 2016 Olympics.

0 Using the database, conduct a critical sport analysis of, looking at changes in
funding, performance and participation numbers.

o Further explore the relationship between the three concepts, with the help of
statistical tests.

e To critically analyse policies related to elite and grassroots sports development in
Great Britain.

o Follow changes in grassroots and elite sport development policies in the
period from the Sydney 2000 Olympic Games to the London 2012 and the
Rio 2016 Games, critically analysing the written policies and the actions
undertaken.

0 Taking into account the outcomes of the carried research and statistical
analysis, study the impacts of relevant policies and decisions made, their

practical application and objectivity.

12
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CHAPTER 2 - Literature Review

It is in the purpose of this chapter to review and critically discuss existing academic
research on Elite sport development in Great Britain and the relevant concepts of public
funding, Olympic performance and national sport participation numbers. An extensive
literature review will contribute to a better understanding of each of the concepts. Gaps in
the field of academic knowledge will be highlighted and discussed. With the help of the
existing theory a critical discussion on the British sport system will be conducted, aiming to
contribute to a better understanding of relevant sport policies, to bring clarity in the
management decisions made (Sam, 2012), and to examine the impacts of these decisions on

the different Olympic and Paralympic sports in Britain.

According to Arnold, et.al (2012), the phenomenon of the Olympic Games has advanced
many countries’ elite athletes and sports. Olympic achievements are considered as the peak
point of sporting careers. According to the International Olympic Committee the Olympic
medals tables are not an order of merit (Heinila, 1982, in De Knop et.al 2006). However,
for many nations they are a unique opportunity not only to take part and reveal their talents
(Xu, 2006), but to assess their elite sport structures and policies (De Bosscher, et.al, 2011).
As a consequence, competition between countries sport’s systems has emerged (Heinila,
1982, in De Knop, et.al 2006), and despite many challenges, the governing bodies for sport
in Olympic countries continue to heavily invest in (targeted) sports (Arnold, et.al 2012).
These investments typically focus on adopting a strategic and systematic approach in

regards to the development and preparation of elite athletes (De Bosscher, et.al, 2008).

The advantages of Olympic success, e.g. improving the sporting image of the nation,
political recognition, economic and social benefits, all lead to an increased importance paid
to winning higher numbers of Olympic medals (Girginov, 2009). Governments today tend
to get directly involved in Elite sport policies, and monitor Elite sport governance and
development more than before (Green, 2006). In some instances, governments could
demand changes in the sporting systems of National Governing Bodies and Sport

Organisations (e.g. introducing talent identification programmes), while at the same time

13
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requiring these institutions to encounter the government’s objectives (e.g. increasing

participation), (Green, 2005).

Recognizing the need for a nation to succeed at Olympic Games, many authors also
continuously analyse different sport policy factors leading to better sporting performance,
strengthening the sporting image of a country, raising interest and participation in sports,
and consequently achieving Olympic success (a full literature matrix could be found in
Appendix 1). De Bosscher and colleagues (2006) classify some previously studied factors
as the nine pillars influencing elite sporting success. These being financial support, training
facilities, integrated approach to policy development, national and international
competitions, coaching provision and coach development, foundation and participation,
talent identification and development system, athletic and post-career support, and
scientific research (De Bosscher, et.al, 2006).

These nations, which take into consideration the above factors, tend to better improve
their sport systems and performance (Shibli, et.al, 2012). However, the differences in
opinions, findings, and probably the subjectivity and individuality of the matter, suggest
that there is no clear definition of the concept or a research exclusively summarizing all the
factors influencing Olympic success and performance (Baker, et.al, 2003). For example,
even though the authors do not discard the above mentioned factors, Fletcher and Wagstaff
(2009) argued that De Bosscher’s (2006) structured factors alone cannot guarantee
international success. Furthermore, to sustain and optimize the beneficial outcomes they
state that “initiatives need to be inspirationally led, effectively managed and competently
executed” (Fletcher and Wagstaff, 2009). It is important for National Sport Organisations to
build and develop effective and objective elite sport policies, as well as to efficiently
address and overcome issues, in order to maximize positive outcomes and minimize the
threat of overspending resources (Arnold, et.al 2012). De Bosscher et.al (2008) makes a
similar argument stating that to optimize results, policy-makers need to observe and
establish how their specific structures could potentially expand the positive outcomes. A
particularly relevant assumption is that sport policies have an influence on
Olympic/International sporting success (Shibli et.al 2006), as they are the output of the

14
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process, but it is the way in which such systems are led and managed that is the key to

success, as they form the input and throughput stages (De Bosscher et al., 2008).

A historical review of the UK Sport (Funding) System

In a study by of Grix and Phillpots (2011), the authors discuss a period of
‘modernisation’, which has been introduced by the Labour Government. The authors state
that this “‘modernisation’ applies to the introduction of network governance in the UK. The
aims and intentions of this network are to help public services, including the sport sector, to
better reflect and meet people’s expectations (Sanderson, 2002, in Grix and Phillpots,
2011). A decade earlier, based on work by Houlihan (1991; 1997), Oakley and Green
(2001) encounter a similar finding, stating that there is an occurrence of ‘fragmentation’ in
the institutions dealing with (sport) policies in the UK. In the case of the sport sector, a
particularly hierarchical structure is evident, as at least on the surface, the Government
Department for Culture, Media and Sport holds the most power and control (Grix and
Phillpots, 2011). It was established in 1992 as the Department of National Heritage, and
was later renamed by the Labour Government, in 1997, to its current name (Green, 2005).

The network model, suggested by Grix and Phillpots (2011) also includes other sport
organisations, which are given a considerably high degree of central control on sport
policies, and how they implement their strategies. This structure could also lead to de-
centralisation, loss of focus or unrealistic target setting (Bevir and Rhodes, 2008; Bevir and
Richards, 2009; in Grix and Phillpots, 2011). Such sport organisations are UK Sport and
Sport England. According to Oakley and Green (2001), both organisations operate at an
‘arm’s length’.

Understanding the different ways in which sport policies in the UK have evolved and
changed over time is an important point to be considered, as the evolvement of
institutionalised parties has continuously been shaping the outline for British sports (Green,
2006). Over the last 10-15 years, there has been a continuous and increasing interest in
evaluating and comparing countries’ sport systems (Houlihan, 2012). Taking into account

their importance, the need of successful sport policies, research and analyses in the field,
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could make a contribution by defining concepts, investigating systems and drawing valid
conclusions (Houlihan, 2012). As stated previously, this research is also looking at the
complex sport policies’ (Grix and Phillpots, 2011), as well as at the input-implementation-
output processes of these structures and their significance (Houlihan, 2012) in regards to
British Elite/Olympic athletes, their respective sports, and the concepts of funding,

performance, and participation.

In a study conducted in 2005, Green states that policy priorities in the UK aimed at
structuring and co-ordinating a successful framework and strategies to support
Elite/Olympic athletes seem to be traditionally more indefinite compared with other
countries which have adopted to some extent similar sporting systems, such as Australia
and Canada (Green, 2005). On the other hand, according to Houlihan (2012), there is
actually a convergence in sport systems between some countries. A much earlier study by
Green and Oakley (2001), has examined the former Soviet Union strategies to developing
elite sporting excellence, as well as it has investigated whether indications of that system
are evident in some European countries, including the UK, and in North America, Canada
and Australia (Green and Oakley, 2001). It has been in the authors intentions to explore
whether a trend to standardization is present across the selected different countries or there
is sufficient room for diversification. Overall, their analyses demonstrate that in the
development of Elite sport policies and structures in Western countries, including the UK,
there are increasingly apparent evidences of the former Eastern Bloc systems or a trend
towards standardization and ‘fading contrasts’. Such evidences could be traced in the case
of the UK elite sport strategies (Green and Oakley, 2001), together with sufficient basis for
diversity, also termed as ‘accommodating varieties’ (e.g. the differing European and North

American sport models), (Green and Oakley, 2001).

In the UK, the Department for Culture, Media and Sport seems to recognise the benefits
in learning from competitors in order to enhance professional systems for talent
identification and development, preparation and support in achieving sporting excellence.

According to the DCMS (2000) British Olympic sporting excellence and successful

16
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performance can only be achieved through consistent and sustained adequate funding and

support (stated in Oakley and Green, 2001).

The contrasting success at the Sydney 2000 Olympics in comparison with the noticeable
decline in performance at the previous Olympics of Atlanta 1996 made it evident how
government interference and increased financial support, including investments in modern
technologies, could lead to considerable improvements in performance (De Bosscher, et.al,
2006; Green and Oakley, 2001). It has also demonstrated an increasing interest by the
government in developing Elite athletes and winning more medals at Olympic Games, as

well as the sporting and non-sport benefits of such achievements (Hays, 2009).

In the case of the UK, developing a centralised system for selection, training and
preparation of elite athletes to represent the country at the Olympic Games was in fact
advantageous and beneficial (Oakley and Green, 2001). However, there is a tendency
among different countries, including Great Britain, to identify several Olympic sports and
target funding and resources towards their development with the intention to increase the
likelihood for success and winning. Even though there could be a positive outcome in terms
of British Olympic success, some internal and external limitations arise, with potential
long-term impact, and they need to be identified and overcome (Green and Oakley, 2001).

In relation, it is also worth noting that since the Olympics of the Millennium the top three
nations in the Olympic medal standings have been the politically and economically
dominant countries of China, Russia and the USA, with the exception of the London 2012
Olympics, where Great Britain finished in third place (after the USA and China), followed
by Russia in 4™ (London2012, 2013). In the rankings, countries are not only listed
according to the total number of medals won at the particular Olympics, but also according
to the number of Gold Medals achieved (I0C, 2013). Russia has been placed in 4™ place
with 24 gold medals, but still achieving a total of 82, compared to Great Britain with 29
gold and 65 medals in total (London2012, 2013). Even though such success has indeed
been highly valued for the British, by further considering the medal counts, evaluating and
comparing sport-by-sport performance some issues appear with influence on Olympic
sports in the UK.
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Green and Houlihan (2004) state that in the UK setting the emphasis on the importance of
developing systems to support elite level athletes could be evident since the 1990s. The
main sports of their analysis being athletics and swimming, have given the opportunity to
follow the organization and development of two of the most funded British Olympic sports
at the time their research has taken place — athletics and swimming. Two main
characteristics define the change of emphasis and the consequent introduction of policy
frameworks. The first one is the emergence of a systematic approach in Elite sports funding
from establishing the National Lottery as a source of financial support (Collins, 2010).
Moreover, until its introduction, for the majority of elite athletes, funding was random and
infrequent, unless they were either exceptionally talented or have already proven
themselves capable of winning at the highest level (Green, 2006). Support from families,
working part-time, actively seeking and relying on sponsorship, were common aspects of
elite athletes’ development (Green and Houlihan, 2005). The second key characteristic
discussed by the authors is the publication of government reports on sport policies (e.g. the
published in 1995 Department of National Heritage’s ‘Sport - Raising the Game’ and the
Department of Culture, Media and Sport’s 2000 reports ‘Sporting Future for All’), which
were considered as evidences indicating shifts in the UK sporting system, and a growing

government involvement in sport policies (Green and Houlihan, 2004).

While Green and Houlihan’s (2004) research is based on the period from 2000 to 2004,
the outcomes of their work analyse some significant changes and implications in sport
policies in the UK that have shaped today’s elite sport structures. According to Green and
Houlihan (2004) and Oakley and Green (2001) in order to better understand sport policy
changes, those have to be followed in a period of over a decade. To further support this
statement Bloyce et.al (2008) states that in fact the organisation of British sports has
undergone significant changes towards the end of the 20" century. While some of them
could not simply be traced their impact is evident in today’s sport policies and strategies
(Bloyce, et.al, 2008).

Overall, Green and Houlihan (2004) state that the structure of elite sports in British

athletics and swimming is centred on supporting elite athletes and initiatives serve to
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support the development of the elite level. However, concerns are raised in regards to the
legitimacy of outcomes towards which policy changes are increasingly directed, primarily —
the increased investments to expand the potential for Olympic (gold) medals (Green and
Houlihan, 2004). Over the time period explored by the authors, there have been shifts on
policy emphasis (Oakley and Green, 2001), focusing on the ultimate goal of improving and
sustaining a medal-winning performance at the Olympic Games. In his work Green (2005)
discussed two particular factors, defined as central to the changing policy priorities and
emphasis on elite sport: one of them being the importance of funding, and the other — the

consequently developed resource dependency (Green, 2005).

Sport is considered to be a particularly important sphere that could benefit from the
National Lottery funding (Hallmann, et.al. 2012). And the significance of the monetary
subsidies should not be underestimated as it could increase the opportunities to develop a
more systematic approach in supporting the UK’s elite athletes (Green, 2005). For example,
on the build-up to the 2012 London Olympics, £264 143 753 have been invested in
Olympic sports, compared to £58 900 000 spent towards the Sydney 2000 Games (UK
Sport, 2013). Together with the amount of funding, number of medals has also increased —
from 28 in Sydney to 65 in London (IOC, 2013). Based on these outcomes, it becomes
evident that Olympic sports become more and more dependent on public funding and
resources in order to develop and prepare talented athletes and increase chances for success
at the Olympic Games. Further in his work, Green points out a statement by the DCMS
(2000) that ““the success and/or failure in achieving milestones and targets in performance
plans will be an important factor in deciding future levels of funding [for NGBs and
Olympic sports]’” (DCMS, 2000, in Green, 2005). This statement suggest for a reverse

approach, where it is funding being dependant on performance.

All in all, the development of excellence is a main objective in sport policies, as well as
improving the British image in the international sporting arena, and it is further seen as the
only outcome of participation and commitment (Green, 2005). However, the objectivity of
the funding systems could be questioned (Green and Houlihan, 2004). As Green (2006)

argues, with the increased support, opportunities have opened up for those sports,
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dominating the funding tables, and consequently, the further away from the top of the list,

the more constraints for support and development that arise.

The emergence of the elite sport level framework has impacted on the whole of the UK
and the identification and development of young “talents’ is an essential element of the elite
sport framework (Green, 2004). From Oakley and Green (2001) it could also be concluded
that the funding programs below the elite level should not be underestimated or classed as
‘peripheral’ as athletes at the development levels are on ‘a pathway to the podium’. Their
aim is to reach higher levels of competition (e.g. participation in the Olympics), (Green,
2004). Young athletes also increase the country’s winning potential and therefore the
construction of such pathways through which potential athletes can progress and develop is
essential (Bloyce, et.al, 2008; Green and Houlihan, 2004). To better understand the elite
sport framework, Green (2004) has defined it through four closely inter-related components
contributing to its development: foundation and participation, together with performance
and excellence. By providing this rather more systematic structure of the framework, the

directions and scope of work could be better analysed and understood (Green, 2004).

Even though according to Houlihan (2004), common features could be found in the
policy reports published by the Labour and Conservative parties (e.g. Sporting Future for
All, 2000, and Sport: Raising the Game, 2002), a further and more rapid shift in sport
strategies in the UK emerges from the switch between the Conservative and Labour
Governments (Oakley and Green, 2001), as well as from the increased government
influence on sport, and the resulting change of sport ministers. Green (2004) states that for
a certain period of time government publications and policies demonstrate a focus on mass
participation and the improvement of physical engagement among the British. In a later
research the same author shapes a marginally contradicting argument that in fact the focus
has shifted from ‘Sport for All’ policies towards somewhere between generally increasing
participation numbers and developing the elite sport level (Green, 2006; Grix and Phillpots,
2011). Collins (2010) has suggested to some extent a comparable statement that for a
certain short period of time the focus on sport seems to drift from the elite level to

improving physical activity and health of the British population by increasing participation.
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And, as Grix and Phillpots (2011) state, it wasn’t until London was awarded the bid to host
the 2012 Olympic Games that led to another change in UK Sport policies — recognising the
significant benefits of elite sport development on successful Olympic performance, and
suggesting for greater importance to be paid to sport participation.

Before that time, authors like Green (2004) and Oakley and Green (2001), in their work
evaluate the changing configurations in the British sport system in the last years on the
build-up to the millennium, and look at the increased reliance on Lottery funding to support
talented athletes and develop initiatives at the elite/Olympic sport level. Based on a
previous research by Houlihan (1991; 1997), the authors suggest that access to resources
and power of influence are keys in defining policies to be implemented, as well as they
separate major and minor sports in Great Britain (Green and Oakley, 2001). Applied to the
current organization of the increased targeting of elite sports in the country those two
factors seem to also distinguish those sports set to receive more funding than others
(Houlihan, 2000) and potentially increase the likelihood to achieve Olympic success. Green
and Oakley (2001) define this occurrence as ‘selective re-investment’. It is a matter, which
has been critically discussed throughout the thesis. In addition, the same authors raise a
concern by Evans (1995) that funding from the National Lottery has been distributed
subjectively and it has signified ‘the poor giving to the rich’ (Oakley and Green, 2001).
While Evans’ (1995) opinion is in regards to the people who spend money to play the
Lottery, based on the analysis of this study, to an extent the same could be addressed to the
pattern of increased targeting and prioritisation in elite Olympic sports in the UK (Oakley
and Green, 2001).

Between the most appealing evidences of government willingness to develop the sporting
potential of the British nation is the foundation of UK Sport (1997) with the objectives to
monitor and support elite athletes” development (across the established three levels of Elite
sport - Talent, Development and Podium), as well as to responsibly distribute the Lottery
funds (Green, 2004). Nonetheless, the institution has not escaped the period of
disagreement and confusion in regards to its functions and exact purpose (Theodoraki,
1999, in Green, 2004).
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The context of sport development has been divided in four key aspects — grassroots
participation, high-performance sport, hosting sport events, and the delivery of effective
operational strategies (DCMS Game Plan, 2002). All of them in need of objective and
sufficient funding to achieve satisfactory results (Girginov, 2008). Identifying the
importance of each suggests for a major drift in the sporting structure of the UK, as it has
been recognized that medal numbers are a result of the introduction of a more strategic
sporting system (Green, 2004). Overall, the study itself points out that there has been a
clear emphasis placed on the importance of sport, as an instrument for improving the
sporting image of the country (e.g. through successful Olympic performance), increasing
physical activity and participation in sport, improving health, and even recognizing sport’s
educational benefits (DCMS, 2002). These contrasting conclusions have put forward some
potential implications for sport development, such as its promotion and funding, and the
DCMS’ challenging goals to turn the UK into the most successful sporting nation, as well
as to boost once-a-week participation by 2020 from approximately 33% in 2002-2003 to
around 70% (Green, 2004). Further to this target, in 2002, UK Sport has stated that

“winning medals is as important as people taking part in sports”.

Houlihan (2000), cited in Green (2004), has advised that even though some evidence of
commitment from the government towards developing and implementing effective sport
policies are present (e.g. the establishment of UK Sport in the late 20" century), there are
greater issues to be addressed and overcome in regards to elite sport policies. Public
investment in British elite sports has its consequences, as adding to a statement by Shibli
(2012) it leads to an increased scrutiny and accountability of the utilization of this public
funding, and expectations for higher results to justify the heavy amounts invested in a small
selection of sports and athletes. Emerging challenges should not simply be left to chance,
but need to be effectively overcome. Such policy related issues are central theoretical and
practical tasks to be undertaken by the responsible professionals and respective institutions
at the different levels of the UK sport sector (Green, 2004). Based on the work of many
authors (Green and Houlihan, 2004; Oakley and Green, 2001; Houlihan, 2000) it could be
evidenced that in the early years of the 21% century there have been another set of structural
changes, modifications, and a constant revision of the UK Elite sport structure. These shifts
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on the emphasis of sport, changing from performance and excellence to “sport for good’,
have led to an increased uncertainty and loss of focus in the development of British Elite
sports (Girginov, 2008). According to Green (2004), conflicting ideologies in regards to the
role of sport as suggested by Green and Oakley (2001), have arisen based on recognising
the political influence and/or dependence of different major structural reforms to support
Olympic performance. Girginov (2008) states that there has been an emerging need for an

effective balance between elite and grassroots sport in Britain.

Interesting to be noted is that Oakley and Green (2001) suggest a potential reason for the
UK government sport authorities to be willing to invest and focus on elite sport
performance, leading to a funding increase. Such has emerged from the successful
performance of the British athletes at the Sydney 2000 Olympics reflecting on hopes to
compensate for the under-performance at the Olympic Games of Atlanta 1996.
Furthermore, in the past 8 to 10 Olympic Games before Sydney’00 the majority of GB’s
medals (approximately 80%) have come from only 6 sports of more than 25 in total

(Oakley and Green, 2001): Athletics; Equestrian; Judo; Rowing; Sailing; and Swimming.

“Certainly, it is likely in elite sports that there will be increased targeting of resources to
Olympic sports that achieve their funding goals (i.e. Olympic medals). ... This can certainly
be termed ‘selective investment’ and the historically most successful ones (athletics,
equestrian, judo, rowing, sailing and swimming) are likely to receive the majority of funds

(if they continue to achieve results).”
(Oakley and Green, 2001 p.91)

This is a particularly important argument discussing why some sports have been targeted
for higher investment than others, and how this favouritism is still influencing today’s
funding figures, and even implicating the objectivity of sport policies and systems. Later in
this research it will be highlighted that in reality, even though considered successful it is not
those same sports in the UK that ‘share’ most of the Elite funding. In addition to this
argument, it will be analysed how performance and participation of the above mentioned

sports responds to funding distribution as some seem to succeed and even outperform with
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less funding, while others, with evidently higher funding figures, may reach medal targets,

but do not meet the expected level of success based on the higher investments made.

Targeted Funding in British Olympic Sports

UK Sport was established shortly after the Olympic Games of Atlanta’96, as a result of
the increasing need for the UK to professionalise its sport system, if to continue to maintain
successful performance in international sport (Shibli, Gratton and Bingham, 2012). Its main
priority is to lead the nation to a world class sport performance and success, with the
support of the National Lottery funding (UK Sport, 2013). UK Sport was given the
responsibility to distribute and utilise the growing investments of the National Lottery in
the elite level of British Olympic sports (Shibli, et.al, 2012).

Implementing target funding strategies (often performance based) in a selection of
Olympic sports is a well-known government practice in elite sports (Sam, 2012). By
implementing the target-setting approach the Government attempts to better shape and then
monitor the different sport organisations dealing with policies and being dependent on the
government’s resources (Grix and Phillpots, 2011). In fact, sport policies and organisation
in the UK at both the grassroots and elite levels demonstrate a clear form of these control
strategies (Grix and Phillpots, 2011). Nevertheless, some unintended consequences appear
(Sam, 2012). According to Shibli (2012) in the UK elite sports’ Olympic funding is
targeted at a marginal number of sports, considered to hold ‘a genuine chance for success’.

Green (2006) states that it is not only British Olympic sports becoming increasingly
dependent on government funding and resources, but so are the inseparably linked Olympic
medal targets. Despite the suggestion for inter-dependence between funding and
performance, the investments of public funds are being targeted only in a selection of sports
(Sam, 2012). It could be argued to what extent this selection represents the most successful
Olympic sports for the British nation, as there are many factors that can influence on
successful performance (De Bosscher, et.al 2006, Fletcher and Wagstaff, 2009, Sam 2012).
Furthermore, it remains unclear whether increased funding determines more medals to be

won or it is between the many factors influencing successful performance. Nevertheless, in
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2005, after an evaluation of the UK elite/Olympic sport system, the National Audit Office
(NAO) recommended a reduction in the number of Olympic sports to be funded (NAO,
2005). Grix and Phillpots (2011), have pointed out one of UK Sport’s approaches to under-
performing Olympic sports, stating that those sports failing to meet targets will have their
performance-based funding cut or withdrawn until a modernization and improvement has
been made within their structure (UK Sport, 2008, in Grix and Phillpots, 2011). Such
statements are not a single occurrence in British sport policies. Keeping in mind the
reliance of elite sports on government funding, it places opportunities for development and
successful Olympic performance in doubt. It seems that UK Sport’s elite athletes’ funding
further targets a small group of sports considered more likely to deliver Olympic medals
than others, while evaluating the objectivity of the targets set to be achieved by the different
Olympic sports is nowhere to be found. This seriously questions the future of those
Olympic sports which fall outside that small selection.

While it could be argued to what extent the increased government control over elite sport
policies and funding is beneficial or not, some limitations should be acknowledged. The
strict implementation of UK Sport’s target funding strategies — the No Compromise
approach, could lead to increased levels of government control in elite sport performance,
but with no accountability for results or lack of positive results, (Shibli, 2012). However, as
it is sport NGBs responsible for their funding utilisation, it will be those same NGBs to be
blamed if their sports fail to meet targets and not the institution holding control over its

funding and governance.

If to focus on the funding of British Olympic sports, Sam (2012) has noticed that since
the Millennium UK Sport tends to invest more heavily in Podium level athletes. While this
is indeed the case for the Olympic Games of Sydney 2000 and Athens 2004, some may
disagree as of April 2006 UK Sport’s funding was spread across all three levels of Elite
sport — Talent, Development and Podium (UK Sport, 2012). By observing further the
money distribution and medal targets set it has suggested that funding has still being
centred on those athletes, who are already at the podium level and more funds are allocated

to their respective sports (Sam, 2012).
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An obvious prioritization could be seen in the way athletes are being treated reflecting the
increased targeting of funding and resources for the development of a small selection of
Olympic sports (Green, 2006). There have been some debates that the utilisation of
Olympic sports funding should be adjusted and targeted at an even smaller selection of
athletes and sports (National Audit Office, 2005; in Green, 2006).

It has been suggested that unlike the trend among nations internationally to invest more
and more in their sport systems and to target Olympic sports, there are far greater benefits
from the Olympic Games, and not just winning medals (Green, 2006). For example, even if
no medals are won, a strong Olympic performance of the athletes from a particular nation
can positively influence participation rates in their country (Green, 2006). Success in every
term has its costs, and such benefits could not be achieved unless adequate and realistic
measures are put in place, and funding is not only distributed, but also utilized in an
optimal way. If to look at recent Olympic Games, it is difficult to see the suggested positive
changes in the numbers of people taking part in sport (Green, 2006). Not denying this
statement, it should also be considered that often the bigger the plans are — the longer they
take to be achieved. In the case of the UK, aiming to increase medal targets, improving
performance and participation on national and international level (e.g. Great Britain’s goal
to create a leading sport system on a world level) is not something that can be achieved in a
period of 4-8 years. The capacity of the target, and the amount of changes it involves,
require long time qualitatively spent on planning and implementing strategies, with the
joint efforts of the government and other relevant organisations, with results to be seen as
the post-effect of these strategic efforts. Such arguments create even more uncertainty in
regards to targeted funding in British Olympic sports, and its optimal use. Sam (2012) has
also raised three particular criticisms on the effectiveness of outcomes of implementing
target funding. The validity of how performance is being measured is uncertain — the author
argues that there is a tendency to account for more ‘measurable’, rather than ‘meaningful’
achievements. A dilemma has arisen as the understandings defining the relationship
between target funding and performance are too general. While funding should not only be
targeted to those sports considered more likely to win Olympic medals, the question is
whether funding should be aimed at athletes who have already proven themselves
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successful (at the Podium level) or it should be more equally spread to athletes in
possession of future potential (at the Development level). Due to the results-based
dependency, it could be suggested that more funding goes to Podium athletes, and less to
those who are at the Development level. Furthermore, as Sam (2012) defines it: “winners
are rewarded and losers are punished”, and there is no middle position supporting those

athletes or sports, who/which have come close to success or achieving their targets.

Based on outcomes of the work of Garrett (2004) and Sam (2012), it could be said that
while it is difficult to measure the effectiveness of Lottery funding, the allocated amounts
of funds to the different Olympic sports by both Sport England and UK Sport not only have
an impact on successful athletes’ performance, but are also influenced by it — (target)
funding depends on performance and the successful performance itself depends on
sufficient funding and its utilisation. An interesting statement has been made that monetary
rewards and/or sanctions alone are not a strategy capable to fix and boost successful
performance (Sam, 2012). Policies like target funding have certain limits (e.g. unreasonable
investments and targets), and if reached opportunities to succeed could be worsened. In
addition, athletes at the development level also have a significant impact on performance
and their importance should not only be recognized, but also a more realistic investment in

them and their respective sports should be made.

Even though the focus of Garrett’s work (2004) is not aimed at the elite levels of sport in
the UK, the outcomes of his analysis are relevant to the purpose of this study as they give
evidence why investments should be better targeted. He uses voluntary sport clubs to be the
example of providers of sport at the development level. According to him, the sport clubs’
role is vital to the development of the UK elite sport system as given the growing strive for
sporting excellence between nations they contribute significantly to improving performance
and increasing participation — both of which are in the basis of sporting excellence (Garrett,
2004). This further supports the statement that sport clubs are reliant and dependent on
National Governing Bodies (Garrett, 2004). The author further states that more systematic
and structured strategies in the provision of participation and performance opportunities are
needed and sport clubs across the country are the key to achieve it. Prepositions for change
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in systems and Lottery funding utilisation are present, as they are strongly inter-linked with
the government’s sport policies and related objectives. In addition, voluntary sport clubs are
provided with public funds through Sport England. Yet, their importance is comparably
better recognised by the government on paper, and not so much in practice (Garrett, 2004).
The author concluded that in the case of many sports in the UK, the adequate and effective
funding is open to criticisms due to sometimes subjective targeting. It could be added that
while there are efforts for improvement (Garrett, 2004), the need for long-term
development strategies should be appreciated, as their successful implementation could

lead to more stable benefits than those seen in the short-term.

Overall, target funding has its implications in terms of providing adequate support for
consistent winning, instead of ‘one-off’ success (Sam, 2012). Another implication could be
seen in the face of failure to give opportunities for development and success to a variety of
sports, due to the increased targeting of funds and resources at a smaller selection. Target
funding in Olympic sports is often based on performance (Sam, 2012), but both concepts
could potentially be linked with participation numbers. While it might be difficult, if not
impossible, to justify a successful utilisation of public investments in Olympic sports due to
the influence of a variety of internal and external factors (De Bosscher et.al. 2011), a
recommendation could be given for a more reasonable funding distribution and more
realistic target setting for all Olympic sports, as well as better opportunities for athletes
with potential to win Olympic medals and their respective sports (Green and Oakley, 2001)
to improve and prove themselves successful. As it is concluded in Shibli, et.al (2012) *“the

scale of ambition is growing higher, but success cannot be taken for granted™.

Improving Performance in Elite Olympic Sports

Research on the concept of performance suggests it is difficult, if not impossible, to give
a single definition of success and performance in sport (Green, 2006; De Bosscher, et.al
2008). For the purpose of this study, performance has been defined by the overall number
of Olympic medals won by sports, as well as the number of gold, silver and bronze medals.
In addition, the capability of sports to meet or exceed the set medal targets also contributes

in defining their performance as successful. In regards to a potential relationship between
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funding and performance, the predominance of arguments support the approach for
performance based funding, and not the alternative — funding based performance (Sam,
2012). Dismissing this double-sided dependence could be seen as a potential obstacle for
the successful performance of British athletes and it can lead to failure to determine

sporting potential and to justify the amount of funding allocated by UK Sport.

In their work Shibli, Gratton and Bingham (2012) forecast Great Britain’s performance in
terms of number of medals, including number of gold medals to be won by the host nation
of the London 2012 Olympics. The analysis follows the same methodology and pattern as
in previous study done by Shibli and Bingham (2008) to forecast the medal performance of
China in the Beijing 2008 Games. Based on their review of the UK sport policies, the
authors argue that a pattern for amateurism in elite sports has had its tradition in the case of
the British sport system. It wasn’t until the nation was threatened to be surpassed by
competitors on the international sporting arena, when an approach towards professionalism
was undertaken (Shibli, Gratton, Bingham, 2012). It could be said that the low performance
in Atlanta’96 acted as an endorsement for the British, even though the government had
already recognised the need for change and in creating a more effective and strategic
approach in elite sport (Shibli, Gratton and Bingham, 2012). According to Oakley and
Green (2001), improving elite sports’ performance and potentially leading to higher

international success can be achieved by strategically investing in targeted Olympic sports.

In his research, Shibli (2012) states that before the 21 century early research on elite
sport systems discusses the influence of a nation’s GDP and population size, host
advantage and past performance on its sporting capability and success. Academic research
post the Millennium has also evidenced that due to the variety of factors influencing elite
athletes and successful performance, the macro-economic factors alone do not necessary
determine which nations are to succeed on the medal podium (Gustafsson, et.al 2010). The
UK may have recognised the need to engage the country’s populations in sport and physical
activity for a variety of benefits, and develop sport at the grassroots level, when it comes to
participation in the Olympic Games, the 10C has applied certain restrictions to the number

of athletes (e.g. per sport, event or per team) that can compete in order to limit absolute
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domination and promote equality (Halsey, 2009). Shibli (2012) concludes that the
successful elite performance in sport is a function of the increasingly managed public
investment. And authors like Hallman, et.al (2012) confirm that national sport

infrastructure plays a key role in elite athletes’ development.

Robinson and Minikin (2012) stated that the successful performance of Olympic athletes
in their chosen sports could depend on the successful operation of the respective National
Governing Bodies. Similarly, according to De Bosscher et.al (2006), the success of an
athlete or team depends increasingly on the performance capacity of the national system
and its effectiveness in using all relevant resources for the benefit of elite sport. As
previously discussed, the UK government and its agents invest heavily in the development
and improvement of elite Olympic sport performance (De Bosscher et.al, 2006). This is a
recognised strategy to bring competitive advantage for the nation (Robinson and Minikin,
2012). And it could calmly be said that the better the competitive advantage is, the higher
the likelihood for success becomes (Robinson and Minikin, 2012). On the other hand,
taking advantage of opportunities and minimising risks is a difficult and often problematic
matter (Porter, 1980, in Robinson and Minikin, 2012). Strategies and decisions require to
be adequately implemented in order to avoid or overcome weak areas (e.g. unjustified sport
funding cuts). Such statements support the importance and need for objective and realistic
policies to be carefully chosen. And it is the athletes, who are considered the most
important resource to be developed in order to improve performance and success (Robinson
and Minikin, 2012). And sport funding policies have a significant influence on athletes’
Olympic performance, and even national participation numbers (De Bosscher et.al, 2006).
Martindale, et.al (2007), looked at the importance of the talent and development stages, in
relation to studying the characteristics of elite level athletes and the influences on the way

to winning at the Olympics. They state that:

“Undeniably, effective [talent identification and development] systems will enhance the
quality and sustainability of the UK’s elite level teams, also bringing large financial
rewards and recognition [return of investment]. First-class talent identification and

development schemes, capable of delivering highly able and prepared athletes to the senior

30



Desislava Goranova, 2013

level, are particularly important against the backdrop of the increasing professionalism

and standard of world-class performance in the modern era.”
(Martindale, et.al, 2007, p. 187)

Further in their work, the authors argue that while it is understood that talent grows with
experience, some sport professionals or institutions insist on providing funding to only a
small selection of young athletes, considered to have a future potential, based on their
current performance (Martindale, et.al, 2007). Such statements suggest that in some cases
people tend to neglect the long-term continuous benefit of investing in young sport talents,
tempted by the short-term success, which could often appear as a one-off unrepeatable
achievement. This is but one of the many challenges for elite sports in the UK, as talent
development focuses on the winning without building the solid base for improvement,
which is a pillar for success (De Bosscher, et.al, 2006). Therefore, there is a clear need for
continuously improving opportunities and effective practices for the identification and
development of young talented athletes (Martindale, et.al, 2007).

Duffy et.al (2006), conducted a research on evaluating, by firstly establishing, factors
influencing the development of British elite athletes. Their research has gathered evidence
from the analysis of a variety of ‘elite” athletes in the UK, not only representing different
sports, but also from different age groups, levels, and backgrounds. A particularly
interesting outcome is that according to the majority of these athletes, financial support and
especially government funding has a rising significance as they progress. Funding
contributes to their development and improvement, and its insufficiency does not only limit
progress and success, but it could also lead to athletes’ drop-out (Duffy et.al, 2006). An
additional key outcome of this study is that according to the authors it takes approximately
10 years for a potential elite junior athlete to develop and reach the required standard for
the UK Sport World Class levels (Duffy et.al, 2006). Another relevant and crucial element,
stated by De Bosscher et.al (2006), is the need for professional coaching and other related
sport professionals to identify and support talented athletes’ on the ‘pathway to the
podium’, which could not be achieved unless sufficient and well-optimised funding is

strategically applied.
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Based on Wernerfelt (1984) (cited in Robinson and Minikin, 2012), successful sport
performance, especially at Olympic Games, is based on resources - the Elite Olympic
athletes, and the way the country and its responsible institutions can optimize the use of
their resources (e.g. through relevant sport policies and efficient funding strategies). In
other words, the successful Olympic performance depends on the country’s sport system
and its capability of producing athletes to compete at the OGs (Robinson and Minikin,
2012). A note should be made that while such statements justify reasons for UK Sport to
extend its funding to Talent, Development and Podium athletes (UK Sport, 2013), it also
stresses on the responsibility the organisation has in terms of achieving objectively and

realistically set targets.

Vaeyens, et.al (2009) state that the beginning of an Olympic cycle provides opportunities
both for athletes and nations’ sporting system to improve and succeed towards the next
Olympic Games. The authors further suggest that a tendency among countries is present in
developing systematic approaches to support potential talents — i.e. prospective athletes,
with the help of targeted public funds (Vaeyens, et.al 2009). Due to this further matter of
‘double targeting’ (once in terms of selecting the sports with the highest likelihood to win
Olympic medals, and then selecting the athletes to invest in) some disadvantages arise. The
more institutions target their policies and strategies, the smaller their talent pool becomes.
Also, it is important to keep in mind that often the return of talent investment is more likely
to be seen in the long-term (longer than an Olympic cycle) rather than the short-term
(within a single Olympic cycle). This not only minimises chances for the so desired success
of the nation, but it also prevents those athletes with potential who are placed outside the

targeted, to develop and determine their winning capability.

Nations compete more intensively to become the most successful at the Olympic Games,
which are considered the biggest sporting event (Vaeyens, et.al 2009). An increased
number of countries are winning medals in a variety of sports, which leads to the
competition to be even more difficult (De Bosscher, et.al 2006). It should be acknowledged
that it is no longer enough for a nation to target funding and resources into a small selection

of Olympic sports, and to leave the majority in the shadow, especially if it is one that can
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afford an alternative approach, as it stands in the case of the UK. To some extent elite sport
performance is a managed and controllable phenomenon when there are solid strategies and
policies put in place (based on Shibli, et.al, 2012), but more money spent in sport does not
necessary mean more medals to be won. Approximately half of the UK Sport funding for
the London 2012 OGs was given to only five sports, leaving the remaining 22 to “struggle’
with the other half (UK Sport, 2013).

Participation in targeted Elite Olympic Sports in the UK

Sport participation contributes to youth sport development, especially to those who
engage with sport and physical activity and thrive for success in their chosen disciplines
(Coackley, 2011). In its European Sport for All charter, the Council of Europe states that
every individual shall have the right to participate in sport (Green, 2006). It is such
statements, which lead sport policy makers to invest money and resources in developing

effective sport participation programs (Council of Europe, in Coackley, 2011).

Nevertheless, it wasn’t until the 1980 when the attention paid to sport development
started to change and focused not only on elite sport, but its grassroots level, where
participation is a key feature (Collins, 2010). In the long-term, this initiative has lead sport
development to become a more strategic tool for increasing participation in the UK
(Collins, 2010). It could be said that the increasing competition and number of rival nations
at Olympic Games have also led to a higher demand for sport development at all levels.
Hence, the elite sport level needs a good pool of talented athletes to progress from the
grassroots level, which on the other hand increases the costs and investments needed in
sport (Shipway, 2007). Collins (2010) states that:

“The National Lottery not only provides funds for elite sport, but it also offers important
financial incentives for co-operation between partners [organizations working towards
sport development and increasing participation]. The availability of lottery funding helped
to overcome many tensions, especially between National Governing Bodies for sport and

voluntary sports clubs, which have an inseparable and vital part in this process.”

(Collins, 2010, p. 369)
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In the first decade of the 21% century the UK government had separated sport from
physical activity by making Sport England responsible for one and the Department for
Health for the other (Collins, 2010). Sport England and SNGBs were to be accountable for
increasing participation and development of sport through the Whole Sport Plans, and
failing to reach their given targets would result in public funding being cut down even if the

achievements from the London 2012 Olympic Games are met (Price, 2009).

The benefits of developing sport participation are well recognized, as well as the social
problems it helps to reduce (Coackley, 2011). In the UK in particular, the need to increase
participation and the potential implications have also been acknowledged (Girginov, 2008),
including in terms of Elite sport development. In the DCMS’ Game Plan some weaknesses
could be seen regardless of the overall aim of the government to increase participation,

mainly in terms of providing sufficient funding support (Girginov, 2008).

“Despite the consistency with which the rich and populous countries dominate the Olympic
medal tables, there is a constant need for their governments to ensure the continued
availability of the basic resource, namely “full-time” athletes.”

(Green & Houlihan, 2005, in De Bosscher, 2006, p. 193)

In addition to other benefits (e.g. improving health and physical activity among the
country’s population), (Heinemann, 2005), increasing participation also provides a higher
percentage of athletes in the talent pool, with potential to progress to the elite level
(Girginov, 2008). And it is authors like Collins (2010) who state that differing from their
Whole Sport Plans, a priority for many NGBs is to develop athletes with potential to
compete at the Elite Olympic level, and this is why increasing participation numbers has a

significant role in this matter.

In general, participation in sport is influenced from a variety of different factors
(Hallmann, et.al, 2012; Gustafsson, et.al 2010). This research aims to establish whether
sport participation numbers are particularly linked with the concepts of public funding
distribution and Olympic performance. Added from the study of Hallman, et.al (2012),
people are more likely to get involved with sports where more opportunities are present
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(e.g. funding related - better facilities, less costs involved, accessibility). Even though this
statement arguably could be applied to all sports, what could be suggested is that such
tendencies result in minimising the talent pool for those Olympic sports with less funding,
and it becomes more difficult for them to prove their winning capability at the Olympic
Games. If to consider that (target) funding depends on performance it is also the successful
performance itself which depends on the objective funding, its utilisation, and setting
realistic targets (based on outcomes from Garrett, 2004, and Sam, 2012). What could now
be added to this equation is the importance of participation. The increase and decrease of
participation numbers affects the talent pool and consequently influences the overall elite
performance of the particular sports, as well as their funding. This suggests for the
dependence of funding and performance on participation. However, it is still unclear
whether participation is also influenced by the state and conditions of different sports and if
it is likely to be higher in those sports where stable performance and sufficient funding are

present or not.

Evidences supporting an alternative philosophy should also be considered. According to
Weed, et.al (2012) to current date there are no solid records of previous Olympic Games to
have increased or decreased the number of participants in sport and/or physical activities.
Such statements raise logical concerns in regards to the existence of any sort of relation
between participation, funding and performance. The London 2012 Legacy Plans differ
with their leveraging strategies to use the Games as an inspiration for those already playing
sports to play a little more and those who have still not experienced sport to also feel
inspired and get involved in sports and/or physical activities (Shipway, 2007; Weed, et.al.
2012). Sport England’s Active People Survey has been considered the most successful tool
used to measure national participation numbers (Sport England, 2013). The survey runs
annually for twelve months, allowing for both recent and historical rates to be tracked. The
outcomes of the APS have been critically analysed in the following chapters of this study.

Overall, Weed, et.al (2012) conclude that in order to increase participation numbers the
development strategies need to be aimed at wider public engagement, as well as to promote

an maintain positive attitudes towards the economic, social and sport related benefits of the
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Olympic Games. It could also be added that there are many challenges and potential for
misplacing sport policies in the UK when it comes to managing sport equally at both the
elite and grassroots level (Collins, 2010). The set participation targets are close to
‘unrealistic’ or ‘too optimistic’, and some NGBs agree with such assumptions (Collins,
2010). Underestimating or neglecting the influence of some factors (such as failing to
consider the impacts of funding on performance and participation) is between the potential
reasons for a drop in numbers of people participating in sport. It could be argued that even
the overall analysis of participation numbers from Sport England’s Active People survey or
the DCMS’ Taking Part survey are failing to be optimistic when results are looked on a
sport-by-sport basis. Some results and discussion of this topic will be explored and
presented in later sections of this study, especially in relation to British Olympic Sports,
and the London 2012 Legacy, where a promise was made that the Games will boost sport

participation in Britain (Collins, 2010).

The promise to ‘boost sport participation’ in the UK as part of the London 2012 Legacy -
positive and negative sport development

One of the key points that helped London and Britain win the bid to host the 2012 OGs
were the legacy plans, and more specifically — the ambitious intention to use the Games to
increase sport participation by promoting the “sport for all’ approach, and create a world-
known sport system (Girginov and Hills, 2008; Charlton, 2010). The complexity of this
system makes its functions unclear and intentions unjustified, opening it to more criticism
(Bullough, 2012). Overall, the aspiring aim of the project is to reach people at every level,
taking into account their behaviour, culture, social relations, etc. (Girginov and Hills,
2008). The scope of the project is immense, and that makes it more difficult to adopt
adequate approach towards improving sport participation (Charlton, 2010). The goal
involves big changes, creating many challenges for its successful implementation (Girginov
and Hills, 2008). Some of them could be related to the disagreement between people and/or
institutions on outcomes, discussed by Girginov and Hills (2008). The same authors argue
that the effective sport development is one that meets the needs of the people today, but
without compromising their future opportunities or those of the coming generations. Sport
development can be seen in different forms. It is not a fixed target, but a process of
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construction, maintenance and destruction instead, providing people with opportunities for

participation and succeeding in sport (Girginov and Hills, 2008).

Interesting to note is that Girginov and Hills (2008) suggest that with all the recognized
benefits of hosting the Olympic Games, there is an unavoidable negative development (e.g.
funding cuts in some sectors of sport and further closing down of sport facilities). These
negatives need to be addressed by the government, as failing to do so, could impact on
sport development and participation. It could be said that the above is in fact contradicting
the two previously mentioned statements. Increasing the funding in some areas of sports
whether it is geographical or structural by cutting it in others does not mean increasing
opportunities for participation and positive sport development (e.g. cutting grassroots level
funding to boost elite’s). It means current participants losing out in the long-term, because
of the 2012 Olympic Legacy plans (Girginov and Hills, 2008).

In relation to Sport England and the Active People Survey, Charlton (2010) states that the
UK government through Sport England may have declared their aspiration to increase mass
participation in the country, but the results from Sport England’s survey show the opposite.
Charlton (2010) concludes that for the past approximately 20 years national participation
rates from the APS have remained fairly unchanged, despite of the creation of strategically
focused sport policies. Increase in funding projects has boosted some short-term changes in
a few sports, but with no continuous sustainability (Collins, 2008 in Charlton, 2010). The
same authors argued that as long as elite sport continues to be given drastically higher
priority mainly in terms of funding over mass sport, aims and objectives to increase
participation rates in the country could not be achieved (Charlton, 2010). Moreover, there
are other factors with strong influence on mass participation, which should not be ignored
(e.g. the impact of the OGs, British sports Olympic performance, the funding available to
each sport). The contrast between elite and grassroots sport should not be a competition
between number of medals and participation numbers, but instead to see successful
performance as a key driver for change in inspiring people to take part in more sports
(based on Charlton, 2010, Bullough, 2012 and Green and Houlihan, 2009).
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The contradiction between words and actions related to increasing sport participation is
evident according to Charlton (2010). For all relevant institutions, there is a great deal of
commitment required to resolve challenges together and to effectively utilize resources
(Girginov and Hills, 2008). Furthermore, attracting, developing and sustaining athletes is a
serious issue, regardless of the sport, as in many instances the return of investment will be
significantly noted as a positive outcome (e.g. winning medals) in the long-term — longer
than one Olympic cycle (Girginov and Hills, 2008). This could be applied to both the elite
and grassroots levels of Olympic sports. Creating and maintaining opportunities for sport
development and participation expects a long-term strategy and vision. The promised
positive changes could not be achieved while the majority of funding alternatives are

present as short-term one-off targets (Girginov and Hills, 2008).

The Growth of the Paralympic Games and the Development and
Organisation of Paralympic Sports in Great Britain

According to Gold and Gold (2007) the Paralympic Games have had major importance
throughout the latter half of the 20" century in changing society’s perceptions of disability
sports and promoting the agendas of inclusion, diversification and equality among people.
These agendas also featured in the London 2012 social values. The key economic and
social roles of the Paralympics have consequently led to their development over time, an
increased number of Para-athletes from more countries taking part and a growing rivalry in
the medal standings (Gold and Gold, 2007). Great Britain’s participation and performance
through the early years of the 21* century could be given as a good example to support
these statements. British Paralympians have demonstrated growing potential and strong
medal achievements in the four Olympic Games since the Millennium. Nevertheless, the
performance of the Para-athletes should not mislead any assumptions related to the
development of Paralympic sports in Great Britain, and the concepts explored in this thesis.
There are many obstacles and constraints for participation in Paralympic sports (Nixon,
2007), including the amount of funding available, accessibility, popularity, etc. A historical
review of the development of the Paralympic Games by Gold and Gold (2007) suggests that

while Olympic cities like Sydney and London were able to build on existing structures of
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disability sports, other host cities such as Athens and Beijing had to effectively promote the

image of disability sports beforehand due to fairly recent traditions in Paralympic sports.

It is relevant to note a statement by Morris (1991) according to who if the perception of
the society becomes more positive, and effective public policies are put in place to remove
existing barriers between Olympic and Paralympic sports, then there will be fewer
challenges for Para-athletes to succeed in their chosen sports. Indeed, as Brittain (2004)
argues, if the underlying attitudes and level of understanding could be changed in a positive
manner, then necessary policy changes will be the result of a natural progression. The
changing attitudes approach adopted in the case of Beijing and China has proven successful
as the country has maintained a strong presence in the top of the medal tables (London
2012 archive, 2013). In the case of the London 2012 Games, Britain’s heritage in disabled
sports was used as a key advantage to help further develop the positive image of the
Paralympic Games. Whether these plans have been successful is yet to be evaluated.
Currently, the Paralympic Games in general remain overshadowed by the Olympics. The
umbrella of the Olympic Games leads to additional challenges such as limiting popularity
and restraining participation, as well as limiting media interest in comparison to the
Olympics (Nixon, 2007).

The review of the literature on Paralympic sports has showed that not many authors have
done academic research centred on the Paralympic Games (Gold and Gold, 2007; 1995;
Nixon, 2007; Brittain, 2012), and there is still little known about funding, performance and
participation in Paralympic sports. Even though general barriers for participation in
Paralympic sports have been explored, measuring numbers of participants remains difficult
and unclear. According to Brittain (2004) no mechanisms exist to monitor and examine the
current challenges disabled athletes often come across at different levels of sport. The
author further states that this occurrence occurs despite of the growth of the Paralympic
Games and the increasing medal rivalry (Brittain, 2004). The shadow of the Olympic
Games has an impact on the academic work in regards to the concepts of funding and
performance as well. A particular advantage of this thesis is the conducted comparison

between Olympic and Paralympic funding, as well as the performance in terms of nu