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VALUING THE VOLUNTARY SECTOR IN SPORT:
RETHINKING ECONOMIC ANALYSIS

Abstract

The voluntary sector plays an important role in the sports industrg,povider of
sporting opportunities and in the development of sport, from increasihgigetion

through to supporting excellence and elite performance. Howevaritedehis

importance, research on its contribution to sport-related economiityadilimited,

with information on this sector remaining the weakest part ofentireconomic
assessments of the UK sports industry. The research presantbd iarticle
examines the economic importance of the voluntary sector, usingeastay/ of
Sheffield. It demonstrates that the sports voluntary sectoeigith is considerably
smaller than was predicted when using national estimates anthithas largely a
consequence of methodological issues relating to previous resedtoh.article
suggests that in the light of the findings and the increasing useoof in urban
policy, there is a need to rethink the methodology used to evaluatcdhemic

contribution of the voluntary sector in the future.



I ntroduction

In recent years, the concept of using sport for economic regiemetas gained
increasing credibility. As a result, a number of cities inUlke including Sheffield,
Manchester and Birmingham, have integrated sport into their urbaneragen
strategies. At the same time, there has been an inérebsth academic and policy
related literature on the economic importance of sport (e.gtistBriUrban
Regeneration Association, 2003; Cambridge Econometrics, 2003; Davies, 2002;
Gratton and Henry, 2001; Grattehal, 2001). This has largely stemmed from the
need for a more systematic evaluation process to underpin stsafi@ggport and to
enable more efficient decision making with regard to resouloeasibn (Lincoln and

Stone, 1999).

The voluntary sector plays a crucial role in sports developmenthangrovision of
sporting opportunities in the UK. Volunteers play a significant rolethe
organisation of UK sport and the sector also provides a major econontitbution
to the total value-addédf the industry (Gratton and Taylor, 2000; Shélal, 1999).
Yet despite this significance, there is limited empiricallysis of its economic
importance, even at the national level. Attempts have been madeluatevine
economic activity generated by the voluntary sector as parbatibr assessments of
the sports industry. However, the reliability and validity of theéadased is
questionable and the information on this sector remains one of thesweakes of
the current assessments of the economic importance of sport loKiHé&eisure

Industries Research Centre, 1997).



This article uses a case study of Sheffigll examine the economic importance of
the voluntary sector within the sports industry. It demonstratéstttbaeconomic
significance of the voluntary sector in Sheffield is consiolgréess than predicted
using national estimates and that this is largely a consequémuevious studies
over-estimating the importance of the voluntary sector. Tideagoes on to argue

that as a result of the findings presented and the increasinde pobfisport in
economic regeneration, the methodology used for estimating the economic
importance voluntary sector needs to be re-examined. It sugtstghis is
particularly important if estimates of the economic importancepoft are to retain

credibility or to be of any value to policy makers in the future.

Defining the sports voluntary sector

Sport and leisure opportunities in the UK are largely provided fahi®e sectors,
each of which has different objectives. As shown in Figure kethee the public
sector, the private-for-profit sector and the private-not-for-pssdtor, although it
should be noted that the boundaries of these categories themselN®areed and

often contested (Nichols and Taylor, 1993; Shilal, 1999). The voluntary sector,
also known as the third sector, is part of the private not-for-pgefitor and is the
largest sub group within it. It is largely comprised of voluntspprts clubs and
governing bodies and is distinguished by the wide use of voluntary labbhe.

charitable sector is the second sub group in the private not-fot-peafior and is

comprised of charitable trusts formed specifically to opeabets facilities, many of



Insert Fig. 1

which have been owned previously by local authorities. The thirdfinadsub-
group is the industrial sector, which comprises sports facibinelsclubs organised at
industrial premises, often with subsidies from commercial firiitse whole sector is
thuscharacterised by private ownership and the lack of profdti@r and Taylor,

2000).

Although the three sectors can be separately defined withetiffebjectives, many
organisations within the sports industry fall between these rigebcaes (this is
illustrated by the arrow on Figure 1). For example, whileitdide trusts operate on
a non-profit making basis, they often receive considerable subdidim the local
authority. Similarly, while some voluntary clubs own the fae#tthey use, many
pay for subsidised use of local authority facilities. In boths#sere are arguments
for placing voluntary clubs and charitable trusts in either the terivat-for-profit or
the public sector. However, ultimately they will be classifetording to the
underlying rationale of the organisation concerned and that of dter se which

they are categorised.

The research presented in this article relates to the vojunédner than the not-for-
profit sector. It is only concerned with the economic activityegated by voluntary
sports clubs and governing bodies in the research area and does nottake af

the charitable or industrial sub sectors.



The economic importance of the voluntary sector: previous resear ch

In the UK, two strands of literature have emerged relatingh® d@conomic
importance of the voluntary sector in sport. The first, which hesived relatively
little attention, relates to the economic contribution (value-addédhe voluntary
sector to the sports industry; the second relates to the valhe eblunteer labour

market.

Economic contribution of the voluntary sector to value-added

Research on the sectoral output produced of the voluntary sectorrpely lzeen
undertaken as part of broader studies that have measured the ecomponiance of

sport. A number of these studies have been undertaken at the natidnagional

level. These include the Centre for Advanced Studies in the Soodmic8s (1995),
Henley Centre for Forecasting (1986; 1989; 1990; 1992; 1992a), Pieda (1991; 1994)
and Leisure Industries Research Centre (1997; 1997a; 1997b; 1997c; 1997d; 2000;
2000a; 2000b; 2000c; 2000d)). Most recently, Sport England has published a report
on the economic value of sport in England (Cambridge Econometrics, 26683)na

its value across all of the English Regions (Cambridge Econase2003a; 2003b;
2003c; 2003d; 2003e; 2003f; 2003g; 2003h; 2003i). These studies have found that
the contribution of the voluntary sector to the Gross Domestic Pr¢@id®) of the

sports industry amounted to 12.3% of sport-related value-added in Engla@@0Gn

which was equivalent to £1,210.07 million (Cambridge Econometrics, 2003). This

estimate excludes the value of volunteer labour, which is recorded separately



A major problem with al of the studies highlighted, is the religbédnd validity of

the data used to estimate sport-related economic activity. L&isaere Industries
Research Centre (1997) notes that the level of economic informatjomec for an

economic impact study of the voluntary sector is simply not @lailalt goes on to
argue that although virtually all the studies carried out inUtKehave attempted to
solve this problem with primary data collection, this remalres weakest part of
current assessments of the economic importance of sport, asnGaaid Taylor

(1985: 129) have explained:

By the very nature of voluntary sector activity assessmeiris aiconomic
impact is virtually impossible. Many of the inputs into orgatises go

unrecorded...equally the output of such organisations is rarely mdasure

because many voluntary organisations are small and many ofttieities
are not available except to the organisations’ members.
The problem with data in the voluntary sector is therefore twofoistly; there are
limited data sources available at the local, regional and natered and secondly,
while many studies carried out in the UK have attempted to shivgtoblem with
primary data collection, this has been inconsistent and the dataofiamebeen of

poor quality.

For those studies that have collected primary data using questemrs&impling has
been inconsistent, techniques for aggregating data have been guestioabie a
validity of the estimates produced have been debatable. Whiteiflevidence for
this critique will be amplified later in the article, Tabl@rbvides an example of the
weakness in voluntary sector data. The table illustrates tglesaizes and response

rates of the questionnaires sent to voluntary sports clubs Wwopsestudies. As it



can be seen, these are highly variable. For example, of the 405seluimed,
covering 27 different sports, in the first Welsh study, only 52 regsongere
obtained, with no response from several sports. While the NorfRegion study
presented some improvements in data collection, with a samplef<i2& clubs and
a response of 142 from 23 sports, there is clearly a need for furtheyzvement in
the reliability of primary data in this sector.

Insert Table1

For studies that have not carried out primary data collection -Indhwse carried
out most recently (e.g. Leisure Industries Research Centre, 1997, Qa@bridge
Econometrics, 2003) - the quality of data is even more questiondblese studies
have relied upon the results of previous research making ad hoc assisgid
‘suitably scaled to adjust for inflation’ (Cambridge Econometraf¥X)3: 35). Such
manipulation renders the voluntary sector data in these studiesneverunreliable

than those that have undertaken limited primary research.

Valuing volunteers: the economic contribution of voluntary labour

In contrast to research on sectoral output, an area of voluntaoy sesgarch that has
generated increasing attention is that relating to the econoaonitribution of
voluntary labour to sport. While it is relatively straightforwémdnake comparisons
of volunteer time and numbers, there is no widely accepted method fdifgjngn
the value of volunteers to the sports industry. The Sports Council (19P&rgued,

for example, that ‘...to put a monetary valuation on voluntary laboursisnre senses



a contradiction in terms. Voluntary labour is given explicitly foy monetary

reward...” In a sense, to place a monetary value on volunteer leblike treating

volunteering as a cost to the volunteer involved, whereas in manyicassadenefit

to them, as Solberg (2003: 20) has explained:
...people’s involvement in voluntary work is not based on an instrumental
rationality where the objective is to maximise one’s owntutiliThere are
many who will regard volunteering as part of being a memberobila and
who will find it extremely difficult to distinguish the voluntajgb from the
rest of membership. Even though one can ask the respondents toucdlue s
aspects in monetary terms, it is difficult to regard the arsws serious
assessments.

Notwithstanding volunteers motivations, the situation is paradoxical, samce

organisation's point of view ‘the value of voluntary labour is relevardusscwithout

this voluntary labour the main alternative is a paid replacen{8pidrts Council,

1996: 15).

Gratton and Taylor (2000) suggest that there are three waydubhgzaoluntary
labour. These are the Contingent Valuation Approach, the HedoniodgPhtgthod
and the Opportunity Cost Method. They suggest that the latter mnthéypically
used in the valuation of voluntary time. The Opportunity Cost Method:
...works on the premise that the alternative to doing voluntary woidk d®
paid work, and the rate at which paid work could be obtained is the
opportunity cost or shadow wage of preferring voluntary labour (Grattdn a
Taylor, 2000: 132).
There are numerous examples of research on sport and the voluctarytisat use

the Opportunity Cost Method. For example, although recorded outside formal

estimates of economic activity, several of the studies oétbeomic importance of



sport have used a shadow wage of 50% of the average manual workangseto
calculate voluntary labour (e.g. Henley Centre for Forecasting 1Q88ire for
Advanced Studies in the Social Sciences, 1995). However, increasiiggfigtre is
viewed as outdated and controversial. Research on the chatast@fis/olunteers
has shown that voluntary workers are more likely to come from higbeio-
economic groups and to have higher than average levels of educatiamahait
(Goddard, 1994; Gratton and Taylor, 2000; Lynn and Davis Smith, 1992; @ifice
National Statistics, 1997; OPCS, 1983; 1989; 1994; Shdblal, 1999; Sports
Council, 1996). This suggests that using 50% of the average manualrsvorke

earnings for estimating the value of voluntary time in sport is not appropriate.

Other studies and organisations have tended to use different nsefaswaluing the
volunteer market. For example, the Heritage Lottery Fund usesdow wage of
£5.75 for manual labour and £15 an hour for professional labour, while the Sports
Lottery Fund uses a value of £5 or £10 for manual labour and £5 to £15 for
professional work (Sports Council, 1996). However, the problem with using thes
figures, particularly the Sports Lottery fund shadow wage, isiftitais assumed that

a high proportion of volunteers in sports organisations are highly dskaled
professional, the shadow wage adopted will be higher than averagg &atnings

for all industries (Sports Council, 1996).

In contrast, the Volunteer Centre UK (1995) used the national average in its

research into the economic value of the voluntary sector at trenalalevel. Other
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organisations, such as the Centre for Research in Social Polioyughborough
University, have used more sophisticated approaches for valuing vglualteur,
such as the VIVA (Volunteer Investment and Value Audit). Thishote analyses
the job skills used by volunteers and matches them to equivalentvpdidit then
applies a shadow wage accordingly (Gaskin, 1999). While methods suble as
VIVA are considered to be a more accurate way of measurinmtedr labour, they
are complex and at this point in time have not been used to value ualpaid In

sport.

The Sports Council (1996) followed the precedent of the Volunteer Centre (1995) and
adopted the national average wage for calculating the valuelwhiteering in UK
sport. It used average hourly earnings for 1995 (£8.31) and estimaté¢detivalue

of volunteer labour in UK sport was over £1.5 billion. This was over ¢igtgs
greater than the previous estimate provided by the Henley Clentfeorecasting
(1992). While some of this difference was accounted for by #rdey Centre using

a different shadow wage, adjustments for this and inflation {séltl a figure over

four times the adjusted Henley Centre estimate’ (Sports Council, 1996: 16).

Some studies have used measures other than the Opportunity Cost Methhg to
voluntary labour in sport. In addition to using the Opportunity Cost Methossesa
the value of the displacement of other goods as a result of hostirggoa sports
event, for example, Solberg (2003) investigated the psychological Ilseaedituing

to volunteers by asking them to grade their enjoyment by meaas.ifert scale.
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This measure was incorporated to illustrate that volunteering psobeleefits to the
individual, although acknowledging that these could not be expressed irtamyone
terms. Thus, discussion of the economic contribution of volunteerstiVadsased

upon data that used a shadow wage.

Arguably, there is no satisfactory way of valuing the voluntagtoseand often a
pragmatic line must be taken. The literature has shown that mb#é studies adopt
a shadow wage for estimating the economic contribution of voluntary labsport,

there is no universally accepted value assigned to this. atéiy the method and
value used will depend upon the objectives of the research being cartiadd the

philosophical viewpoint of the researcher.

M ethodology

Economic analysis of the voluntary sector in Sheffield wasezhiwut as part of a
broader study designed to measure the overall economic importasperbin the
city (Davies, 2002). The methodology used was the National Income Atwpunt
(NIA) framework. This approach has been used in the majoripredfious studies
on the economic importance of the voluntary sector and while itscapph was
problematic in these studies, it was largely due to databrity and validity, rather
than the fundamental principles of the methodology. Given these veeies ighat

could be addressed at the local level, the NIA framework was used in Sheffield.

12



The National Income Accounting (NIA) framework

The NIA framework is a macro-economic approach to impact asaysl is based
around the derivation of GDP. The framework is basically a measure obtretary
flow of all goods and services produced in an economy. There arddages g0 the
process of measuring the economic importance of sport usinglgéamework.
The first is the identification of sport-related economic aistignd the second is the

derivation of the sectoral accounts and the calculation of value-added.

For the first stage, sport-related economic activity in Séldffivas identified and
divided into seven sectors. These were: the consumer; comnsgaiglcommercial
non-sport; voluntary; local government; central government; and 'outsdarea’
sectors. Income and expenditure profiles were derived for eatte afectors. For
the second stage, sectoral accounts were created to show teimamdiows between
the seven sectors. From these, value-added was calculated aamnégataries plus

any further excess of output value over production costs in each sector.

Data Collection

To identify sport-related economic activity in the voluntary secatatabase listing
all voluntary clubs and organisations in Sheffield was derived. Prestadges have
tended to classify clubs according to sporting activity. Howevevas found that
there were a number of clubs in Sheffield with several sportitigtaes. Therefore,
clubs were classified into single and multiple sport organisatiand)uatrated in

Figure 2. These categories were further sub-divided on thedfgsisliminary data

13



analysis, which revealed that there was a significant statislifference between the
gross income and expenditure of: single sport clubs that were indepérme any
other organisation (CORE) and those associated with the univer&iid3; and
multiple sport clubs that were part of Working Men’s Clubs (WN@) Sport and
Social Clubs (SSC).

Insert Fig. 2
The data were collected in 1997 using a postal survey, which wasdppor to
implementation. The whole population of voluntary clubs and organisations i
Sheffield were sampled. Two hundred and sixty two responses weneedbliam
1046 questionnaires. Table 2 summarises the number of responses obtaimed f
each type of club.

Insert Table 2
Given that a relatively low response rate was obtained for CQREWMC clubs,
non-response was investigated to indicate any potential samplenbibe results.
Ten per cent of the non-respondents were contacted and asked to ithdicat@sons
for not completing the questionnaire. While several reasons tateel $n relation to
the non-completion of CORE clubs, there was no evidence to suggesietisaniple
was biased in any particular way. However, with regard tOMREC clubs, a third of
non-respondents stated that the reason for not completing the questiorasiteat
no sport was played at the club. Consequently, at the aggregationtistagember

of clubs in the population was adjusted to take account of this.

14



Aggregation

Data collected from the postal survey were aggregated in s&weys, based on the
categorisation illustrated in Table 2. Firstly, independent sisget clubs (CORE)
were aggregated by deriving a profile of income and expenditureaitn sport.

These were then multiplied by the number of clubs in the cifiis technique was
used for CORE clubs because there was found to be a signifiatsticl difference

between the gross income and expenditure of clubs from different sporting etiviti

Secondly, UNI clubs were aggregated by deriving a profile obnrc and
expenditure for each institution (Sheffield Hallam University aS8teffield

University). These were then multiplied by the total number oftsmbubs in each
university. This technique was used because, unlike CORE clubs, theraot
found to be a significant difference between the gross income aeddiiure of the
various sporting activities, but there was found to be a differeatveekn the two

institutions.

Finally, SSC and WMC clubs were aggregated by deriving a @rofiincome and
expenditure for each category. These were then multiplied by the nuntt8Cadnd
WMC clubs in Sheffield. This technique was used because thertowas to be a
significant difference between the gross income and expenditure®as& WMC
clubs. For the purposes of aggregation, the total number of WMC clubtiee i
Sheffield population was reduced by a third (33.3%) to take accotimbsé clubs in

which no sport was played.
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While non-response in questionnaire research can lead to shiapland the use of
such a sample to aggregate up for a total population can fuetheze data reliability
and validity, attempts were made to keep this to a minimum Ipjementing the
aggregation process outlined above. Despite this, it should be notedhé¢hat t
aggregation process does not necessarily remove all samplanaasvhile the
estimates produced in this article are conservative:

...as with all data collection exercises of this type theré lvé inevitable

errors of estimation associated with the choice of samplasg and errors of
sampling response (Henley Centre for Forecasting, 1992a: 76).

Base model

To enable a comparison of the economic importance of the voluneatgrsin
Sheffield with estimates of sport-related economic activityha national level, a
base model was derived. The base model gave a ‘top down’ benchitnakteof
sport-related economic activity in the voluntary sector, if SHdffias typical of the
rest of England. The base model for Sheffield was estimated dise Leisure
Industries (LIRC) spreadsheet model for the economic importahcgpart in
England (Leisure Industries Research Centre, 1997a). This \eatatad on a pro-
rata basis using the population of Sheffield, the number of housemofiseifield
and the percentage of England that Sheffield represents (basethlopopulation).
Since the England model represented 1995, a price inflator based ortdhdRee

Index was used to estimate the base model for 1996/97.

16



Estimating the value of volunteer labour

Given that the NIA framework does not take account of unpaid labouvathe of
volunteer labour in Sheffield was calculated by multiplying thal teaamber of hours
worked by volunteers in sports clubs and organisations in the citysbgtdow wage.
This was obtained from the postal questionnaire and aggregated takedde
previously. The shadow wage adopted was equivalent to the national avevakye
earnings for 1996/97 of £9.13. This was the same as the shadow wage tised b

Sports Council (1996).

Survey results

Table 3 shows the income and expenditure profile for the voluntary sector
Sheffield derived using the aggregation procedure described above. aflee t
illustrates that the total income of the voluntary sector in &effor 1996/97 was
£9,619,814 and the total current expenditure was £9,275,873.

Insert Table 3
Comparison of these figures with the base model, shown in Table 4sr¢vaathe
income and expenditure flowing to and from the voluntary sector in iSleffras
significantly smaller than anticipated. The base model pestlitiat the total income
to the voluntary sector would be £32.96 million and that current expendituwre w
be £24.89 million. This was over three times greater than thealaevenue
generated by the voluntary sector in Sheffield and over 2.5 timoes spending than
actually occurred.

Insert Table4
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While the aggregated total of income for the voluntary sect@heffield and the
base model were considerably different, there were some siredabetween the
profiles of income shown in Table 3 and Table 4. For example, 35.20refrenue

to the voluntary sector in Sheffield was generated from membershining fees,

players' collections and match fees. This was similar tedbesalent category from
the base model, which predicted these items would account for 37.3%oafeinc
Equally it can be seen from the tables that bar receipts @odsdor resale were

major sources of revenue in both profiles.

Sectoral output

Table 5 gives the value-added of the voluntary sector togethieitive other sectors
generating sport-related economic activity in Sheffield. alko illustrates the
predicted value-added from the base model. The voluntary sector cauribut
£2,899,808 value-added to the sports industry in the city, which was just 1.8% of
sport-related GDP. In comparison, the base model predictechthaettor would
generate approximately £13,342,299, or 15.5% of total value-added.

Insert Table5

The value of volunteer labour

The total value of the volunteer labour force to the sports industrizeffid was

£9,178,790. The Leisure Industries Research Centre (1997a) did not predsed r
estimates of voluntary labour for England, therefore it was notlgessi compare
the Sheffield estimate for voluntary labour with the base modéiwaess for sectoral

output. Nevertheless, comparison of the estimated value of voluriteer laith the

18



profile of income and expenditure for the voluntary sector in Sheffealdaled that
this was greater than the total income accruing to the volurgatgrsand just less
than total current expenditure. In previous studies, such comparisonfohasi¢hat
the estimated value of voluntary labour was more than twelve smalBer than the
income and expenditure generated in this sector (Henley Centriéofecasting,
1992). Thus in contrast to sectoral output, the value of volunteer lab&ieifield

was considerably greater than anticipated.

Explaining the economic significance of the voluntary sector

When compared to previous studies, the data collected in Sheffieseated a
considerable improvement, in terms of the sampling framework usedthend
aggregation techniques. It is thus highly likely that a sigmfiGmount of the
variation between the actual and predicted data are accounted ffiis imaly. The
following discussion consequently argues that previous estimattee ofoluntary
sector in sport are inaccurate. It suggests that such studiesysavestimated sport-
related activity and under-estimated the value of volunteer laboargues that the
findings illustrated in this article are largely a resultmadthodological issues relating
to the collection of data rather than fundamental differences isizeeand structure

of the voluntary sector in Sheffield.

Sampling and sample framework

19



In comparison to primary research in other studies, the samphefhe®l was larger
and the number of responses higher. The largest number of clulmiphg sampled
was 600 in the second national study (Henley Centre for Forecak®8g). Other
studies have sampled between 37 (Bracknell: Henley Centre fecdsting, 1989)
and 425 clubs (Pieda, 1994). In comparison, the Sheffield research sathpetba
clubs in the locality, which firstly, represented a much largermpsa than any other
study and secondly, ensured all sports organisations and astiwgee fully

represented.

While sample size is unlikely to have any bearing on the rétiabf the results, the
numbers of responses obtained is likely to have had an influence. Twedhuamat
sixty two responses were obtained for Sheffield, which in absolutes teras again
more than any other UK study. As shown in Table 1, previous respansesamged
from 14 in Bracknell (Henley Centre for Forecasting, 1989) to 232 imatenal

study (Henley Centre for Forecasting, 1992). Although the numizer not

significantly different from the number received in the naticbadly, the fact that all
were from one city and therefore more likely to reflect th#ewain that locality than

the 232 responses nationally, is likely to have enhanced the reliability osthesre

With regard to the sampling framework used for researchingdluatary sector, in
Sheffield clubs were sampled using a ‘bottom up approach’ from a pioputaat
was known to exist. The national studies have tended to sample usopgdmwn

approach’ from an unknown population, estimated using handbooks from governing

20



bodies. The uncertainty of the number of clubs that actually &xilksé national level
has undoubtedly contributed to the inaccuracy of national studies. Furthermore, it has
guite possibly led to the omission of a number of smaller lesealoclubs not

registered with a governing body.

A final point in relation to the sampling framework is that previstiglies of the
voluntary sector have tended to view it as homogenous, essentialjyrismg of
single sport non-profit making independent clubs (CORE). This stwealedl that
the voluntary sector was diverse and, while CORE clubs created the &argesit of
economic activity, they only accounted for 60% of total income and expendo
the sector. The results of the postal survey revealed that utyvaids, SSC and
WMC clubs accounted for the remaining income and expenditure floteirnge
voluntary sector. Thus, if these elements had been taken into acttumthational
level, there may have been an even greater disparity bethveactual and predicted

results.

Aggregation techniques

There is evidence to suggest that the techniques used for aggregaprevious
studies have tended to over represent larger and richer clubs.xdrople, in the
second national study (Henley Centre for Forecasting, 1992), spor'nsporting
activities were selected for sampling, based on their high & expenditure and the
popularity of the activity. The entire voluntary sector was theneggded by

multiplying the number of clubs in each of the six activitiesh®y profiles derived
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for each sport sampled, with an additional 20% added on for ‘other’ spos.
undoubtedly biased the sample towards the larger and richer cldbsy asit of the
six sports chosen were listed in the ten largest spenders spals (Centre for

Leisure Research, 1991).

The aggregation technique used for Sheffield was more rigoroli84 Aports were
sampled and a framework for aggregation was devised based on a number of
statistical tests carried out to reveal whether there wasgmificant difference
between the various sports and the different categories of clubs prfbcedure
minimised any distortions that may have arisen from outlyingegsaand the use of
the mean for deriving income and expenditure profiles (Davies,a2002 also
ensured that all categories and sporting activities in the vojus&ator were fully
represented. The method of aggregation therefore certainly acémustsne of the
difference between the Sheffield data and the base model. boadthe value of
voluntary labour in Sheffield was found to be considerably greatardkpected in
relation to income and expenditure accruing to the sector, ladgelyo the different

shadow wage used to aggregate the value of hours worked by volunteers.

I mplications of research findings

Methodological considerationsfor further research

In light of the research findings, future investigations of the valynsector should

recognise and consider a number of key factors. These are:
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The limitations of existing information and the case for collecting pyirdata;
Delimitation of the voluntary sector within the research area;

Representation of all sports clubs and organisations within the sampling
framework;

The derivation of appropriate aggregation techniques to ensure thdbwiards

any one element of the voluntary sector is minimised;

The value of voluntary (unpaid) labour.

As this article has illustrated, previous research on the voluséatgr is unreliable.

In light of these findings, future investigations of the voluntary seshould

acknowledge the limitations of current data sources and should endea\cmliett

primary data as a priority. Although resource issues wilhg$ prevail as a reason

for not carrying out primary data collection, particularly attbgional and national

level, it is evident that little published data is availablée information that exists is

largely based on inconsistent and weak primary data that has beerdder many

cases, with the use of ad hoc assumptions. Therefore to improve indorroatthe

voluntary sector, studies must move away from any dependence osdbeses and

derive new sources of reliable primary data.

If future investigations undertake primary research, a cleampt should be made to

define the boundaries of the voluntary sector. Furthermore, stsiclesd clearly

state whether estimates of sport-related economic actinidide the other sub

groups of the not-for-profit sector, such as charitable trusts ant$ $paitities/clubs
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organised at industrial premises. Little is known about the sdaprovision for
sport through these sectors, although Gratton and Taylor (2000) argubetteais
evidence the former is growing. If this is the case, they shoulicheled in broader
estimates of the economic importance of sport, and the most obwot® $o
examine these within is the voluntary sector. Future investigasiomsld therefore

consider whether a study of the ‘not-for-profit’ sector is more relevant.

Future studies that use primary data to estimate sportaetgtmomic activity and
voluntary labour should ensure that all sports organisations and astargiencluded
within the sampling framework. The research findings illustrahat the voluntary
sector is not a homogenous entity; rather, multiple sporting oegemms (SSC and
WMC) and clubs dependent upon larger institutions (UNI) contribute rafisant
proportion of sectoral output in the voluntary sector in Sheffield. &elseon the
voluntary sector should therefore incorporate these organisationa Wighsampling
framework. Similarly, attempts should be made to ensure thspating activities
are represented. Statistical analysis revealed that diffeporting activities have
diverse income and expenditure profiles; consequently studies shoulgtattem
sample from a wide, if not comprehensive, range of sports aciwtithin the

research area.

A further methodological issue that studies on the voluntary sdwtaidsconsider is

the technique used for aggregating primary data. This anderesented evidence

to suggest that the aggregation process used in previous studiesuliizs! i@ bias
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towards certain organisations within the voluntary sector. Futwesiigations
should endeavour to derive techniques that utilise information fromehtféypes of
sports clubs (e.g. single/multiple sport) and a wide range ofispa@ctivities. The
categories used for aggregation should be devised using statissisatdereveal
whether there are significant differences between the caegochosen.
Furthermore, they should be derived to ensure that there are enovgy responses

in each category to construct reliable profiles of income and expenditure.

Finally, any future evaluation of the voluntary sector should aim torpocate
information on, and estimate appropriately the value of, volunteer |abdloe sports
industry.  Conventional economic estimates of the voluntary sector bdygua
underestimate the true size of the voluntary sector, as thgyakd account of the
contribution the voluntary sector makes to the formal economy (Grattbi aylor,
2000). These estimates only measure the income and expenditure cdryoblunbs,
and take no account of the unpaid labour services of volunteers. Furtheamor
shown in this article, those studies that have included estimatesdusitary labour
have hugely under-estimated its economic value (e.g. Henley Gentferecasting,

1992).

While it can be argued that the value of voluntary labour lies drutisie formal
economy and therefore should be omitted, unpaid labour is an essestiatce
element of the voluntary sector. The argument remaining tithowt it, a paid

equivalent would be required, which would be a cost to the sector. Censgg
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future studies should estimate the value of voluntary labour, but astaeese this
article, record it as a separate figure to formal esémaif economic activity
generated. Furthermore, the shadow wage used to calculate thid bhociearly
stated, to allow comparisons with other studies. This way, poliakera and
organisations wishing to use data on the voluntary sector can chodeewitas
appropriate to include the value of unpaid labour. This will obviouslyrakeppon

the objectives of the research being carried out. Given thatiadk information
exists on the value of voluntary labour in sport (Sports Council, 199)oitld not

be an onerous task to incorporate the value of unpaid labour into future economi

evaluations of the voluntary sector.

Re-evaluating the economic importance of sport: regional and national studies

With increasing recognition of the positive benefits sport canrgenen the UK
economy, the findings presented in this article have implicationsmiptfor future
studies on the economic importance of the voluntary sector, but al$wéer $tudies
that use information on the voluntary sector to produce holistic éssnun the

economic impact of sport.

The national economic importance of sport has been estimated grimublK Sport
for a number of years (e.g. Leisure Industries Research Centre, 2088)); More
recently, it has been calculated at the regional level by $patand (Cambridge
Econometrics, 2003) and as a consequence of increasing emphasigiamnally

based funding decisions and the continual need to justify public spending gritspor
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is likely that further such studies will be commissioned. Whlere are

methodological flaws with the data in all of the sectors trateeasured by the NIA
framework in these studies, this article has suggested thablilnatary sector is the
weakest part of such estimates. If annual estimates ofptnes sndustry at the
national and regional level are to retain credibility in therjta revision of the way

in which the voluntary sector is measured is urgently required.

Although recent studies of the economic importance of sport acknowlbdge
current data on the voluntary sector is weak (Cambridge Econcsne2003),
existing data are still used to make further estimates, gkysetuating inaccurate
representations of the voluntary sector. Existing data shouldnger be used to
make further estimates of sport-related economic activithisisector. Cambridge
Econometrics (2003) state that their economic model had to be foundedddy rea
available data, to allow their analysis to be updated over tinmvettr, it is clear
that such data is not available for the voluntary sector. Thrganizations
commissioning these studies need to invest resources in creatrg reliable
information on the voluntary sector, which can subsequently be used tacertha

accuracy of future studies.

The collection of survey data on voluntary clubs at the regional ammhaklevel is
possible, but it would be a time consuming and costly task. t#®&mative solution
would be to set up a database detailing the financial accoutites# organisations.

The database could be constructed through a series of local@mralecase studies or
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through the governing bodies of each respective sport. The latfevewdd enable
data to be collected for all sports and would prevent the biash#satarisen in
previous studies, particularly through only recording information frangelr and
more affluent clubs. It would enable a more accurate identdicati the economic
activity generated by the voluntary sector. However, this solutrould require
funding and a national body such as Sport England to co-ordinate it. fofFbatds

only a realistic solution if the merits of improving estimateshe voluntary sector

are deemed worthwhile from a policy perspective.

Future economic analysis of sport at the regional and nationaldbwald consider
how best to collect primary data on the voluntary sector. Thought shoglddreto
the feasibility of deriving a 'bottom up', rather than 'top down' eséinwhich should
be investigated. This could take the form of a number of locally bstseltes in
cities and towns in the UK. This approach would be similar to tised by
Myerscough (1988) in calculating the economic importance of the &ftsvever,
unlike the Myerscough study, it should be based on a larger numbaseottudies.
The idea of carrying out research at the local level and aggregating froim dhisin
regional and national estimates is a methodological considerdtaincould be

applied to the whole of the sports industry and not just the voluntary sector.

The use of sport as a tool for the renewal of urban areas andgdmeration of

regions in the UK is likely to become more prominent in futuieay.e Roger Draper,

Chief Executive of Sport England was recently quoted as stating that:
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...sport is a growing industry and one which is set to have an evearbigg
impact on the economy in the future. It plays a significantipaatl of the
regional economies and should feature prominently in the work obRagi
Development Agencies plans to promote inward investment (Sportrighgla
2003).

With the profile of sport in urban and regional policy likely narease, the need to

evaluate its economic value will be of even greater importance in forthcormargy ye

The findings of this article have suggested that currentnatds of the voluntary
sector are fundamentally flawed and that a full evaluation andisglpoé the way in
which this sector is measured is urgently required. This engakif the estimates of
sport-related economic activity generated by the voluntaripisead subsequently
those broader estimates of economic activity that use estiroatdge voluntary
sector, are to retain any academic credibility or provideuuggfrmation for policy

makers in coming years.
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Tables

TABLE 1. STUDIESCOLLECTING PRIMARY DATA

Source Area Number of Number of Number of Response
sportssampled clubssampled Responses Rate (%)

HC (1992) UK 6 600 232 38.6

HC (1990) Wales 27 405 52 12.8

CASSS Wales Unknown 195 68 34.9

(1995)

HC (1992a) Northern 29 376 73 19.4
Ireland

Pieda (1991) | Scotland Unknown 300 102 34.0

Pieda (1994) | Northern 23 425 142 334
Region

HC (1989) Bracknell (B) Unknown (B) 37 (B) 14 37.8
& Wirral (W) 38 (W) 255 (W) 53 20.8

HC = Henley Centre for Forecasting
CASSS = Centre for Advanced Sudiesin the Social Sciences (1995)

TABLE 2. VOLUNTARY SECTOR DATA COLLECTION AND RESPONSES:
SPORTSCLUBSIN SHEFFIELD

Typeof club Population Number of Response Rate

I esponses (%)
CORE (single sport) 865 192 22.2
UNI (single sport) 87 47 54.0
SSC (multiple sports) 19 10 52.6
WMC (multiple sports) 75 13 17.3
Total 1,046 262 25.0
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TABLE 3. INCOME AND EXPENDITURE PROFILE: THE VOLUNTARY SECTOR

IN SHEFFIELD

Total (£) %
Income
Bar, food and clothing sales 3,615,906 37.6
Facility hire 659,018 6.9
Fundraising 626,952 6.5
Grants 288,655 3.0
Match fees, training fees & players 905,211 9.4
contributions
Membership 2,482,727 25.8
Other 1,041,345 10.8
Total 9,619,814 100.0
Current expenditure
Club equipment 255,507 2.8
Goods for resale 2,079,299 22.4
Ground maintenance 998,764 10.8
Hire of facilities 654,494 7.1
Operating costs 908,598 9.8
Travel 140,281 15
Wages and expenses 2,122,098 22.9
Other 2,116,832 22.7
Total 9,275,873 100.0
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TABLE 4. INCOME AND EXPENDITURE PROFILE: THE BASE MODEL

Total (£ million) %
Income
Bar receipts 15.04 45.6
Grants 2.5 7.6
Players subscriptions & match fees 12.28 37.3
Raffles and gaming 2.06 6.3
Sponsorship and advertising 0.66 2.0
Other 0.42 1.2
Total 32.96 100
Current expenditure
Bar purchases 10.53 42.3
Club equipment 0.05 0.20
Ground hire and rents 0.49 2.0
Operating costs 0.49 2.0
Wages 7.42 29.8
Other 5.91 23.7
Total 24.89 100

TABLE 5. SPORT-RELATED VALUE-ADDED: SHEFFIELD AND THE BASE
MODEL

Value-added (£) Value-added (£)

Sheffield % Base model %
Commercial sport 66,677,790 40.3 18,801,269 21.8
Commercial non-sport 89,909,968 54.3 46,080,196 53.5
Voluntary 2,899,808 1.8 13,342,299 15.5
Local government 6,022,848 3.6 7,623,586 8.9
Central government 97,574 0.1 304,147 0.4
Total value-added 165,607,987 100.0 86,151,498 100.0
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FIGURE 1. THE SUPPLY OF SPORTING OPPORTUNITIES

Supply of Sporting Opportunities

A 4 \ 4 A 4
Private-for-profit sector Public Sector Private-
(Commercial) (Gover nment) not-for-profit sector
e Sports goods e Central p—— e Voluntary
e Sports services e Local e Charitable
e Industrial

Indicates organisations transcending the boundaries of conventional classisicati
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FIGURE 2: VOLUNTARY SPORTS CLUBSAND ORGANISATIONSIN SHEFFIELD

Voluntary sports clubs and organisations

Single sport < > Multiple sport
A 4 A 4 A 4 A 4
CORE UNI SSC WMC
(Independent) (UniverSity) [CnhArt AnA CAninl NANlAviiinAa NMAane Clidhhe)

Footnotes’Endnotes

' Value-added is the difference between the valube®sport-related goods and services producedhencbsts of the inputs used in producing them.
" The fieldwork utilised in this article was carriedt in 1996/1997. Although time has elapsed sina@s undertaken, the findings presented conttouge of

relevance, particularly to the methodological isstased in the article, as these remain a wealofesgrent empirical research on the voluntary@ea sport.
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" All studies that estimate the economic importasicéne voluntary sector, record the value of vobentlabour as a separate value to the sectoraliogglue-

added) of the sector

43



