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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

NATIONAL SPORT MANAGEMENT RESEARCH WORKSHOP

Canberra, 23-24 April 2012
The national sport management research workshop was jointly sponsored by the Australian Sports Commission (ASC) and the Australian Sport Research Network (ASRN) for the purpose of optimising sport management research to the needs of the sport industry.
The workshop was organised around two key objectives: 

1. To seek a consensus on sport industry research strategies in the domain of sport management; and

2. To seek a consensus on how to address sport management research priorities.

In preparation, participants were requested to read some pre-workshop material including:

· ASRN, Sport Management Research Agenda (Results of consultations with selected NSOs, Melbourne and Sydney, June 2011);
· ASC, Staff Consultation Feedback on Sport Management Research Options, January / February 2012; and
· Summary of findings of Monash University research paper, Drivers of, and barriers to, success in Australian sport, February 2012.

In addition, workshop participants were invited to nominate their top ten sport management research priorities. These nominations were also circulated to participants prior to the workshop.

The workshop considered the following matters:

· What would sport management research look like if an integrated holistic view was taken? 

· The future of Australian sport; 

· The sport research environment;
· Can the suggested research priorities be validated?

· How would implementation of the research priorities add value to sport business?

· How can the research priorities be brought to life? and
· What action should be taken and who should have carriage of such action?

The 2010 bid for a Cooperative Research Centre (CRC) for Sport had highlighted the crucial importance of cross-sectoral partnership underpinned by a high level of sport industry leadership to ensure that the research output met industry needs.
The discussions that took place over the two days of the workshop confirmed this thinking and suggested that getting traction in advancing sport management research would be contingent on encouraging genuine sector-wide collaboration based on the principles of equity and reciprocity. 
It was noted that application of these principles was more likely to occur where decision-making processes were transparent and representative. In shaping research priorities and making funding recommendations, a spirit of cooperation was more easily sustained where an authentic culture of “give and take” was embedded in the process from the beginning.
The workshop discussions showed that in order to make systematic progress in addressing these matters, it would be necessary first to develop position papers in relation to four broad themes. The themes were:

1. The value of sport to community wellbeing;

2. The drivers of, and the barriers to, sport participation;
3. Sport governance options to strengthen the delivery of sport; and

4. Options for developing a nationally harmonised dataset aimed at strengthening the delivery of sport.
It was anticipated that consideration of these position papers would spin-off a number of specific research projects that could then be prioritised in the context of the funding that might be available at the time.

At the same time, there was recognition that research funding could not be discussed properly in isolation from considering the structures and processes to be used in considering research priorities and funding sources. All options should be on the table, having regard to the principles outlined earlier.
It was agreed that a follow-up workshop should be held within an appropriate time-frame, preferably before the end of the year, to consider:

· the position papers and the opportunities they presented for further research; and
· funding options for sport management research. 
Conclusion

There was agreement that the workshop had made a good start in laying the foundations for stronger sector-wide collaboration in sport management research. 

The main achievements of the workshop were to:

· Recognise the need to strengthen sport management research over time to something approaching benchmarks such as sport science research and the research undertaken by leading peak industry bodies.

· Recognise the need for on-going, representative, “joined-up”, institutional arrangements capable of providing high quality sport management research leadership. 

· Accept that this representation should include the sport industry, federal and state sport funding authorities and the external research community and could potentially be based on an evolution of existing structures such as, for example, the ASRN. 

· Reach a consensus regarding the four priority areas where position papers are required in order to properly inform consideration of future research priorities.

· Acknowledge that even if there is agreement on future research priorities, little will be achieved beyond the present output unless there is a willingness to explore all funding options and to contribute resources, in accordance with the principles of equity and reciprocity, in the spirit of genuine partnership. 











REPORT
NATIONAL SPORT MANAGEMENT RESEARCH WORKSHOP

Canberra, 23-24 April 2012
BACKGROUND
Research in the domains of sport science and sport medicine in Australia and internationally is well established. For many years, the research findings have had major positive effects in influencing practice and strengthening athlete performance, especially in the delivery of high performance sport.

On the other hand, sport management research, the large domain covering all aspects of sport delivery other than the bio-physical and psycho-social, is less mature in its development.
At a time when the opportunities to strengthen competitive advantage through building capability are getting harder to find, a premium is being placed on high quality applied research and innovation in sport management, especially where there is potential for so-called first-mover or early-adopter advantage.

Australia is fortunate in that much of the necessary research infrastructure to advance sport management research already exists.
The Sport Management Association of Australia and New Zealand (SMAANZ) was established in 1995 for the purpose of  encouraging scholarly inquiry into sport management research and to provide the opportunity to present results from this research. As publisher of the journal Sport Management Review, SMAANZ provides opportunities for academic researchers and industry practitioners to present the results of their research for peer review and discussion as a means of advancing knowledge and improving practice.
In addition, the Australian Sport Research Network (ASRN) was set up in 2007 with the aim of developing collaborations with key stakeholders to identify, prioritise and enable industry relevant evidence-based research that will lead to greater sports participation, sporting excellence and a more active Australian population.
While both of these bodies have made significant contributions to professionalising the delivery of sport in Australia, the work undertaken in 2010 by a number of sport system partners to prepare the submission to the Australian Government for funding to establish a Co-operative Research Centre (CRC) for Sport highlighted the many opportunities still to be exploited to strengthen research in sport. 
Although the CRC bid was not successful, the process clearly demonstrated that in the highly competitive research funding environment, the ability to attract future funding from government and industry would be increasingly contingent on having very strong industry partnerships in place and greater industry leadership in helping to shape the national research agenda. 
In response to the CRC bid outcome, the ASRN conducted two forums in Sydney and Melbourne during June 2011 for the purpose of consulting selected sports on what they considered their research priorities to be. These forums yielded a great deal of useful information and highlighted the potential for involving a larger group of stakeholders representing all parts of the national sport system in more structured discussions.
In November 2011, the ASRN and the ASC agreed to host a joint workshop to build on the outcome of the earlier forums. In this connection, the present forum - the national sport management research workshop - was initiated for the purpose of optimising sport management research to the needs of the sport industry.
The workshop was organised around two key objectives: 

1. To seek a consensus on sport industry research strategies in the domain of sport management; and

2. To seek a consensus on how to address sport management research priorities.

In preparation, participants were requested to read some pre-workshop material including:

· ASRN, Sport Management Research Agenda (Results of consultations with selected NSOs, Melbourne and Sydney, June 2011);
· ASC, Staff Consultation Feedback on Sport Management Research Options, January / February 2012; and
· Summary of findings of Monash University research paper, Drivers of, and barriers to, success in Australian sport, February 2012.

The Monash study, the culmination of research undertaken between 2009 and 2011 and involving 20 major sports was especially apposite to the workshop theme. In this connection, the research found that there was considerable uncertainty and little consensus among well-informed opinion leaders regarding the main factors that were thought to contribute to success in five key result areas, namely:

· International high performance success;

· Sport participation;

· Sport membership;

· Sport consumption; and

· Commercial revenue.

Having regard to this uncertainty and lack of consensus, workshop participants were invited to nominate their top ten sport management research priorities. In response, some 213 research priorities were nominated. 
Prior to circulating them to workshop participants, they were classified in accordance with the taxonomy used in the Monash study to present the findings and recommendations:
· Performance management (37 or 17.50%);
· Pathways and athlete development (30 or 14%);

· Product development and delivery (70 or 33%);

· Investment and resourcing (37 or 17.50%); and

· Governance and management (39 or 18%).

DAY 1 PROCEEDINGS

Welcome  – Mr Simon Hollingsworth, CEO of the Australian Sports Commission
In welcoming participants on behalf of the ASC, Mr Hollingsworth stated how pleased he was for the Commission to be partnering with the ASRN in hosting the workshop.

Mr Hollingsworth noted that research and innovation were seen as two fields where smaller nations such as Australia had to ensure that every opportunity was explored with the view to maintaining a competitive edge. Whereas sport science research had now reached a significant degree of maturity, sport management research still had some way to go before reaching that benchmark.
It was within this context that Mr Hollingsworth commented on the opportunities for sport management research to make a major contribution to strengthening policy and practice through the production of evidence-based findings that were grounded in the practical realities of delivering sport in an increasingly complex and competitive environment.
Success in this area would depend to a significant degree on researchers working in close collaboration with sports to ensure that the research was targeted at casting light on practical problems. In this connection, Mr Hollingsworth noted the direct relevance of the workshop theme and the broadly representative composition of workshop participants. 
He saw this inaugural ASC-ASRN workshop as an important step towards better harnessing the resources of universities and sport in the service of sustaining international success, increasing participation in sport and building a resilient and sustainable sport industry.
Welcome – Professor Allan Hahn, ASRN Vice-President
On behalf of the ASRN, Prof Hahn welcomed participants. He reiterated Mr Hollingsworth’s sentiments that the partnership between the Commission and the Network in inviting all parts of the national sport system to come together to discuss sport management research was an important initiative in encouraging cross-sectoral collaboration in addressing the many challenges facing Australian sport.
Prof Hahn referred to the history leading up to the establishment of the ASRN. An important feature had been the focus on both sport science and sport management, including the interface between them. Indeed, although sport science research had traditionally played a large role in high performance sport, there was increasing recognition of the potential contribution of sport management research to high performance sport as well as to sport business and mass participation community sport. 
While continuing, well-funded, research in sport science and sport medicine remained essential, it was the case that many of the issues inhibiting high performance success had their origins in governance and management concerns as much as in bio-physical or psycho-social concerns. 
At the same time, Prof Hahn pointed out that one of the most fruitful approaches adopted by sport scientists in recent years had been to engage increasingly in so-called embedded research whereby researchers interacted with sport programs on an almost daily basis in order to gain an authentically deep understanding about how individual programs and their daily training environments operate. There were opportunities for sport management research to do more of this type of embedded research to complement the important insights yielded over many years from other sport management research methodologies, including those derived from so-called systems thinking. 

This openness to new forms of engagement was potentially one of the areas of greatest gain. Indeed, the multi-disciplinary nature of performance improvement in sport highlighted not only the need for greater inter-disciplinary collaboration within sport but also a willingness to embrace the contributions from researchers and practitioners from outside sport. 

What would sport management research look like if an integrated, holistic view was undertaken? 
While the sport science research benchmark was well understood within the sport sector, the workshop facilitator (Michael Sparks) drew attention to equally impressive benchmarks involving peak industry bodies outside the sport sector. 

In this connection, Mr Sparks referred to case studies to demonstrate how two industries - health insurance and dairying - had applied innovative approaches to successfully engage with stakeholders to undertake so-called end-to-end (whole-of-supply-chain) industry research. 
These peak bodies deployed considerable resources in this research, including through the use of industry levies, to undertake research that was supported by those industries because of the perceived return-on-investment.  
Drawing upon those case studies and the earlier sentiments expressed by Mr Hollingsworth and Prof Hahn, the case was made for sport to be open to new ways to undertake and fund sport management research. 
If sport management research was to become a central and indispensible part of innovative sport delivery, as distinct from an optional add-on (whose return-on-investment was sometimes wrongly perceived as being too indirect or longer-term to warrant significant additional outlays), the culture of sport needed to change so that such research was recognised as an investment rather than as an expense. 
The future of Australian sport  
Paul Fairweather, Deputy General Manager, Research and Innovation at the ASC, presented the preliminary findings from the joint ASC – CSIRO Future of Australian Sport Study.
The study identified six mega-trends, namely:

Megatrend 1: ‘I want to break free’. This captures the rise of adventure, lifestyle, extreme and alternative sports that are proving particularly popular with younger people. 

Megatrend 2: ‘New Wealth, New Talent’. This is about economic growth and sport development in emerging economies such as Asia. 
Megatrend 3: ‘Everybody’s Game’. This captures the demographic and cultural changes that are impacting on Australia. 
Megatrend 4: ‘More than Sport’.  This is about the attainment of health, community and overseas aid objectives through sport. 
Megatrend 5: ‘A Perfect Fit’. This captures the rise of personalised sport and the tailoring of training systems to individual requirements. 
Megatrend 6: ‘Tracksuits to Business Suits’. This describes the market pressures and future business models in the delivery of sport. 

All of these megatrends had major implications for sport management research. The expectation is that, subject to the preliminary findings being confirmed, they could spin-off a wide range of research projects. 
The Sport Research Environment 

Alun Breward (Sport and Recreation Victoria) presented on the sport research environment on behalf of Dr Peter Hertan, Chair of the CASRO Research Group (CRG).
It was noted that the CRG’s objectives were to:

· Develop information to assist industry and governments to make informed decisions; and

· Improve the range and quality of information on sport and recreation including physical activity trends and participation and economic and social benefits.
The CRG’s role was to:

· Ensure east access and dissemination of sport and recreation statistics and research;

· Encourage national coordination and collaboration on key research areas;
· Encourage research into the social and economic impacts of sport and recreation and physical activity;

· Foster partnerships to facilitate strategic research.
Over the years, CRG had established a strong relationship with the ABS, in particular, the National Centre for Culture and Recreation Statistics.  Under the current partnership agreement to June 2014, data collections were being reviewed, and where necessary reconfigured, to ensure that future datasets were capable of informing sport and active recreation decision-making in optimal ways. 
As part of this process, the 10-year time series provided by the ERASS national survey on participation had recently been discontinued in that form so that the ABS could play the lead role in supplying participation data. However, ERASS remained a rich source of participation data which was accessible to university and other researchers.
One of the CRG’s current priorities was to provide CASRO with advice on National Sport and Active Recreation Policy Framework (NSARPF) performance measures in relation to participation, high performance sport, system sustainability and system alignment. 
Although CASRO’s research budget was currently fully committed, there were potential opportunities for the ASRN and for representative workshops like the present one to contribute their ideas to the CRG and to help shape the future sport management research agenda.
Can the suggested research priorities be validated?

The workshop felt that the pre-workshop reading material referred to earlier provided a comprehensive coverage of the issues where respondents considered there to be knowledge gaps warranting investigation. 

At this early stage of the workshop, participants felt that it might be more productive to concentrate on trying to distil the 213 issues identified into recurring themes. 
There was also discussion regarding whether some of the issues had already been the subject of research and whether there was a need, before proceeding too much further, for an environmental scan or audit to cull them out to enable the remaining issues to be more critically examined.
Having regard to these considerations, the following issues were identified for further examination:
· Recruitment and retention;

· Modes of participation and consumption of sport;

· Governance systems and models;

· Value of sport and sport advocacy;

·  Sport delivery systems, framework and structures;
· Audit of existing sport management research knowledge.
It was noted that for the most part, the issues identified overlapped with the matters canvassed in the Monash study.  
The Monash study, which incorporated an extensive literature review, was probably the most recent piece of large scale, independent, sport management research in Australia that had investigated the views of key opinion leaders regarding the fundamentals of sport delivery in 20 of our major sports.
The study’s major finding regarding the uncertainty and the lack of consensus in relation to the key factors that drive and impede success in Australian sport validated the opportunities for further research highlighted in the report.
With the exception of the issues relating to the value of sport and the audit of existing sport management research knowledge, the high degree of congruence between the recurring themes identified above and those canvassed in the Monash study gave cause for confidence that the workshop had a solid foundation from which to base further discussion.  
How would implementation of the research priorities add value to sport business?
Where individual sports often undertook research that was sport-specific or commercial-in-confidence, the level of take-up was likely to be high. At the same time, some sport-specific research yielded knowledge that could potentially be shared with other sports without necessarily violating commercial-in-confidence considerations provided that such knowledge transfer was subject to proper risk assessment by the owner of the IP. 

There was also a challenge to increase the take-up of more generic research that had whole-of-sport or whole-of-system relevance where, although the pay-off for individual sports might appear, prima facie, to be less direct, it could, on closer examination, be quite beneficial. 
In this connection, other stakeholders in a position to facilitate knowledge transfer to potential users to suit their particular circumstances, could play a useful role. For example, knowledge transfer in some industry sectors took the form of what are known as extension services to help industry practitioners translate research findings into improved practice.
If there was an audit of existing sport management research knowledge as suggested earlier, it may well reveal that there is a significant body of knowledge that practitioners are not necessarily aware exists but which could potentially provide answers to the practical problems sports are wrestling with. If this is the case, it could suggest that there are important cultural issues that need to be addressed before behavioural change in the form of increased take-up of research findings can be expected.

In the case of sport science research, the best high performance practitioners habitually make use of research findings with the aim of giving elite athletes a competitive edge. This practice was increasingly part of the high performance culture and it provides a useful benchmark when encouraging industry practitioners to keep abreast of the latest sport management research findings and to take-up those considered relevant to their work.
The workshop agreed that implementation of research findings was more likely when the research reflected industry priorities and where industry played a meaningful role in helping to specify the problem to be investigated and in the research design itself.
It was also the case that implementation of sport management research findings as part of a process of continuous experimentation, learning and improvement often had significant resource implementations. Commitments to undertake sport management research should be accompanied by an acceptance that if the findings are not implemented, the research effort could be wasted.....so-called “sunk costs”. 
The ASC’s information clearing house had a potential role to play in helping to show how the implementation of research findings might add value to the delivery of sport at an individual level and at a whole-of-sport or whole-of-system level. 
The role of the clearing house was still evolving and there were opportunities for the sport industry and the ASRN as well as for workshops like the present one to contribute ideas regarding how the clearing house should operate to facilitate a more systematic take-up of research findings.
DAY 2 PROCEEDINGS
How can the research priorities be brought to life?
The discussions that took place over the two days of the workshop suggested that getting traction in advancing sport management research would be contingent on encouraging genuine sector-wide collaboration based on the principles of equity and reciprocity. 
It was noted that application of these principles was more likely to occur where decision-making processes were transparent and representative. In shaping research priorities and making funding recommendations, a spirit of cooperation was more easily sustained where an authentic culture of “give and take” was embedded in the process from the beginning.

The workshop agreed that the research priorities would only be brought to life if there was a genuine appetite to do so. Apropos to this, participants reiterated their commitment to put in place arrangements that, over time, gradually lifted sport management research, including take-up, closer to the benchmarks set by sport science research and by the best peak industry bodies.

As indicated in the earlier health insurance and dairying industry case studies, many industries had well-funded peak bodies undertaking high quality research to represent their interests to government, business, the media and the general community. Notwithstanding the existence of the Confederation of Major Professional and Participation Sports (COMPPS), the sport sector has no peak body capable of representing the interests of all sports through the use of evidence-based advocacy. While this vacuum continued, there would be a continuing need for alternative arrangements.
It was noted that the workshop discussions had covered much the same territory as the discussions two years ago in the preparation of the submission for the establishment of a CRC for sport. This was a further validation of the need for a more systematic, collaborative and national approach to advancing sport management research in Australia. Given that the CRC bid was not successful, this made the need for alternative arrangements that had the support of industry, sport funding authorities and the research community even more urgent.  

Although it was the case that a future CRC bid for sport was unlikely to be supported under the current approval criteria, there were other potential options that warranted further discussion. For example, it was possible that the current discussions within the Australian Government for the establishment of research hubs and industry training centres, if agreed to, would have more flexible approval criteria that might allow sport management research to be funded through these sources.
In the meantime, it was important for the sport sector to position itself to be competitive in future funding bids. In this connection, sport management research stakeholders could put in place arrangements that demonstrated a strong track record of innovative, industry-led, sport management research yielding positive returns on investment for the community.

The first step in this positioning process was to distil out of the workshop discussions, a small number of major over-arching themes with whole-of-sport and whole-of-system relevance that could provide a coherent focus for future work.
The themes were:

1. The value of sport to community wellbeing. (The “value” factor has been professionally addressed by Sport NZ and was generally recognised as a threshold issue  for peak advocacy bodies);
2. The drivers of, and the barriers to, sport participation. (Whereas Australia’s track record shows that we know how to win medals, there are many challenges confronting sports seeking to better understand how to compete for market share with commercial suppliers of recreation and entertainment products);

3. Sport governance options to strengthen the delivery of sport. (Commercial market share imperatives were forcing many not-for-profit sports to explore innovative governance models to deliver their sports in more competitive, consumer-oriented, ways); and

4. Options for developing a nationally harmonised dataset aimed at strengthening the delivery of sport. (The current absence of a nationally harmonised dataset inhibited the sort of consistent inter-jurisdictional analysis of activity and performance commonly found in more mature industry sectors.)
Because a number of industry participants indicated that they would not normally be in a position to fund whole-of-industry research projects (because their priorities tended to be sport-specific and commercial-in-confidence), the consensus was that, at least for the foreseeable future, government would probably need to play the lead role in supporting sport management research that had primarily whole-of-sport or whole-of-industry relevance. It was agreed, however, that this should not preclude exploring other funding options. 

Although the “gold standard” of a CRC for sport was not realistically on the agenda at the present time, the challenge now was to see whether it might be possible to put in place, on an ongoing basis, more flexible arrangements involving the sport industry, universities and sport funding authorities so that some of the collaborative CRC benefits could be obtained without the costs associated with a more formal legal structure.
For example at the present time, the ASRN comprised representatives of the ASC/AIS and certain universities. While the ASRN had played an important role in stimulating sport research, it did not currently have representatives from NSOs or state/territory sport and recreation agencies involved in its deliberations. Indeed, the sector-wide representation in the present workshop was a response to those omissions. It also took account of the recent CRC-bid feedback which highlighted the need for strong industry leadership in driving research in sport.

There was no reason why the existing institutional membership provisions in the ASRN’s constitution could not be used to achieve a more sector-wide representation of key stakeholders by inviting interested NSOs and state/territory sport and recreation agencies (via CASRO and CRG) to participate in ASRN deliberations. 
As an adjunct to this option, it was also possible that the research hub and/or industry training centre proposals currently being discussed by government, if proceeded with, could present opportunities for funding sport management research. 

In addition to these options, there were other possibilities, for example:
· withholding a small percentage of the normal funding provided to sports to be hypothecated for sport management research;

· a small industry levy to create a sport management research fund;

· leveraging funds sourced from non-traditional funding sources; and

· reviewing total ASC-wide research funding to achieve an appropriate balance between sport science and sport management research funding. 
In the spirit of equity and reciprocity, university representatives confirmed their willingness to deploy “in-kind” resources in the form of academic staff and post-graduate student time to support sport management research that addressed sport industry priorities identified through transparent and representative processes. Of course, the results would be much more substantial if these resources were leveraged by funding from other sources, including sport funding bodies and the sports themselves, to help pay for additional research support.
What  action should be taken and who should have carriage of such action?
In the time available at the present workshop it was not possible to canvass all of the options in the detail required. Hence, it was agreed that a follow-up workshop should be held within an appropriate time-frame, preferably before the end of the year, to consider:

· the four position papers referred to above and the opportunities they presented for further research; and
· funding options for sport management research. 
CONCLUSION
There was agreement that the workshop had made a good start in laying the foundations for stronger sector-wide collaboration in sport management research. 

The main achievements of the workshop were to:

· Recognise the need to strengthen sport management research over time to something approaching benchmarks such as sport science research and the research undertaken by leading peak industry bodies.

· Recognise the need for on-going, representative, “joined-up”, institutional arrangements capable of providing high quality sport management research leadership. 

· Accept that this representation should include the sport industry, federal and state sport funding authorities and the external research community and could potentially be based on an evolution of existing structures such as, for example, the ASRN.

· Reach a consensus regarding the four priority areas where position papers are required in order to properly inform consideration of future research priorities.

· Acknowledge that even if there is agreement on future research priorities, little will be achieved beyond the present output unless there is a willingness to explore all funding options and to contribute resources, in accordance with the principles of equity and reciprocity, in the spirit of genuine partnership. 

