
Exploring the London 2012 Olympic legacy experiences
of a non-host city: a policy based case study of those

delivering sport in Birmingham before and after the Games

Item Type Thesis or dissertation

Authors Lovett, Emily L.

Citation Lovett, E. L. (2016). Exploring the London 2012 Olympic legacy
experiences of a non-host city: a policy based case study of those
delivering sport in Birmingham before and after the Games.
(Doctoral dissertation). University of Chester, United Kingdom.

Publisher University of Chester

Usage policy The full-text may be used and/or reproduced in any format
or medium, without prior permission or charge, for personal
research or study, educational, or not-for-profit purposes
provided that: - A full bibliographic reference is made to the
original source - A link is made to the metadata record in
ChesterRep - The full-text is not changed in any way - The full-
text must not be sold in any format or medium without the formal
permission of the copyright holders. - For more information
please email researchsupport.lis@chester.ac.uk

Download date 22/05/2023 09:46:23

Item License http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

Link to Item http://hdl.handle.net/10034/620374

https://chesterrep.openrepository.com/cdr
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/
http://hdl.handle.net/10034/620374


 

 

 

Exploring the London 2012 Olympic legacy 

experiences of a non-host city: a policy based 

case study of those delivering sport in 

Birmingham before and after the Games 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Thesis submitted in accordance with the requirements of the University of Chester 

for the degree of Doctor of Philosophy 

by  

Emily Lois Lovett 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

November 2016 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 



i 
 

Acknowledgements 
 

The submission of this PhD would not have been possible without the support of some 

very special people, some of whom will not have realized that they helped at all but 

have had a significant role to play. First, and foremost, somebody who has been well 

aware of their contribution, my principal supervisor, Daniel Bloyce. Thank you Daniel, 

you have been there to guide me, pick me up when I’ve doubted myself, remind me of 

the importance of attention to detail and shared in the excitement of explaining the 

findings. Thanks for your patience too, we’ve managed to get through years of 

supervision and only once have you been so animated that you actually waved your 

arms in the air! You, and the lovely sociology team at the University of Chester, have 

provided the motivation and, dare I say it, inspiration, that sparked my interest in this 

subject area. Thanks to everybody who provided feedback and questions at staff 

research seminars at the University of Chester. Ken Green, it is still beyond me how 

you think so quickly and articulate your ideas. Thanks for your feedback. 

 

During the course of the PhD some very kind academics have taken the time to meet 

with me about this research. Some in the early stages, and some more recently, while 

we have been at conferences. In particular, Ken Roberts, Stephen Frawley and Vassil 

Girginov, thank you for taking the time to get to grips with the project, tell me your 

thoughts and answer my questions.  

 

Just as important as the help I have had with actually working on the PhD has been the 

help and support of those around me who have known when it is time, to try at least, 

to forget about it. Mum, Dad, Ian, James, Grandma and my girlie pals, managing to 

balance your care for my progress with an awareness of when not to ask has been a 

skill that you have carefully mastered. I know that you would have liked to have talked 

about every detail every step of the way but by giving me the headspace to relax when 

I am not working has been more appreciated than you will ever know. Thanks for the 

proof reading too, you can put the pencils and green highlighter down now.  

 

My fantastic colleagues at Newman University and Edge Hill University (EHU), thank 

you. I will not forget the support of friends at Newman in guiding me through the first 



ii 
 

steps of the PhD and sharing my experiences of data collection. If only we did manage 

to buy a Lazyboy armchair for the interview room! Colleagues at EHU, it has been 

lovely to share the final stages of PhD writing with some of you. That feeling of: ‘it’s 

not just me’, is invaluable. Andy Smith, thanks for, well, giving me a job! Within that 

though, your careful counsel of both teaching and research related work has both 

spurred me on and kept me grounded. 

 

Finally, thank you to our students. Without you all, the future of research and practice 

in this area would go nowhere. Thanks for maintaining my passion for helping you to 

develop your understanding of sport and the social world. Thanks also for reminding 

me about the things that really aren’t that obvious. Hopefully, the things that we have 

learned together will be of benefit to us all as we continue our studies.  



iii 
 

Declaration 

 

 

The material being presented for examination is my own work and has not been 

submitted for an award of this or another HEI except in minor particulars which are 

explicitly noted in the body of the thesis. Where research pertaining to the thesis was 

undertaken collaboratively, the nature and extent of my individual contribution has 

been made explicit. 

 

Signature:  

 

Date:  

 



iv 
 

Table of Contents 
 

 

Acknowledgements ....................................................................................................... i 

List of tables ............................................................................................................... vii 

List of Acronyms ...................................................................................................... viii 

 

Abstract ...................................................................................................................... ix 

 

1: Introduction ........................................................................................................... 1 

London bid and legacy promises ................................................................................. 4 

Study rationale ............................................................................................................. 6 

Structure of the thesis .................................................................................................. 8 

 

2: Literature Review ................................................................................................ 12 

Sport policy and government priorities ..................................................................... 12 

Sport policy and modernization ................................................................................. 16 

Policy processes and power ....................................................................................... 19 

Local level partnerships and policy implementation ................................................. 22 

Measuring legacy ....................................................................................................... 26 

Measuring impacts on participation ........................................................................... 28 

Mega-events and an assumed demonstration effect .................................................. 30 

The need for supplemental activities and developing the sporting infrastructure ..... 34 

Vague recommendations for supplemental activity ................................................... 38 

Progress towards a legacy from London 2012 ........................................................... 43 

Conclusion ................................................................................................................. 47 

 

3: Theoretical Approach ......................................................................................... 49 

Figurations and interdependence ............................................................................... 52 

Power ......................................................................................................................... 54 

Unintended outcomes ................................................................................................ 58 

Knowledge and habitus .............................................................................................. 59 

Figurational sociology and sport policy and development ........................................ 61 

 

 



v 
 

4: Methodological Considerations .......................................................................... 64 

Research design ......................................................................................................... 67 

Documentary analysis ................................................................................................ 71 

Sampling ............................................................................................................. 71 

Data analysis ....................................................................................................... 73 

Semi-structured interviews ........................................................................................ 73 

Sampling ............................................................................................................. 74 

Procedures .......................................................................................................... 77 

Ethical considerations ......................................................................................... 80 

Data analysis ....................................................................................................... 81 

 

5: Legacy Planning and Policy Processes .............................................................. 84 

Continuity alongside change in legacy policy across changes in government .......... 89 

The ‘inspiration’ of the Games .................................................................................. 95 

Unintended outcomes of partnerships and accountability in delivering the 

participation legacy .................................................................................................. 100 

National policy planning: sport, physical activity and health .................................. 108 

Local level perspectives: constraints that followed the CSR ................................... 111 

Protected funding for sport alongside local authority cuts ...................................... 118 

Strategic planning at the local level slow to develop ............................................... 121 

Information gathering as legacy: another way of shifting responsibility? ............... 128 

Issues with decision making and implementation through relational networks in 

Birmingham ............................................................................................................. 135 

Strategic planning over time: post-Games clarity? .................................................. 140 

Conclusion ............................................................................................................... 145 

 

6: Legacy Branding Alongside Sports Development .......................................... 149 

Lack of reference to valid evidence ......................................................................... 150 

Pre-Olympic training camps – success or failure? Who decides? ........................... 156 

Success Stories – a legacy from the Olympics? ...................................................... 164 

Unintended outcomes: constraints of Olympic links ............................................... 169 

Conclusion ............................................................................................................... 171 

 

7: Demand and Supply of Sporting Opportunities ............................................. 173 

Demand for sporting opportunities .......................................................................... 175 



vi 
 

Belief in inherent legacy ................................................................................... 175 

‘There will be an influx of people’: Preparing to cope with demand ............... 178 

Missed opportunities: the need to increase demand through better 

communication ................................................................................................. 182 

Missed opportunities: increasing demand with timely activity ........................ 187 

Supply of sporting opportunities .............................................................................. 190 

Constrained by provision: lengthening chains of interdependence .................. 191 

Constrained by provision: initiativitis and confusion ....................................... 194 

Constrained by provision: clubs at capacity ..................................................... 197 

Constrained by persistent issues: pressures on volunteers ............................... 202 

Constrained by persistent issues: facility issues ............................................... 205 

Constrained by persistent issues: significance of social inequalities in 

Birmingham ...................................................................................................... 210 

Conclusion: The double-bind ................................................................................... 216 

 

8: Conclusion .......................................................................................................... 219 

Reflections on key findings ..................................................................................... 219 

Reflections on the theoretical approach ................................................................... 224 

Reflections on policy ............................................................................................... 227 

Implications for future research ............................................................................... 231 

Summary .................................................................................................................. 233 

 

References ............................................................................................................... 235 

 

Appendix 1: List of Documents Analysed ............................................................... 251 

Appendix 2: Sports Categorised for Sampling ........................................................ 257 

Appendix 3: Example Interview Transcripts ........................................................... 258 

Appendix 4: Pre-Games interview Schedules ......................................................... 277 

Appendix 5: Post-Games Interview Schedules ........................................................ 298 

Appendix 6: Ethics Approval Letter ........................................................................ 312 

Appendix 7: Participant Information Sheets ............................................................ 315 

Appendix 8: Informed Consent Forms .................................................................... 320 

 



vii 
 

List of tables 
 

 

  Page 

 

Table 1 

 

Research participants and pseudonyms 

 

 

72 

Table 2 APS data for England and Birmingham showing the 

percentage of the population participating in sport once 

per week 

81 

 



viii 
 

List of Acronyms 
 

APS Active People Survey 

BCC Birmingham City Council 

BSPAP Birmingham Sport and Physical Activity Partnership 

CSL 2012 Commission for a Sustainable London 2012 

CSP County Sports Partnership 

CSR Comprehensive Spending Review 

DCMS Department for Culture, Media and Sport 

DCSF Department for Children, Schools and Families 

DfE Department for Education 

DH Department of Health 

GLA Greater London Authority 

IOC International Olympic Committee  

LA Local Authority 

LDA London Development Agency 

LOCOG London Organising Committee of the Olympic Games and 

Paralympic Games 

LTUK Legacy Trust UK 

NAO National Audit Office 

NSO National sports organization 

OCOG Organizing Committee of the Olympic Games 

ODA Olympic Delivery Authority 

NGB National Governing Body 

SSP School Sports Partnership 

SD Sports development 

SDO Sports development officer 

VSC Voluntary Sports Club 

YST Youth Sports Trust 

WMfor2012 West Midlands for 2012 

 



ix 
 

Abstract 
 

 

In bidding to host the 2012 Olympic and Paralympic Games, the London bid 

committee promised a range of ambitious legacies. Planning for legacy pre-Games was 

a relatively new aspect of event planning (Leopkey & Parent, 2009). For the London 

Organising Committee of the Olympic Games and Paralympic Games (LOCOG) and 

the Department of Culture Media and Sport (DCMS), the sporting legacy from London 

2012 was intended to be experienced across Britain. As such, a significant impact was 

expected on the sporting lives of people in non-host areas. To this extent it seems 

entirely appropriate, therefore, to examine the attempts to establish a ‘legacy’ in a city 

outside of London. Birmingham, one of the most populated cities in the UK, is 

therefore the focus of this study.   

 

The aim of this project was to investigate the legacy experiences of those delivering 

sport in Birmingham prior to, and soon after, the Games. This research was conducted 

from a figurational approach. A case study design was used to provide a detailed 

insight into a complex network of people and their perceptions that influence sport 

policy and development. The methods employed within this case study include 

documentary analysis of national policy documents and semi-structured interviews 

with key personnel in Birmingham. Interviews were conducted in the months prior to 

the Games and follow-up telephone interviews several months after the Games.  

 

A key theme to emerge from the research was a belief in inherent inspiration, despite 

limited existing evidence about any form of demonstration effect from mega-events 

(Weed et al., 2009). This theme was evident throughout national policy and the 

ideological belief in demonstration effects had become almost second nature to some 

of those working in sport during the pre-Games period. The economic climate was a 

feature of many interviews with those delivering sport in Birmingham; several 

participants commented on the impact of the 2010 Coalition Government’s 

Comprehensive Spending Review and subsequent budget cuts. Changes to personnel 

working in sport and an increased interest from community groups wanting to offer 

something Olympic-themed meant that the networks involved in sport were changing 

significantly and becoming increasingly complex. As such, those working in sport 

before the Games found it increasingly difficult to orientate themselves within the 

figuration and coordinate the work being undertaken. An outpouring of publications 

and Olympic-themed activity led to the unintended outcome of initiativitis and 

confusion at the local level.  

 

Despite a belief in inherent inspiration before the Games, after the Games, many 

interview participants reflected on issues of the demand for and supply of sporting 

opportunities. Key issues raised included the need to proactively leverage and 

communicate opportunities with members of the public. These findings lead to the 

recommendation that for effective event leveraging, the sporting infrastructure could 

be developed during the pre-Games period with a view to providing a range of locally 

informed, sustainable activities during and after a mega-event. Assumptions of 

inherent inspiration and the belief that members of the public will seek out 

participation should not be relied upon; the communication of sporting opportunities 

and their wider benefits is key.  
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1: Introduction 

 

As Preuss (2015) has noted, there was growing academic interest in legacy policy 

following the announcement that London would host the 2012 Olympic and 

Paralympic Games and the associated legacies that were promised. Legacy has become 

an increasingly important concept for the International Olympic Committee (IOC) 

since the 1980s (Leopkey, 2008). This occurred alongside the increasing politicization 

and commercialization of the Games, especially following the money generated by the 

Los Angeles 1984 Games. Demonstrating positive impacts for host communities from 

the Games became increasingly important for the IOC. Gratton and Preuss (2008, p. 

1922) state that legacy is now one of the ‘main interests’ of the IOC. They argue that 

there are, principally, three main reasons for this: firstly, the IOC want to avoid a public 

perception that the Games might have a negative impact; secondly, with scarce public 

resources being used for event infrastructure, legacies can help to justify the additional 

spending hosting a Games would inevitably require; and, thirdly, if mega-event 

legacies are evident, other cities or nations will be motivated to bid which would, in 

turn, increase the demand to host the Games and thus increase the power of the IOC 

and the longevity of the Olympic Games (Gratton & Preuss, 2008). Leopkey (2008, p. 

14) stated that in the final report from the Calgary Games held in 1988 ‘more idealized 

and intangible concepts of legacy such as talent, people, tourism, business, and sport 

development’ were described. The 1996 Atlanta Games also provided an example of 

legacy gaining increasing interest during the planning stages as the organizers wanted 

to leave something behind to commemorate the 100th anniversary of the Games.  
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Whilst encouraging the development of sport for all was part of the Olympic Charter 

previously, the term legacy was first included in the 2003 Olympic Charter where it 

was stated that one of the roles of the IOC was to take ‘measures to promote a positive 

legacy from the Olympic Games to the host city and the host country, including a 

reasonable control of the size and cost of the Olympic Games’ as well as to encourage 

‘the Organizing Committees of the Olympic Games (OCOGs), public authorities in 

the host country and the persons or organizations belonging to the Olympic Movement 

to act accordingly’ (IOC, 2003, p.12). Over time, as legacy has become increasingly 

important, legacy and post-games planning became an integral part of the bid-process 

and event planning, whereas before the OCOGs paid it little attention.  For Leopkey 

and Parent (2011), planning for legacy before Games take place is a significant change 

to the governance of legacy. The research presented here focuses on a non-host city 

perspective of the planning and delivery of the London 2012 sporting legacy. This 

chapter outlines the background to the concept of legacy, the London bid to host the 

2012 Olympic and Paralympic Games and associated legacy promises. This helps to 

build towards the rationale for the study and an introduction to the structure of the 

thesis.  

 

Given the increasing importance of ‘legacy’, and its centrality to the present study, it 

is important to try to define it. Preuss (2007) highlighted that legacy encompasses all 

changes from a mega-event, but he points out the need to distinguish between ‘impact’ 

and ‘legacy’. He suggests that one of the main differences between these terms is that 

impact implies a more short-term effect whilst legacy implies something that is longer 

lasting. Chalip (2006) has also highlighted the difference between ‘impact’ and 

‘leverage’, suggesting that impact can be thought of as an outcome of an event that 
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may happen automatically, whilst leveraging is actively trying to promote an outcome 

through the event. Preuss (2007) suggests that politicians should use mega-events to 

make changes to the host city that would be longer lasting than the event itself. 

Actually providing a definition of legacy that has universal agreement has proved 

difficult for academics due to the various forms of legacy and perceptions of legacy 

that exist. However, Preuss (2007, p. 211) offers the following definition of legacy: 

‘Irrespective of the time of production and space, legacy is all planned and unplanned, 

positive and negative, tangible and intangible structures created for and by a sport 

event that remain longer than the event itself’. This definition provides an insight into 

the very broad range of longer-term impacts that could be considered to be legacy. 

Whilst this definition implies that these changes are experienced as a result of an event, 

there is very limited recognition here that any change directly influenced by a 

particular event is very difficult to identify. This is examined further in the literature 

review.  

 

Horne and Manzenreiter (2006) highlight that the general consensus among academics 

is that impacts of mega-events can be both positive and negative. Indeed, both positive 

and negative impacts were noted by Malfas et al. (2004) in their review of the literature 

on mega-events.  Whilst it must be recognized that perceptions of positive and negative 

impact will vary, Malfas et al. (2005, p. 218) suggested that positive impacts were 

‘increased city awareness, economic development, job creation and urban 

regeneration’ whilst some of the negative impacts included high inflation, expensive 

housing, threats to civil liberties of certain groups, terrorist acts and even city 

defamation after revelations of bribery scandals’. Leopkey and Parent (2011) noted 
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that governments continue to support bids to host mega-events despite the associated 

risks including cost overruns, overcrowding and unused facilities.  

 

Leopkey (2008) argued that as legacy has become increasingly popular within the 

Olympic movement, several new ‘types’ of legacy have emerged and there has been 

an increase in the interconnectedness and complexity between the legacy themes. Sub-

categories of legacy included in the sport theme were sport development, sport 

facilities, increased participation, and health (Leopkey, 2008). Legacy is now a 

significant aspect of an OCOG’s overall mission (Leopkey, 2008). The sporting legacy 

is among a number of other non-evidence based, exaggerated promises that bidding 

cities and politicians are constrained to make as part of the competitive process of what 

Bloyce and Smith (2010) have referred to as ‘legacy gigantism’ that takes place in 

trying to win the right to host the Olympic Games.  

 

London bid and legacy promises 

The London bid was highly ambitious in the variety of ‘sustainable legacies’ that were 

being promised. In the Candidate File it was stated that, ‘for the city, hosting the 

Games would leave an enduring sporting, social and economic legacy’ (London 2012, 

2004, p. 1). One of the four specified ‘visions’ of the London 2012 bid was ‘Leaving 

a legacy for sport in Britain’ (London 2012, 2004, p. 17). Indeed, sport was declared 

to be ‘at the heart’ of the bid (London 2012, 2004, p. 1). The original London bid 

document stated that ‘mounting excitement in the seven years leading up to the Games 

in London will inspire a new generation of youth to greater sporting activity’ (London 

Organising Committee of the Olympic Games and Paralympic Games [LOCOG], 
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2005, p. 23). As well as young people, there was an ambition to improve mass 

participation for all, with the Department for Culture, Media and Sport (DCMS) (2008, 

p. 18) stating that ‘Our promise is … to make the UK a world-leading sporting nation. 

This means … more people of all ages playing more sport and being more physically 

active than ever before.’ This legacy was intended to be experienced across Britain. 

However, academic researchers investigating sporting legacies from mega-events have 

been critical about the assumed ‘legacy’ impacts that are hoped to emerge from mega-

events (Bloyce & Smith 2010; Coalter 2004; Girginov & Hills 2008). In addition, in a 

strategy document written for the British government in 2002, Game Plan, it was stated 

that the assumed relationship between elite success and increased participation lacked 

evidence: 

The interactions between participation, international competition and hosting 

events are unclear. For example, international success does not appear to 

stimulate sustained increases in participation; and hosting events does not 

appear to lead to increased long-term success. Without strong links, separate 

policies are needed to address each area. (DCMS/Strategy Unit, 2002, p. 43) 

 

Despite this, the London bid to host the 2012 Olympic and Paralympic Games was 

supported by the Labour Government just four months later (Bloyce & Smith, 2010). 

Further to this, the government department most directly involved in helping to deliver 

the London 2012 Games, the DCMS (2008), reiterated that there is little evidence of 

previous hosts achieving long-term success in encouraging people to take up more 

sport and becoming more physically active. However, they claimed that London 2012 
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would be different as legacy was being planned for much earlier rather than expecting 

the Games to bring automatic benefits (DCMS, 2008).  

 

Study rationale 

In competing to win the bid to host the 2012 Olympic and Paralympic Games, the 

London bid committee promised a range of ambitious legacies. As noted, planning for 

legacy pre-Games was a relatively new aspect of event planning (Leopkey and Parent, 

2011). This provides the opportunity to research the processes involved in attempts to 

deliver legacy promises. As the sporting participation legacy was promised across the 

UK, it could be argued that one would reasonably expect that this would impact on the 

sporting lives of those living in non-host areas. As such, Birmingham, one of the most 

populated cities in the UK, could be expected to experience legacy. Birmingham, 

therefore, provides an appropriate focus for a case study investigating the impact of 

2012 on sports participation outside of the host city. The city is very diverse with 22% 

of residents ‘born outside the UK, compared with 14% in England and 11% in the 

West Midlands region’ (Birmingham.gov.uk, 2014). There is also a high youth 

population in Birmingham; ‘45.7% of Birmingham residents are under 30, compared 

with 36.8% for England’ (Birmingham.gov.uk, 2014). Considering the demographics 

of the city, the Birmingham Sport and Physical Activity Partnership (BSPAP), the 

County Sports Partnership (CSP) in Birmingham, stated that ‘Birmingham has even 

greater reason to secure a lasting legacy from the 2012 Games, as it has the youngest 

City Population in Europe. So if any city should be “capturing the imagination of 

young people and leaving a lasting legacy” it should be Birmingham’ (BSPAP, 2009, 

p. 3). 
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The importance of strategic planning prior to a mega-event is widely recognized 

(Coalter, 2004; Weed et al., 2009). In this respect, it is important to analyse the 

experiences of those at the local level during both the planning and delivery stages. 

The delivery of sport in the public, private and voluntary sectors are investigated 

through national policy analysis and interviews with those delivering sport in 

Birmingham. 

 

The broad aims of this project are to investigate the legacy experiences of those 

delivering sport in Birmingham in the lead up to, and just following, the hosting of the 

London 2012 Games. More specifically, there are several proposed research questions 

to be addressed within this project:  

 What was the reality of national and local policy processes in planning 

and delivering legacy? 

 What was the approach of those delivering sport in Birmingham to 

leveraging legacy? 

 How did the power relations and partnerships involved in sport in 

Birmingham influence legacy planning and delivery? 

 How can the perceptions of those delivering sport in Birmingham about 

the influence of London 2012 be explained? 

 What issues, if any, did those delivering sport in Birmingham 

experience during the pre- and early post-Games period? 

 How, if at all, did the attitudes towards legacy of those delivering sport 

in Birmingham differ between the pre- and early post-Games periods? 
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In seeking to answer these research questions, this research is also used to develop the 

figurational approach. Figurational sociology has been used by academics in attempts 

to explain policy processes in sport (Bloyce & Smith, 2010; Smith & Leech, 2010) and 

health (Dopson & Waddington, 1996). The present research is set out to apply and 

develop the approach through explaining the local implementation of a very broad 

national objective: namely, a mass sport participation legacy. In doing so, the thesis 

seeks to make an original contribution to knowledge in three broad ways: theoretically, 

conceptually, and empirically. The theoretical contribution to knowledge relates, in 

particular, to the attempt to analyse sport policy processes from a figurational 

perspective for, despite the existence of the studies cited above, figurational sociology 

has rarely been used to systematically examine sport policy and development. The 

research reported in this thesis also seeks to make an original contribution to 

knowledge conceptually by providing, for the first time, a sociological analysis of the 

experiences those in a non-host city (Birmingham, UK) had of being constrained to 

address the various legacy promises made by successive governments as part of the 

planning process for a mega-event (London 2012). In undertaking detailed 

documentary analysis of national policy over a 10-year period and semi-structured 

interviews with those at the local level involved in planning for legacy, the thesis also 

generates new empirical data, which sheds original light on some key aspects of the 

realities of sport policy and development practice.  

 

Structure of the thesis 

The following chapter provides an examination of the literature available in the area. 

There are two broad sections to the literature review: an analysis of sport policy and 

policy processes, and an examination of mega-events and legacy more specifically. 
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The sport policy section focusses on government ideology and sport policy 

development over time as well as the increasing modernization of sporting 

organizations. Further to this, consideration is given to the literature about policy 

processes to include the work of those at the local level. The key themes covered from 

the literature on legacy relate to difficulties in measuring legacy as well as a critique 

of the assumptions about automatic legacies or impacts from mega-events. Some 

research has been conducted from past events and hosts experiences of legacy so this 

is considered before more specific literature about London 2012 is explored.  

 

In order to develop the figurational approach and the consider the adequacy of the 

theory in both informing the study and explaining the findings, key sensitizing 

concepts of figurational sociology are introduced in chapter three. The understanding 

of figurational sociology gained from chapter three is used in chapter four to outline 

the methodological considerations for the study. In this chapter, the case study research 

design is explained and specific research methods are introduced.  

 

The following three chapters, five to seven, are discussion chapters. The research 

findings are presented and analysed through a figurational lens. Chapter five is 

focussed on legacy planning and policy processes. Both national legacy policy and 

local experiences are explored. In particular the influence of changes in government 

and the comprehensive spending review (CSR) of 2010 are considered for both 

national policy and local level sports development (SD). In this chapter, the national 

messages about inspiration are explored and considerations of responsibility for legacy 

delivery are discussed.  
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Chapter six is used to identify some legacy-themed work and participants’ views on 

the enabling and constraining facets of an association to the Games. It seems that an 

overarching need to demonstrate some legacy success led to some confusion over 

legacy projects and SD programmes that were already in place. Further to this, some 

participants considered an association with the Games hindered the scale of some 

legacy work because of tight controls preventing the use of local sponsors. These 

issues are discussed alongside alleged success stories of Olympic-themed activity, 

including the pre-Olympic training camps for the American and Jamaican track and 

field athletics teams, both of which were based in Birmingham.  

 

The final discussion chapter, chapter seven, brings together some of the pre- and post-

Games expectations and experiences for legacy. Before the Games, participants shared 

the view that emerged from national policy documents that members of the public 

would be inspired to participate in sport after the Games. This is re-visited here in 

order to provide a more in-depth analysis of the issues with the demand and supply of 

sporting opportunities at the local level. Issues of the demand and supply of sporting 

opportunities at the local level are the focus of chapter seven. Whilst some maintained 

this belief during post-Games interviews, many reflected on what they felt had been 

missed opportunities and emphasized the need to proactively leverage legacy. For this 

reason, this chapter is split into two broad sections, assumptions and issues with 

developing the demand for sport and physical activity and issues relating to the supply 

of sporting opportunities.   

 

Chapter eight is used to bring together the key findings and concluding points from 

the research. The adequacy of the figurational approach is reflected on here, as are the 
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limitations of the study. There are implications for both future research and for policy 

and practice from this study and these are also outlined in chapter eight. The first task 

in providing some academic context for the study, is to examine the literature; this is 

set out in the following chapter.  
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2: Literature Review 
 

The sporting legacy expected to be experienced as a result of the London 2012 Games 

was a key feature of the bid to host the Games. However, as preparations for this pre-

Games was a relatively new process in the governance of legacy, according to Leopkey 

and Parent (2011), literature on experiences and leveraging legacy is somewhat 

limited. There is a dearth of literature on policy implementation for mega-event 

impacts or legacy in host, or non-host communities. In order to inform the present 

study, two broad areas of the academic literature are therefore examined. The first 

broad section of this literature review focuses on sport policy priorities with particular 

consideration for policies focused on elite versus grassroots sport. Sport policy and 

governance are examined over time, with the increasing modernization and monitoring 

of sport organizations emerging as a key feature from the literature. Further to this, the 

work of those at the local level is considered through an analysis of policy processes 

and power. This section is followed by a more specific focus on mega-events and 

participation legacies. 

 

Sport policy and government priorities 

Government ideology and changing policy priorities between elite sport and mass 

participation have emerged as a key feature of the literature on sport policy. It is clear 

that government priorities have changed and developed over time. Green (2004) 

analysed policy documents from 1970, when he noted central government started to 

consider sport as a distinct area of public policy interest, until 2002. He conducted 14 

semi-structured interviews with key personnel from national governing bodies (NGBs) 

of sport for swimming, athletics and sailing, UK Sport, academics and sport policy 
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analysts (Green, 2004). He argued that there was increased government intervention 

in sport from the 1970s with an early focus on encouraging participation and, over 

time, this developed into using sport as a tool for achieving wider social objectives 

(Green, 2004). During the 1990s, with changes to the organization and funding for 

sport, particularly through the introduction of the National Lottery, elite sport became 

a much clearer priority (Green, 2004). Grix and Carmichael (2012, p. 74) explored the 

reasons behind an increasing policy focus on elite sport, highlighting policy makers’ 

assumptions that a focus on elite sport would lead to ‘international prestige’, a ‘feel-

good factor’ and increased population level participation, which, in turn, are assumed 

to develop the health of the nation and a larger pool of participants from which to 

identify talent. However, Grix and Carmichael (2012, p. 74) suggested that 

assumptions about such a ‘virtuous cycle’ of sport were not necessarily developed 

from a strong evidence base and, as such, raised concern over the validity of these 

assumptions. Both Green (2004) and Grix and Carmichael (2012) highlighted the 

importance of recognizing the discursive construction of sport policy in explaining the 

prioritization of elite sport. Indeed, policy is influenced through the subjective 

assumptions and social practices of those working in sport and policy making; policy 

priorities result from the power relations of those involved. Chalip (1995) highlighted 

that policies are socially constructed and are rarely based on a set of rational decisions 

after considering the alternative options. This recognition can help to explain the 

persistent prioritization of funding for elite sport with the assumption that this will 

promote grassroots participation despite the lack of evidence to support this 

assumption. 
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Green (2007) also analysed the prioritization of elite sport, more specifically, in 

England, Australia and Canada. These countries were selected due to their similarities 

with regard to direct government involvement in sport policy, and elite sport in 

particular, their responses to the success of Soviet and East German sports 

performance, and the need to balance support for elite sport with developing grassroots 

sports provision (Green, 2007). As in the 2004 study, Green (2007) conducted policy 

analysis with semi-structured interviews with key personnel in the sector. In this paper, 

Green (2007, p. 923) examined the responses of the governments in each country to 

the ‘assumed requirements of modern elite international sport’, their attempts to 

balance elite and grassroots sports provision and compare the ‘policy decisions, 

priorities and outcomes’ in the respective cultural and sporting contexts. The level of 

government intervention in elite sport gradually increased in all three countries, albeit 

with slightly different timescales (Green, 2007). For Australia and Canada, central 

government financial support for elite sport was prominent in the 1980s, around 15 

years earlier than in the UK, where the government published Sport Raising the Game, 

arguably the first policy with an explicit focus on elite sport, in 1995 (Green, 2007). 

There was evidence from all three countries that grassroots sports provision, and the 

wider social goals associated with this, were of secondary importance compared to the 

pursuit of international sporting excellence (Green, 2007). It was also noted that in the 

2000s, governments were beginning to prioritize mass participation for health benefits 

more than previously but this was often characterized by a belief that elite success in 

a country would motivate members of the public to take part and compete in sport and, 

as such, elite sport was still viewed as a tool to promote mass participation (Green, 

2007). For Green (2007) the prioritization of elite sport is questionable in the absence 
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of evidence to support assumptions about elite success leading to increased grassroots 

participation. Such evidence is hard to come by (Grix & Carmichael, 2012).  

 

Green’s (2004) NGB participants, interviewed between 2000 and 2003, embraced the 

decision for policy developments to focus on elite sport and discussed developing 

talent to win Olympic medals; many perceived that the intrinsic benefits of 

participation in sport were not prioritized. It is not absolutely clear which NGB 

personnel were interviewed for this research, there is an implication that it was 

personnel in policy making positions but there is potential that the role held by 

interviewees may have swayed their views. For example, participants working in a role 

involving talent identification and development are more likely to prioritize elite sport 

development than those working to develop participation. Nevertheless, Green (2004, 

p. 378) states those arguing that sport offered various intrinsic benefits, such as fun, 

play and enjoyment, were the ‘alternative voices’ to the predominant discursive 

activity that championed the prioritizing of elite sport. This was a particular issue for 

the Amateur Swimming Association (ASA), in the UK, in which elite development 

was prioritized but Green (2004) highlighted tensions within the NGB between this 

and grassroots development. Green (2004, p. 380) suggested that it is possible to lose 

sight of ‘other’ meanings of sporting activity, particularly through school sport where 

there is potential to develop more generic skills, knowledge and understanding and 

other forms of physical recreation.  

 

Green (2007) argued that the purpose of sport emerges as a key area for debate for 

policy making, which was particularly the case in Canada. He analysed the wider 

social and political processes that impact on sport policy development. The increasing 
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subordination of broader social goals associated with sport was highlighted. However, 

a further discussion of the views and objectives of individuals within government and 

other influential ‘coalitions’ may shed further light on the reasons for the policy 

priorities observed. Bloyce and Green (2011) have drawn upon figurational sociology 

to explain sport development officers’ (SDOs) views about the reality of SD. In doing 

so they highlight the importance of recognizing SDOs’ ideologies about the purpose 

of sport alongside the constraints of their local and national networks. Research with 

those delivering sport can help to illuminate the extent of policy advocacy in reality; 

this is important as those working at the local level influence the way in which policy 

is implemented. It is clear that despite a lack of evidence for the impact of elite success 

on grassroots participation, elite sport has been prioritized over time. The policy 

process, particularly the focus of policy goals and the distribution of funding, is 

influenced significantly by ideology. This impacts on the work of those delivering 

sport as well as determining the sporting opportunities for members of the public. 

Alongside changing policy priorities, another key theme of the literature on policy that 

emerged was the increasing modernization and monitoring of sport policy and 

development; this will be the focus of the next section.  

 

 

Sport policy and modernization 

Houlihan and Green (2009) analysed the modernization of UK Sport and Sport 

England. Previously, the national sporting organizations had been criticized by NGBs 

and the Central Council for Physical Recreation (CCPR) [now Sport and Recreation 

Alliance] for being unresponsive to the needs of service users, overly bureaucratic and 

lacking strategic clarity (Houlihan & Green, 2009). Whilst highlighting the lack of 
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clarity over the term modernization, Houlihan and Green (2009, p. 679) suggested that 

the process includes, amongst other factors: ‘responsiveness’ and ‘responsibilization’, 

the ‘development of partnership’ working and ‘social inclusion’, ‘public service 

agreements’ and auditing, and negative framing of professional bureaucratic 

governance (Houlihan & Green, 2009). Green (2007, p. 935) had previously noted that 

Australia, Canada and the UK showed similarities in developing an increasingly 

targeted approach to sports governance. An example of this was the ‘no compromise’ 

funding strategy from UK Sport in which funding was targeted towards athletes with 

medal winning potential and gave UK Sport the flexibility to withdraw funding from 

NGBs that did not meet performance targets. This approach was a response to 

government demands for sports organizations to be modernized.  

 

Green (2009) analysed sport policy priorities with a focus on changing modes of sport 

governance. In particular, he noted the influence of new public management (NPM). 

For Green (2009), NPM is perceived by advocates as involving a set of changes aimed 

at improving organization and control by introducing competition to public sector 

organizations and borrowing private sector management techniques. NPM is purported 

to increase the emphasis on measurement and on evidence-based policy-making, 

setting standards and key performance indicators, all features of the government’s 

modernization agenda (Green, 2009). Green and Houlihan (2006) took a neo-

Foucauldian approach, with a particular focus on governmentality, to explain sport 

policy and the work of national sporting organizations (NSOs) for the sport of athletics 

in the UK and Australia. They noted the intention of governments to ‘empower and 

autonomize’ (2006, p. 48) NSOs while also imposing centralized targets, directives 

and sanctions. Green (2009) highlighted this paradox with regard to the power and 
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control of delivery partners. Green and Houlihan (2006) also noted that whilst there 

was a discourse around empowerment and autonomy, the government were still well 

positioned to set policy direction and micro-manage the activities of the state. As part 

of the modernization process, the monitoring and evaluation of policy and policy 

implementation has become increasingly important. For Green and Houlihan (2006), 

this paradox is a reflection of what Foucauldian’s might interpret as governmentality 

through debates of power and the way in which governments may develop techniques 

seeking to exert control within state organizations. 

  

Organizations, such as NGBs and CSPs, have some level of autonomy but this occurs 

alongside the increased monitoring from government; the implications of this 

governance for those working at the local level have been investigated. Phillpots, Grix 

and Quarmby (2010, p. 265) observed, in their case study of CSPs, that ‘government 

policy delivery has never been so centrally managed, monitored and controlled’. This 

was accompanied by a drive for the development of evidence-based policy. Smith and 

Leech (2010) investigated the proclaimed development of evidence-based policy in a 

case study about school sport. They interviewed representatives of school sport 

partnerships (SSPs) and found that many interviewees viewed the self-completion 

evaluation of their work, a feature of government data collection assumed to inform 

policy, as an inadequate measure that was merely a tool for demonstrating policy 

success to policy-makers who were keen to demonstrate their contribution to 

government objectives (Smith & Leech, 2010). This led Smith and Leech (2010) to 

question the extent to which evidence-based policy making could become a reality 

rather than an aspiration because of the desire to demonstrate success competing with 

the need for more object-adequate evidence. Clearly, monitoring and evaluation as 
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intended elements of modernization were problematic due to competition for resources 

leading those with a role in monitoring favouring success stories. With regard to 

developing the evidence-base for sport policy and participation targets more broadly, 

Rowe (2009) has advocated the use of the Active People Survey (APS) in developing 

the context within which sport policy can be designed and implemented. For Rowe 

(2009), the APS could be seen as providing some key evidence on which to base policy 

making in the UK. However, research on the use of this tool and the extent to which it 

has been used to inform policy is limited. The use of APS data and policy-making 

more generally is influenced significantly through the power relations of those 

involved. Policy process and power are discussed next. 

 

 

Policy processes and power 

An advantage of looking at policy processes from a sociological perspective is that it 

requires a clearer understanding of power. Dopson and Waddington (1996) used 

figurational sociology to help them to understand the complexities of the interweaving 

power relations involved in the process of managed change, or policy implementation. 

Through this, they highlighted the importance of understanding the interweaving of 

planned and unplanned processes that form a part of all managed change. Bloyce and 

Smith (2010) also used figurational sociology to further develop an understanding of 

the policy process more generally. Of particular relevance to the policy process are the 

figurational conceptualizations of the dynamic networks of human figurations of the 

sport policy area, power relations and the unplanned outcomes resulting from the 

complex interweaving of the intended actions of those involved in the policy process. 

Bloyce and Smith (2010) argue that the policy process starts with a discussion of the 
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definition of policy issues; this is followed by information gathering and forecasting, 

resource allocation and budget planning, policy implementation, monitoring and 

evaluation and finally policy succession and policy closure. They note that whilst they 

have presented the stages in the policy process in a particular order, these inevitably 

overlap and merge in a range of complex ways (Bloyce & Smith, 2010). The 

complexities of each stage are explained using figurational sociology with a more in 

depth explanation of power in the policy process. In this regard, they highlight the 

importance of understanding power within the interdependent relationships that policy 

implementers are a part of (Bloyce & Smith, 2010). For Bloyce and Smith (2010) it is 

important to understand power relations in policy processes and be aware of the 

objectives of the range of individuals and groups that form these processes. 

 

One aspect of the policy process analysed in further detail in the academic literature is 

the policy implementation stage; the relative power of those involved in implementing 

policy is a key feature of the literature. For Lipsky (2010) those who are in direct 

contact with citizens implementing policy are the street-level bureaucrats, they are the 

interface between citizens and government. The actual experience of citizens, or 

members of the public, is dependent on how the street-level bureaucrats actually 

interpret and implement policy. Lipsky (2010) highlighted that it is rare that public 

service workers are able to meet the high standards set out in public policy due to the 

time, information and resource constraints of the reality of their work. Street-level 

bureaucrats therefore make decisions and develop practice involving improvisation 

and responsiveness to individual cases that enable them to cope with the demands 

placed on them (Lipsky, 2010). This might be teachers responding to the needs of the 

children in their class or public service workers tailoring their work according to their 
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local context, selecting and prioritizing elements of public policy where necessary. 

These practices then effectively become the public policies in reality (Lipsky, 2010). 

Therefore, whilst Green and Houlihan (2006), above, have observed the modernization 

of sport policy and the high level of control and monitoring by governments, it is likely 

that those working at the local level and within specific NGBs will play a significant 

role in influencing the reality of sports development at the local level than Green and 

Houlihan (2006) give credence to. Further to this, Ball (1994) and Braun, Maguire and 

Ball (2010), have discussed policy enactment with regard to the implementation of 

education policy, highlighting that policies are not simply implemented as intended by 

policy makers but they are interpreted and translated by those working at the local 

level; this results in variation at the local level. The concept of ‘slippage’ at the 

implementation stage of education policy has been discussed in the PE and school 

sport policy literature (Penney & Evans, 1999). Slippage is a description of the fact 

that when policy is implemented in school, what is actually delivered often differs 

from what was originally set out in policy. Bloyce and Smith (2010) argue that the 

outcomes that emerge during policy implementation, and during most other elements 

of the policy process, are often unplanned and unforeseen. They argue that as the 

actions of individuals and groups interweave, the objectives of one group may 

undermine the objectives of another, thus leading to unplanned outcomes (Bloyce & 

Smith, 2010). This, they argue, helps us to understand that those implementing policy 

are not necessarily acting entirely through choice with complete control over their 

work, but they are acting within their relational constraints. Having considered issues 

of power within policy networks, it is to a more specific discussion of the partnerships 

that play a role in sport policy implementation that we shall now turn. 
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Local level partnerships and policy implementation 

Partnership structures vary both in terms of their internal relations and the external 

contexts within which the partnerships are working. There have been attempts in the 

academic literature to explain partnerships and analyse policy networks (Harris & 

Houlihan 2014; Lindsey 2009; Parent & Harvey 2009). It is important to consider 

partnership working at the local level, more specifically, in an attempt to understand 

factors that may affect policy implementation. Harris and Houlihan (2014) conducted 

two case studies of local authority (LA) perspectives of community sport policy 

processes, focussing on NGB, CSP and SSP relations. They found examples of 

fragmentation of power at the community level. In one case interaction was 

predominantly competitive, particularly for resources, whilst the other case 

demonstrated more co-operation (Harris & Houlihan, 2014). Harris and Houlihan 

(2014) suggested that the level of co-operation evident from the second case study may 

have stemmed from the fact that the CSP was located within the LA and the two 

therefore did not consider each other rivals. In the other case, the LA saw the expertise, 

financial resources and organizational capacity of the CSP as a threat (Harris & 

Houlihan, 2014). However, it was clear that these relations varied and the likelihood 

is that co-operation and conflict were both present. Houlihan and Lindsey (2008) also 

noted some level of competition between CSPs and LAs. It is clear that co-operation 

and competition are normal characteristics of partnerships. However, the level of 

competition, and whether this leads to conflict that is detrimental to the partnership, 

varies.  

 

From interviews conducted with CEOs and directors of CSPs, Mackintosh (2011) 

found that there appears to be some misunderstanding among partners about the role 
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of the CSP, the aims of the partnership and what/who the CSP represents. In addition 

to this, Mackintosh (2011) noted power struggles between one of the County Council 

SD Units and the CSP with regard to the level of control over the strategic direction of 

SD work in the county. It was also noted that partnership structures and relations were 

complex due to constant changes to networks; they were also fragile due to the 

environment where changing government policy and staff turnover made commitment 

to a ‘shared vision’ by partners problematic (Mackintosh, 2011, p. 55). This supports 

the findings of Bloyce, Smith, Mead and Morris (2008) who drew on figurational 

sociology to explain the reliance of government on seemingly less powerful groups to 

implement policy. When considering SDOs, they suggest that the complex interactions 

of large numbers of people involved in SD at the local level may hinder the extent to 

which government policy priorities can be met as those working at the local level will 

seek to protect their own interests through the way in which they champion particular 

objectives over others (Bloyce et al., 2008). This sociological approach helps to shed 

light on the more complex processes evident in policy implementation than some of 

the traditional policy analysts or management theorists often account for.  Harris and 

Houlihan (2016) themselves, for example, highlighted that the conflicting beliefs and 

values of key policy agents could hinder the implementation of sport policy. It is clear 

from this body of literature that an appreciation of the people in the policy process is 

important in order to understand the policy process more adequately. Given the 

centrality of power to most sociological debate, it will always be a key feature whereas 

such discussion of complex processes related to power relations features only 

sporadically in management literature or among policy analysts keen to look at process 

and, as such, often fail to adequately account for complexities and dynamic power 

relations involved.  
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Mackintosh (2011) identified that related concerns among CSP personnel were 

managing relationships with key partners, particularly when some aspects of their 

work actually involved competing agendas, as well as managing tensions more 

generally within the partnerships. Varied funding to support CSPs also added to the 

fragility of some partnerships (Mackintosh, 2011). One aspect of the CSP network that 

interview participants perceived as an asset was that CSPs varied according to their 

local contexts with regard to the geographical size of the area, regional characteristics 

and local political contexts. The flexibility that CSPs had to respond to local conditions 

and priorities was seen as a benefit by CSP directors.  It is clear from the literature that 

a large number and variety of relationships exist between CSPs, LAs and their partners 

who all have some influence in policy implementation. The interactions of those 

working in local areas and the local contexts within which they work will influence 

the way in which policy is implemented. 

 

The role of voluntary sport clubs in policy implementation has also been considered 

by academics. May, Harris and Collins (2013) stress that there is a need for a more 

developed understanding of club types and their relationships with sport policy in order 

to identify more appropriate strategies for policy implementation with clubs as policy 

agents or implementers. Nichols et al. (2012) and May et al. (2013) highlighted that 

sports clubs could be split into three clusters or groups: formal, semi-formal and 

informal. Nichols et al. (2012) and May et al. (2013) conceptualized club types slightly 

differently with May et al. (2013) focussing more on management practices rather than 

more general club characteristics but there were similarities in their findings. It was 

suggested that policy-makers are more likely to focus on the more formal clubs, as the 
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informality of some clubs make them difficult agents for policy implementation 

(Nichols et al., 2012). Similarly, May et al. (2013) analysed the perceptions of 

volunteers within clubs towards national policy and their supposed role in 

implementation through quantitative analysis of club management practices and 

interviews with volunteers. They noted that volunteers from semi-formal and formal 

clubs are more aware of sport policy (May et al., 2013). Even in clubs where volunteers 

had some awareness of policy, misunderstanding was common, with outdated views 

being observed. As May et al. (2013) found, their interview participants frequently 

cited broader social objectives as policy goals that did not match the national policy 

focus at the time. Misconceptions such as this, May et al. (2013) argue, are likely to 

impact on their implementation of policy (May et al., 2013). They found that informal 

club volunteers perceived that policy initiatives did not really correlate with the aims 

of their club and diminishing numbers of coaches, volunteers and lack of facilities 

added to their apathetic attitude to policy (May et al., 2013). It was noted that 

volunteers from semi-formal clubs demonstrated a desire to develop club structures, 

gain Clubmark accreditation if they did not already have it, increase participation and 

develop ‘more formalized managerial processes’ (May et al., 2013, p. 409). However, 

their willingness to implement aspects of sport policy associated with the 

modernization agenda was restricted to some extent by the increased workload 

associated with developing more formalized club structures. May et al. (2013) claim 

that the number of volunteers and the quality of club facilities impact upon the extent 

to which semi-formal voluntary sports clubs (VSCs) could engage with policy. More 

formal VSCs were more responsive to sport policy priorities, however May et al. 

(2013) suggested that this was often due to the fact that the objectives of the club 

matched policy, rather than the club volunteers’ desires to implement policy. It is 
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possible, however, that interview participants were not specifically aware of national 

policy but, in working towards accreditation, implemented national policy priorities 

without realizing the link. Suggesting that formal clubs coincidentally have priorities 

that match national policy seems questionable. Given that VSC are key delivery agents 

of grassroots sport, they are a potentially important resource in policy implementation. 

Understanding their attitudes towards policy may be beneficial in managing 

implementation. From the research cited here, it seems that formal and semi-formal 

clubs are the most likely agents of implementation but club volunteers are, to some 

extent, unaware of policy priorities and policy processes.  

 

Having considered policy processes more generally, it is important to focus on the 

specific policy and SD focus of this study: legacy. The following section of the 

literature review is set out to examine academic material on legacy with a specific 

focus on issues of measuring legacy and participation impacts; despite the promises 

made about a London 2012 legacy, there is very little, if any, consensus about adequate 

measures of legacy. This leads to an analysis of the assumptions about automatic 

impacts or legacies from mega-events before the academic recommendations for the 

need to leverage legacy are considered. The final part of this chapter includes the 

available literature analysing the pre-Games preparations for legacy.  

 

Measuring legacy  

Clearly the specific policy focus at the heart of the present research is Olympic legacy 

policy. An examination of the literature on mega-events and legacy is therefore key. 

Legacy and social change are notoriously difficult to measure. For Preuss (2007, p. 

212), ‘the measurement of legacy has to consider all changes caused by a mega event’ 
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rather than focussing predominantly on economic impact or other specific impacts 

such as tourism, urban development, employment, environmental or social impacts. 

However, measuring all impacts would be near impossible. Even though legacy has 

become increasingly important for the IOC it remains very difficult to measure. There 

is often a focus on economic impacts because these are deemed to be more politically 

significant. Malfas et al. (2004) have highlighted that alleged economic benefits are 

part of the allure of hosting the Olympic Games despite the fact that it is very difficult 

to quantify any legacies that follow an event; legacies are prone to political 

interpretation and multifaceted. Indeed, in 1998, Hiller noted that comprehensive 

analyses of mega-event impacts were rare because the organizers are dispersed after 

the event and government priorities change. In reality, it could be argued that it is in 

government interests not to analyse event impacts too closely if the results of such 

analyses are likely to prove unfavourable. In 2000 the Olympic Games Global Impact 

study (OGGI) was launched with a view to improving the evaluation of the impacts of 

the Olympic Games on the host city, environment and citizens (Gratton & Preuss, 

2008). Whilst this provides a methodology for measuring impact, Gratton and Preuss 

(2008) highlight that as this project covers an 11 year period, from bidding to 2 years 

post-Games, it ends too quickly to effectively measure the legacy of the event. 

However, even if more longitudinal studies are attempted, it remains difficult to 

actually identify legacy impacts. 

 

For Hiller (1998) it is important to view mega-events as part of a chain of relationships 

rather than focusing on events as isolated unique occurrences. It would be very difficult 

to determine whether particular ‘impacts’ are a result of the event or other events or 

changes in society that are coincidental in timing. Preuss (2007) also suggests that it 
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is difficult, if not impossible, to isolate the legacy effect from the general development 

of a city. Recognizing this makes measuring ‘all changes’, as advocated by Preuss 

(2007) in an ideal scenario, virtually impossible. There is some broad agreement in the 

academic literature that legacy impacts are difficult to measure, difficult to 

demonstrate cause and effect relationships and difficult to isolate any change from 

other developments in society. Perhaps unsurprisingly, therefore, no comprehensive 

approach to measurement is promoted, however, some attempts are made to identify 

different types of legacy referred to in Olympic discourse.  

 

Leopkey (2008) noted an increase in the type of legacies that have emerged in legacy 

discourse as legacy has become increasingly important to the IOC; Bloyce and Smith 

(2010, p. 186) have referred to this as ‘legacy gigantism’. They suggest that an 

unintended consequence of the increasing competition to host the games has led to 

competition between cities to host a games with the ‘best legacies ever’ (2010, p. 186). 

However, it must be made clear that this competition, based on the evidence available 

at present, is most significant at the bidding stage rather than in the actual delivery of 

such legacies. Thus, the legacy gigantism referred to by Bloyce and Smith (2010) is 

best associated with the bidding stage and, for them, best viewed as value-laden 

promises or fantasy based on the constraints of competing with other bidding cities 

rather than well-informed policy objectives. Indeed, Whitson and Horne (2006) also 

highlight discrepancies between the predicted and actual outcomes of mega-events.  

 

Measuring impacts on participation 

One of the legacy promises for London 2012 was an increase in sport and physical 

activity participation across Britain. There have been several issues highlighted in the 
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literature specifically with regard to measuring impacts on participation. Veal et al. 

(2012) attempted to analyse impacts on participation from the Sydney 2000 Olympic 

and Paralympic Games, the 2003 Rugby World Cup and the Melbourne 2006 

Commonwealth Games. However, there were issues with available participation data 

in Australia due to frequent changes in survey design until 2001 (Veal et al., 2012). 

Veal et al. (2012) also highlighted that much of the rhetoric around increasing mass 

participation following the mega-events focused on children and young people, yet the 

surveys conducted to gain participation data excluded people under 15 years of age 

and some did not include those under 18 years. In this respect, even when attempts are 

made to demonstrate impact in one area of legacy, longitudinal data can be limited and 

flawed.  

 

Whilst Veal et al. (2012, p. 175) have recognized the limitations presented through the 

available participation data for their own research, their speculative conclusions based 

on the available data suggest that there ‘may have been’ an increase in adult 

participation in non-Olympic sports following the Sydney 2000 Olympic and 

Paralympic Games. Some increase in child participation in Olympic sports was 

observed from the availability of more consistent participation data, though this was 

only collected at three year intervals (2000, 2003, 2006 and 2009) and the timing of 

the surveys meant that there was no data for any immediate after effect of Sydney 

2000. As more consistent participation data for adults was available from 2001 

onwards (because there were fewer changes to national participation surveys), Veal et 

al. (2012) state that they were more confident with the findings relating to the 2003 

Rugby World Cup and 2006 Commonwealth Games (Veal et al., 2012). Participation 

data following the 2006 Commonwealth Games did not provide any evidence that the 
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event boosted adult participation but there may have been an effect on children’s 

participation. Whilst these findings are tentative due to the inconsistencies in adult data 

collection and the timing of children’s surveys, the most consistent evidence was 

available for measuring impact on participation from the 2003 Rugby World Cup as 

the data for this was based on rugby club membership registrations. Veal et al. (2012) 

highlight that even if consistent and reliable participation data were available it is vital 

to consider causality. Increases in child and adult participation were observed in rugby 

following the 2003 Rugby World Cup (Frawley & Cush, 2011; Veal et al. 2012). 

However, this was observed alongside already increasing participation rates that were 

attributed by senior sport managers from the rugby governing body to the promotional 

activities of the Australian Rugby Union rather than a direct impact of the Rugby 

World Cup. Given the caution raised by Hiller (1998) and Preuss (2007), it is difficult 

to demonstrate a cause and effect relationship between the promotional activities of 

the Australian RFU and observed changes in participation. It must also be noted that 

despite increases in club memberships, actual participation data was not available. It 

is clear from this body of literature that actually measuring any participation legacy is 

fraught with problems. Whilst some data is available relating to participation, there are 

often issues with data collection and debate over which data is most appropriate; there 

are aslo difficulties in associating any observed changes with SD related work, other 

changes in society or a particular mega-event.  

 

Mega-events and an assumed demonstration effect 
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The idea that mega-events will boost participation rests on the assumption by many 

policy-makers of a ‘trickle-down’ or ‘demonstration’ effect1 (Grix & Carmichael, 

2012).  That is, the idea that ‘elite sporting success’ will produce broader social 

benefits in the form of increased sports participation (Hogan & Norton, 2000, p. 203). 

Hogan and Norton (2000) highlighted the need to consider assumptions about the 

trickledown effect after their investigation into Australian sport. In this study, Hogan 

and Norton (2000) examined medal success and population participation data and 

found no evidence to suggest that achieving one objective of the Australian Sports 

Commission, elite sporting success, had any bearing on the second objective, which 

was to develop participation. More recently, Weed et al. (2009) conducted a systematic 

review of the evidence for developing physical activity and health legacies from mega-

events2. Weed et al. (2009) were critical of the quality of the evidence based on the 

limited number of studies with a systematic approach to data collection and a lack of 

transparency or replicability. They also took issue with the fact that a demonstration 

of impact from previous Games has been based on ‘composite generic measures of 

social impact, supplemented by anecdote’, which distorts the evidence (Weed et al., 

2009, p. 11). An example of this may include data presented by Frawley and Cush 

(2011), who presented participation data alongside associations by governing body 

representatives. Despite this, Weed et al. (2009) suggested that there was some mixed 

evidence from studies in Canada and New Zealand of a trickledown effect on 

participation but this was short-term or leveraged by supplemental activities. They also 

                                                           
1 A range of terms are used to refer to the assumed automatic links between watching elite sport and 

increases in grassroots participation, these include ‘demonstration effects’, ‘trickledown effects’ and 

‘inherent inspiration’. It is possible that demonstration effects implies a clearer emphasis on role 

modelling but in the absence of any clarification of this in the literature, these phrases are used 

interchangeably throughout this thesis.  
2 Weed et al. (2009) referred to mega and major events interchangeably, and with no differentiation. 

However, in this case, as Olympic and Paralympic Games are ubiquitously referred to as mega-events, 

mega-events is the term that will be used throughout this thesis.  
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highlighted that there is more likelihood of increasing the frequency of current or 

lapsed participants rather than changing the behaviour of traditional non-participants. 

In this respect, Weed et al. (2009) point out that current sports participants taking part 

more frequently or switching activities would not address the 2012 legacy ambition of 

targeting the least active.   

 

Role modelling forms the basis of the idea of a trickledown effect. Weed et al. (2009), 

Green (2010 and 2012) and Coalter (2004) have questioned commonly held 

assumptions that watching sporting role models can lead to increased levels of 

grassroots participation. For Green (2010), the impact of sporting role models in 

influencing participation is often overstated and misunderstood. Indeed, Coalter 

(2004) argues that if role models are to be effective in contributing to a long-term 

change in behaviour and participation they need to be part of a long-term mentoring 

programme; the link is not automatic. He suggested that role models need to be 

perceived to be relevant and accessible by the target populations. This means that 

potential participants need to be able to relate to their role models in some way and 

have some form of contact with them. For Green (2012), young people have difficulty 

associating with elite sports stars because they are not at all similar to the young people 

themselves. He suggests that young people are more likely to be influenced by sporting 

role models who are, or have been, similar to them in some way and closer to them, 

both geographically and culturally.  

 

Weed et al. (2009) noted that a perceived competence gap can deter participation; if 

potential participants feel that they will never be able to emulate the performances of 

their role models, they can be put off. As such, we cannot assume a trickledown effect. 
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Boardley (2012) echoed these views whilst speculating on legacy expectations from a 

psychological perspective. With regard to self-efficacy theory, Boardley (2012) 

highlighted the importance of vicarious experiences and the formation of a person’s 

efficacy expectations based on observing others. For Boardley (2012) observing 

successful performances at London 2012 had the potential to positively influence 

efficacy beliefs of spectators but such vicarious experiences would require perceived 

similarity between the observed and the observer; this effect is therefore only likely to 

be experienced by infrequent or lapsed sports participants; traditional non-participants 

may actually experience the opposite, negative effect on their efficacy beliefs. 

However, Boardley (2012) engaged in no empirical work to test the theories or 

speculation. 

 

For Boardley (2012), development in self-efficacy beliefs are central to actual 

sustained increases in participation. For this reason, he stresses the importance of 

coverage for non-elite sport alongside the Olympic events; this would enable the 

audience to watch grassroots level performances that they can associate with more and, 

in turn, will be more likely to try to emulate. Armour and Dagkas (2012) also point out 

that encouraging participation among young people is challenging when many of them 

dislike, and often fail at, traditional competitive sports. Further to this, Green (2012) 

described a mismatch between the sports, or lifestyle activities, such as Zumba, keep 

fit, jogging and yoga, that have become increasingly popular among young people, and 

more traditional Olympic sports. If the intention for legacy from London 2012 is to 

develop participation among young people, it must be recognized that the popular 

lifestyle activities will not be influenced by any assumed trickledown effect. From the 

points raised in this section, it is pertinent to question the appropriateness of using the 
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Olympic Games to develop participation based on assumptions about inspiration. 

Despite the assumptions by policy makers about members of the public being inspired 

to participate in sport through watching elite events, the literature available in this area 

casts considerable doubt on the relationship between role modelling and participation. 

Coalter (2004), Boardley (2012), Green (2012) and Armour and Dagkas (2012) have 

all stressed the importance of relevant role models (often not Olympians) and activities 

that are appropriate and favourable for young people (often not traditional Olympic 

sports). For Coalter (2004), in order to be more effective, sporting role model 

programmes would need to be more embedded into ongoing local programmes.  

 

 

The need for supplemental activities and developing the sporting infrastructure  

Throughout the literature, caution is raised about assuming trickledown effects from 

mega-events; as such, the need for supplemental activity is frequently cited. In seeking 

to understand attempts to leverage participation amongst the wider population, Veal et 

al. (2012) considered the mechanisms by which increasing participation may occur in 

their study into Australian sport. Veal et al. (2012) described both direct and indirect 

processes. The direct process is based on the assumptions critiqued above in which an 

individual is inspired to participate of their own accord (Veal et al., 2012). The indirect 

effect involves improvements to the built and organizational sporting infrastructure 

(Veal et al., 2012). The indirect processes are more likely to generate participation 

from mega-events than relying on trickledown effects (Veal et al., 2012). The idea that 

such additional associated policies are needed to address participation alongside any 

mega-event is advocated by Coalter (2004) and Shipway (2007) who, writing before 

London 2012, suggested that if any opportunities were to emerge from the 2012 Games 
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then legacy would need to be planned for appropriately and embedded into a broader 

SD strategy. In this regard, Weed et al. (2009, p. 9) highlighted that in pursuit of 

increased participation from mega-events there is a need to ‘plan supplemental 

activities to leverage the main event’. In considering other factors relating to mega-

events that may have had the potential to increase participation, Weed et al. (2009) 

found that whilst there was a potential for facility legacies, because of the increased 

number of venues where members of the public could participate, this was uneven 

across events and in several cases the facilities were underutilized post-event as they 

were either closed or not funded by local councils after events. One of the main 

criticisms after the Sydney 2000 Games, for example, was the underutilization of the 

built infrastructure post-Games (Toohey, 2008).  

 

Coalter (2004, p. 108) proposed that if sports participation was to increase, it would 

need to be influenced by a broader social strategy and through complex social 

interactions that would include ‘changing public attitudes and values, changing 

distributions of work time, sustained government investment in schools and improved 

infrastructure of quality local facilities’. Coalter (2004),writing in the midst of the 

bidding process for the 2012 Games, argued that such a broad strategy alongside 

hosting the Games should involve: governing bodies and clubs working closely on 

marketing campaigns that would seek to capitalize on the coverage of London 2012, a 

programme of pre- and post-Games inclusive events throughout the country would 

need to be developed, relevant and accessible sporting role models embedded into 

local ongoing programmes and volunteering programmes would need to be carefully 

planned with consideration for their potential sustainable contribution to the sporting 

infrastructure.  
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The view that developing the sporting infrastructure more broadly is important in 

developing participation from a mega-event is supported through the work of other 

researchers who have examined participation in relation to previous Olympic Games, 

including Vancover 2010 (Kaplanidou & Karadakis, 2010) and Beijing 2008 (Wang 

& Theodoraki, 2007), and also the 2003 Rugby World Cup (Frawley & Cush, 2011). 

For the Vancouver Olympic Games, the Organizing Committee and local government 

established the ‘2010 Legacies Now’ organization (Kaplanidou & Karadakis, 2010). 

Interestingly, this was established in 2000, three years before legacy became a formal 

part of the Olympic Charter in 2003. 2010 Legacies Now was a not-for-profit 

organization aimed at developing support for the bid for the 2010 Winter Games and 

developing community legacies, including sport and recreation (Kaplanidou & 

Karadakis, 2010). The researchers interviewed stakeholders directly involved with the 

management of legacy programmes and the planning of legacy initiatives asking them 

to define and identify legacies, and discuss what they perceived were the benefits and 

costs to the city and stakeholder organizations. The authors cite ‘tangible legacies’ 

highlighted by participants, although these tangible legacies were not measured 

independently by Kaplanidou and Karadakis (2010). One ‘tangible legacy’ identified 

was the creation of programmes that engage residents in sports, arts, education and 

volunteering (Kaplanidou & Karadakis, 2010). However, data for the engagement of 

members of the public with these programmes were not provided, which raises 

concerns over the validity of this claim. Whilst this research provides an insight into 

stakeholders’ perspectives about legacy, further work is needed in order to verify their 

views.  
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Wang and Theodorkai (2007) analysed preparations for developing participation 

legacy from the Beijing 2008 sailing regatta in Qingdao, approximately 670km from 

Beijing. They examined participation data alongside data generated by interviewing 

key participants. They conducted semi-structured interviews with directors and 

managers of sports departments in Qingdao and documentary analysis of official 

documents from the bid committee, Chinese Central Government and Qingdao 

Government. Both national and local governments planned to ‘bridge the gap’ between 

the development of high profile sport and the development of mass sport (Wang & 

Theodoraki, 2007, p. 129). Using data cited by interview participants, Wang and 

Theodoraki (2007) highlighted that regular sports participation had increased across 

all age categories. Wang and Theodoraki (2007) attributed this to the development of 

facilities and human resources for increasing opportunities to participate rather than 

being a direct impact of the sailing regatta.  

 

Frawley and Cush (2011) examined the impact of hosting the 2003 Rugby World Cup 

on participation in rugby in the host country, Australia. They analysed rugby club 

membership data alongside interviews with personnel from rugby governing bodies at 

national, state and territory level in 2005 in order to analyse their perceptions about 

whether a rugby participation legacy emerged from the 2003 Rugby World Cup 

(Frawley & Cush, 2011). They found that whilst their interview participants perceived 

that the World Cup increased exposure to rugby union, particularly in traditionally 

non-rugby states such as South Australia, Tasmania and Victoria, it was the 

development programmes that were created by the Australian Rugby Union that were 

considered of utmost importance to the participants in the research. This provides 

further support of the notion that supplemental activities to leverage the main event 
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are vital in developing participation legacies (Coalter, 2004; Shipway, 2007; Weed et 

al., 2009). Specific details of supplemental activity delivered alongside mega-events 

is explored next. 

 

Vague recommendations for supplemental activity 

Several authors have suggested that any potential participation increase associated 

with a mega-event must be leveraged with supplemental activities alongside the mega-

event (Coalter, 2004; Frawley & Cush, 2011; Shipway, 2007; Wang & Theodoraki, 

2007; Weed et al., 2009). However, there is very little, if any, consensus about what 

this supplemental activity should be. From interviews in the research outlined about 

Vancouver 2010, participants reported that there were positive examples of official 

Olympic sponsors, or their splinter organizations, such as Ronald McDonald House 

Charities and Coca-Cola Canada Company, helping with legacy initiatives including 

building playgrounds and an outdoor sports facility. Interview participants stressed 

that initiatives for promoting participation need to be sustainable over time 

(Kaplanidou & Karadakis, 2010). In this regard, one participant in this research 

commented that there were documents and guides that were sustainable resources 

should their organization fold (Kaplanidou & Karadakis, 2010). However, this 

recommendation remains rather vague and reliant on individuals or groups being in a 

position to implement such guides.  

 

Wang and Theodoraki (2007) also cited developments to the sporting infrastructure in 

Qingdao additional to those required for hosting events as factors that influenced 

participation. These included: sports venues, outdoor fitness centres in convenient 

locations, fitness paths and a mass sports instructors project (Wang & Theodoraki, 
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2007). Whilst changes in participation are noted in Qingdao, this research was 

published in 2007, which was before the 2008 Beijing Games, it was therefore clearly 

the supplemental activity that was considered to have affected participation rather than 

participation increases directly resulting from members of the public watching the 

Games. Bidding for and preparing to host the Beijing 2008 Games also corresponded 

with a policy focus moving towards developing the health and physical condition of 

members of the public (Wang & Theodoraki, 2007). It must also be noted that much 

of the participation increase in Qingdao was not in sailing, which Qingdao was the 

host city for. In fact, Wang and Theodoraki (2007) noted that the cost of participating 

in the water-sports available was too high for many to be able to afford. Whilst this 

study certainly does not provide any evidence of a trickle-down effect, Wang and 

Theodoraki (2007) still associate developments in sporting and physical activity 

infrastructure in the area with the focus on sport that was, for them, a direct result of 

the hosting of the Games.  

 

Wang and Theodoraki (2007) noted improvements to the built environment as well as 

a mass sports instructors’ project as central to participation in Quingdao. Similarly, the 

additional rugby development programmes were perceived to be of central importance 

to developing participation in rugby in Australia following the 2003 Rugby World Cup 

(Frawley & Cush, 2011). For Australian rugby, the focus was on young people. Prior 

to the event, a programme called ‘EdRugby’ was developed (Frawley & Cush, 2011, 

p. 72). Rugby club registrations increased at senior and junior levels but this was most 

notable at the junior level; participants in the research suggested that the school based 

development programmes were key to this (Frawley & Cush, 2011). Some of the profit 

made from hosting the 2003 Rugby World Cup was also used to employ rugby 
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development officers, and these additional posts were thought to have been influential 

in developing participation in rugby (Frawley & Cush, 2011).  

 

In attempting to analyse the potential for a London 2012 participation legacy, Bullough 

(2012) considered latent demand for sport. Bullough (2012) carried out secondary 

analysis of two UK national surveys, ‘Taking Part’ and ‘Active People’, and Sport 

England’s market segmentation (market analysis by Sport England in which they 

identified 19 segments of society based on the attitudes of members of the public 

towards sport, motivations and barriers).  Bullough (2012) supported the findings of 

Weed et al. (2009) by suggesting that those with latent demand for sport were key to 

developing a London 2012 participation legacy. In this respect, Bullough (2012) 

argued that strategies for increasing participation needed to take into account local 

knowledge of the proportion of people from each of Sports England’s market segments 

and their potential to take part in sport. As such, this echoes the advice of Coalter 

(2004) about the need for locally specific strategies. In much the same way as 

attempting to drive participation under normal circumstances, Bullough (2012) 

highlighted that in order for participation to increase through a trickledown effect 

among groups with latent demand, constraints such as time, money, transport or 

accessibility issues would need to be reduced. He therefore stressed the need to take 

into consideration both latent demand and the potential to participate in formulating 

legacy strategy.  

 

Weed et al. (2015) also stressed the importance of matching strategies for activity 

promotion to specific target groups. Indeed, several authors publishing in health 

psychology have highlighted the need to understand the difference between intentions 
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and behaviour change and discuss motivational and volitional phases (Armitage, 2009; 

Gollwitzer, 1993; Heckhausen, 1991). Sniehotta, Scholz and Schwarzer (2006, p. 24) 

explain that the motivational phase involves the intention to change behaviour whereas 

in the volitional phase ‘the intended change must be planned, initiated, and 

maintained’. Whilst this remains somewhat simplistic when broader social constraints 

are considered, models of behaviour change are becoming increasingly popular 

amongst practitioners. Indeed, in Weed et al’s (2015) examination of the literature 

about the process of engagement with sport and physical activity, the widespread use 

of the transtheoretical model (TTM) is highlighted. The TTM explains behaviour 

change through a model that ‘integrates stages, processes and levels of change’ 

(Prochaska & DiClement, 1986, p. 3). The five stages of the model are: pre-

contemplation, contemplation, preparation, action and maintenance. Individuals are 

thought to cycle through these stages before behaviours are maintained, if indeed they 

are maintained (Prochaska & DiClement, 2005). When considering human behaviour 

sociologically, however, the complexities and likely crossover within and between the 

suggested stages of the TTM or motivation and volitional stages must be recognized. 

So, too, should the relationship between individual feelings, motivation and behaviour 

and the structure of the societies in which people live. Individuals do not determine 

their feelings of motivation separately from their societies and social environments. 

Categorizing human behaviour in these ways can be viewed as rather simplistic when 

the habitus of traditional non-participants and the need for structural change to support 

any behaviour change are considered. Despite issues with the simplicity of models 

such as the TTM, they can be popular amongst practitioners as they appear to be a user 

friendly way of, indeed, ‘simplifying’ the complexities of human behaviour and 

society. This simplification, in reality, may prove to be the issue with the models. 
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Nonetheless, Weed et al. (2015) highlight the importance of matching strategies to 

people’s stages of engagement and suggest that a demonstration effect may influence 

the later behavioural stages of the TTM. This would support a focus on those in, or 

moving into, the volitional phase of behaviour change. 

 

Shipway (2007) offered specific suggestions about how to develop community level 

provision including: multi-sport clubs in communities, developing links between 

schools, universities, clubs and community clubs at grassroots level, increasing 

community access to institutional and corporate facilities, providing affordable 

programmes, developing accessible provision for disabled people, progressing links to 

health and well-being programmes and marketing the health benefits of exercise and 

physical activity. However, Shipway (2007) takes a more optimistic, and possibly even 

value-laden, approach to his writing than Coalter (2004) about the potential for an 

Olympic legacy. Shipway (2007) has focussed his paper on examples of good practice 

from previous events, which led him to highlight such potential opportunities from 

London 2012. However, the evidence for any sustained participation legacy from the 

events discussed by Shipway (2007) is limited, as his work was based on a review of 

literature that he does not claim to be systematic, nor does he outline any criteria for 

his approach to the literature. It is therefore possible, and likely, that contradictory 

cases have been missed. A health and well-being focus was also a consideration of 

Hamlyn and Hudson (2005). They discussed the potential positive and negative health 

related impacts of London 2012. However, their paper remains a commentary rather 

being based on empirical data. They highlighted the potential to increase exercise 

levels and improve diet but also considered risk of injury from increased sport and the 

potential to get the dietary message wrong. For this reason, Hamlyn and Hudson 
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(2005) recommended a focus on developing higher levels of exercise, more generally, 

rather than sports participation.  

 

Weed et al. (2012) conducted a policy-led systematic review to analyse possible 

processes for delivering a legacy. The focus of the work included in the review was on 

delivering a physical activity legacy rather than a sport legacy. Weed et al. (2012) also 

stressed the importance of what they called ‘the festival effect’ in promoting physical 

activity among those who are least active. For Weed et al. (2012) the festival effect 

would involve the promotion of the Games as a national festival beyond sport that has 

links to local and cultural communities. Indeed, Weed et al. (2009, p. 56) suggested 

that the 2012 Games should be promoted as a four year festival, rather than a two week 

sporting competition relying on a demonstration effect. This would, instead, harness a 

‘festival effect’ over a four year period through relevant, conveniently timed and 

located events, initiatives and programmes of minimal cost to the participants. From 

this, Weed et al. (2012) advocated promoting opportunities for physical activity as part 

of fun community events or programmes that focus on community engagement. 

Although this is not a tried and tested method of physical activity promotion they 

suggest that it is a viable alternative to the demonstration effect.  

 

Progress towards a legacy from London 2012 

As legacy plans for London 2012 developed, academics analysed the progress being 

made towards trying to deliver an Olympic legacy for sports participation. One issue 

highlighted in the lead up to London 2012 was in relation to the funding available for 

grassroots sport. Girginov and Hills (2008) highlighted the commitment of Sport 

England to ensuring that funds were not diverted away from grassroots sport. Coalter 
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(2007a) also noted a similar concern was expressed by organizations such as the 

Central Council for Physical Recreation and The Big Lotto fund over rising Olympic 

costs and the diversion of Sports Lottery funds away from grassroots provision. In this 

regard, Weed (2012) did outline some of the allocation of funds to a participation 

legacy strategy Places People Play. However, he was concerned that most of the 

funding was invested in the supply of sporting opportunities, facilities or leaders rather 

than developing the demand for sport. Weed (2012) highlights the importance of also 

increasing the demand and encouraging people to choose sport in order for legacy to 

be achieved. What appears to be missing from the academic literature is an 

examination of how best to develop both the increased demand and appropriate supply 

of sport.  

 

With a lack of consensus among academics about the best way to harness a legacy 

from a mega-event, there was inevitably some confusion amongst policy makers over 

the ‘right’ approach for developing a legacy from London 2012. With regard to 

community sport provision, Girginov and Hills (2008, 2009) explored the construction 

of Olympic legacy and the link between the Olympics and sports participation. 

Girginov and Hills (2008, p. 2092) drew on a process-oriented approach to highlight 

that legacy is ‘constructed’ rather than a ‘given’; they provide an analysis of the 

approaches to constructing legacy by StreetGames and the England Volleyball 

Association (EVA). They used documentary data and conducted interviews to analyse 

the links between the two organizations and London 2012, participation and 

sustainability. Girginov and Hills (2008) found the approaches of the two 

organizations differed from the outset. They also highlighted concerns over a one size 

fits all approach to legacy planning rather than a bottom-up approach being considered 
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that took into account the needs and opportunities available in local communities. 

Indeed, for Girginov and Hills (2008, p. 2099), ‘making and delivering macro 

projections for Olympic inspired participation becomes even more problematic when 

the background and histories of different groups and communities are considered’. The 

two organizations involved in this research differed with regard to their public 

engagement and capacity building, the EVA focused on partnerships involving 

schools, clubs and LAs, whereas StreetGames tended to focus on the participants and 

worked with individuals at the local level who wished to develop sport for people in 

deprived communities (Girginov & Hills, 2008).  

 

A small number of studies have been published post-Games with a focus on 

participation legacies. Chen and Henry (2015) evaluated a Workplace Challenge 

Programme in a non-host region. The aim of the programme was to develop 

participation in physical activity within work organization in Leicestershire as a by-

product of the 2012 Games. They used a realist evaluation approach to analyse the 

context and mechanisms by which the programme generated outcomes. From their 

analysis Chen and Henry (2015) suggested that motivational factors from the 2012 

Games were linked, weakly, to an increase in participation in the programme. 

Evaluating a particular intervention at the local level provides some insight into the 

mechanisms by which people developed their participation in this particular 

programme. Mackintosh et al. (2014) also conducted a micro-level study which 

involved video diaries and pre- and post-Games interviews with families living in the 

East Midlands. They considered families to be central to community sport and physical 

activity participation and therefore aimed to understand the lived experiences of 

London 2012 for these families. Mackintosh et al. (2014) reinforced the idea that prior 
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socialization into sport influenced legacy experiences and perceptions alongside the 

traditional challenges for sports development such as accessibility, cost and the limited 

family friendly opportunities available. This led them to advocate further policy focus 

for families and further research in this area. Bell and Gallimore (2014) conducted a 

case study of a non-host region but focussed on the work of the strategic partnerships 

involved in delivering legacy. This approach led them to develop an understanding of 

the broader influences on legacy work and they noted the difficulties associated with 

political and organizational change that made sports development very unstable around 

2012. For Bell and Gallimore (2014), this meant that much of the post-Games 

momentum was lost.  

 

Pappous and Hayday (2015) focussed on two specific non-traditional sports, judo and 

fencing. Slight increases in participation were observed during the period analysed up 

to 2013 and these were attributed, by interview participants, to the work on grassroots 

programmes offered. However, some interview participants also noted that those 

running voluntary sports clubs did not engage with the Olympic and Paralympic 

Games enough to take advantage of the opportunity to promote their club. This study 

provides some further evidence of the assumed importance of volunteers in delivering 

legacy. Despite the fact that this study and those of Chen and Henry (2015), 

Mackintosh et al. (2014) and Bell and Gallimore (2014) were published after the data 

collection was completed for the present research project, it is still clear that there is a 

need to understand the national policy approach alongside local level implementation 

and legacy experiences. There remains a gap in the literature for research within a large 

non-host city, or indeed, Birmingham specific research.    
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Conclusion 

The literature presented here provides the backdrop from which to develop this 

research project. Sport policy has developed over time to prioritize elite sport 

alongside assumptions about the virtuous cycle of sport. Despite limited evidence to 

support these assumptions, legacy promises from London 2012 still rested, largely, on 

a belief in demonstration effects. Evidence of demonstration effects from past events 

is limited. It is clear from the literature that any mega-event legacy or impact is difficult 

to measure, it is difficult to demonstrate any cause and effect relationship between the 

event and outcome and it is also difficult to isolate any impacts from other changes in 

society. In reality, sport policy processes and event legacies appear too complex to 

realistically even attempt to measure. In trying to measure legacy, we would be 

attempting to quantify something that essentially impossible to quantify.  Furthermore, 

it seems that the interdependence between policy-makers and implementers is key. The 

role of individual people and their relative power within the process influences the 

outcomes of policy. In this regard, the relationships between partners at the local level 

about their role in delivering legacy will be a focus of the present research.  

 

Research investigating the processes of trying to deliver a legacy from a mega-event 

is limited. Whilst there is some broad agreement among academics that supplemental 

activities and developments to the sporting infrastructure are key to leveraging legacy, 

there was very little clarity over what type of activity would actually be beneficial. 

From the small amount of research that was available before London 2012, it was clear 

that a range of approaches were taken. There has also been a distinct lack of research 

with those seemingly expected to try to deliver legacy. In attempting to begin to 

address this gap in our knowledge and provide a unique contribution to understanding, 



48 
 

this research project aims to analyse the policy process and perceptions of those 

delivering sport, and legacy promises, at the local level during the pre- and early post-

Games periods. Through national policy analysis and interviews with those on the 

ground, this project is intended to bring together an understanding of the relationships 

between both the macro policy level and micro-level experiences. 
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3: Theoretical Approach 
 

The adequacy of the figurational approach is being applied and developed through this 

research. It is obviously essential, therefore, to provide an introduction to the theory. 

The figurational approach stems from the work of Norbert Elias. Figurational 

sociology is a synthesizing theory developed from the work of Comte, Durkheim, 

Marx, Simmel, Weber and Freud (Jarvie & Maguire, 1994). This perspective is neither 

a macro, nor a micro approach; the intention is to provide a more adequate approach 

to explaining relations between individuals and society than the two broad, macro and 

micro approaches. In this regard, Norbert Elias attempted to develop a more realistic 

approach, understanding the social world by evading dualisms and false dichotomies, 

such as the individual and society, that somewhat hinder the sociological 

understanding of sport (Dunning, 2002). 

 

For Maguire (1988), the two prime concepts of this perspective are figurations and 

development. In this chapter, these, and further sensitizing concepts of the theory, are 

set out, seeking to outline the theory in order to consider how such concepts can be 

used to develop an understanding of legacy beyond descriptions of experiences. 

Indeed, for Elias (1978), theory and research involve a two-way process. There is an 

interdependent relationship between theory and empirical evidence. In order to engage 

in more reality congruent or adequate knowledge development, there is a need for 

theory to inform observations and for observations to inform theory. According to 

Elias (1978), if observations are not informed by theory they remain unorganized, if 

theory is not informed by empirical observations then theory can remain dominated by 

feelings. In this respect, in order to avoid ideological claims based on bias or emotion, 



50 
 

it is important to consider the relative level of involvement of the researcher. In 

discussing the potential effect of emotional involvement in the research process, 

Waddington and Smith (2009, p. 6) highlighted that: 

The relatively high level of emotion which surrounds many sporting issues 

often has the effect of hindering, rather than helping, the development of a 

more adequate understanding of modern sport, and of the relationships between 

sport and other aspects of the wider society. 

 

Problems of ideology is more commonly an issue for those concerned with protecting 

their own cherished views of sport. For this reason, it is important to study sport by 

taking a ‘detour via detachment’. This requires the researcher to hold their ideological 

preferences ‘in check’ throughout the course of their research, as this is more likely to 

generate explanations that have a higher degree of reality-congruence than preceding 

explanations (Dunning, 1999; Elias, 2007; Murphy et al., 2000). Elias further 

recommended a phase of ‘secondary re-involvement’; a phase in which researchers 

return to a politically informed position with a view to evoking more adequate social 

change having developed more adequate knowledge (Malcolm, 2008, p. 144). Critics 

of Elias have focussed on the perceived lack of clarity in his distinction between 

involvement and detachment and the limited criteria for achieving relative detachment 

(van Krieken, 1998). However, Dunning (1992) highlighted that Elias’s 

conceptualization of involvement-detachment was originally a contribution to a theory 

of knowledge rather than a tool for methods. Despite this, there have been attempts to 

outline some ‘rules of procedure’: (a) to avoid a ‘retreat to the present’ and thus force 

the researcher to greater detachment by locating the focus of their research within the 

wider system of interdependencies, (b) to explore observations for their own sake as 



51 
 

dispassionately as possible in order to avoid bias in the research, (c) consider the 

perspectives of others, seeing the researcher through the eyes of others and locate their 

own work within the body of knowledge available, (d) related to this, consider the 

researchers observations through theory and theories through observations, and (e) 

make sure that researchers study in an area of their interest in order to temper their 

detachment with necessary involvement (Dunning, 1992, p.252). It is important to note 

that Elias (1978) saw complete detachment as neither possible nor desirable and it is 

blends of both involvement and detachment that can enable more adequate research 

and reality congruent forms of knowledge. 

 

In considering the constant interplay between theory and empirical observations it is 

appropriate in this research project to apply and develop the concepts of figurational 

sociology. In order to do this, key sensitizing concepts of the theory are set out below. 

To consider the concepts of figurational sociology systematically, Goudsblom’s 

(1977) four key points of departure are used. The concept of the figuration was part of 

Goudsblom’s (1977) first point of departure, that: ‘human beings are interdependent, 

in a variety of ways; their lives evolve in, and are significantly shaped by, the social 

figurations they form with each other’ (Goudsblsom, 1977, p. 6). Goudsblom’s (1977, 

p. 6) second point of departure referred to the idea that ‘figurations are continually in 

flux, undergoing changes of different orders – some quick and ephemeral, others 

slower but perhaps more lasting’. The third point of departure in Goudsblom’s 

reassessment of the theory was that the long-term developments taking place in human 

social figurations have been and continue to be largely unplanned and unforeseen 

(Goudsblom, 1977, p. 6). The final point of departure for Goudsblom (1977) was that: 
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the development of human knowledge takes place within human figurations, 

and forms one important aspect of their overall development; the development 

of sociology should be seen in this context: as an aspect of the largely 

unplanned and unforeseen development of industrial state societies. (p. 6) 

 

Figurations and interdependence 

Figurational sociologists place particular emphasis on studying human figurations or 

networks of relationships (Elias, 1978), Goudsblom’s (1977) first point of departure. 

The concept of the figuration enables us to resist the temptation to polarize our 

understanding of the individual and society, moving away from the idea of the human 

being as homo clausus, or closed human beings, to thinking of people as open, 

processual, social beings, or homines aperti (Elias, 2006). In short, for Elias (1978, p. 

125) the concept of figuration ‘serves as a simple conceptual tool to loosen this social 

constraint to speak and think as if “the individual” and “society” were distinct as well 

as antagonistic’. As such, we can understand figurations to be a structure of mutually 

oriented and dependent people (Elias, 1978). In Goudsblom’s (1977) first point of 

departure, as well as the concept of the figuration, the idea of interdependence is also 

introduced. In relation to our understanding of human beings as homines aperti, Elias 

(1978, p. 72) highlighted that ‘one can understand many aspects of the behaviour or 

actions of individual people only if one sets out from the study of the pattern of their 

interdependence’. People are mutually-dependent on one another within and between 

the figurations that they form. The level of dependence between people will vary over 

time and from one society to another. The example of the relationship between parents 

and children is cited in order to develop our understanding of this inevitable 

interdependence between people. For Goudsblom (1977) from birth, a child is 
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dependent upon others for basic needs, as the child grows and develops that level of 

dependence alters with parents often eventually becoming more dependent on their 

children. If we consider more pertinent examples to this research, Dopson (2005) has 

highlighted that organizations, and indeed all social relations, can be thought of as the 

relations between people and the constraints that they exert over one another. 

Understanding the interdependency and associated enabling and constraining facets to 

the relationships between individuals, can aid our understanding of the actions of 

individuals. Aspects of co-operation are central to social figurations (Jarvie & 

Maguire, 1994). Co-operation often occurs for the purposes of increasing levels of 

power to gain greater control in figurations. For example, sports clubs or community 

groups will frequently work in partnership with those that can help them to deliver 

their sport. Thus, through co-operation, interdependent people are ‘enabled’ to have 

greater control over the figurations in which they are involved. In the real world, a 

balance of co-operation and conflict is nearly always involved (Elias & Dunning, 

1986). Indeed, in many cases conflict and competition is present between local clubs 

or organizations for funding and resources. 

 

A key critique of figurational sociology is of the civilizing process. Despite the fact 

that Elias arguably built up figurational sociology from this study, the specific critiques 

are not relevant to the present study. However, one critique of particular importance 

here is of the concept of the figuration. Some authors (Horne & Jary 1987; Bauman 

1979, cited in Dunning, 1992) have considered the figuration to be similar to the idea 

of patterns or situations; they separate the structures formed by human beings from the 

human beings themselves (Dunning, 1992). Further to this, general discourse among 

those working in sport management research seems to suggest that they understand 
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figurations as networks. To some extent this is the case, a figuration is a network of 

interdependent people. However, it appears to be the idea of interdependence that is 

missing from people’s understanding, leading them to reify structures or miss the 

figurational understanding of the relationships between individuals and the societies 

that they form. It is important to be aware of this in order to develop the figurational 

explanations with particular clarity regarding the explanations of figurations in the 

policy process. 

 

 

Power 

A structural characteristic of figurations and interdependence is power. For 

figurational sociologists, power is viewed as an element of interdependency ties rather 

than as a separate force over people (Elias, 1978). With this in mind, it is vital to 

understand organizations as figurations, within which, power relations exist. 

Understanding this will prevent the reification of organizations and structures as 

though they exist above and beyond human beings. Elias highlights how people can 

be constrained through their relational networks. He explains that ‘social constraints 

are constraints exerted by people over themselves and over one another’ (Elias, 1978, 

p. 14). It is often difficult ‘to guard against social pressure of verbal and conceptual 

structures. These make social constraints seem like forces exerted on objects in nature 

– like forces external to people, exerted over them as “objects”’ (Elias, 1978, p. 15). 

Organizations are frequently ascribed an objective reality which dehumanizes the 

structures discussed (Elias, 1978). For example, the decisions made by members of the 

committee of a VSC might be described as ‘the club decided’. This suggests that the 

club exists in and of itself, which it does not. Figurational sociology can aid our 
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understanding of society and organizations as they are viewed as figurations, as 

networks of interdependent relationships with fluctuating degrees of power.   

 

Power is best conceptualized in terms of relative balances that are ‘dynamic and 

continually in flux’ (Murphy et al., 2000, p. 93). At this point, it is appropriate to 

consider Goudsblom’s (1977, p. 6) second point of departure, that ‘figurations are 

continually in flux’. Social relationships interweave and develop over time; indeed for 

Maguire (1988) development is a key concept of figurational sociology. Development, 

as a term, enables a more fruitful understanding of ‘the complexity of figurations in 

flux’ than the word ‘change’ (Maguire, 1988, p. 188). Elias (1997, p. 357) highlighted 

that for both Comte and for Marx, ‘current social relations are only one moment in a 

long-term process, which leads from the past through the present and beyond it into 

the future’. Elias’s (1978) game models can be used to help us to understand 

figurations in flux and their fluctuating power dynamics. Elias used games as a 

metaphor for social life in an attempt to explain power relations as everyday 

occurrences rather than extraordinary. These start with the primal contest as an 

example of a completely unregulated relationship and game models follow with an 

attempt to convey the processual character of interdependent relationships with 

fluctuating power balances (Elias, 1978). 

 

Game models develop from a two-person game in which ‘player A’ is considerably 

stronger than ‘player B’ and as such has considerable power to exert greater control 

over the moves of ‘player B’. Elias (1978) uses this example to explain that power is 

not absolute. Indeed, ‘power is always a question of relative balances, never of 

absolute possession or absolute deprivation, for no one is ever absolutely powerful or 
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absolutely powerless.’ (Murphy et al., 2000, p. 93). To some extent, even in the 

simplest game example, the moves of player A are still dependent on those of player 

B. When more people become involved in a figuration, the power relations become 

more complex and the power of any one individual diminishes. Elias has highlighted 

that in complex societies, people, or individuals, become ‘caught up in ever 

lengthening chains of interdependence which for him [sic] constitute functional 

nexuses beyond his control’ (Elias, 1978, p. 144). Elias (1978) used a model of a multi-

person game on one level to help to explain this. In this case there are a number of 

players competing against each other and power differentials between each 

combination of players differs. We might imagine this to be those working for 

Birmingham City Council and their relations with each other for citywide decision 

making. Here, players may make alliances and work together to compete against other 

players. In a multi-person game on several levels, the number of people involved 

continually rises and, as such, players are constantly having to re-organize their 

actions. An example of this might be the relations between national government, 

Birmingham City Council staff, the CSP and volunteers in sport. The perspective of 

each player differs considerably and individual players are more easily disorientated. 

Regardless of the level of strength, or power, of any individual, it will be near 

impossible for them to control, or even understand, the fluctuating figurations involved 

in the game. Players’ lack of understanding is likely to stem from the limited 

possibility that they will know all of the people involved, be sure of their intentions or 

be aware of each of their moves. For Elias (1978, p. 80), in this case, it becomes 

increasingly difficult for players to make their moves and ‘the game will become 

increasingly disorganized; its functioning will deteriorate’.  
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For Elias (1978, p. 87) game models are ‘didactic models’, a way of teaching or 

opening up our imagination, for understanding society. The most important elements 

of social relations for us to understand are power and ‘the polymorphous nature of 

sources of power’ (Elias, 1978, p. 88). There are so many sources of power, it would 

be impossible to list them all here. Typically we think of intellectual power, economic 

power, physical power and so on, in reality power has many forms that both enable 

and constrain people’s actions. When considering SD, examples of sources of power 

may include access to funding or relative control of facility provision. It is clear that 

where interdependent relationships exist, fluctuating power relations also exist. All 

social relations can be seen as a process in which our interdependency ties and power 

balances shift and change over time. In SD the relative power of a VSC committee will 

shift over time depending on a range of interdependency ties including the committee 

members’ access to resources, volunteer workforce and club membership. 

 

Elias further developed his understanding of power relations through a case study of a 

small village in England that he wrote up with John Scotson (Elias & Scotson, 2008). 

In this, they examined the relationships between two groups in the town who were 

identical with regard to social stratification, yet one group appeared to be more 

dominant that the other. They identified those who had lived in the village for a longer 

period as the established group and the relative newcomers to the village as the 

outsiders. Elias and Scotson (2008) sought to identify what enabled one group to be 

the more dominant group. Their work on established and outsider groups helps us to 

understand the wider dimensions of power, based on people’s position in a community. 

Factors that reinforced the position of a group and the associated feeling of belonging 

included group cohesion, a collective identity and common social norms; these factors 



58 
 

go beyond the many assumptions about power in terms of physical force or material 

possession (Dunning & Hughes, 2013). The crux of this centres on the recognition that 

the established group had better access to local knowledge and increased control of 

‘gossip channels’ and thus were in a position to exclude and stigmatize the outsider 

group. The level of control over lines of communication by the established group was 

key to this (Van Krieken, 1998). Through better developed communication channels, 

the established group were able to develop a ‘we identity’ and with it a position of 

greater power.  

 

Unintended outcomes 

The constant interweaving of individual actions gives rise to something that has not 

been planned by any one individual or group (Elias, 1991). Unplanned outcomes are 

not unusual aspects of social life – they are ‘not a curious footnote to sociology but 

nearly universal in social life’ (Mennell, 1992, p. 258). Human action is, to a greater 

or lesser extent, consciously directed towards achieving certain goals. The outcomes 

of complex processes involving the interweaving of the actions of large numbers of 

people cannot be explained simply in terms of the intentions of individuals. The normal 

result of complex processes involving the interweaving of the more-or-less goal 

directed actions of large numbers of people includes outcomes which no-one has 

planned (Elias, 1978). For Elias (1991, p. 62), people often ‘stand before the outcome 

of their own actions’ and look ‘with astonishment at the convolutions and formations 

of the historical flow which they themselves constitute but do not control’. Therefore, 

it must be recognized that changes in human behaviour emerge from the ‘ebb and flow 

of events’ that are ‘determined by the wishes and plans of individual people and 
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groups’, however, very often the outcomes of these interactions are ‘not intended by 

individual people’ (Elias, 1991, p. 63). 

 

 

Knowledge and habitus 

The final point of departure for Goudsblom (1977) refers to the development of human 

knowledge. Knowledge can be both enhanced, and also lost or destroyed, through the 

human figurations that we are involved in. Habitus is a concept that can help us to 

understand this. This concept has also been written about at length by the French 

sociologist Pierre Bourdieu and is a prominent feature of his theory; the concept is 

commonly associated with the work of Bourdieu yet Elias had been writing about 

habitus in German before Bourdieu (Paulle et al., 2012). Regardless of the origins of 

the term, the two sociologists help us to understand the way in which our ‘self’ is 

developed through our networks of relations. Whilst Bourdieu understood habitus as 

the ‘internalization of external structures’ (Bourdieu & Wacquant, 1992, p. 18), for 

Elias, a person’s habitus is the part of their personality, for example their taste and 

moral standing, which is not innate but is so deeply rooted that it seems to be ‘second 

nature’ (Goudsblom & Mennell, 1998; van Krieken, 1998). Our habitus develops 

through the figurations that we are part of. Indeed, children of families in which one 

or both parents are regular sports participants are often socialized into sport from an 

early age. As such, a relationship with sport and a belief in the assumed benefits of 

sport are likely to be internalized.  

 

Understanding habitus is an important concept for understanding Elias’s sociology of 

knowledge and particularly important for this study for understanding specifically 
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people’s engagement in sport. More generally, for Van Kreiken (1998) the main 

features of Elias’s sociology of knowledge were that: knowledge development is 

processual and as such, Elias placed an emphasis on the historical development of 

human knowledge; that scientific study can be seen as a social and collective 

endeavour; and that concepts of truth and falsity could be considered more adequately 

through the conceptualization of object adequacy that lies between involvement and 

detachment. This leads us to a further consideration of involvement-detachment in 

human knowledge. Elias used the story of two fishermen in a maelstrom to shed light 

on emotional involvement and relative detachment. In this example, the focus was on 

the two fishermen’s immediate emotional responses to the situation that they were in, 

their level of involvement, which impacted on their perspectives, and ultimately their 

survival, of the situation that they were in. The fisherman with an immediate highly 

emotional response was unable to form a plan of action in order to survive, he chose 

to stay on the boat and died as a result; the other fisherman developed some detachment 

from his terror and observed the patterns or the maelstrom and objects caught up in it. 

From this more detached perspective, the second fisherman was able to plan his 

actions, he clung on to a different floating object and survived (Van Kreiken, 1998). 

Elias (2007) described this example and more generally, situations in which a person 

had a low ability to control the dangers that they face and are compounded by a high-

fantasy content of their knowledge as a ‘double-bind’. For Elias, different situations 

will require different balances of involvement and detachment. Elias (1991) has 

explained that human understanding and knowledge sits between fantasy and reality. 

Situations which are not controllable are often associated with less adequate 

understanding. Elias argued, therefore, that people developed magical or fantasy-based 

knowledge to help to shield themselves from the feelings of terror, insecurity or 
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vulnerability of situations that that they have very little power to control (Elias, 1991). 

Highly involved thinking, therefore, can be steeped in fantasy rather than reality. In 

reality, this leads to less adequate understanding of the social world. In this particular 

study interview participants’ emotional or ideological beliefs will be examined.  

 

Figurational sociology and sport policy and development 

Figurational sociology has been used extensively to seek a more adequate 

understanding of various issues in sport. This use of figurational sociology in relation 

to studies of sport were first published in the 1960s and 1970s and the sociology of 

sport became a prominent sub-discipline of mainstream sociology in the 1970s and 

1980s (Dunning & Rojek, 1992). Elias was one of the few mainstream sociologists to 

investigate sport while other theorists have typically failed to engage with sport 

(Malcolm, 2012). In developing their research agenda for figurational sociology and 

the study of sport, Elias and Dunning set out to test Elias’s focus on developmental 

and processual change in society (Jarvie & Maguire, 1994). Some of the early work 

focused on sportization, the transformation of pastimes into sports, and later 

globalization of such sports (Jarvie & Maguire, 1994). Figurational sociology has been 

tested through examinations of a range of issues in sport, these include: violence on 

and off the field of play (Dunning & Sheard, 2005, Dunning et al., 1988), drugs in 

sport (Waddington, 2000), sports medicine (Malcolm, 2011), physical education and 

school sport (Green, 2008), and sport and gender (Liston, 2006). Further to this, 

figurational sociology has been used to examine policy in both sporting and non-

sporting contexts (Houlihan, Bloyce & Smith, 2009). In sporting contexts, various 

authors have examined policy for local SDOs, physical education, disability sport and 

drugs in sport (Bloyce et al., 2008; Green, 2008; Green et al., 2005; Thomas & Smith, 
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2009; Waddington, 2000; Waddington & Smith, 2009). Figurational sociology has 

also been used to seek a more adequate understanding of health policy and 

organizational analysis (Dopson & Waddington, 1996). 

 

Of specific relevance here is the work of figurational sociologists examining SD and 

sport policy. There is a small, but growing, body of empirical work in this area. Of 

most relevance is the work of Smith and Leech (2010) in considering school sport and 

Bloyce et al. (2008) and Bloyce and Green’s (2011) analysis of the work of SDOs. 

When studying in this area it is important to recognize the level of interdependence 

between policy makers and those implementing policy. Bloyce et al. (2008) have 

highlighted the relative dependence of government on seemingly less powerful groups, 

in this case sports development officers (SDOs) working at the local level. The SDOs 

involved in this study were working within contexts that were the unintended outcomes 

from government policy decisions. It must be recognized that the perceptions the roles 

that SDOs hold and their own view of the purpose of their work is developed in and 

through their relational networks, in some way forming their social and professional 

habitus (Bloyce & Green, 2011). When examining the evidence of effectiveness for 

sport policy, of school sport in particular, Smith and Leech (2010) argued that political 

imperatives dominated evidence due to the desire to demonstrate success. This lead 

them to question the likelihood of evidence based policy making becoming a reality. 

 

More recently, and more specifically, Bloyce and Smith (2010) have drawn upon the 

work of Dopson and Waddington (1996) and their own work to outline the policy 

process from a figurational perspective. For Bloyce and Smith (2010) there are seven 

stages to the policy process: definition of policy ‘issues’, establishing policy objectives 
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and priorities, information gathering and forecasting, policy implementation, 

monitoring and evaluation, resource allocation and budget planning and policy 

successions and closure. Whilst Bloyce and Smith (2010) present the policy process 

in this way, it is vital to recognize that they highlight that these stages are not 

necessarily worked though in this order in reality, stages frequently overlap and the 

order is constantly changing. For Bloyce and Smith (2010, p. 13) the ‘policy process 

rarely follows the neat, rational models of change set out in some of the literature’. 

Throughout their conceptualization of the policy process, they highlight the influence 

of individuals and groups; at the heart of all policy processes is human action that is 

both enabled and constrained by wider relational networks. Bloyce and Smith (2010) 

use the understanding developed through Elias’s conceptualization of the complexities 

of social processes and the limited knowledge and diminishing control that we can 

have over lengthening chains of interdependence to explain the limited ability of any 

individual or group to control the policy process due to the complex networks of people 

involved at all levels. In order to apply the figurational approach throughout the project 

to develop a more adequate understanding, it is important to consider the figurational 

approach to methods, which is the focus of the next chapter.  
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4: Methodological Considerations 
 

 

In introducing the methodological approach for this study, it is important to locate it 

within the broader search for scientific knowledge. Traditional approaches to 

methodology encourage discussion of epistemological and ontological positions. In 

considering epistemology, the focus is on the nature of knowledge, questioning 

whether the social world can be studied according to the same principles as those used 

in the natural sciences (Bryman, 2012). There are, typically, two standpoints: positivist 

approaches, where the use of natural scientific research methods to study social reality 

are advocated; or the supposed opposite interpretivist approach, where the distinction 

between social reality and the objects of natural science is promoted (Bryman, 2012). 

Considerations of epistemology can be linked to methodological considerations of 

ontology and the question of whether social entities have a reality external to social 

actors or whether they are built up from the perceptions and actions of social actors 

(Bryman, 2012). Objectivism is the ontological position that considers that objective 

entities have a reality external to social actors. Constructionism, or subjectivism, on 

the other hand, challenges this suggestion and asserts that social phenomena are 

constantly changing and are produced through social interaction (Bryman & Teevan, 

2005). In this chapter, methodological decisions are explained before details of the 

methods employed for the study are justified.  

 

Decisions for methodology, particularly in relation to the epistemological and 

ontological standpoint of the researcher, relate to the engagement and use of theory. 

Decisions are also made between deductive and inductive approaches. Deductive 
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research aims to test theory, research questions are deduced on the basis of theoretical 

assumptions (Bryman, 2012). Conversely, an inductive approach aims to produce and 

refine theory (Bryman, 2012). These approaches frequently fall into two broad 

research categories: qualitative or quantitative approaches. Qualitative research 

traditionally involves interpretivist epistemology, constructionism and an inductive 

approach. On the other hand, quantitative research is typically positivist, objective and 

deductive. In order to outline the specific methodological approach for this research, 

it is vital to outline the relationship between theory and methods.  

 

Undertaking research from a figurational perspective requires particular 

considerations for methodology. For figurational sociologists, traditional approaches 

to methodology and decisions between quantitative and qualitative, positivist and 

interpretivist, objectivist and constructionist, and deductive and inductive approaches 

falsely dichotomizes these positions. If we take the relationship between theory and 

research first, Elias (1978, p. 58) states that ‘the separation of theory and methods 

proves to be based on a misconception’ as the two are inseparable. For figurational 

sociologists there is a two-way traffic between theory and research ‘in which both are 

refined by one another’ (Bloyce, 2004, p. 153). The interdependence of observation 

and theory is, for figurational sociologists, at the centre of scientific research (Elias, 

2007). Rather than selecting a deductive or inductive approach, it is recognized that 

these two go hand in hand, there is a constant and dynamic interplay between theory 

and research. Indeed, Elias (1978) suggests that observations of specific events, or 

empirical research, must be both informed by, and inform, ideas, theories and models 

in order to avoid unorganized study and/or findings dominated by feelings. When 

examining more broadly the separation of quantitative versus qualitative approaches, 
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Bloyce (2004) notes that even quantitative research is based upon qualitative 

assumptions in the development of the research question and in the interpretation of 

results. In particular, the idea that quantitative research must be deductive and that 

qualitative research is inductive is, for figurational sociologists, unhelpful and static. 

 

The figurational view of epistemology mirrors the view that separating research 

paradigms is falsely dichotomous. All such decisions regarding our methodological 

approach are more adequately viewed as though they form opposite ends of a 

continuum that, in reality, our research sits somewhere between. Sociology as a 

science has developed over time to be perceived as a social science and moved from 

positivist assumptions to the recognition that studying human beings is somewhat 

different to those subjects studied in the natural sciences. Therefore, in the broader 

discipline, there is a recognition of this continuum. Elias (1991) cited Kant in 

questioning whether social sciences were even possible given that we cannot 

physically see relationships. This is linked to the epistemological question of our 

knowledge being knowledge of individual bodies or events that we can perceive (Elias, 

1991). In this regard, Elias (1991) argues that social processes are evident through 

civilization and internalized constraints; individual people are, essentially, social. We 

can therefore study societies scientifically through a methodological approach that 

recognizes degrees of positivist and interpretivist approaches.  

 

In recognizing the importance of viewing approaches on a continuum, it is possible to 

shed light on assumptions about ontology. It is simply not possible to be entirely 

objective nor subjective. Elias therefore discusses involvement-detachment at length, 

as outlined in the theory chapter, as he argues that researchers cannot separate 
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themselves from society. Elias proposed that it is more productive to view the problem 

of human knowledge as lying along a continuum ranging from degrees of involvement 

to detachment (Elias, 2007). In this regard, Elias (2007) further critiques the traditional 

philosophical discussion of epistemological positions suggesting that an ideal of 

independent individuals is absurd. Involvement-detachment aids our understanding of 

our role in the research process, for it is not possible for the researcher to completely 

detach themselves from society. In reality, we are working between two poles: 

involvement, which ‘paralyses the capacity for encapsulated discovery’ (Elias, 2007, 

p. 22), and detachment, where ‘more reality-congruent’ knowledge is possible (Elias, 

2007, p. 23). For sociologists, knowledge develops within the figurations that we are 

a part of; however, this involvement can create a barrier to more adequate 

understanding (van Krieken, 1998). Malcolm (2011, p. 281) advocates that the 

researcher seeks to achieve a ‘blend’ of involvement and detachment as this helps to 

steer away from our understanding of involvement and detachment as opposite poles. 

Beyond traditional methodological debates around epistemology and ontology, the 

most important issue for figurational sociologists is that the methodology used for any 

research is selected based upon its suitability for answering the research question. I 

will be considering the degree of adequacy with which the theory can account for and 

accommodate the available evidence. 

 

Research design 

The research design adopted for the present research was a case study approach. Case 

studies enable the in-depth investigation of contemporary phenomena within a real-

world context (Yin, 2014). A case study approach is one that has been adopted 

previously in research in sport policy and development (Girginov & Hills, 2008; 
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Phillpots, Grix & Quarmby, 2010; Wang & Theodoraki, 2007). This research design 

is a common approach in this area as it can provide a more detailed insight into a 

complex network of people and their perceptions that influence sport policy and 

development within specific contexts. Whilst some have reservations about the 

external validity, or generalizability, from case studies, Silverman (2005) highlights 

that even with quantitative research representative sampling is incredibly difficult. 

Silverman (2005) therefore advocates selecting a research design based on theoretical 

priorities. In this particular research, understanding the perspectives of a range of 

people within the same figurational networks is important. Further to this, Yin (2014) 

highlights that case studies are generalizable to theoretical propositions rather than to 

populations. Whilst the exact examples provided by participants in this research might 

not be representative of other ‘cases’, the relational constraints and theoretical insights 

will enable the development of knowledge that can inform future work in other areas. 

In conducting this case study, the aim therefore is to continue the two-way traffic 

advocated in figurational sociology between research and theory. The detailed insight 

that is enabled through this study of a specific place, during a specific time, with 

specific people will provide the opportunity to analyse the perceptions of the 

individuals within the relational networks included in the case study as well as 

understanding their views about their relationships with the wider networks involved 

in SD. Access to such detailed data will allow further examination of the insights 

available through figurational sociology and inform the study of any theoretical gaps. 

 

Bryman (2012) outlines several different types of case, including: the critical case, the 

extreme or unique case, the representative or typical case, the revelatory case and the 

longitudinal case. Given that this research is focused on analysing the realities of 
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implementing a promise, or policy goal not previously implemented, the type of case 

here is somewhat revelatory. This is when there is an opportunity to analyse something 

that has not been previously accessible to study. However, given that the figurational 

approach emphasizes the long-term nature of all social process, there was also an 

element of a longitudinal approach to this research.  

 

Planning for ‘legacy’ from London 2012 provides us with an interesting case study as 

a range of positive legacies were promised during the bidding and planning stages. 

Specifically, legacy promises related to developing sporting participation were to 

encompass areas beyond the host city, London. Very little academic work has been 

published on the policy process related to such legacy proposals, especially outside of 

a host venue. A non-host city perspective was important in order to analyse the 

experience of those living in areas that do not have automatic access to Olympic 

venues, thus enabling the genuine analysis of any perspectives about demonstration 

effects or supplemental activity. The particular case selected for this research was 

Birmingham. More specifically, the experience of people involved in delivering and 

managing sport in Birmingham was examined. Birmingham is one of the most 

populated cities in the United Kingdom (UK), with a population of ‘1,085,400, (based 

on the 2012 mid-year population estimate)’ (birmingham.gov.uk, 2014), 

approximately 100 miles north of London, in a region known as the ‘West Midlands’. 

Given the size of the city and its relative proximity to London, one could reasonably 

expect that if participation legacy was expected by policy makers across Britain, those 

living in Birmingham would be no exception. In addition, there were no 2012 Olympic 

competitions in Birmingham, so it can be appropriately regarded as a non-host city. 
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The figurational approach does not encourage limitations on methods; instead, 

figurational sociologists argue that the most appropriate tool(s) for addressing the 

research question should be used (Bloyce, 2004). This enabled a mixed methods 

approach to be developed within the case study design. The methods employed within 

this case study were documentary analysis of national policy documents, interviews 

with key personnel in Birmingham and the examination of already available data from 

the APS. Had local policy documents been published, documentary analysis of these 

would have been conducted. However, there were no such local policy documents 

available from Birmingham to analyse.  Triangulation of the data collected from these 

methods enabled the corroboration of data collected from each method as well as 

consistent findings to be identified with more certainty. Research was conducted with 

policy documents from 2005 to 2015 in order to analyse the development of national 

legacy policy over time. London won the bid to host the 2012 Olympic and Paralympic 

Games in 2005 which is an appropriate starting point for the analysis. Documentary 

analysis was carried out over a 10 year period and finished in 2015. Interviews were 

conducted during 2012 and 2013 to gain a pre- and post-Games perspective from those 

delivering sport. The semi-structured interview lends itself well to the figurational 

approach as: it corroborates data that may already be available with the interviewee; it 

acquires the particular information that may be needed to fill gaps in the research from 

previous methods; and it enables the interviewee to elaborate further, or the 

interviewer to probe deeper on certain issues than if a structured interview, or 

questionnaire were to be used (Bloyce, 2004). In this particular case, interviews were 

used to gather perceptions about the legacy policy approach analysed through 

documentary analysis from those, supposedly, in a position to implement legacy 

promises.  
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Documentary analysis 

This research entailed qualitative documentary analysis of official publications 

relating to Olympic legacy for London 2012. Engaging with official publications is 

useful in gauging organizational activity. For Prior (2003), documents are key in 

helping to more adequately understand organizations. However, there is some debate 

over the extent to which documents are windows into social or organizational realities 

(Bryman, 2012). Indeed, Prior (2003) highlighted that human beings do not necessarily 

act in accordance with their organization’s published standpoint or policy aims. 

Despite this, Prior (2003) suggests that documents are used to set out roles and monitor 

performance. The documentary analysis in the present study provided an insight into 

the promises, plans and intentions for legacy set out before, during and after the 

London 2012 Olympic and Paralympic Games. This enabled analysis of the proposed 

influences of the Games on SD work and experiences at the local level, as well as the 

process of development over time. 

 

Sampling 

Publically available documents from selected organizations were analysed. 

Documents from the LOCOG, the DCMS and Sport England were identified first. 

Sport England is the national organization responsible for grassroots sport; it is a non-

departmental public body sponsored by the central government department responsible 

for sport, the DCMS. These organizations were therefore deemed central to legacy 

policy. Any links from documents or official websites to other organizations linked to 

delivering or commenting on legacy planning led to the inclusion of a range of other 

organizations for inclusion in the study. This was to ensure that there was broad 

coverage of publications relating to the participation legacy of London 2012. For Scott 
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(1990) the authenticity and credibility of sources are important considerations in 

ensuring the quality of the evidence available for analysis. In order to ensure the 

authenticity and credibility of sources, selection criteria were limited by analysing 

those documents available from each organization’s website. The web pages and 

publications’ sections of the websites were searched using the following key words: 

‘legacy’, ‘participation’, ‘sport’, ‘physical activity’ and ‘grassroots’. Whilst most 

sources published since 2005 are available online, those archived or no longer 

available online may have been missed. In order to narrow down the sample, the 

publications were then searched using the same keywords as well as skim reading in 

order to identify all publications that included statements, comments or plans for the 

participation legacy at least twice. Official documents and reports that were published 

between the awarding of the Games to London in July 2005 and the end of 2015 that 

met the criteria were subject to documentary analysis. Local sport policy or strategy 

documents for Birmingham were not publically available and therefore could not be 

included in the analysis.    

 

One hundred and forty four publications were included in the sample. Documents from 

the following organizations were analysed (see appendix 1 for a list of documents): 

LOCOG (n=12), DCMS (n=31), Department of Health (DH) (n=5), Department for 

Children, Schools and Families (DCSF) (n=3)/Department for Education (DfE) (n=1), 

Sport England (n=11), UK Sport (n=8), Youth Sport Trust (YST) (n=2), Legacy Trust 

UK (LTUK) (n=3), Commission for a Sustainable London 2012 (CSL 2012) (n=12), 

Greater London Authority (GLA) (n=16), Olympic Delivery Authority (ODA) (n=6), 

London Development Agency (LDA) (n=7), National Audit Office (NAO) (n=10), 

IOC (n=1), and national governing bodies of sport (NGBs) (n=16).  
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Data analysis 

From a figurational sociological approach, publications were analysed in 

chronological order, considering the development of legacy work over time. Policy 

documents were analysed through coding emerging themes relating to legacy 

planning. All publications were read and re-read to help identify emerging themes. In 

order to diminish any bias due to the researchers’ involvement in the study, as 

advocated by Prior (2003), once themes were identified, any cases that failed to 

confirm these findings were sought. This enabled coding to be carried out in a rigorous 

manner. 

 

Semi-structured interviews 

Semi-structured interviews were conducted with a range of people involved in 

delivering and managing sport in Birmingham. Through the use of interviews it was 

possible to gain a ‘we’ perspective about the figurations and their processes from the 

interviewees and this enabled the development of a relatively detached ‘they’ 

perspective from the analysis and interpretation of interview data (Bloyce, 2004; 

Maguire, 1988). Given that legacy promises and a home Games were ‘new’ 

experiences to those working in sport in Birmingham, the semi-structured interview 

was appropriate for both guiding the interview, whilst allowing the flexibility to 

discuss such ‘new’ experiences. Both pre- and post-Games interviews were conducted 

in order to gauge the process of change, if any, from before and after the 2012 Games. 

Pre- and post-Games interviews also enabled the analysis of changing perspectives 
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from pre-Games expectations to post-Games reflections. Details of the semi-structured 

interviews are explained after consideration of the research participants.  

 

 

Sampling 

Sport England part fund CSPs to support NGBs of sport to deliver their Whole Sport 

Plans at the local level. In Birmingham at the time of this research, this was the 

Birmingham Sport and Physical Activity Partnership (BSPAP). Purposive and 

snowball sampling were used to select interviewees on the basis of their position in 

Sport England, West Midlands for 2012 (WMfor2012) (the regional organization 

represented on the Nations and Regions group that were tasked with maximizing 

engagement with the Games), the City Council, the County Sports Partnership (CSP), 

national governing bodies (NGBs) and local sports clubs (see table 1). Sports included 

in the research were selected through purposive sampling to ensure a mix of Olympic 

and non-Olympic sports and priority and non-priority3 sports for Birmingham. Within 

this, representation from team and individual sports was sought. In order to capture 

potential cross-over with physical activity, swimming, athletics and cycling were 

specifically included. Having divided sports into categories to cover Olympic and non-

Olympic sports, priority and non-priority sports for Birmingham, access to identified 

NGBs and clubs was then sought. The local, or in the absence of this, regional, NGB 

officer, and club chairpersons and secretaries from selected sports were then invited to 

be involved in the research. As a general rule, when considering sample size, a 

researcher should interview as many as they need to find answers for the research 

                                                           
3 Although there were priority sports identified for Birmingham, it emerged through interviews that 

this did not influence the work of the CSP or city council significantly. The CSP would work with 

whichever sports they were able to, so it did not prove to be an especially useful distinction.  
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questions and a saturation point is reached (Kvale, 2007). In this particular study, this 

decision was most important for the number of sports clubs to include. In reality, 

access to clubs was limited. Sports were only included where access was gained to 

both a NGB and club participant (see appendix 2). In the first instance searches through 

club directories and a web search engine were used to find clubs with published contact 

details from the selected sports.  Club secretaries or chairpersons at the identified clubs 

who were willing to take part were interviewed. This was one or two clubs per sport 

due to a limited response rate. Snowball sampling led to the inclusion of an additional 

participant for athletics, the area network coordinator. Sports included in interviews 

were: athletics, basketball, cycling, lacrosse, netball, squash and racketball, 

swimming, and table tennis. 

 

Interviewees were selected in order to gain an insight into the work of the people and 

organizations considered key to the delivery of sports participation and the 

implementation and management of national policies and strategies at the local level. 

As such, City Council interviewees were selected based on their role, in the first 

instance the Head of Sport, and the Legacy Development Manager were approached; 

snowball sampling was used from there to approach other sport specific or community 

development personnel from the City Council. The Director of the CSP was 

interviewed and from him, access was gained to all CSP employees. Snowballing also 

led to the inclusion of an interview participant from WMfor2012. 

 

Finally, managers from private gyms and local leisure centres were interviewed in 

order to gain an understanding of participation beyond the traditional sports club 
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setting. Searches through an online search engine were also carried out with gyms and 

leisure centres; those who responded and were willing to take part were interviewed.  

 

 

Table 1. Research participants and pseudonyms 

Participant Role Pseudonym 

Sport England - Central Strategic lead 

for West Midlands 

SE Strategic Lead WM 

West Midlands for 2012 Chair WMfor2012 Chair 

City Council 

City Council – Head of Sport BCC Head of Sport 

City Council – Legacy Development 

Manager 

BCC Legacy Development Manager 

City Council – Community Sport BCC Community 

City Council – Swimming Development 

Officer 

BCC Swimming 

CSP 

Director BSPAP Director4 

Sport Manager BSPAP Sport Manager 

Sportmakers lead BSPAP A 

Young People in Sport Development 

Officer 

BSPAP B 

Sportivate lead BSPAP C 

Sport and Young People BSPAP D 

Club Development Officer BSPAP E 

NGBs 

England Basketball – Birmingham 

Development Officer 

NGB Basketball 

English Table Tennis Association – 

WM Chair & Secretary of local club 

NGB Table Tennis 

England Squash and Racketball – WM 

Manager 

NGB Squash 

Cycling – WM Events Officer NGB Cycling 

Amateur Swimming Association – 

Development Officer 

NGB Swimming 

English Lacrosse – Regional Manager NGB Lacrosse 

England Athletics – Regional Manager NGB Athletics 

Birmingham Athletics Network 

Coordinator (voluntary position, also 

NGB Athletics Network 

                                                           
4 The Director of the CSP (BSPAP Director) was seconded from the City Council to the CSP. After 

the Games, he moved back to the LA in a strategic lead role before taking voluntary redundancy. 

Despite this, throughout the discussion chapters, for consistency, he is referred to as BSPAP Director. 
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employed by University of Birmingham 

as SD Manager) 

England Netball – Netball Development 

Officer – Birmingham 

NGB Netball 

Clubs 

BA Basketball – project coordinator 

(paid employee) 

Club Basketball 

Maypole Table Tennis Club – Secretary 

(voluntary) 

Club Table Tennis 

Squash – Edgbaston Priory – Head 

Coach (employed member of staff) 

Club Squash 

Birmingham BMX Club – Facility 

Manager and Coach (mix of voluntary 

and paid) 

Club BMX 

Birmingham Cycling Club – Chair 

(voluntary) 

Club Cycling 

Orion Swimming Club – Chair 

(voluntary) 

Club Swimming 

Birchfield Harriers Athletics Club – 

Chair (voluntary [also employed by 

UKA]) 

Club Athletics 

Foxes Netball Club – Secretary 

(voluntary) 

Club Netball 

Private Leisure Centres 

Bannatyne’s – General Manager Private Club A 

David Lloyd – General Manager Private Club B 

LA Fitness – Sales Private Club C 

Public Leisure Centres 

Stetchford Cascades – GM Local Leisure A 

Harborne Pool and Fitness Centre – GM Local Leisure B 

University of Birmingham 

Director of Sport UoB Director 

Participation Manager UoB Participation Manager 

 

 

Procedures 

Face-to-face interviews were conducted during the pre-Games period in order to build 

up a rapport with participants and ensure that social cues were recognized whilst 

interviewing as it was intended that this would make probing more effective during 

initial interviews. Follow-up interviews were carried out with the same participants 

one year later. This was with the exception of five of the participants who either 
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dropped out of the study (two participants) or had left the organization that they 

previously were a part of and could not be contacted (three participants) (see table 1, 

those shaded did not take part in follow-up interviews). Thirty-seven participants were 

interviewed before the Games and 32 also took part in follow-up interviews; the total 

number of interviews for this research was 69. Follow-up telephone interviews were 

used predominantly for pragmatic reasons but this did not affect methodological 

decisions. Having built a rapport with participants during pre-Games interviews, 

follow-up telephone interviews allowed the participants more flexibility over the times 

and days that interviews could take place; this was promoted after the first interviews 

to encourage their continued participation in the project. Telephone interviews were 

used for all follow-up interviews. Bryman (2012) highlighted that there is often very 

little difference between the responses given during face-to-face or telephone 

interviews. In reality, one difference noted between face-to-face and telephone 

interviews was the relaxed conversation. The digital voice recorder was visible in the 

middle of the table for face-to-face interviews, there was therefore perhaps something 

more symbolically ‘official’ about discussions that were held while the recorder was 

on. An interview transcript for one face-to-face interview pre-Games and one 

telephone interview post-Games is provided in appendix 3. During telephone 

interviews, whilst there would be significant difficulties with measuring this, people 

did seem to have a more relaxed attitude towards the conversation, this may be visible 

from the transcripts.  

 

Pre-Games interviews were conducted between February and July 2012. Interviews 

were conducted at a venue chosen by the participant. In all cases, these were quiet 

rooms in open spaces in order to protect the safety of both the researcher and 
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participant whilst facilitating a quiet environment in which an interview could be 

recorded. Pre-Games interviews were recorded using a digital voice recorder. Post-

Games interviews were conducted between February and July 2013. These interviews 

were conducted in an interview room at Newman University with telephone recording 

equipment connected to a PC for immediate storing of the data to a password protected 

user area. Interview participants were able to conduct the interview from wherever was 

convenient for them in these cases. All pre- and post-Games interviews lasted between 

eight minutes and one hour and 45 minutes. Only a small number of interviews lasted 

under 20 minutes and these were follow-up interviews with people who perceived 

limited links to the London 2012 Olympic and Paralympic Games and had very little 

to say despite probing from the interviewer about their perceptions of legacy or their 

experiences of legacy in the city.  

 

Interviews focused on interviewees’ expectations and their experiences relating to a 

participation legacy in Birmingham. In pre-Games interviews (see appendix 4 for pre-

Games interview schedules), initial biographical information about their role was 

sought before gaining an insight into the respondents’ expectations for legacy. 

Interviewees were also invited to discuss any legacy plans or policy that they were 

aware of. For Elias (1978) it is important to study people within the context of the 

figurations that they form with each other, interviewees were therefore asked to discuss 

their relationships with others involved in sport at the local level and any partnerships 

that they were part of. Finally, respondents were asked about their perceptions of the 

impact of London 2012 on their work and organization. During post-Games 

interviews, further questions were included within each interview theme to gauge the 

extent to which legacy expectations had been realized. Participants were also asked 
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about whether there was anything else that they would have liked to have used the 

Games for (see appendix 5 for post-Games interview schedules).  

 

It is important to note that whilst a person’s individual views may be formed through 

early socialization and this develops their habitus, ‘in more complex societies [the 

social habitus] has many layers’ (Elias, 1991, p. 183). Our views and elements of our 

habitus are not absolutely fixed. Indeed, when writing about the habitus of SDOs, 

Bloyce and Green (2011, p. 481) have highlighted that ‘although habitus is formed in 

early life, it remains susceptible to development as networks of relationships become 

ever more complex and compelling, especially in and around the world of work’. 

Therefore, during interviews some questions were directed towards information 

gathering about the work of the organization and related legacy policy and other 

questions required respondents to share their views on this and the impact of 2012. 

However, it was recognized that depending on the extent to which the participant had 

internalized the work of the organization and, in some ways become institutionalized, 

these may have been considered by the interviewee as the same thing. 

 

Ethical considerations 

Ethical approval was gained from the University of Chester, Faculty Research Ethics 

Committee before semi-structured interviews were conducted (see appendix 6). Given 

the nature of the roles of some of the participants, it was not possible to offer absolute 

anonymity. Knowing a participant's role in the public, private or voluntary sector will 

form a key part of the analysis and will therefore be described in the analysis. In 

discussing confidentiality, Kvale (2007) noted that in some cases interview 

participants may want to be credited for their input and wish for their identity to be 
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clear. Interviewees were made aware in discussion prior to the interview and on the 

participation information sheet (see appendix 7) that due to the nature of their role they 

may be identifiable and they all provided their consent on this basis by signing 

informed consent forms or providing oral consent prior to telephone interviews (see 

appendix 8). Nevertheless, all interviewees were given pseudonyms (see table 1). 

Through the participant information sheets and informed consent forms, interviewees 

were made aware that their participation in the study was voluntary and that they had 

the right to withdraw from the study, without giving any reason and that their data 

would not be used.  

 

Data analysis 

Analysis was occurring even during the process of interviewing and notes were taken 

as field notes. After the data collection phase, all interviews were transcribed verbatim 

and transcripts checked for accuracy. Thematic analysis was conducted and emergent 

themes were coded using MAXQDA 10, a Computer Assisted Qualitative Data 

Analysis Software (CAQDAS) package. Interviews were coded and re-coded using 

the software as a tool for the organization and handling of large amounts of data. The 

key benefits of using this software were the ease of coding, adding sub-codes, 

organizing codes into themes and data retrieval. The software enabled the researcher 

to click on a code, access all of the interview quotes in this code and see them in the 

context of the full interview with relative ease. This meant that the likelihood of 

missing any relevant quotes or taking a participant’s words out of context was reduced.  

 

Interviews were coded with conceptual themes in mind. In the spirit of Elias’s two-

way traffic between theory and data, knowledge of figurational sociology and relevant 
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concepts informed some coding, whereas other codes were created based on factors 

emerging from interviews. Codes were later organized into broader themes and 

analysed with a theoretically informed mind. For example, the following codes were 

used to organize some of the data: ‘short term events and programmes’, ‘social 

deprivation and inequalities’, ‘removing barriers to participation’, ‘programmes 

impact’, and ‘local variation’. Data from these codes led to the theme of ‘Birmingham 

context: the significance of social inequalities’. This theme is explained through the 

application of the theoretical concepts of power and established and outsider relations 

in chapter seven, below. Identifying both theoretically informed and emergent themes 

can lead to further development, or questioning, of theoretical tools. As such, a number 

of key themes emerged.  

 

Firstly, an analysis of legacy planning is the focus of chapter five. Here, national legacy 

policy development is examined alongside a discussion of strategy making at the local 

level and the constraints associated with various national level changes. Within this 

chapter, policy change over time is explained with particular focus on changes in 

government and pre- and post-Games periods. A key theme of pre-Games policy was 

a reliance on the inspiration of the Games. The national policy approach is examined 

alongside the influence of national decisions on local level experiences in a broad 

theme examining the interdependence of national and local organizations, in particular 

local level perspectives on constraints that followed the CSR were a key feature of the 

interviews. Despite this, some participants perceived that there had been protection for 

funding for sport and they discussed this alongside LA funding cuts. From here, this 

chapter moves on to the theme of local planning in the financial context. The focus 

here is to explore planning at the local level with some consideration of the 
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relationships at the local level and issues with the responsibility for legacy delivery 

that was a feature of both local level interviews and national policy analysis. Chapter 

six examines the theme of legacy branding, particularly the way in which the lines 

between legacy work and normal SD provision are blurred. Whilst there was a 

proliferation of good news stories in national publications, it was difficult to identify 

the use of valid evidence for such success. During the post-Games publications, there 

was evidence of disappointment over legacy outcomes published alongside further 

good news stories. In this chapter, there is also some discussion of the enabling and 

constraining facets of Olympic branding for community projects as well as participant 

perceptions of the use of pre-Olympic training camps for community engagement. 

These are discussed together in order to highlight the difficulties in both identifying 

Olympic ‘inspired’ work and attempting to establish the perceived outcomes of any 

legacy work. The final discussion chapter, chapter seven, brings together some of the 

pre-Games expectations, in particular a belief in inherent inspiration that was also a 

feature of national policy, and post-Games reflections on the need to proactively 

leverage legacy and some perceived missed opportunities. The second part of chapter 

seven explores participant reflections on issues with the supply of opportunities for 

participation in a non-host city. There were some persistent issues with the supply of 

sport in Birmingham that were not significantly influenced by any legacy work in the 

city. Some themes identified in this research were a feature of both pre- and post-

Games interviews. In these cases pre-Games and post-Games interview quotes are 

used interchangeably. In cases where there is more detailed reflection post-Games, and 

thus some different assessments of the situation, this is spelt out explicitly at 

appropriate points within chapters. For the most part, this happens in chapter seven 

when participants reflect on what they perceived to be some missed opportunities.  
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5: Legacy Planning and Policy Processes 
 

The Olympic bidding process is a quite distinct process to the planning process having 

won the right to host (GLA 2007), thus the actual bid document has not been included 

in this analysis. Instead, the focus is on the process of trying to deliver a legacy from 

London 2012 having won the bid. London were awarded the right to host the 2012 

Olympic and Paralympic Games in July 2005. As far as political involvement in the 

process is concerned, the bid was supported by the Labour Government, in office at 

the time under the leadership of Prime Minister Tony Blair. The then Labour Mayor 

of London, Ken Livingstone, also played a significant part in the bidding process. In 

analysing the planning processes involved in trying to deliver a legacy from the 2012 

Games it is important to provide some context behind the political changes that took 

place from the original successful bid. For example, in 2007 Gordon Brown took over 

as Leader of the Labour Party and Prime Minister upon the retirement from office of 

Tony Blair. The following year, Livingstone lost the London Mayoral election to the 

Conservative candidate, Boris Johnson, who was subsequently re-elected four years 

later, and was thus to be Mayor of London for the time of the Games. Furthermore, a 

change occurred at the national level of government as well, when, in the general 

election held in May 2010, no one political party achieved enough votes to form a 

government outright, so the Conservative Party became the lead party in a new 

Coalition Government with the Liberal Democrats in support, with a Conservative 

Prime Minister, David Cameron. Post London 2012, the Conservative party won an 

outright majority in the 2015 general election meaning that David Cameron remained 

Prime Minister. Boris Johnson also remained Mayor of London until he became a 

Member of Parliament in 2015. The degree to which these changes influenced the 
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policy process and SD work for developing a participation legacy from the 2012 

Games is a feature of the analysis within this chapter. An early focus of the chapter is 

on the national policy focus before participant reflections on this at the local level are 

explored. It must also be recognized that the themes discussed here are considered 

alongside knowledge of externally available participation data for England and 

Birmingham from 2005 to 2015. 

 

According to the APS data for Birmingham, participation in sport at least once a week 

increased between 2006 and 2012 but dropped off again after 2012. See table 2 for 

detailed comparison of England and Birmingham data between 2005/6 and 2014/155. 

The purpose of the following discussion chapters is therefore to seek to explain why 

participation data seems relatively unchanged. 

 

Table 2. APS data for England and Birmingham showing the percentage of the 

population participating in sport once per week (Sport England, 2016).  

 

APS Survey Number 

and  Year 

% Participation in all 

sports once per week 

(England) 

% Participation in all 

sports once per week 

(Birmingham) 

APS 1 – 2005/6 34.6 29.9 

APS 2 – 2007/8 36.6 32.8 

APS 3 – 2008/9 36.5 32.6 

APS 4 – 2009/10 36.2 33.7 

APS 5 – 2010/11 35.6 34.4 

APS 6 – 2011/12 36.9 36.5 

APS 7 – 2012/13 36.6 31.9 

APS 8 – 2013/14 36.1 30.8 

APS 9 – 2014/15 35.8 34.5 

                                                           
5 There are some discrepancies in the APS data available. Data accessed in 2015 that took us to APS8 

stated participation rates as follows for Birmingham: participation increased from 29.5% of the 

population in APS 1 (2006) to 35.9% in APS6 (2012); participation then dropped to 31.9% (APS 7: 

2013) and finally more or less back to pre-Games levels with 29.9% recorded as regular participants 

by APS8 (2014) (Sport England, 2015). Given that differences in the data are minimal, data accessed 

in 2016 will be drawn upon in the discussion chapters.  
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An early focus of this chapter is on national policy. As there is consideration of the 

process of policy development over time, some change across governments is 

discussed chronologically. However, in order for clarity, this chapter is organized into 

themes, rather than chronologically. Firstly the policy focus across a change in 

government is considered before one of the key themes, inspiration, which was evident 

throughout almost all publications examined, is discussed. Given such a widespread 

belief in inherent inspiration, there were countless organizations seeking to benefit 

from legacy and a clear emphasis on partnerships throughout national documents. This 

led to the unintended outcome of few, if any, actually claiming responsibility for 

legacy delivery. After the Games there were more explicit links in policy between sport 

and health, this is discussed with some consideration of the festival effect advocated 

by Weed et al. (2012) for leveraging, whereby the health and well-being elements may 

have been preferred for leveraging, above and beyond just the sporting element of the 

Games. Elias’s conceptualization of power is used here to develop a more adequate 

understanding of the constraints that the national governments found themselves 

working within during the pre-Games period. The Coalition government, in particular, 

were not in a position to ignore legacy promises and rhetoric. Whilst they may have 

been in a position to implement significant change to policy, their level of influence 

over sport policy in such close proximity to the Games was, in fact, limited. Despite 

this, the changes that were made, especially to funding, had significant impact at the 

local level. The power relations throughout the policy process here, and the relative 

dependence of those working at the local level on government decisions, are 

significant. 
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It is vital to consider the broad national policy approach to legacy at the outset of this 

chapter in order to understand the context within which local legacy planning and SD 

work took place. Interviews with those at the local level revealed the constraints felt 

following the CSR. Participants discussed the impacts of this on their changing 

networks at the local level and their perceived inability to deliver additional sporting 

opportunities. However, changes to funding were multi-faceted. Participants also 

discussed some protected funding for sport alongside budget cuts, but, the need for LA 

support for this meant that provision was still constrained. Understanding the 

constantly changing circumstances within which people were working, and that 

various changes of different orders was happening simultaneously, helps to understand 

the difficult situation that interview participants felt that they were working in. Issues 

with funding as well as perceived changes to national policy in the late pre-Games 

period were perceived to have influenced policy planning at the local level. Legacy 

planning in Birmingham was slow to develop. This was, in part, due to the issues 

outlined with national policy change and constraints following the CSR but some 

participants also raised issues with the city council focussing on securing training 

camps during the pre-Games period. Some participants, particularly those from the 

CSP, felt that this was a distraction from grass-roots legacy planning. Clearly those at 

the local level, even those that might be expected to be in a position to strategize, did 

not feel that they had a high level of control over local legacy planning. Arguably, the 

economic climate was a factor that influenced the approach to legacy work that was 

taken in the city. Several Birmingham City Council participants were of the view that 

community groups and organizations would develop activities and legacy would be 

galvanized by volunteers. Those working for the city council therefore viewed their 

role for legacy to be to gather information about, and co-ordinate, these activities. This 
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somewhat neo-liberal approach is critiqued through Elias’s contention with ideas of 

the ‘self-made man’. Further to this, with such a range of potential activity that nobody 

was really in a position to co-ordinate, the likelihood of unintended outcomes 

emerging from this was very high. An emphasis on partnerships and the associated 

issues over responsibility for legacy that were a feature of national policy were 

reflected at the local level here. In this respect, those working in sport seemed to feel 

that they were in a position to shift responsibility to volunteers.  

 

There was a high level of confusion over the roles of those working in sport at the local 

level. Despite some attempts to shift responsibility for legacy work to voluntary 

groups. Those working for the LA and CSP did seem to feel some expectations on 

them to deliver legacy but they had no clear strategy for how to go about this. There 

were significant issues with decision making in Birmingham. This was raised both in 

regard to the relative power of different groups for implementing citywide objectives 

for the city council as well as confusion between the roles of the LA and CSP. 

Engaging in pre- and post-Games interviews enabled an examination of process with 

regard to strategy for sport. In Birmingham, during post-Games interviews participants 

expressed some further clarity over the roles of the CSP and LA and their strategic 

direction. The interpretations and roles of individual people and their priorities for 

sport in the city before and after the Games has influenced the work of those delivering 

sport in Birmingham and their approaches to legacy. In order to analyse process, it is 

first important to examine the national policy focus across changes in government, this 

is discussed in the first sub-section below. 
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Continuity alongside change in legacy policy across changes in government  

Despite various changes in government during the period analysed, there were 

elements of continuity alongside change evident in the publications analysed in this 

research. One organization that is more obviously constrained to show higher levels of 

strategic operation towards delivering a sporting legacy is Sport England. Sport 

England published a strategy in 2008; this was published in the same month as the 

legacy action plan published by the DCMS (2008) entitled ‘Before, During and After: 

making the most of the London 2012 Games’. Within it, Sport England (2008) 

emphasised the focus placed on NGBs being commissioned to deliver key outcomes. 

The role of CSPs in delivering ‘specific results’ is also mentioned, but exactly what 

those results were intended to be was rather vague. Sport England (2008) stated that 

some targets are linked to the Olympics but these were never clearly outlined; target 

setting for legacy is an issue discussed below. The intended outcomes were focussed 

on accelerating talent, sustaining current participants and increasing regular 

participation in their Grow, Sustain and Excel strategy (Sport England, 2008). The 

related outcomes of this strategy, in fact, were much the same as the Start, Stay and 

Succeed programme that was established in 2004 (Sport England, 2004). Arguably the 

publication of ‘new’ plans and strategies was an example of how winning the right to 

host the Games impacted on policy, but that this ‘change’ was alongside continuity. 

This also provides a compelling illustration of what some authors might call 

‘initiativitis’. Coalter (2007b), for example, has been critical of the way in which 

policy is frequently re-packaged, such as Grow, Sustain and Excel, and that the 

government are more interested in take-offs and not landings. It seems that the 

impending Olympic Games served to exacerbate this kind of approach. Indeed, there 
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was a proliferation of policy documents were published between 2008 and 2011, in 

comparison to the two years immediately following winning the bid. 

 

In 2010, the Minister for Sport and The Olympics, Hugh Robertson (Conservative), 

upon taking office stated that: ‘I have three very clear priorities: to do everything in 

my power to win the World Cup [2018] bid, help to deliver a successful 2012 Olympics 

and through that drive a sporting legacy’ (DCMS 2010a). Clearly he was not successful 

in the first priority; judgement on the second is somewhat subjective; and it remains to 

be seen how successful he and his government were in achieving the final priority but 

early indications, particularly from the APS data, suggest that this was a missed 

opportunity. What was clear from this was that the Coalition government considered 

‘legacy’ as importantly as the previous Labour administration. They published the 

document Plans for the legacy from the 2012 Olympic and Paralympic Games (DCMS, 

2010b) in December 2010. In it they stated that legacy was to be driven by a rich 

variety of ‘organizations, communities and individuals’ (DCMS, 2010b, p. 1). This 

reinforced the point about partnership working made under the previous government. 

In addition, there was further continuity from the previous government’s legacy action 

plan. For example, a ‘new’ initiative, Places People Play, was set out. This was to be 

delivered by Sport England in partnership with the British Olympic Association 

(BOA) and British Paralympic Association (BPA) as the ‘cornerstone of a grassroots 

sporting legacy’ (DCMS, 2010b, p. 4). Upon closer inspection, this is perhaps not quite 

as ‘new’ as we were led to believe. A number of the programmes and initiatives 

proposed within Places People Play were initiatives already in place or proposed 

previously. For example a version of School Games and training sports leaders was 

outlined in the 2008 legacy action plan published under the Labour government, with 
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a ‘UK School Games’ and a ‘Sports Leaders’ programme being proposed in the 2010 

plans. Whilst the emphasis on the newly established School Games was more on 

competition than was the case with what had been in place before, there is very little 

other difference, it would seem. Furthermore, Bikeability, a cycling proficiency 

programme aimed at schoolchildren, was already in place and remained in the 2010 

plans. It is clear that despite a change in government, any changes to sport and legacy 

policy were superficial at most; there was little substantive change. With less than two 

years to go before the Games, it was unlikely that the Coalition government would 

have been in a position to design and implement significant changes to grassroots SD 

without stalling legacy planning further; yet, they were constrained to be seen to be 

doing something. In essence the ‘new’ policy seemed to, in the main, be another case 

of repackaging existing strategies into one overarching scheme; Places People Play. In 

the later 2012 publication, Creating a Sporting Habit for Life, the School Games 

framework was re-emphasised as was investing in facilities through Places People 

Play. Continuity here is not surprising given this was from the same government with 

the same ideological outlook. However, in such close proximity to the Games, it was 

unlikely that we would see wholesale changes to policy given the legacy promises 

relating to sustainability. In some ways, the Coalition Government may have been 

constrained to continue the policy approach from the previous government for a 

number of years due to the timing of the Games. This demonstrates the relative 

significance of the London 2012 Games as a focusing event; an event that once the bid 

is won seven years prior to hosting, is highly unlikely to change in terms of time or 

place. National policy in the host nation, irrespective of government in office, in part, 

needed to accommodate for this.   
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Alongside a relative level of continuity in sport policy there were some changes. In 

March 2011, for example, the CSL 2012 (2011) published Fit for Purpose?: A review 

of Inclusion and Healthy Living across the London 2012 Programme, in which they 

highlighted the potential of the change in government to impact on legacy policy in 

the build-up to the Games:  

With the election of a new Government in May 2010, many of the plans and 

policies of the previous government have been superseded. The implications 

of the Spending Review 2010 have not worked themselves fully through the 

delivery structures. Over the next twelve months, the new Government’s 

policies and priorities will be established and these could have the potential to 

materially affect the sustainability context of the London 2012 Games. (CSL 

2012 2011, p. 24) 

 

This CSR, it was argued by the Coalition, was justified in light of the economic climate 

at the time. Numerous spending cuts were announced that were to impact on sports 

programmes established by the previous government and linked to participation 

legacy. The free swimming initiative, for example, was dropped in June 2010, with the 

DCMS stating that ‘with the unprecedented levels of debt facing the country we have 

regrettably had to take the difficult decision to end the Free Swimming Programme’ 

(DCMS 2010c). Furthermore, Michael Gove, the Conservative Secretary of State for 

Education at the time, also outlined a number of changes. He highlighted the 

inspiration he hoped would be created by the Games but at the same time announced 

removing the funding for SSPs and a number of requirements of the related Physical 

Education, School Sport and Young People (PESSYP) strategy, with a view to 

focussing on competitive school sport (Gove 2010, cited in DfE 2010). In addition to 
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these cuts, the Coalition Government dropped the previous government’s highly 

ambitious legacy commitment to get two million more people active by 2012. 

However, there was no explicit explanation or real recognition of this in any of the 

official publications analysed. On further investigation it was found that The Minister 

for Sport and Olympics, Jeremy Hunt, was required to defend this decision in the 

House of Commons: 

We dropped that target because we believe that having that kind of top-down 

target can often have a counterproductive effect, in the way that people spend 

money in order to tick a box rather than to achieve the objective that you’re 

aiming for. We haven’t [however] dropped the targets for individual sports in 

the whole sport plans [which are documents produced by NGBs in which 

certain targets are meant to be stipulated]. (Hunt 2010, cited in Culture, Media 

and Sport Select Committee 2010) 

 

This is a very interesting change and does raise questions over the commitment of the 

government towards delivering a sporting legacy as well as further highlighting the 

issues raised above with regard to accountability. The fact that they were still focused 

on delivering a range of programmes related to participation legacy, amongst other 

‘Olympic’ related policies, is, perhaps, illustrative of the momentum given to policy-

making as a result of the ‘focusing event’ (Chalip 1995) that is the Olympic Games. 

Where, arguably, wholesale changes were taking place in other areas of government, 

at this stage in the build-up to the Games, a new government were severely constrained 

to avoid bringing about any significant alterations in legacy policy. Previously, sport 

policy in the UK has been sufficiently low down on the list of government priorities 

that it is more subject to the whim of individual government ministers than, for 
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example, more ‘established’ areas of government policy, such as health or education. 

On this occasion, however, it might be argued that the sheer size and complexity of 

the task of preparing for the Games, and the complex web of people involved in 

delivering a sporting legacy, meant that only relatively superficial changes could be 

contemplated in terms of legacy policy. Legacy remained a feature of policy during 

the post-Games period, however, it seems that more significant changes to the 

approach taken are promised in the latest government policy for sport, Sporting Future 

(HM Government, 2015), three years after the Games, the details of which are 

discussed below.  

 

The impending Olympic Games appeared to be something of a focussing event for 

national policy. Having won the right to host the Games, arguably based on strong 

legacy promises, the Coalition government inherited legacy expectations from the 

media and members of the public. Whilst Jeremy Hunt quietly exercised some power 

in dropping legacy targets for his government, but keeping them for NGBs, they were 

not in a position to completely ignore legacy promises. As such, the Coalition 

government published ‘new’ plans for the legacy but, given the close proximity to the 

Games, they were not in a position to bring about wholesale changes to the policy 

approach. One major action of the Coalition government was the CSR. This was in 

response to the economic crisis and not part of legacy planning, but this did, 

nevertheless, result in changes for the delivery of sport. Despite many people’s 

assumptions about the power of government, the evidence here, of the severely 

constrained actions of the Coalition government upon taking office in 2010, 

demonstrates that nobody possesses such a level of power to exercise complete control 

over a complex figuration. 
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The ‘inspiration’ of the Games 

One theme that remained at the forefront of legacy and general London 2012 discourse 

in the lead up to the Games, irrespective of the government in office, was that of 

‘inspiration’. It was almost exactly two years after London won the bid to host the 

Games that the legacy promises were officially set out. In July 2007, under the same 

Labour Government that had been in office during the time of the successful bid, the 

DCMS (2007) published a document entitled Our Promise for 2012. It was rather 

vague in respect to targets and aspirations for a sporting legacy, and much like the 

actual bid document, it focused instead on the supposed 'inspiration' that the Games 

would generate. The notion of ‘inspiration’, in fact, was central and the DCMS (2007, 

p. 1) stated that: ‘Our mission for 2012 is to inspire people to get involved and to 

change the way they live their lives’. However, in no way did it make clear what this 

‘inspiration’ was, or how this would be achieved; and provided no existing evidence 

on which to base the claims being made. As Elias (1978, p. 13) has argued, policies 

such as this tend to be characterized by ‘an amalgam of realistic observation and 

collective fantasies’. Given the limited evidence for demonstration effects, the 

unquestioning belief in the inspiration of the Games may well be an example of such 

a collective fantasy. Quite how this notion of simply being ‘inspired’ was to generate 

increasing participation rates was never articulated; instead, it was simply reaffirmed 

as an article of faith.  

 

The Legacy Trust UK (LTUK) was established as an independent charity in 2007, 

funded by the government, with the aim of helping to build a lasting legacy from the 
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Games in communities across the country. They claimed that ‘we will build on the 

values and ideals of the Olympics and Paralympics and involve and inspire different 

groups of people, with an emphasis on engaging young people, who are the future of 

their communities’ (LTUK, 2009, p. 1). The year after the LTUK was established, 

however, the government’s own Culture Select Committee was critical of the lack of 

focus on specific goals in relation to generating a participation legacy, stating that 

‘fifteen months after the publication of our initial Report on preparations for the 

Games, no comprehensive plan for maximising participation in sport has been 

published’ (House of Commons Culture, Media and Sport Committee, 2008, p. 53-

54). What followed was a series of different legacy related publications and 

programmes. However, many were still rather attached to the vague notion of simply 

generating a legacy through ‘inspiration’. In the 2008 legacy action plan, the DCMS 

appear to acknowledge the problems associated with legacy goals at previous Games. 

Despite this, however, they stated that ‘our approach is different. By starting early and 

working together we are confident that we can get at least two million people more 

active by 2012’ (DCMS, 2008, p. 22). In being ‘more active’ the target specifically 

relates to the ‘number of people doing three or more sessions per week of at least 

moderate intensity activity (at least 30 minutes long)’ that is ‘more than just sport’ 

participation (DCMS, 2008, p. 22). Despite this claim for a more general physical 

activity target, there was a clear focus on encouraging young people to participate in 

sport specifically. This was because the DCMS (2008, p. 20) claimed that they ‘hope 

to make it possible for sport to be a natural part of every young person’s life, not only 

during their school years but also into their college and working lives’. Furthermore, 

the DCMS (2008) also established a National School Sport Week, where all schools 

were to be ‘encouraged to be part of festivals and inter-school and intra-school sport 
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competitions’ (DCMS, 2008, p. 21) and developed the UK School Games, which were 

to be multi-sport events ‘designed to replicate the feel of major events such as the 

Olympic Games and Paralympic Games’ (DCMS 2008, p. 22). Evidently the focus 

was very much on competitive sports and the participation legacy, they claimed, was 

to be delivered by inspirational teachers, coaches and volunteers. Furthermore, at this 

time the DCMS (2008) also extended free swimming programmes, already developed 

within some local authorities, to a national programme of free swimming in municipal 

pools; this scheme has since been dropped. Free swimming schemes, or the free use of 

leisure centres, are, according to some, highly unlikely to generate much in the way of 

‘new’ participants (Coalter 2007b; Roberts & Brodie 1992). Indeed, it could be argued 

that such developments still rely on some level of ‘inherent’ inspiration (Weed et al., 

2012). Just because activities are free does not mean that people will participate, 

especially those traditional non-participants who tend to be the main focus of many of 

the schemes. Participation in sport is associated with a range of social factors, 

including whether sport has formed part of a person’s habitus. Removing the cost of 

an activity alone is unlikely to bring about long-term behaviour change amongst 

traditional non-participants.   

 

One of the main legacy programmes set up under the Brown-led Labour government 

at the time was the ‘inspire mark’, also established in 2008. According to the DCMS 

(2008, p. 15): 

The Inspire Programme harnesses the London 2012 brand. The Inspire 

Programme will recognise non-commercial projects and events genuinely 

inspired by the London 2012 Games through the award of the inspire mark. 

The inspire mark will begin to appear on a limited number of high quality, high 
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impact projects and events following the Beijing 2008 Games – working across 

sports, culture, education, environment and volunteering business skills. 

 

The Inspire Programme claims to rely upon other ‘inspirational’ people within 

communities to develop Olympic-related activities. It has been suggested that if 

policies are built into existing strategies and SD schemes at the local level there would 

be a greater likelihood of being able to utilize the increased attention focused on sport 

from the mega-event to be able to build participation from the ground up (Coalter, 

2004; Shipway, 2007; Weed et al., 2009, 2012). As such, whilst ‘there is no evidence 

for an inherent legacy’, Weed et al. (2012, p. 76; original emphasis) argue that 

‘legacies must be proactively leveraged through pump-priming investments and 

strategy focusing on the processes by which legacies might be delivered’. In other 

words, tangible legacy-related policies need to be clearly articulated well in advance 

of the actual mega-event taking place. This does not appear to have been the case with 

the Inspire Programme, however, where, once again, there was an assumption that a 

participation legacy would just emanate from the Games.  

 

The ‘Inspire Programme’ was retained, unchanged, under the Coalition government 

that followed two years later. In fact, such notions of ‘inspiration’ simply being an 

‘inherent effect’ (Weed et al., 2012, p. 75) that would simply ‘happen’ were evident in 

several of the documents published prior to the Games, irrespective of a change in 

government part way through the process. The inspiration of the Games not only 

remained across the change in government in 2010 but was also evident across 

government departments. Under the Coalition Government, for example, the DH 

focused on the so-called inspiration of the Games by claiming that ‘the 2012 London 
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Olympic and Paralympic Games offer the “once in a lifetime” opportunity to inspire 

the nation to become more active’ (DH, 2011, p. 44).  

 

Some kind of inherent inspiration clearly remained a key part of Olympic discourse 

throughout the pre-Games analysis. The CSL 2012 was set up by the previous 

government in 2007 with the specific aim of monitoring the delivery of the legacy 

promises for London 2012. The Coalition government maintained the CSL 2012, and 

in a report shortly before the Games in February 2012, the CSL 2012 (2012) also 

pointed to a level of reliance on the idea of inherent inspiration, stating that:  

The sporting legacy was primarily centred on new sporting venues that could 

host national and international legacy. Increased sports participation across the 

UK was expected to be generated from the sporting momentum and the 

successes from the Games. Specific programmatic interventions were later 

developed to complement this core vision (p. 9).   

 

CSL 2012 recognized that there had been attempts to develop further interventions for 

increasing participation but were critical of the progress towards meeting targets later 

in this review document; it was stated that from ‘three iterations of physical activity 

and sporting participation targets over successive national governments … progress 

against these is disappointing’ (CSL 2012, 2012, p. 19). There was a clear need for 

further leveraging of the 2012 Olympic and Paralympic Games but this came ‘later’, 

after facility development and assumptions about the momentum of the Games (CSL 

2012, 2012, p. 9). Attempts to develop this had been made through ‘Places People 

Play’, a Sport England (2010) legacy programme, and later through ‘Creating a 

Sporting Habit for Life: a new youth sport strategy’ (DCMS, 2012).  
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Throughout the pre-Games publications, the theme of inherent inspiration was clear. 

Despite the availability of some academic literature that focussed on the need to 

proactively leverage activity, and the more reality congruent observation of legacy 

progress from the CSL 2012, many publications still demonstrated the belief of policy-

makers in the inspiration of the Games. It seems that policy-makers were so involved 

in sport that they believed that if more people were exposed to sport, they would 

automatically change their behaviour. They continually reiterated the idea of 

inspiration so much that it really did become something of a collective fantasy. In this 

respect, it was important to understand the level of involvement of people, in this case 

policy-makers, which blinds them to the realities of the situations that they face. It 

seems that such an ideological belief in inherent inspiration was stifling for actual 

legacy planning. Despite this, throughout the pre- and post-Games periods there were 

some attempts to focus on establishing a range of partners with responsibility for 

harnessing the participation legacy. 

 

Unintended outcomes of partnerships and accountability in delivering the 

participation legacy 

Policies tend to be grounded in the vested interests and ideological assumptions of not 

only the policy-makers themselves but also the many and varied individuals and 

groups at different levels within and beyond the lead organization, including lobbies 

of one sort or another committed or opposed to the prevailing policy (Dopson & 

Waddington, 1996). It is crucial to understand something of the complexity of the 

networks of relationships of which policy-makers are a part. In such complex policy 

networks there is a tendency for developments that result in unplanned and unintended 
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outcomes, which, in the extreme, may be the very reverse of what they set out to 

achieve (Bloyce & Smith, 2010). Unintended outcomes in the policy process can be 

seen in the way in which policy aimed at generating a participation legacy from the 

London 2012 Olympic Games has developed. The emphasis on partnership work 

identified in national policy is outlined here before a discussion of the associated 

unintended outcome of very few, if any, groups openly taking responsibility for legacy. 

 

EdComs (2007, p. 9), a company commissioned by the DCMS in 2007 to assess the 

legacy potential for mega-events, argued that ‘legacy strategies will need to be 

embedded in existing programmes and policy areas to achieve success in the long-term 

and real benefits to participation provided’.  Whilst most of the documents analysed in 

this research referred to legacy as if it would occur in some kind of ‘natural’, inherent 

way through the inspiration that people would get from the Games, there were also 

some attempts made to tie policy focus in with existing policy. For example, the 

Brown-led Labour government sought to utilize the range of networks established via 

the School Sport Partnerships (SSPs) programmes (DCMS, 2008). In addition to 

building on existing policy, and developing new programmes to co-exist alongside 

this, the legacy action plan (DCMS, 2008) placed a significant emphasis on ‘partners’ 

delivering the legacy throughout. In this respect, County Sports Partnerships (CSPs) 

were highlighted as key, alongside national governing bodies (NGBs), Sport England, 

the YST and various voluntary organizations. However, although the DCMS (2008) 

seemed keen to stress the importance of these key partners, the legacy action plan did 

little to articulate the ways in which they were to contribute to achieving their key 

objective of ‘inspiring’ an additional 2 million regular participants in sport by 2012. 

Furthermore, the PESSYP replaced, at least in name, the already existing Physical 



102 
 

Education, School Sport and Club Links (PESSCL) strategy in 2008 and in doing so 

the theme of partnership working in delivering the legacy was further emphasized. For 

example, Sport England and the YST (2009, p. 1) jointly published a guide to 

delivering the promise of having a five hour (per week) offer for PE and sport in 

schools, in which they claimed that the five hour offer ‘is an ambition that lies at the 

heart of the legacy aims of the London Games’. The partnership work of CSPs and 

SSPs were identified as key for delivering the five hour offer, particularly for 16 to 19 

year olds. More specifically, it was stated that: 

For 16 to 19 year olds in education, schools/colleges will be expected to work 

in partnership with community groups and clubs to ensure an appropriate three 

hour offer is available. For those young people not in education, employment 

or training, community providers in partnership with local authorities will be 

expected to provide access to affordable opportunities to take part in sport 

(YST/Sport England, 2009, p. 6). 

 

Also in 2009, the DCSF (2009, p. 1) published material for schools that emphasized 

how they could get involved and enable their pupils to ‘be inspired’ by the Games. The 

DH 2009 publication Be Active, Be Healthy further demonstrated this growing focus 

on promoting partnership working. Within it, the DH (2009) proposed a link between 

what they considered to be the health benefits to be derived from participating in sport 

and physical activity as a direct outcome of Olympic legacy. The DH further 

highlighted the increasing emphasis being placed on partnership working across a 

range of government departments in relation to achieving the target of getting 2 million 

more adults active by 2012: 
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Action to achieve this target will be driven by a range of government 

departments. The Department for Culture, Media and Sport will lead on getting 

more people active through sport, working with the Department for Children, 

Schools and Families (DCSF), on sport for young people. Other departments 

will deliver programmes that contribute to increasing wider physical activity, 

including the Department of Health, Department for Transport (DfT), 

Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (Defra), and 

Communities and Local Government alongside other key partners. National 

initiatives, including the Government’s Free Swimming Programme, Walking 

the Way to Health and Change4Life will provide important impetus to 

achievement [sic] of the 2 million target. (DH, 2009, p. 5) 

 

Weed et al. (2009, 2012) have argued that there may be potential to generate some 

participation effect if the policy focus is on a more generic notion of increasing 

physical activity, as opposed to linking policy with explicit sport participation goals. 

Perhaps understandably the DH (2009) policy would appear to offer such an approach, 

although as has often been the case in the past, there remained a clear overlap between 

‘sport’ and ‘physical activity’ (Bloyce & Smith, 2010; Waddington & Smith, 2009).  

 

The emphasis on partnerships has been made clear throughout policies cited above and 

this continued across both the 2010 and 2015 changes in government. In the Coalition 

government’s 2012 publication, Creating a Sporting Habit for Life, Jeremy Hunt stated 

that ‘there can be no ‘plug and play’ sporting legacy from the Games’ and that ‘the 

challenge is not simply to build sports facilities but to fill them; and not simply to 

provide a short-term burst of interest and excitement, but offer long-term pathways 
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that help young people continue playing sport into adulthood’ (DCMS, 2012, p. 1). As 

a result, Hunt promoted ‘a more rigorous, targeted and results-orientated way of 

thinking about grassroots sport’ (DCMS, 2012, p. 1). Clearly the emphasis on 

partnership work was to continue but with further pressure from a more target driven 

approach. The need to break down barriers to participation in sport to prevent a decline 

in participation between the ages of 16-25 years was also highlighted and the role of 

partners in this regard reiterated:  

Sport England will work with schools, colleges and universities, as well as 

local County Sports Partnerships, the National Governing Bodies for sport, 

local authorities and the voluntary sector – the people who know sport and 

young people best – to improve the sporting offer that we make available to 

them. (DCMS, 2012, p. 3) 

 

By 2015, the ‘new’ Conservative government seemed to have recognized that more 

could have been done earlier in the planning process with regard to leveraging legacy, 

stating that: ‘we continue to enhance our learning of how to drive legacy benefits from 

major sporting events and ensure that legacy planning is built into planning for future 

events at the earliest possible stage’ (HM Government, 2015, p. 49). This document 

places much less emphasis on Olympic legacy and more on developing broader social 

outcomes, particularly those related to health and well-being, but continues a focus on 

partnership working. In Sporting Future, the HM Government (2015, p. 11) suggested 

that ‘if this new strategy is to work effectively, all parts of government must work 

more closely together towards clear, shared outcomes’. Indeed, Coalter (2004) argued 

that partnerships between various different organizations forming a broader, long-



105 
 

term, developmental strategy would be key to London 2012 contributing to increased 

sports participation.  

 

What is quite striking about legacy policy throughout the period analysed (2005 to 

2015), is in attempting to embed legacy policy with existing policies alongside 

developing ‘new’ strategies, a raft of different organizations and government 

departments have been involved. As noted above, however, as policy figurations 

become increasingly complex, the likelihood that outcomes will occur that no, one 

organization intended will increase. The increasing variety of partner organizations 

involved in the delivery of participation legacy, not to mention the numerous other 

legacy outcomes intended beyond just participation, appears to have resulted in the 

unplanned outcome that very few of these partners were willing to take responsibility 

for meeting any specific targets related to the legacy from the Games. As the 

government sought to involve more people in trying to deliver a legacy, and thus 

making the legacy network of relations more complex, they may have diminished the 

level of control that they had over lines of communication and resources, therefore 

limiting the control that they could have over the way that legacy policy was delivered. 

It is unclear how the DCMS were in a position to influence all of the partners outlined. 

As such, those expected to deliver legacy across government departments, and 

certainly at a local level, appear to have had the relative freedom to deliver the ‘legacy’ 

as they saw fit. For example, the GLA, after stating that the Mayor of London, Boris 

Johnson, had four key goals, one of which was to ‘get more people active’ (GLA 2009, 

p. 19), made it clear that there is a reliance on other partners in order to achieve this:  
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With a co-ordinated effort from all London’s sporting and physical activity 

stakeholders, these goals can be realised and a genuine sporting legacy for 

London established. 

 

The GLA is not a front-line provider of sport and physical activity. However, 

the Mayor is committed to adding value to on going work, co-ordinating 

activity, helping fill gaps in provision and taking a strategic lead on London 

wide issues affecting sport and physical activity. (GLA 2009, p. 19) 

 

It remained clear that whilst developing participation was a goal for the Mayor of 

London, any responsibility or accountability for achieving this was something that he 

was keen to hold at arm’s length from his office.  

 

In LOCOG’s 2008-9 annual report (2009), partnership working was also emphasized: 

Our approach to legacy is one of partnership. We are working with our core 

stakeholders to enable them to leave a legacy of benefits in culture, sport, 

volunteering, business and tourism. Through the Nations and Regions Group, 

we want to encourage participation from communities across the UK. We also 

want to stimulate opportunities for organizations and institutions around the 

world. (LOCOG 2009, p. 10) 

 

However, following this, the CSL 2012 (2011) highlighted the lack of responsibility 

from LOCOG for achieving legacy:  

LOCOG is very clear that everything they do is about staging inspirational 

Games, which will drive sports participation – using the power of the Games 
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to excite young people and get them to choose sport. They do this through 

careful association with the London 2012 brand. LOCOG emphasises that 

policy responsibility for driving sports participation rests with the Mayor of 

London and HM Government. The role of LOCOG is complementary in 

enabling and providing support. (CSL 2012 2011, p. 23) 

 

It is clear that whilst a range of partners are involved in delivering a sporting legacy, 

or hoping to benefit from a legacy being delivered, few were openly prepared to claim 

responsibility or accountability for achieving this. Before the 2012 Olympic and 

Paralympic Games, the main government department with direct responsibility for the 

delivery of Olympic-related legacy targets, it would seem, was the DCMS. However, 

it seems that they distanced themselves from being directly accountable as far as 

possible. This could be an interesting unintended consequence of such a complex 

figuration of people involved in delivering and benefiting from a potential sporting 

legacy. Each organization has demonstrated how they will be enabled by their 

involvement in legacy planning yet avoided taking ‘front-line’ responsibility for being 

accountable. Indeed, before the Games, the CSL 2012 (2010) noted themselves that 

there were aspects of legacy planning and accountability that were unclear:  

In 2008, the DCMS Legacy Action Plan promised to make the Olympic Park 

“a blueprint for sustainable living”. This states “The Government is responsible 

for ensuring that the benefits of the London 2012 Olympic Games and 

Paralympic Games provide long-lasting value to East London and the rest of 

the UK. Working with our London 2012 partners, we are harnessing the power 

of the Games to inspire change in people’s lives - in sport participation, in our 

communities and in attitudes towards disability. We will make the Olympic 
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Park a blueprint for sustainable living, as well as demonstrating that the UK is 

a creative, inclusive and welcoming place to live, visit and do business.” We 

understand this is the responsibility of the London 2012 Sustainability Group 

but we are also advised that this group will not be constituted as a formal legacy 

board. Although the “promise” was made by the Minister for the Olympics, we 

are advised that Defra has responsibility for delivery. Other than a specific, 

short term project related to “inspiring sustainable living”, we have seen no 

plans from Defra to fulfil this promise. This gives us cause for concern as it is 

not clear who is actually accountable for delivery. (CSL 2012 2010, p. 31) 

 

What is noticeable about many of the documents published from organizations 

expecting to benefit from a legacy from the Games was the distinct lack of any 

evidence of the desire to take responsibility for actually delivering this. The outpouring 

of statements from those hoping to benefit based on the assumption that there would 

be a legacy from London 2012 led to the unintended outcome of nobody actually 

leading, or being responsible for, setting and delivering legacy targets. The ideological 

assumptions and collective fantasy about inherent inspiration may well have 

compounded this issue.  

 

National policy planning: sport, physical activity and health 

Weed et al. (2012, p. 78) argued that ‘strategies towards developing particular legacies 

need to be linked to wider public engagement strategies to develop positive attitudes 

towards the wider impacts of the Games’. As well as the range of partners emphasized 

above, more explicit strategic links between sport and health and examples of a policy 

focus on the broader benefits of sport came to the fore in national policy after the 
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Games. The Sporting Future strategy published in December 2015 retains a 

commitment to developing participation but has a much more explicit policy focus on 

social benefits of sport and physical activity with five key outcomes identified: 

‘physical wellbeing, mental wellbeing, individual development, social and community 

development and economic development’ (HM Government, 2015, p. 5). Based on 

their review, Weed et al. (2012, p. 80) conclude that mega-events have the potential to 

generate a participation effect, even amongst ‘the least active adults’, if they are 

‘promoted in the right way’. This ‘right way’, according to them, is to generate a 

‘festival effect’, whereby a mega-event such as the London 2012 Olympic Games is 

promoted as a ‘national festival that is bigger than and beyond sport’ (Weed et al. 

2012, p. 80). This, they argue, can create a ‘strong desire to participate in some way in 

an event that is both nationally significant and locally or culturally relevant’ (Weed et 

al. 2012, p. 80). Consequently, they conclude that ‘the key to generating a physical 

activity legacy through this process is likely to be to de-emphasize the sporting element 

of the 2012 Games and promote the festival element’ (Weed et al. 2012, p. 80).  The 

clearer focus intended through Sporting Future (HM Government, 2015) on health and 

well-being may well form part of such wider impacts but driving this through the 

Games may prove to be a missed opportunity.  

 

Despite developing links to health and physical activity during the pre-Games period, 

the legacy focus related to the London 2012 Games was predominantly focussed on 

increasing participation in sport. However, a problem experienced at previous mega-

events has been that the events themselves have seemingly contributed to the 

unintended outcome of greater levels of population-wide physical inactivity, as people 

spend more time watching the events on television than they otherwise might have 
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done. For example, Veal (2003, cited in Coalter, 2004) found that in Australia, seven 

sports experienced a slight increase in participation and nine declined during the year 

following the Sydney Games. It was suggested that this decline in participation might 

be related to some sort of couch-potato effect, influenced by the amount of sports 

coverage on television (Coalter, 2004). In other words, rather than being inspired to 

participate in sport, people were more likely to be sedentary as they were watching 

sport more. Indeed, Toohey (2008, p. 1960) observed ‘the most substantial sport 

participation-related impact of the Sydney 2000 Olympic Games was an increase in 

passive involvement, such as live and television spectating’.  

 

 

The likelihood of increased participation based on increased sport spectatorship has 

also been questioned due to the feelings of inadequacy of the non-sporting spectator 

from watching elite performance as well as the miss-match between traditional 

televised sports and popular lifestyle activities (Weed et al., 2012; Coalter, 2007a; 

Green, 2012). Whilst this may have been criticized with a view to developing sports 

participation previously due to the unintended consequences for participation outlined 

above, recently the HM Government (2015, p. 39) have focussed on the apparent 

benefits from broader engagement in sport, including spectating at live events, 

suggesting that ‘people who regularly turn up and experience live sport, particularly 

when they support a specific team or athlete, can enjoy improved well-being or greater 

community engagement’. They claim that watching sport is associated with a ‘feel-

good factor’ (HM Government, 2015, p. 11), however, this remains driven by ideology 

and is incredibly difficult to measure; the DCMS have provided no evidence to support 

this. It is possible that this approach has been necessitated through their inability to 
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control the physical inactivity associated with watching sport. The measures used to 

monitor engagement with sport and physical activity were also changed within this 

policy document. Measures were changed from a participation focus in the Active 

People Survey to a new survey, ‘Active Lives’, which is intended to measure how 

active people are more generally as well as monitor progress towards the five key 

outcomes; interestingly, Olympic legacy did not feature here (HM Government, 2015). 

Focusing on inactive groups and the broader benefits of sport clearly developed post-

Games, but this was not actively leveraged through the Games, as advocated by Weed 

et al. (2012). From the data presented here, it seems that policy has been influenced by 

ideology and, to some extent, is the result of unintended outcomes of previous policy. 

 

Local level perspectives: constraints that followed the CSR 

The development and delivery of a participation policy cannot be viewed in isolation.  

For figurational sociologists it is vital to consider the broader context within which 

people work. Having considered the national policy approach, we can start to 

understand something of the context for local legacy planning. In this section interview 

participants views of factors that impacted on sport and legacy planning and delivery 

after the change in government are considered, specifically the CSR and the 

subsequent constraints felt at the local level as a result of funding cuts. Legacy 

planning and broader SD strategy at the local level is discussed in relation to these 

social processes. Elias (1978) highlights the need to understand the varying power 

differentials between interdependent people within and between groups. The actions 

of individuals and groups within the figuration constrain, to varying degrees, the 

actions of others. Following a change in government in 2010, some level of change 
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was highlighted by participants such as BSPAP Sport Manager (post-Games) who 

stated: 

I just think that it was almost on us before we knew it. That came down to 

really we had a change in government and all these things were in place and 

then you are almost going through a period of change when you are trying to 

deliver what was previously set. 

 

Despite the limited wholesale changes to national policy observed above, this 

participant still perceived that work for the CSP changed. This is likely to have been a 

result of the re-branding of much of the work in SD that was occurring through Places 

People Play. Even though the type of work that was promoted was similar, there were 

several ‘new’ programmes with new branding that were promoted through CSPs. 

Many participants also discussed the impact of the economic recession in more specific 

detail. There was a level of continuity alongside change in policy terms following the 

change in government; from the perspective of local level interview participants there 

was clear continuity in maintaining the promise of a legacy but this was coupled with 

further constraints in terms of funding.  Some of the constraints felt by those at the 

local level that resulted from their relative dependence on government funding are 

discussed in this chapter.  

 

In 2009, Girginov and Hills highlighted that the global economic recession that was 

occurring alongside an increasing Games budget may hinder legacy work. The 

subsequent response of the Coalition government, newly in power the following year, 

impacted upon sports provision further. In this respect, financial constraints were a 
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significant issue during the pre-Games period for interviewees within this study. SE 

Strategic Lead WM, for example, stated: 

the comprehensive spending review was massive, you know and the cuts that 

we’ve had in local authority spending. So Birmingham [LA] had a big sports 

[development] team of its own that has gradually diminished quite 

significantly. 

 

This was a process occurring alongside the desire to develop an Olympic legacy. 

Indeed BCC Head of Sport (pre-Games) stated that sport: 

was taking hit after hit financially. And this [LA Sport and Healthy Lifestyles] 

is a very different team, it's much smaller than it was… that's got nothing to do 

with the Olympics I would argue. And much more to do with the prioritization 

[due to budget cuts] that’s had to go on.  

 

As the City Council had less money available to them due to their relative dependence 

on government funds, they had to prioritize their spending, which resulted in staffing 

reductions during the pre-Games period. This was a broader unplanned development 

that happened alongside legacy preparations. The two objectives, saving money and 

delivering a legacy, may well have served to undermine one another. From a 

figurational perspective, Bloyce and Smith (2010) have highlighted that unintended 

outcomes are likely to result from the complex and overlapping objectives that those 

working in sport are trying to achieve. Those working in sport in Birmingham during 

the pre-Games period were required to manage tensions between the competing 

objectives of managing budget cuts and delivering a sporting legacy. There was now 

an expectation that they would be doing some legacy work, however, they did have 
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some scope to make decisions about how to go about this work within their relational 

constraints.  Discussing this, BCC Head of Sport (pre-Games) stated: 

I think that's why the response to the Olympics has been to kind of, to try and 

promote opportunities and coordinate them, rather than be specific around 

setting targets and delivering them. We haven't got the capacity to do that. 

 

Drawing on Elias’s game models to help to illuminate some elements of human 

relationships, here we can see that the lower level players (local organizations) were 

arguably more constrained by the actions of the upper level players (the government) 

and their control over financial resources which are a significant source of power 

(Elias, 1978). BCC were constrained to take the approach outlined above due to their 

relatively limited access to resources. Therefore it appears that although Weed et al. 

(2009) highlighted that there is no inherent link between watching elite sport and 

increased community participation, people at the local level may have, in part, relied 

upon the idea of inherent inspiration for pragmatic reasons; the financial and human 

resources were not available for proactively leveraging legacy in other ways. 

 

Another project was impacted on by the funding cuts was the hosting of the American 

and Jamaican training camps for their track and field teams in Birmingham. The 

arrangements for these camps altered in the lead up to the Olympic Games, which was 

linked to funding cuts. UoB director (post-Games) stated: 

I think the difficulty that the city council has is that they have had massive 

funding cuts since we agreed to go down the route of Olympic training camps. 

So whereas the city council were aiming initially to lead on the delivery of both 
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training camps, in the end, they were very grateful to be able to hand over 

virtually all the organization for the Jamaican camp over to us at the University. 

 

The power differentials between the city council and key partners such as University 

of Birmingham Sport were clearly fluctuating, in part, based upon the diminished 

resources of the LA. In handing over the delivery of the Jamaican training camps to 

the University of Birmingham meant that the city council had less control over the 

community engagement and legacy work that could be linked to that particular training 

camp. This is a further example of the city council not being in a position to ‘deliver’ 

legacy in the way that they might have hoped. 

 

Alongside a decrease in the capacity of the city council in terms of financial and human 

resources, interviewees from the CSP recognized that in the run up to the Games some 

community groups were struggling financially and were therefore not able to provide 

as many sporting opportunities. BSPAP E (pre-Games) observed that: 

I've definitely seen people that have probably done less sport because of cost, 

I think there’s also … a number of [sport-related] charities and community 

groups that are really, you know, they’ve either folded or they’re really, really 

finding it tough. 

 

The constraints associated with the economic downturn remained after the Games. An 

NGB participant, for example, felt that legacy work had been impacted upon 

negatively by limited funding and highlighted the limited level of control that those at 

the local level had in this regard. He stated:  
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that is obviously something that is out of anyone’s control, that’s global 

economics that we can’t control, but yeah, I just feel that the 2012 Games 

probably would have benefited more if it was four years earlier or four years 

later perhaps. (NGB Athletics - post-Games) 

 

Clearly this participant assumes that more funding would have been available 

otherwise, but we cannot be sure of this. Those at the local level were working in 

circumstances that resulted from the ebb and flow of many people and financial 

resources on a global scale that they, and no other individual, are in a position to 

control, and neither would any other person or organization be. In turn, their relative 

level of power in controlling the local or sport specific context within which they were 

working was extremely limited. Nationally the Coalition Government were able to 

control their response to the economic recession but the impacts of this at the local 

level had to be managed by participants in this research alongside attempting to deliver 

legacy. 

  

In social figurations, the dynamics of a group can change relatively quickly (Elias, 

1991), which was observed in relation to the city council workforce. The impact of 

this for legacy planning was highlighted by interview participants. Before the Games, 

interviewees specifically mentioned changes to their figuration following the CSR 

through the loss of SSPs as a key factor that impacted on legacy development. SSPs 

were partnerships that aimed to develop the quantity and quality of PE in schools; they 

included a Partnership Development Manager and Coordinators or Link Teachers in 

each school. Phillpots (2012, p. 16) highlighted that the reliance of SSPs on Treasury 

and lottery funding ‘meant that they were particularly vulnerable to changing 
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government ideologies’. It is clear that the government were in a position to change 

the course of the ‘game’ to a certain extent through their relative power in being more 

able to influence the roles of individuals within the figuration. Indeed, funding for 

these partnerships was removed by the Coalition Government, giving LAs the 

authority to maintain them, or not, with their own funding. SSPs were not retained in 

Birmingham and this was considered a challenge by interviewees in this research. For 

example, NGB Athletics Network stated that: 

I think perhaps the biggest challenge was all the changes that have happened 

around school sport, because the school sport partnerships initiative got 

stopped and what we find with networking is that you had somebody that you’d 

got a relationship with who you knew and then it all changes … then you are 

having to re-establish relationships and try and find new people. 

 

In relation to this, BSPAP A highlighted that since SSPs were removed ‘we get a lot 

more enquiries from people saying I want to work with schools and I don't know how 

to do it.’ It is clear that lines of communication were affected when the SSPs ceased 

to exist in Birmingham. People had to develop new relationships that will have 

inevitably altered the power relations within the figuration further. This was because 

the figuration was changing and developing as people with knowledge and control in 

particular areas of work left the network and other relationships were formed.  During 

a period when people may have expected to be part of sustainable partnerships for 

delivering a sporting legacy at the local level, there were myriad constraints occurring 

alongside any possible preparations for legacy. For Elias, changing relationships and 

various relational constraints are a normal part of interweaving social figurations. 

Therefore whilst the loss of SSPs was perceived to be a significant change for those 
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working to deliver sport with schools, the changing relationships that stemmed from 

this decision are not peculiar when compared to social figurations more generally. 

Explaining fluctuating figurations as normal social processes can help to understand 

the changing relationships of those working at the local level, however, the significant 

impact that interview participants felt as a result of such change must be emphasized 

here. Particularly as this happened at a time when those at the local level should, 

supposedly, have been focussing on legacy planning rather than re-orientating 

themselves in a vastly changed network. Understanding that some social change is 

very quick and other change is slow is key here. Funding cuts, decreased personnel for 

the city council and the loss of SSPs, that is removing people from a figuration, 

happened suddenly, with significant effect. However, the re-orientation that was 

needed, and the development of new relationships with others in the networks of 

relations, took more time to develop, and this hindered SD work. 

 

Protected funding for sport alongside local authority cuts 

Despite the many constraints felt as a result of funding cuts following the CSR, some 

participants felt that, because of the impending hosting of the 2012 Olympic and 

Paralympic Games, funding was, to some extent, protected for sport. Whilst many 

participants perceived legacy planning to have been hindered due to a lack of funds, 

others suggested that sport may well have been cut further if the profile of sport had 

not been raised by the hosting of the Olympics. For example, SE (post-Games) stated: 

You know I think all in all, there is quite a positive picture in a way. If you 

hadn’t the Olympics and you had just had the local authority cuts, I think it 

would have been a very different picture. But because we had the Olympics it 

raised the profile and it means that they have been much more creative, I think, 
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about the way they have gone about doing the local authority finance and 

addressing local authority finance issue where sport and leisure is concerned. 

 

Arguably, this participant had a role that constrained her to speak positively about an 

Olympic impact. However, this idea was supported by the Chairperson of a local 

athletics club, who speculated that:  

it is really good the Olympics came when it did because I think it helped 

actually make things not as bad as they would have been; but it is such a shame 

that, if we had of had the Olympics and it would have been the economic 

climate of ten years previously then it, the legacy, you know, it would just have 

really, really taken off. (Club Athletics - post-Games) 

 

Whilst this unquestioning belief in a legacy from the Games remains a little idealistic, 

this participant clearly felt that the economic climate had impacted on legacy planning. 

However, what is also clear is the ideological assumption that hosting a mega-event 

can be linked to increasing population level participation, in reality there is no 

persuasive evidence of this from past events, even those hosted against a backdrop of 

economic growth. Despite this, participants in this research did consider that London 

2012 had a role in protecting, to some extent, funding for sport as they perceived that 

had we been in a recession and not hosted the Olympics, funding for sport would have 

been even more vulnerable. In part, it seems that the economic recession could have 

become a convenient way for those working in sport avoiding responsibility for the 

limited legacy impacts observed from the 2012 Games; distancing of responsibility for 

legacy at the national level is also reflected at the local level and discussed in chapter 

seven. Whilst legacy promises were unrealistic at the outset, changes in the resources 
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available provided an excuse for such promises not coming into fruition. The director 

of sport at the University of Birmingham supported the view that hosting the Games 

led to some protection over funding but also highlighted the importance of elite success 

during the Olympics as an important factor:  

So if the Olympics had been a complete disaster in terms of its delivery, in 

other words its inspiring of erm, of generations, or inspiring of the nation and 

we hadn’t been successful in terms of performance; the question is would the 

government have funded Sport England and UK Sport to the extent they have 

agreed to for the next 2013-2017 funding cycle, and the answer is almost 

inevitably no they wouldn’t have done had the Olympics not been successful. 

But because the Olympics has been so successful it was actually quite difficult, 

despite the recession that we are in, for the government to say no to sustaining 

the current level of funding. (UoB Director - post-Games). 

 

Alongside a reduction in funding constraining those working at the local level, it 

emerges here that the government themselves were constrained to continue to fund 

sport; they have become bound, at least in some measure, by their own promises and 

ideological messages regarding legacy.  

 

Whilst there was a sustained commitment to funding sport through Sport England and 

UK Sport at the national level, participants highlighted the need for continued LA 

support. In this regard, BSPAP Sport Manager (post-Games) stated:  

Sport England have loosened their grant stuff but at the same time the local 

authority are going through austerity measures to cut capital funding, erm, you 

know, and if sport is a non-statutory service so it almost always effectively 
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requires some kind of partnership funding, so actually as something becomes 

flexible, ironically, another area of support … in some ways is then pulling 

away … it essentially means that you know, you won’t necessarily get more 

facility projects going through the system because of that. 

 

In other words, whilst some areas of funding may have been protected at the national 

level, particularly for elite sport, enabling some legacy work in sport, other areas of 

funding, specifically LA funding, that was required to support bids for facility projects 

was limiting the extent of legacy work on facilities. It must also be recognized that 

medal success from London 2012 may well have led to secured funding for elite level 

sport, but it is possible that this has been at the continued expense of grassroots 

funding. Understanding the multi-faceted nature of social change and that both 

enabling and constraining facets are possible within interdependent relationships helps 

to grasp the complexities of some cases where funding was available through some 

routes but actually being able to use that funding was still hindered through the need 

for support from others in the network. A continued belief in demonstration effects 

from national policy-makers has most likely had an impact here too. Having discussed 

some of the broader processes involved in legacy planning and delivery that impacted 

on the local level, it is important to consider more local policy processes. The specific 

approach of Birmingham City Council and BSPAP to legacy planning is discussed 

next. 

 

Strategic planning at the local level slow to develop 

Despite the Olympic Games being awarded to London in 2005, there was very little 

evidence of any strategic planning towards delivering a legacy until much closer to the 
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Games. Legacy planning was slow to develop at the national level. This meant that 

sport specific and local level legacy planning was also slow. Before the Games, 

participants seemed unclear about local strategy or legacy planning. Funding for sport 

is also allocated on a 4 year cyclical basis which impacted further upon the timing of 

strategic planning. NGB Athletics (pre-Games) described the timings of some of the 

funding decisions and planning that influenced the work of that NGB: 

obviously 2005 decisions had already been made about the funding for that 

four-year period so not a lot changed. … I don't think as a sport we saw 

anything from 2005 to 2009… Even 2009, it [London 2012] was all a bit far 

into the future, and I think as we focussed and moved forward we’ve got to the 

point where we knew with a bit more certainty that we would be able to 

continue doing what we wanted to do for the next four years so we’re able to 

plan a bit further ahead rather than having a complete revamp.  

 

This participant perceived that the NGB were, in part, constrained by uncertainty over 

funding due to their dependence on four year funding cycles. He felt that the potential 

for long-term planning, which would be akin to leveraging a long-term legacy, was 

difficult due to uncertainty over continued funding. Despite the fact that these funding 

cycles were not out of the ordinary for NGBs, this participant perceived them to be a 

hindrance to the potential for longer term planning, or at least, it was a convenient 

excuse. It appears that those working in sport were not necessarily focusing on legacy 

planning until much closer to 2012. This view was echoed in the lead up to the Games 

by a CSP participant who stated: 
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If I'm honest with you, we've been working towards it, but actually it hasn't 

necessarily hit home until closer to the event. It does seem to be a little bit of a 

mad scramble right now [laughs]. (BSPAP - E pre-Games) 

 

In addition, the Director of BSPAP also commented that planning for ‘legacies’ 

associated with the Games did not start until about 12 months before the Games, he 

stated: ‘it is quite recent. It's only probably in the last three or four months… towards 

the autumn of 2011. But in reality what we were wanting to do really was to develop 

a legacy action plan that was more widely based if you like.’ The CSP had attempted 

to develop a legacy action plan that involved the LA. However: 

the local authority have kind of taken it forward but … it is inevitably focused 

around the legacy around the Americans and Jamaicans … so erm the legacy 

action plan that we kind of suggested … hasn't really kind of gone through. 

(BSPAP director- pre-Games) 

 

It is evident here that the CSP director did not perceive that legacy preparations in 

Birmingham started until approximately one year prior to the Games. In attempting to 

understand why legacy planning was slow to start, it is important to consider the other 

work of the CSP and Birmingham City Council at that time. As stated above, legacy 

planning cannot be viewed in isolation. The constraints following the CSR have been 

considered but it is also vital to recognize the importance of the ideological views of 

legacy and the priorities of those working at the local level and their relative power in 

influencing strategy. People in a position to influence legacy planning in the CSP and 

LA had different views about the priorities for legacy work. Competing objectives of 
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those working at the local level were a feature of pre-Games interviews and will have 

delayed legacy planning.  

 

The, then, director of the CSP highlighted that a lot of the work in the city was focused 

on the pre-Olympic training camps. According to some media reports, work towards 

hosting training camps was viewed as a clear way for the city to benefit from London 

2012 and this was reported in 2006, only one year following the announcement that 

the Games would be hosted in London: 

Birmingham's team, one of the first out of the starting blocks, estimates that 

winning a contract to be the base for a nation with more than 1,000 accredited 

athletes and coaches for several weeks before the Games could be worth £10 

million to the local economy in direct spending alone. Indirect spin-offs, such 

as future trade links and the raising of the city's international profile, would 

be worth millions more. (Hart, 2006)  

 

Later, in 2009, when the deal to secure hosting the USA track and field team in 

Birmingham was closer, it was reported that ‘improvements will be made to the 

Alexander Stadium facilities to ensure a lasting legacy’ (Elkes, 2009). The planned 

facility developments were to include extra seating and improvements to track and jumping 

areas; as such, any legacy connection was more closely related to spectating and hosting 

events. Some participants, particularly those from the CSP, who were arguably more 

constrained than the city council events team to develop a participation legacy from 

the 2012 Games, considered the focus of members of the city council on bidding to 

host training camps as a distraction to legacy planning. For example, from the 

perspective of BSPAP D (pre-Games), there was an early focus on hosting training 
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camps because of the assumed benefits associated with these during pre-Games 

interviews: 

Erm, I think in Birmingham it [legacy planning] has been very slow, I think 

certainly in those initial stages there was a tremendous effort put in to gaining 

the training camps because, and I think that was probably quite a strong 

message that came out of London that city's, by hosting training camps, could 

actually benefit.  

 

Mintzberg (1989) stresses the importance of monitoring and disseminating 

information, and as part of this process the interpretations of managers is key. In this 

particular case, the role of managers in the LA in interpreting the benefits of hosting 

pre-Olympic training camps had a significant influence over the approach of the LA 

in the lead up to the London 2012 Games. It is important to highlight the relative power 

of individuals within their figurations, their interpretation of messages relating to 

legacy and their priorities. The interpretations and priorities of those working for the 

city council were central to influencing SD work in Birmingham and the early focus 

on securing training camps. Several people working for the city council considered 

that this was their work towards legacy because of a belief in inherent inspiration and 

due to their job being more focussed on hosting events. However, others, mainly those 

from the CSP, were frustrated by the amount of money and time being spent on this as 

it meant that they were unable to plan and implement the participation leveraging that 

they might have wanted to. This friction within the Birmingham sport figuration is 

discussed further below, but it must be recognized that there were differing priorities 

among those delivering sport in the city. Not only did the perspective of managers in 

the LA and their decision making influence the work of the LA, it also impacted upon 
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the work of the CSP and their perceived inability to affect significant change, or gain 

priority for, grassroots participation related work. Indeed, in relation to the impact of 

an early focus on training camps on legacy planning, BSPAP director (pre-Games) 

discussed the difficulties he perceived that prevented him from developing a legacy 

plan which he viewed to be important: 

We, erm, started to do a legacy action plan … we were working on a legacy 

action plan with the local authority. Erm the difficulty was that they were 

naturally consumed with the, erm, with the Americans and Jamaicans effort, 

which is fantastic, it really is a fantastic effort and that was, if you like the focus 

for some time, so we were trying to kind of get this legacy plan kind of pushed 

through but then once those, the Americans and Jamaicans, had been secured 

then, and because that is such an all-consuming task, once that had been done 

and all the contracts have been signed and stuff then the city council kind of 

had some capacity to then respond to the legacy. So they then have started to 

do some legacy planning. 

 

This participant expressed his frustrations, he felt that planning for a participation 

legacy was somewhat delayed due to the city council focus on securing training camps. 

Those working for the CSP and the LA clearly had differing views about how to plan 

and deliver legacy and which aspects of legacy should be a priority. Arguably, hosting 

the training camps may have been prioritized by the LA, in part, for the perceived 

facility and business benefits, with a participation legacy assumed as an automatic 

effect, while those working for the CSP considered grassroots participation and 

delivering Sport England programmes a priority. It is clear that there was a degree of 

friction regarding legacy work in the city and the BSPAP Director was not in a position 
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to control or significantly influence the actions of those in the LA. People’s 

interpretations and perspectives about legacy were key. In relation to this, Head of 

Sport BCC (pre-Games) stated:  

my understanding of it is, erm, I mean we've obviously been preparing for the 

Olympics for a while in Birmingham, you know there was erm er, I mean 

before my time here they were looking at putting in bids for training camps, 

you know there has been, the leader [of the Council] had put aside a fund for 

the Olympics to kind of help with the additional pressures and additional spend 

that it would require. So work has been underway for the Olympics for some 

years. I think, erm, you know when we were successful in securing Jamaica, 

there was a lot of excitement about what that would mean for local 

communities, there has been, you know, some work with the local African-

Caribbean communities to try and ensure that that is, as kind of, as joined up, 

and that we are making the most of the opportunity … for some really positive 

connections. 

 

From the city council perspective it is clear that there is some attempt to tie in legacy 

outcomes from the training camps. There is also some evidence of longer term 

preparation from the Council Leader attempting to prepare financially. What has 

emerged here is an example of one group, the CSP, having arguably less power in 

citywide planning and prioritizing than another, the city council. Whilst this would be 

expected, it might also be reasonable to expect that the CSP would be in a position to 

develop their own strategic approach to legacy alongside the activities of the LA. In 

this case it appears that the CSP were reliant on LA involvement which constrained 
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them from early legacy planning because key people in the LA had their own views 

and priorities for the delivery of sport in the city.  

 

Information gathering as legacy: another way of shifting responsibility? 

In discussing the legacy plan from the city council perspective it was clear that the 

training camps were viewed as a tool for community engagement. The legacy work of 

the city council was not limited to this. The BCC Head of Sport (pre-Games) described 

the early stages of legacy planning and reasons behind their approach; she is worth 

quoting at some length here: 

In terms of the specific Olympic legacy plan, I think it was probably agreed we 

would have one, er 18 months ago, two years ago possibly more but in terms 

of the practicalities of beginning to pull that together, that's really been in the 

last sort of 12 to 15 months I guess. And erm, you know we took a decision to 

erm try and link the Olympic legacy plan to the wider, sustainable community 

strategy so although there was a regional Olympics approach and, you know 

some objectives set about the Olympics for the region. …It made sense for 

anything that we were doing for the Olympics to contribute to the objectives 

within the sustainable community strategy. So we've done it in an overarching 

way that relates to those objectives and involved the key partners that would 

be involved in the Be Birmingham partnership [a local strategic partnership 

promoting news, events, and business with the intention of enhancing the lives 

of Birmingham citizens] really in the plan. … the focus has as much been on 

the ‘Our Games’ website in the development of an interactive way for people 

to talk about how they are engaging with the Olympics and how they are going 

to make the most of the opportunities and how they want their community to 
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be able to participate. So we have tried to make the focus as interactive as 

possible and to some extent, the eventual sort of legacy document will be drawn 

from the communications and the interactive-ness with the website, presuming 

that that all works as planned. But the idea was to try, has been all along, to try 

and maximize the impact of the Olympics, you know it's a once in a career 

opportunity to, kind of, highlight some of the positives around sport and 

physical activity really. And fits very much with the wider health agenda. 

 

It is clear from this that information gathering formed a key part of the legacy planning 

process. In this case, though, it was reliant on individuals from community groups and 

organizations voluntarily providing information and opportunities. Information 

gathering frequently forms part of policy planning in the early stages (Bloyce & Smith, 

2010). However, the ‘Our Games’ website, and its use for information gathering and 

collating the work of key partners, was a key feature of what was perceived to be the 

legacy work of the city rather than the beginning of a process of planning and delivery. 

This approach appeared to have been necessitated under significant financial 

constraints and the limited capacity of the city council to deliver additional sporting 

opportunities. The Our Games website and information gathering was discussed 

further by the BCC Legacy Development Manager (pre-Games) who demonstrated his 

assumptions about volunteers galvanizing activity: 

So we felt it was really important to collate, first of all, what everybody was 

doing. Whether it be the community, whether it be different community groups, 

whether it be different directorates around the city council. 
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…that’s why we set up the website, to help gather some of that information.  

… So the first task was to just get as big a list [of the sporting opportunities 

assumed to be offered by community groups] as we possibly could. … The 

next part of the task was scheduling and timetabling to make sure that it all 

fitted together. 

 

The focus here was very much on collating and coordinating the work that was already 

in place, including that associated with the training camps. In discussing the need for 

scheduling and timetabling of the activities taking place in the city there was a clear 

desire to attempt to develop control over the activities promoted once information had 

been collated. 

 

Information gathering of the activities offered by community groups was a further 

example of shifting responsibility for legacy delivery; this was a key theme of national 

policy and seems to have been exacerbated at the local level. The reliance on 

volunteers evident here was a theme that emerged throughout the interviews. Many 

perceived that it was volunteers, at the local level, that would be most influential in 

developing a sustainable legacy from London 2012. This was a convenient approach 

for those working in sport to help to distance themselves from the responsibility for 

bringing about change in relation to population level participation. This may, in part, 

be related to the decreased workforce within the city council, but shifting responsibility 

to others also reflects the dominant national discourse. In complex figurations where 

there are clear interdependency ties, the lines are often blurred between who is 

responsible for specific areas of work. With LA funding being tight, there was an 
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expectation that other people and organizations would galvanize activity for 

themselves. Whilst promises were made nationally, the responsibilities of the 

government, Sport England, NGBs, local organizations or community volunteers 

became unclear. Specific responsibility for certain actions within human figurations is 

an area that could be explored further in theorizing this social process. There are 

obvious power relations involved in either taking responsibility or shifting 

responsibility for human action that would benefit from further attention. The neo-

liberal approach of shifting responsibility to volunteers has also been observed by 

Morgan (2013, p. 389) who discussed sports volunteering and observed that ‘the onus 

has been placed on VSCs and LAs to raise participation rates, increase opportunities 

for voluntary action, and maintain spaces for these activities to occur’.  Indeed, NGB 

Athletics (pre-Games) stated: 

thinking from a legacy point of view, the best way to keep things moving 

forward is not to implement staff to come and go as funding comes and goes 

but to empower the volunteers to drive things forward and move it on 

themselves.  

However, it must be recognized that changes in human behaviour emerge from the 

‘ebb and flow of events’ that are ‘determined by the wishes and plans of individual 

people and groups’, however, very often the outcomes of these interactions are ‘not 

intended by individual people’ (Elias, 1991, p. 63). Therefore, whilst volunteers in 

Birmingham were considered central to influencing any legacy impacts in the city, the 

outcomes will not resemble anything that was planned nationally or by any local 

groups. Indeed, the approach of information gathering and sharing through the Our 

Games website was reliant on other key partners, community groups and clubs with 
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the capacity to host more members of the public who were interested in being involved 

generating activities and engaging with the website. The council therefore had 

diminished control over the types of activity offered, the areas of the city that 

opportunities were offered or the target groups affected.  

 

Elias’s ‘stress upon conceiving the social universe in terms of pluralities of open, 

bonded, figurations, not isolated individuals, is a direct counter to the … neo-liberal 

mantra’ (Dunning & Hughes, 2013, p. 195). For Dunning and Hughes (2013, p. 195) 

his ‘work as a whole might be understood as constituting a sustained attack on the 

myth of the “autonomous individual” or “self-made man”’. However, neo-liberal 

ideologies have been identified in the Big Society (Hall, 2011) and there is evidence 

of this filtering into the approaches to legacy at the local level. This has been evident 

through a reliance on other people creating a legacy that may have been necessitated 

by budget cuts for the LA. This serves as a further example of Lister’s (2014) 

observation that citizens have been prompted to take on greater responsibilities as part 

of an ongoing process since the 1970s. Such a neo-liberal approach will not produce 

an object-adequate understanding of the social world around us. And yet, this rather 

simplistic approach is seemingly ‘preferred’ by governments in the UK (and 

elsewhere) in the very recent past.  

 

During the pre-Games period legacy planning was very vague as they were relying on 

community groups developing and advertising sporting opportunities. There was no 

documented strategy or plan for developing a participation legacy in the city before 

the Games. BSPAP Sport Manager also confirmed that there was not necessarily a 
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clear strategy during the pre-Games period but there were two broad approaches taken 

within the city, for the CSP this was delivering Sport England programmes and for the 

City Council, this was co-ordinating activity and linking it to the training camps. 

BSPAP Sport Manager (pre-Games) stated: 

We know that we have Sport England Places People Play that we need to 

deliver successfully on as part of that wider legacy and obviously the School 

Games. So we are very clear I suppose of the legacy for our side. Erm, then 

obviously within the local authority and some of the HE institutions, there are 

legacy officers. Erm, but I wouldn't say there's a really tight plan but I would 

say there is a general broad planning that has been done principally around … 

the Jamaicans and Americans.  

 

Pre-Olympic training camps remained the highest profile activity mentioned in 

interviews with a lack of any broader strategy for other legacy related activity. Indeed, 

in discussing the decreased capacity of the city council following budget cuts, Head of 

Sport BCC (pre-Games) highlighted that they did not have the capacity to set legacy 

targets to deliver to: 

I think that's why the response to the Olympics has been to kind of, to try and 

promote opportunities and coordinate them, rather than be specific around 

setting targets and delivering them. We haven't got the capacity to do that. 

 

There is no doubt that the approach focussing on the Our Games website to collate and 

coordinate the activities of community groups and key partners was an approach 

necessitated by budgets. The Our Games website was perceived by LA participants to 

be one of the most cost effective ways of attempting to work towards legacy, but this 
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approach was dependent on individuals and groups interacting with the website. The 

city council seemed constrained to work in this way even with some realization that 

the approach was not necessarily the most appropriate for developing sporting 

opportunities across the city. Indeed, BCC Head of Sport (pre-Games) stated: 

what you actually see, then, is the communities that are the most deprived and 

struggling the most, don't have any of those infrastructures in place, because 

they haven't got the capacity. 

 

Despite this recognition that an information gathering approach was not likely to have 

been the most effective for supporting deprived communities within the city, she 

stressed that this needed to be their approach due to the financial climate. People are 

unable to act completely independently of other social processes, those working for 

BCC were therefore unable to design a sports strategy for the city that would be 

perceived by them as most appropriate for the city due to the constraints that they were 

working within. Those working for Birmingham City Council were constrained to 

reinforce a focus on people ‘doing it for themselves’ against, in some cases, their better 

judgement. Understanding the power relations within the network is useful in 

explaining the shifting of responsibility. Whilst Birmingham City Council were 

relatively powerless to design legacy plans that some thought would be most 

appropriate for the needs of the city, they still retained sufficient power to be able to 

shift responsibility to volunteers. Further theoretical conceptualization of the power 

associated with either shifting, or taking, responsibility for various elements of work 

would be beneficial. The focus on the Our Games website was an approach based on, 

at best, the supply of opportunity, if community groups added their work to the Our 

Games website. This work did not focus on increasing the demand for sporting 
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opportunities among members of the public; assumptions about a demonstration affect 

at both the national and local level alongside issues with the demand and supply of 

sporting opportunities are discussed in chapter seven.  

 

Issues with decision making and implementation through relational networks in 

Birmingham 

There are several different structures of local government within the UK. In 

Birmingham, there is one main LA for the city, which is divided into 10 districts 

(previously called constituencies). For sport in Birmingham, there is an overarching 

city council Sport and Events Department. The part of this department most 

responsible for local sport provision is the Community Sport and Healthy Lifestyles 

team.  Further to this, each of the 10 districts have their own committees with 

responsibility for managing local services, including sport. This means that there is a 

complex network of people involved in delivering sport in Birmingham with different 

layers in the management of local services; these include the City Council with one 

main political leader (Cabinet member) and the 10 local district committees. BCC 

Head of Sport (pre-Games) described the decision making at constituency level:  

each constituency [district] has got 12 elected members in a constituency 

committee … they determine the offer at leisure centres. If they decide they 

want to shut the leisure centre, that’s their decision. If they decide that they are 

going to limit the hours, you know, quite a number of them have in the last 12 

months decided that a way of making savings is to shut the leisure centres early 

or open later. 
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Shifting power between the city council and the districts is demonstrated here through 

the constraints of their interdependence with each other and the context within which 

they are working. For example, this participant went on to highlight that if the 

community in a particular district were getting limited access to resources it could be 

brought to the attention of the Cabinet member by the City Council but that ‘ultimately 

though it's within their [the district committee] constitutional power making, … so we 

[the city council] have some limited influence I would argue’ (BCC Head of Sport – 

pre-Games). In other words, this participant felt constrained by the decision making 

powers of the district committees. Whilst those employed by the City Council were in 

a position to make strategic decisions about sport in the city, the actual implementation 

of their plans is influenced by those working at the district level. 

 

Be Active is a scheme in Birmingham which allows free access to facilities or activities 

such as gyms, classes and swimming at specific times. In discussing the level of 

autonomy of the leisure centres, Local Leisure Centre A (pre-Games) stated that ‘we 

don't have autonomy in the sense that we can say, we're not going to do that … but 

something like Be Active … different leisure centres have engaged in that to different 

degrees, but we've all engaged’. This suggests that the city council also had a relatively 

high level of control of the citywide schemes that they offered. However, as 

governance of leisure services was predominantly devolved to districts, the relative 

power of the city council was often diminished in the actual delivery of thses. BCC 

Head of Sport (pre-Games) provided a further example of the relative control of local 

districts and local leisure centres by highlighting potential differences in provision of 

swimming across the city: 
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there is a citywide offer for swimming but actually the local variations mean 

that it won't necessarily feel like that to customers and you can pay different 

amounts for swimming in different parts of the city, erm, even though it's the 

same local authority in the same pricing structure.   

 

She considered that the relative level of influence of those working at the ‘very local 

level’ made ‘implementing things top-down more difficult’ because of the decision 

making powers at district level, the city council therefore had less power at this level 

(BCC Head of Sport – pre-Games). This gap between what is set out at the city council 

level and how it is implemented at district level is not unusual when compared to the 

implementation of sport policy more generally. This is likely to be one of several 

factors that affects policy implementation locally. Indeed, Smith and Platts (2008) 

highlight that constraints from the broader network of power relations influence policy 

outcomes, particularly the extent to which those implementing policy support or 

oppose it. The constant interweaving of those involved makes implementing plans 

difficult. Those who implement citywide services through district committees and 

local leisure centres are influenced by a myriad of relational constraints from both their 

interdependent relationships with the city council and their network of relations within 

their districts; this seemingly results in differences in the sport and leisure services 

provided.  

 

Birmingham has one LA and a CSP that are both, in essence, responsible for exactly 

the same geographical area. This is unusual compared to other areas in the UK that 

tend to have a CSP that acts as an umbrella organization supporting the work of several 

different LAs. It is therefore hardly surprising that some participants highlighted a 
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degree of cross over in their work during the pre-Games period. A number of 

participants from a range of organizations, including clubs, the LA and the CSP, 

suggested that such similarities in the work of the LA and CSP could make it confusing 

for those working in sport in Birmingham, as well as members of the public, to know 

which organization was responsible for the delivery of sports provision in certain 

situations. For example, even the Director of the CSP noted that it is:  

the clarity around who is doing what that is the difficult thing because erm, 

they [the LA] are constantly changing because of what they have got to do, we 

are changing because of different pressures coming down from Sport England 

and elsewhere … and it’s just trying to make sure we are joined up. (BSPAP 

Director – pre-Games) 

 

This also highlights pressures from others in the wider figuration, including Sport 

England at the national level. Those organizing sport across the city were influenced 

by different relational networks, the CSP were tasked with delivering Sport England 

programmes, whilst the LA could draw on Sport England support but were more 

constrained by the broader demands of the City Council. Whilst he was aware of the 

confusion among the sport organizations in the city, the BSPAP Director clearly felt 

some responsibility for trying to make sure that the work was, where possible, ‘joined 

up’. When asked about working in partnership with others in the city, NGB Athletics 

(pre-Games) described the links that he made as part of his role, but in doing so 

highlighted this confusion: 

I think to be honest we could quite easily, and for a, quite a big chunk of time, 

we have just gone about our work completely separately [from the CSP and 

LA]. I think some of it overlaps so, for example, [it’s] confusing … I’m not 
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sure whether it's the CSP or City Council but they have a club development 

person with a development remit who we’re actually going to start using a bit 

more to do some of our club development work. 

 

For Elias, this level of confusion in a complex network of relations, to a certain extent, 

is inevitable. Despite the fact that the complexity of the relationships between sporting 

organizations is relatively normal; this level of confusion was persistently highlighted 

within the interviews and seemed somewhat surprising to participants. As Elias (1978) 

argued, people are often not aware of the complexities of their own network of 

relations. The participant from Sport England also highlighted the confusion present 

in the organization of sport in Birmingham but suggested that this would be likely to 

change:  

I think at the moment it is quite confused … one of the things that the sports 

partnership and the City Council are doing is reviewing that kind of level of 

understanding between them so that they are not duplicating and so that it is 

clear who is doing what with the sports partnership [CSP] and it is clear who 

is doing what with the City Council. 

 

It was clearly recognized that several people had become disorientated in their 

understanding of the organization of sport in Birmingham, though none of the 

participants suggested that this level of confusion was because of the impending 

Olympic Games, per se. Whilst this was occurring during the pre-Games period, the 

level of confusion with regard to the responsibilities of the city council and CSP was 

not a result of preparing for an Olympic legacy. The confusion between the LA and 

CSP was widely recognized. Implicit within the interviews was a relative level of 
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competition between these two key organizations. Competition and co-operation 

between partners at the local level was identified as normal by Harris and Houlihan 

(2014). In this particular case, the extent to which any competition led to conflict 

between the two groups was unclear. As with all human relationships, the 

interdependent relationships of those involved in sport in Birmingham shifted and 

changed over time. During post-Games interviews, it emerged that the clarity over the 

roles of the two organizations had been considered and attempts were made to focus 

the work of the City Council and CSP more appropriately.  

 

Strategic planning over time: post-Games clarity? 

Elias emphasized the need to understand social relationships as processes. It emerged 

that over time, the LA and CSP had found ways to work towards more defined roles 

that were rather unclear and confused before the Games. BCC Head of Sport (post-

Games) reflected on the impacts of the cuts alongside the Olympic Games and 

highlighted that considering legacy required them to think about their priorities for 

sport and physical activity in the city, she stated: 

Yeah I mean what is different since the Olympics is our vision for the future of 

leisure, now that vision was necessitated by a dramatic reduction in resources 

in the council. But, what is really interesting I think is, as a result of the success 

of the Olympics nationally, but also as a result of the success of our positioning 

for ourselves as a local authority around what we wanted the legacy to be … 

there are two main pillars to the vision. One is that we will develop, erm, high 

quality world class facilities that inspire excellence and the other is that we will 

focus on the physically inactive and those with the biggest health gains to make 
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and ensure that there is an entry into sport and physical activity that we are 

responsible for because we know that the market won’t provide it. 

 

It is clear from this participant that it was both a reduction in resources accompanied 

by a ‘vision for legacy’ which influenced the decision making within this process. 

What we cannot be sure of is the extent to which those working in sport in Birmingham 

paid lip service to legacy expectations or whether they really did perceive that there 

was an Olympic impact here. The prioritization within the city council was also 

discussed by the previous Director of the CSP. BSPAP Director (post-Games) stated, 

in further detail, the need to think strategically at the early stages of financial planning 

about what they were trying to achieve in the city: 

all of a sudden there was this massive pressure on cuts, erm, there is a tendency 

to just kind of home in on budget …  you started to look at the biggest figures, 

some of the biggest figures were the costs associated with subsidy for leisure 

centres. Before you know what has happened, the next step is then, “right what, 

what don’t we need?” But what they hadn’t done was “hold on, before we just 

start to cutting away, what is it we are trying to achieve through that service?”, 

because then that will better inform if we are going to re-shape it or downsize 

it. We need to be clear about what it is trying to achieve before we just reduce 

it. … Rather than just cutting, because you might be cutting out the bits that 

are most expensive, but they might be the most important bits to deliver what 

the city council wants to deliver.  

 

BSPAP Director was seconded to be the director of the CSP before the Games and 

moved back to work for the city council after the Games. It seems that he felt in a 
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greater position of power to influence the strategic direction of the city in this role after 

the Games compared to his frustrations over a focus on training camps before the 

Games. Having BSPAP Director involved in strategy making for the city council who 

had previous experience of both the CSP and city council meant that they had a broader 

perspective and more of an awareness of the confusion that was felt before the Games. 

It seems that both the need to clarify the priorities for sport in the city, address 

confusion between the roles of the CSP and LA and feeling constrained to demonstrate 

legacy influenced the post-Games strategizing and decisions for budget cuts in the city. 

  

It is clear that after London 2012 there was an attempt to clarify the priorities for sport 

and physical activity whilst considering how to save money and where to cut spending. 

Whilst it would have been beneficial for legacy to have been in a position to have these 

discussions prior to the Games, it remains beneficial for strategizing more generally to 

agree the priorities of those within the organizations. Competing policy objectives 

between different organizations lead to confusion; ensuring a clear focus for the key 

delivery agents in the city is a vital step in seeking to limit this. SE Central Strategic 

Lead (post-Games) saw the pressure of the Olympics and a focus on legacy as an 

opportunity to do this. 

Well I think it [sport strategy] was due a rethink in Birmingham because they 

have carried on for a long while with the way things were and I think this 

[London 2012 legacy planning alongside budget cuts] has given them [BCC] 

the opportunity to really think about why they do sports provision… and what 

sports provision there should be looking forward for the future … So I think 

this has given them an opportunity to do a bit more of a root and branch 

approach to, you know: “what do we really need? Where do we really need it? 
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How can we manage it? How can we fund it? And is that going to do the best 

for people locally?” … as I said before, I think the two coming together [budget 

cuts and legacy expectations] has been an interesting opportunity which has 

pushed everybody into thinking a bit more creatively really. 

 

Having gone through a process of change that was influenced significantly by the co-

existence of budget cuts and legacy expectations, after the Games the participants in 

this research felt that the city council had developed a much clearer focus for their 

work in sport and physical activity. Whilst most authors (Coalter, 2004; Shipway, 

2007; Weed et al., 2012) advocate embedding legacy work into broader SD strategy 

early in the process. However, the reason that a long-term strategy for legacy was not 

developed in Birmingham was not because of caution over sustained funding, it was 

more likely to be because there was an early focus for the city council on securing 

training camps and a belief in the inherent inspiration to come from these. There was 

no clear national strategy until the end of 2010 and the local strategy was not clear 

until after the Games. Perhaps an impact of the Olympics for Birmingham was the 

pressure to focus on strategic thinking around intended outcomes for sport rather than 

cutting vital provision at a time where legacy expectations were rife among members 

of the public and the media. The participants in this research felt that expectations 

around legacy put sufficient pressure on the LA to avoid cutting provision for sport 

without a clear rationale for doing so and for retaining other, prioritized, sports 

provision. From interviews conducted as part of this case study, it has emerged that 

the perceived alternative, if the 2012 Olympic and Paralympic Games had not been 

hosted in Britain, would have been a much gloomier picture for sport in the city amidst 

austerity measures. Not only did interview participants perceive that funding was a 
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little more secure for sport, as noted above, they also felt that BCC and BSPAP were 

constrained to think more strategically about how to spend the money that was 

available to them. However, these remain the assumptions of the participants in this 

research and something that would be near impossible to evidence. By the summer of 

2013, Birmingham City Council had developed a strategic focus for sport that centred 

on two main themes: developing low level participation for public heath gains, and, an 

events focus based on the assumed economic benefits linked to hosting international 

events. In clarifying this, Head of Sport BCC (post-Games) stated: 

 my remit is much more on the improved health outcomes and the economic 

benefit in terms of, erm, reducing life limiting illnesses and increasing life 

expectancy. 

 

As a result of a clearer strategic focus developed by the city council, the roles of the 

LA and CSP became clearer. A gap in provision was left by the city council for the 

CSP to fill. BSPAP Director (post-Games) described this, suggesting that the role of 

the CSP was ‘the part in the middle around the sort of club development, the schools 

support .... The CSP would be a key partner to help the city council deliver that’. These 

participants, speaking after the Games, suggested that they had developed a much 

clearer strategy focus for SD work in the city and that they had clarified the roles of 

the City Council and the CSP. The role of BSPAP Director and his experiences of 

being seconded from the LA to the CSP and then moving back to the LA after the 

Games may have influenced this process, or at the very least, his view of the clarity of 

the roles of the two organizations. The appropriateness of the City Council focus on 

lower level participation for health gains may be questionable given what we know 

about the prevalence of sports injuries and sports team drinking (Waddington, 
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Malcolm and Green, 1997; Waddington, 2000).  However, this demonstrates the 

widely held, uncritically accepted link between sport and health; if resources were 

available from public health to promote sport in this way the pragmatic justification 

for doing so may have dominated decision making. Here we can see some level of 

clarity assumed at the policy-making stage. Examining this process of intended change 

by comparing pre- and post-Games views has shed light on the relationships between 

individuals at the local level and their influence on the work of the networks of people 

involved in sport in the city. The process of policy development from here, and 

implementation of these objectives in reality, would be interesting to explore, but this 

is beyond the scope of this research. 

 

Conclusion 

The vast majority of policy documents and legacy plans were set out in 2008 and 2009. 

Shortly after this in 2010 there was a change in government. This proved to be a 

particularly interesting part of this research, to investigate the impact of this change on 

the official publications relating to legacy. On the surface, it appeared that there was 

significant change from the DCMS with regard to the themes of their plans and the 

legacy programmes. However, upon closer analysis, a number of plans and 

programmes put in place by the previous government were still in place but had been 

repackaged. It could be argued that the economic climate was an excuse for the 

government to force through reform based on ideology. Such change included 

dropping free swimming and SSPs. Regardless of the reasoning behind the level of 

continuity alongside change observed, what is clear is that the dominant position of 

the Olympics on the political landscape in London and the UK as a whole meant that 

significant change across all legacy networks did not seem to occur.  
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The immeasurable and intangible theme of inspiration did feature prominently in most 

publications across the changes in government. There seemed to have been a feeling 

between the different governments that have been in power in the lead up to the 

London 2012 Games, and beyond, that simply hosting the Games would be enough to 

‘inspire’ people to participate in more sport, despite the overwhelming evidence to the 

contrary. The habitus and ideological beliefs in the idea of demonstration effects 

influenced the fantasy content of their knowledge. This clearly influenced policy 

making as it was such a key feature of published documents during the pre-Games 

period.  

 

Partnership working was heavily emphasized in official publications relating to legacy, 

and Olympic links were being made across government departments, not just in sport. 

The complexity of this network seemed to grow as time got closer to the Games. As 

more people became involved in the process, this may have diminished the relative 

level of power and control that the government, and most particularly the government 

department most responsible for the Games, the DCMS, had in the precise way in 

which policies aimed at a sporting legacy were to be delivered. An interesting aspect 

of this network is that whilst many claimed to work towards increasing participation 

or aimed to benefit from a sporting legacy, there was an unintended outcome that very 

few accepted direct accountability or responsibility for the success, or otherwise, of 

the legacy plans. The desire to avoid responsibility for legacy was also reflected at the 

local level. Those working for the city council did not feel that they had the capacity 

to deliver additional legacy work and, as such, focussed on information gathering 

through the Our Games website as legacy. This approach essentially shifted 
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responsibility for legacy to the volunteers in community organizations and sports clubs 

as there was an expectation that they would galvanize activity. The decreased 

economic power of BCC clearly influenced their actions in attempting to shift 

responsibility to volunteers, their relative power to be able to distance themselves from 

being accountable helps to illuminate power in flux and the polymorphous nature of 

power. The specific nature of either claiming responsibility for something or shifting 

it to others has emerged as an interesting element of power relations among 

interdependent groups.  

 

On the basis of the data generated for this study it would appear that legacy planning 

was slow to develop in Birmingham. Such slow planning was related to a number of 

issues, these included: the specific focus, which some felt was a distraction, on 

securing bids to host pre-Olympic training camps, the need to organize events relating 

to the torch relay, the fact that national guidance on legacy was unclear and the city 

council having to deal with pressures on budgets and decreased personnel. The range 

of processes occurring simultaneously and the conflicting objectives of cutting 

spending whilst delivering legacy made for a very difficult situation for anybody 

within Birmingham to manage. The perceived priorities and interpretations of legacy 

by those who were in decision making positions, particularly those working for the 

LA, influenced the legacy work in Birmingham. Weaving their way through legacy 

prioritization and confusion between the roles of the LA and CSP inevitably took time 

for BCC and BSPAP managers and staff. The inclusion of both pre- and post-Games 

interviews enabled an examination the processes of policy development over time. 

During post-Games interviews it seemed that some further clarity had been 

established. Clearly, the interweaving priorities of those working in sport in the city 
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and the constraints associated with broader social processes had a significant impact 

on legacy planning in the city. Whilst APS participation figures for Birmingham and 

the UK, at present, do not demonstrate a sustained increase in participation following 

2012, participants claimed, though this is difficult to prove, that London 2012 and the 

associated legacy expectations influenced work that prevented participation from 

dropping more severely than if the Games had not been hosted in Britain. Attention is 

now turned to the specific programmes and SD work in the city that were associated 

with legacy that interview participants felt enabled the promotion of what they 

perceived to be successful programmes in the city. However, this is also discussed 

alongside some issues with Olympic branding.  
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6: Legacy Branding Alongside Sports Development 
 

A key theme to emerge from this research was some confusion over what people 

perceived to be ‘legacy’, and questions over the reality of the success stories published 

at the national level and discussed in local level interviews. Preuss (2007) has 

highlighted the difficulty in both measuring legacy and isolating legacy, or indeed 

impacts, from other developments in host cities or host nations occurring alongside 

mega-events. In analysing the processes involved in legacy planning and delivery in 

this particular case study, several examples of labelling SD that was happening 

regardless of the Olympic Games as ‘legacy’ came to light. There seemed to be a desire 

to be seen to be delivering legacy and the need to demonstrate success. There were 

countless success stories relating to legacy work in both national publications and 

during local interviews; this is the focus of the first part of this chapter. Here, it seems 

that in seeking to maintain positions of relative power and demonstrate the impact of 

their work, people were keen to publish positive case studies of legacy themed work. 

Whilst there was a spike in participation in sport during the early post-Games period, 

the subsequent disappointment in government over participation figures was published 

sparingly. People in a position to publish this information appear to have been reluctant 

to make their evident disappointment clear to the wider audience. Further to this, at the 

local level stories of the use of pre-Olympic training camps for community 

engagement varied among interview participants. There was a high level of emotional 

involvement among policy-makers and those working at the local level; in this respect, 

their desire to be perceived as successful, came to the fore. 
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There was one local scheme, in particular, that was in place before the Olympics and 

interview participants perceived an association with the Olympics was a good 

opportunity to promote the scheme further. The focus of this chapter then turns to the 

Be Active scheme and a new University of Birmingham facility which were both 

happening regardless of London 2012 but were labelled as legacy projects. Labelling 

projects as legacy work was likely to develop a belief among members of the public 

that they had benefitted from the Olympic legacy.  

 

In people’s haste to develop Olympic links, the associated Olympic branding was 

accompanied by unexpected constraints. The enabling and constraining facets to 

Olympic branding for SD projects is examined here. It seems that labelling SD work 

as legacy in some ways enabled the promotion of particular programmes, whilst in 

other circumstances, the use of Olympic logos constrained the extent of the work that 

could be achieved. An understanding of the unintended outcomes from the complex 

interweaving of the actions of several people and groups, such as the constraints of 

Olympic links serving to actually hinder legacy potential for some community work, 

helps us more adequately explain the legacy policy process, and this is the final section 

discussed within this chapter.  

 

Lack of reference to valid evidence 

As the Games approached there was an outpouring of reports that were not policy or 

strategy documents but that followed the form of what might be called ‘good news 

updates’. Having collated documents for analysis it is was clear that there were 

gradually more and more publications produced as we got closer to 2012. There were 

continual reviews by the CSL 2012 and the NAO but what was most striking when 
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considering the process of publications over time was the increase in good news 

updates from 2010 onwards. Organizations and government departments did not seem 

to be strategizing further, rather they were continually drip-feeding stories of alleged 

legacy success. For example, LOCOG published annual reports which tended to be a 

‘celebration’ of the apparent progress made over the previous year: 

 

The London 2012 Inspire programme, an Olympic first, officially recognises 

outstanding non-commercial projects and events inspired by the Games across 

sport, culture, education, sustainability, volunteering and business. To date, 

more than 1,000 projects have been awarded the prestigious Inspire mark, of 

which more than 400 are sporting projects. (LOCOG 2011, p. 6) 

 

Celebrations of ‘success’ such as this were common in a number of publications from 

a range of organizations during this time. The purported evidence-base of such 

documents, however, is a particularly interesting aspect of policy vis-à-vis 

participation legacy, not least because ‘policy is rarely based upon a detailed evidence-

based and relatively detached understanding of the problems that they purport to 

tackle’ (Bloyce & Smith 2010, p. 13). A number of these publications remain relatively 

vague and tend to focus in detail on specific case studies, as opposed to relating to 

updates on achieving ‘annual’ targets, as one might expect in an annual review. The 

DCMS (2010d) publication Putting Sport Into People’s Lives: Sports Legacy in Action 

was published just before the change in government, it includes legacy ‘stories’ from 

every region and highlights work that has been done as well as recognizing that there 

is a ‘long way to go’ (DCMS 2010d, p. 1). Under the Coalition Government the DCMS 

published further reports including more good news ‘stories’. Undoubtedly these, 
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somewhat vague, ‘good news updates’ may have resulted from the pressure to be seen 

to be doing something. This pressure was growing, in all likelihood, as value for 

money from hosting the Games needed to be more obviously demonstrated. This was 

particularly important given the economic climate of the time. However, there were 

very few, if any, links in these publications to actual research based evidence of 

progress. There were several organizations monitoring legacy work and sports 

participation such as the NAO and the CSL 2012, as well as participation surveys 

including Sport England’s Taking Part and Active People Surveys, and yet these were 

not drawn upon in any of the updates during the pre-Games period. 

 

After the Games, there was a clear attempt to draw upon evidence to demonstrate 

benefits from the London 2012 Olympic and Paralympic Games. In joint post-Games 

publications from the HM Government and Mayor of London, APS data was cited to 

highlight increases in participation. For example: 

The latest Active People Survey demonstrates that, despite a recent drop, the 

long-term trend in sports participation is increasing since the bid was won in 

2005. There are positive underlying trends in the number of young people, 

women and disabled people playing sport regularly. 

 

A total of 15.3 million people are playing sport at least once a week – 1.4 

million more people than in 2005 when London won the bid. 

 

The number of young people aged between 16 and 25 playing sport regularly 

is growing and has now reached 3.86 million. This is an increase of nearly 
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63,000 on the previous 12 months, with strong advances in sports such as 

basketball and swimming. 

 

There are more women playing sport with a year-on-year increase of 89,900 

(1.3%), further narrowing the gender gap in sport. (HM Government & Mayor 

of London, 2013, p. 25) 

 

Following this, in 2014, it was claimed that: 

More people are playing sport than ever before. Figures from the latest Active 

People Survey 6 show that over 15.6m people over the age of 16 play sport 

once a week, every week. This is 1.7m more than 2005 when London won the 

bid to host the Games. 

 

The largest growth was amongst young people, with a record 3.9m 16- to 25-

year-olds playing sport regularly. Within this group the biggest increase came 

from girls, however there is still more work to do to get more women 

participating in sport. Sport England and national governing bodies are 

working to address this as well as looking at other ways to appeal to those who 

think sport is not for them. (HM Government & Mayor of London, 2014, pp. 

27-28). 

 

A high level of involvement of those publishing good news updates is evident in this 

process. Publishing positive stories of success will serve to protect an organization’s 

own interests. Whilst we now know that this spike in interest was not sustained, 

participation data in the early post-Games period did suggest that there were some 
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increases in participation. It is also highly likely that many of those actually working 

towards delivering a legacy genuinely believed in this notion of inspiration and that 

this increase in participation would be sustained due to their high level of involvement 

in the Olympic process. Notwithstanding the difficulty of establishing any significant 

object-adequate evidence regarding a participation legacy from hosting mega-events, 

there remains, for many politicians and sports organizations, ‘an unquestioning belief 

in the … benefits of hosting such large scale events’ (Hall 2006, p. 66), despite the 

rising costs of doing so. Arguably, the government and Mayor of London were 

constrained to attempt to demonstrate benefits of London 2012 due to the highly 

publicized legacy promises, cost of hosting and media focus on this issue, the early 

post-Games data enabled them to do this. Analysing national publications over a 10 

year period enabled the examination of processes of potential change in post-Games 

publications. 

 

Following the most recent change in government in May 2015, joint HM Government 

and Mayor of London publications started to be more explicit about disappointment 

regarding participation. In an annual report from summer 2015, following more good 

news updates, it was stated that: 

However, the figures also showed that 222,000 fewer people are playing sport 

compared to October 2014, due in large part to reductions in the numbers of 

people taking part in swimming and gym. The Minister for Sport and Tourism, 

Tracey Crouch MP, said the results were “very disappointing.” Government is 

bringing forward plans to consult over summer 2015 on a range of issues 

including new approaches to increasing sports participation, ahead of a new 
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sport strategy later in the year. (HM Government & Mayor of London, 2015, 

p. 25) 

 

Ten years after London won the bid to host the Olympic and Paralympic Games the 

DCMS acknowledged disappointment regarding participation impacts and changed 

their approach to increasing participation and generating broader social benefits from 

engagement with sport and physical activity. Despite the recognition by some that 

participation rates in relation to legacy were disappointing, others in sport still hold 

onto the notion that legacy was a success. This remains evident even in the Sporting 

Future publication, published after Tracey Crouch expressed such disappointment, that 

cites further good news stories, including: ‘We have a very strong story to tell in 

relation to the legacy from London 2012, which includes 1.65 million more people 

playing sport than when we won the bid in 2005’ (HM Government, 2015, p. 48). 

Clearly, despite evidence to the contrary, some are convinced to hold that belief so 

strongly that they fail to provide the more object-adequate assessment of the situation 

from the data that are available. Ideological beliefs such as this influence the work of 

those developing policy and delivering sport. Such emotional involvement in the 

benefits of the Games, alongside the need to demonstrate a positive ‘public face’ has 

impacted on the content of the documents published nationally. Such ideological 

beliefs in the power of the Games to harness positive outcomes for sport help us to 

more adequately understand why the heavily involved policy-makers were often 

unwilling to openly publicize their disappointment over longer-term impacts. 
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Pre-Olympic training camps – success or failure? Who decides? 

One significant project implemented in Birmingham directly linked with the 

Olympics, was the hosting of pre-Olympic training camps for the American and 

Jamaican track and field teams. Many of the interview participants discussed the 

training camps during the pre-Games interviews and considered the camps to be good 

opportunities to engage members of the public in sport and physical activity. Some of 

the story telling and focus on success that was evident in national publications was 

also a feature of post-Game interviews. Ultimately of many participants hoped to see 

some engagement of members of the public in the events and, in turn, promote sport 

through this.  For example BSPAP E (pre-Games) stated that:  

I think Birmingham will benefit from having the American and Jamaican 

athletes here because that will, in turn, inspire, I think, inspire a lot of people 

maybe from the Afro-Caribbean kind of background as well to, you know, to 

get involved in some way, shape or form. 

 

Several events were organized around the training camps including a school sports 

festival: 

We’ve got two community open days at the Alexander Stadium because they 

[the American track team] are training here at the Alexander Stadium and the 

idea is that we bring, we give every school in Birmingham the opportunity to 

bring pupils to meet the American team. We are also running a sports festival 

in the park behind us, Perry Park, which will allow them all to have a taster in 

various sports. So the legacy from that is that they try new sports. Then they 

come into the stadium and they watch the Americans train and have some 

inspirational talks from some of the athletes and just learn a little bit more about 
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athletics so there should be somewhere in the region of around seven or eight 

thousand young people who get that opportunity. (BCC Legacy Development 

Manager - pre-Games)  

 

There was also a series of ‘Jamaica in the Square’ events relating to sport. Jamaica in 

the Square was a celebration of Jamaican Independence hosted in the centre of 

Birmingham that included food, dance, music and sport. 

There was a massive amount of people that met the Jamaicans. We had a 60m 

athletics track in the centre of Birmingham, and the whole aim there was to 

give people from all across Birmingham tasters to try and get them, to get more 

interested in sport as well… Clubs actually helped to deliver that programme, 

so each day of the programme was delivered by a different club in Birmingham 

and they then took peoples’ details and contacted those people and people 

contacted them after. (BCC Legacy Development Manager – post-Games)  

 

From the quote above provided after the Games it is clear that such events were 

considered a tool for engaging members of the community. Indeed, for Weed et al. 

(2012) generating a festival effect that incorporates several other activities beyond 

sport may be beneficial for increasing participation. Chalip (2006) highlighted that 

celebration and camaraderie in the community has social benefits and events around 

the city during the Sydney Olympics meant that visitors did not need to have tickets to 

Olympic events in order to enjoy the Games. Despite this, whilst there may be 

community benefits to community level festivals, using this as a tool to promote 

sustained increases in sport and physical activity participation remains problematic 

due to the need for accompanying developments to the sporting infrastructure that 
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would need to be promoted through these events. Persistent issues with the sporting 

infrastructure in Birmingham are discussed in chapter seven 

 

In the post-Games interviews there was a little more doubt expressed concerning the 

efficacy of the training camps in terms of developing community engagement. The 

perceptions of interview participants regarding the success of training camps varied 

considerably depending on the ideological assumptions of the participants and the 

constraints of their networks of relations. Many of the participants spoke positively 

about some of the Jamaican athletes thanking Birmingham for their training camps in 

their post-race interviews, for example: 

The pre-games training camps … really raised, you know, the profile and I 

think when Usain Bolt at the end of his race said ‘thank you everybody in 

Birmingham for giving us such a great opportunity to train beforehand’, was 

actually something that really raised Birmingham’s spirits enormously, about 

the value of having done that. Because obviously it cost them quite a bit of 

money to be able to do it and there was a lot of time and effort that went into 

that. (SE Strategic Lead WM – post-Games)  

 

This view was shared by interview participants from the University of Birmingham 

who were official hosts to the Jamaican track and field team: 

Usain Bolt and Yohan Blake gave a very public thank you to first the city and 

then the University on the Thursday and Saturday nights after their 

performances; and that, you know, that was, that had huge value to it, huge 

value. (UoB Director – post-Games) 
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Arguably the role of those at the University of Birmingham in hosting the Jamaican 

training camp will have influenced this participant to emphasize such ‘value’. 

However, quite what the value was remains unclear; it is possible that this is similar to 

the vague notion of the ‘feel good factor’ frequently associated with mega-events. 

Some interview participants also claimed some success from the training camps in 

terms of positive experiences for local people. One participant who was highly 

involved in Olympic-themed activity in the city stated: 

bearing in mind that they were only here for two to three weeks, erm, they were 

very accommodating and gave us three of four prime opportunities to bring 

either the general public or … coaches from across the city, or school children 

and athletes. So we probably had somewhere in the region of between 3000 or 

4000 people, met the American team, and it was the whole team, and some of 

their highest profile athletes as well. (BCC Legacy Development Manager – 

post-Games) 

 

However, this participant also highlighted differences between the community 

engagement from the American and Jamaican teams, stating that: 

 Jamaicans were slightly different, in that because the Jamaicans aren’t quite 

as established as an Olympic Squad, they had to spend a lot more time training 

and they are a much smaller squad. So mainly one open day for the Jamaican 

team, where we brought schools from all across Birmingham and the West-

Midlands to meet them; so in much smaller numbers. (BCC Legacy 

Development Manager – post-Games) 
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However, other participants discussed the same events in a different vein. For UoB 

Director, who was arguably less involved and less constrained to demonstrate a 

positive impact for local people, the training camps were something of a 

disappointment if they were judged on their use for community engagement. Despite 

stating that Usain Bolt and Yohan Blake thanking the city and the University had ‘huge 

value to it’, in relation to community engagement, UoB Director (post-Games) stated: 

I think the city would have liked there to have been, erm, greater links and 

greater engagement with the Jamaican team in the city whilst they were here, 

but that wasn’t why they were here and it was the one thing that I think the city 

was really disappointed with. We had the open day on the Tuesday which was 

really, really successful and there were lots of people here, we had the 

youngsters erm, and most of the Jamaican team turned out and there was some 

great interaction there, but the real disappointment was that Usain Bolt and 

Yohaan Blake didn’t turn out for that particular event on the track.  

 

Interestingly, when this participant was asked about the community engagement from 

the American team, she stated ‘actually it was less’ (UoB Director – post-Games). 

Expanding on this, she stated: 

I mean they had an open day on the Thursday before we had ours on the 

Tuesday and apparently only two of the American athletes turned out for it. At 

least we had most of the Jamaican team out on the track talking to the audience, 

doing a bit of running up and down with the kids, … because they had so many 

people there with such high expectations and they had to, in the end, go and 

get two of the US athletes out of the indoor centre where they were training in 
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order to make sure they had got at least somebody there. (UoB Director – post-

Games) 

 

When considering interview data, it is important to recognize elements of gossip. For 

Elias and Scotson (2008, p. 124) gossip is often ‘bound up with ingredients that 

flattered the egos of the teller, the recipient, or both. That did not mean they always 

cast blame on others or had undertones of malice’. In the case of the ‘gossip’ regarding 

the training camps, the stories were certainly different depending upon the interviewee. 

To some extent stories served the ego of the teller, but more importantly, served to 

protect those who were expected to deliver community engagement from the training 

camps. Arguably, BCC Legacy Development Manager was constrained to try to 

maximize opportunities from the training camps and, as such, had to develop a rhetoric 

around the success of this. This was a difficult position to be in given that, as 

highlighted by UoB Director, community engagement ‘wasn’t why they [the American 

and Jamaican athletes] were here’. APS data for participation in athletics in 

Birmingham over the period of time analysed was not available. However, APS data 

for England does suggest a gradual increase in participation in athletics once per week 

(Sport England, 2016). APS1 data for 2005/6 suggests that 3.33% of the population 

took part in athletics, this rose 4.72% in APS6 (2011/12), there was a slight drop after 

this in APS7 to 4.65% but participation then rose again to 5.29 in APS9 (2014/15) 

(Sport England, 2016). This is the only sport, of those analysed, that there was a steady 

increase in participation observed. However, attributing this to legacy, or the impact 

of London 2012, or any of the work carried out at local levels, is difficult. 

 



162 
 

From a less involved perspective than the LA or University of Birmingham, interview 

participants from the CSP considered the training camps to be a useful, if, in some 

cases, a missed opportunity. For example, BSPAP E (post-Games) stated: 

Well I mean, I support the opportunities in terms of, you know, hosting the 

Jamaicans and Americans, there was a fantastic opportunity that only came 

about because of the Games, it had a great effect on the whole of, erm, the 

whole of Birmingham really … but I think, I mean there is debate out about 

whether it was, whether it could have benefited even more, were the Americans 

and Jamaicans accessible enough? There is always going to be a balancing act 

... I think it delivered pretty well but I think there was missed opportunities.  

 

The participants in this research hoped for the training camps to be used to develop 

community engagement and participation in sport as that was the focus of their job. 

However, those working for the city council, whose job was to host the training camps, 

clearly prioritized the delivery of those events for a two week period prior to the 

Games. Pawson (2006) and Coalter (2007b) discuss the importance of understanding 

programme theory, or the aims of a programme, in analysing evidence-based policy 

and practice. Indeed, we need to understand what people set out to achieve in order to 

analyse the effectiveness of a policy or project. The city council did not set out any 

clear goals for what they hoped to achieve from the training camps, as such, it might 

be assumed that they simply presumed benefits would emerge in terms of business, 

city promotion and inherent inspiration for people in the city to participate in sport. It 

is, therefore, difficult for any researcher, or even the city council themselves, to assess 

any success or failure of the camps. For Weiss (1993, p. 99) ‘it is often more important 

to a politically astute official to launch a program with great fanfare to show how much 
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he [sic] is doing than to worry about how effectively the program serves people’s 

needs’. In this regard, promises are often inflated in order to win the support for 

particular projects. In the case of the pre-Games training camps in Birmingham, based 

as they were on an assumption of ‘inherent inspiration’, the likely community 

engagement that was to emerge from them was exaggerated. Drawing on the work of 

Coalter (2007b), Pawson (2006) and Weiss (1993) has bolstered figurational 

explanations of interview participants’ evaluations of the success of the training camps 

in their use for engaging members of the public in sport. Those working for the city 

council seemed so caught up in the events associated with training camps that they did 

not carefully consider the intended outcomes of the events or, indeed, how to monitor 

them. Understanding elements of praise gossip from those involved in delivering 

training camps helps to explain the desire to protect their own interests and seek to 

convey the success of this. Those who did not work for BCC or the University of 

Birmingham appeared more prepared to engage in blame gossip about the potential 

failures of these camps in achieving what was hoped as they were relative outsiders 

with regard to the work associated with the camps. Understanding the more specific 

literature on sports programmes and policy-making has enabled a grasp of how 

common it is for policy makers to be focussed on the launch of a programme without 

clear monitoring and evaluation of the outcomes. Pre-Olympic training camps were 

not the only project delivered in Birmingham that was discussed in a positive light by 

some interview participants. A relatively positive legacy discourse was created around 

other projects, namely the Be Active scheme and a new University of Birmingham 

facility which are discussed next.   
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Success Stories – a legacy from the Olympics? 

The Be Active scheme was run and subsidised by the city council offering local people 

(all those living in properties for which council tax is paid to Birmingham City 

Council) free access to activities including the gym, fitness classes, swimming and 

some sports. In discussing this scheme in 2013 the Head of Sport at the city council 

stated: 

We’ve got 390,000 people on the scheme and in terms of what we have set-up 

to have a legacy for a city, I think we are quite confident that actually, we knew 

the Olympics was going to be an opportunity to hang what we are doing on 

something that was part of a national wave of excitement and interest. You 

know, we haven’t seen, in a difficult financial climate and all the rest of it, we 

haven’t seen a drop off. We have seen continued success of the scheme. We 

have now got double the funding this year than we had in previous years on the 

back of the demonstration of the results of the scheme. So in terms of realizing 

our own expectations around what we set out to achieve in terms of legacy, I 

think we would be quite confident that we are doing okay. (Head of Sport BCC 

- post-Games) 

 

The Be Active scheme has been in place since 2009 and was not originally designed 

as a legacy project. In clarifying this, the city council participant stated:  

We got the Inspire mark for that [Be Active] prior to the Olympics and we were 

already doing the scheme, but we were more than happy to associate it with the 

Olympics and we would be more than happy to associate it, you know, with 

the Inspired by 2012 mark. We can really see the benefits of that. (Head of 

Sport BCC - post-Games) 
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As explained, the Inspire mark was part of a national programme that was put in place 

to recognize non-commercial projects that were inspired by the 2012 Games (LOCOG 

2012). It was awarded as a promotional tool to help projects to develop an Olympic 

link and promote their work to new audiences (LOCOG, 2012). A manager from a 

local leisure centre described the link between the Be Active scheme and the Olympics 

further: ‘We were doing Be Active anyway, yes. But that, they [the city council] see 

that as being an Olympic legacy if you like’ (Local Leisure A – pre-Games). 

 

There is an awareness in much of the academic literature that policy-makers have a 

tendency to re-package, and present as new, schemes, programmes and policies that 

have already been in existence (Bloyce & Smith 2010; Coalter, 2007b; Hassan & 

Edwards, 2011). However, in this case, whilst the scheme was newly labelled as a 

legacy project, it has not been ‘rebranded’ as such, and the council have not tried to 

disguise the fact that this scheme was running regardless of the Olympics. The City 

Council participant quoted above clearly saw the Olympics as an opportunity to 

promote this further and it is their promotional material that has changed in line with 

an Olympic theme. In an economic climate where funding was limited to create extra 

activity, it is quite understandable that existing work was promoted alongside 

Olympic-related interest in sport and physical activity; generating new activity or 

totally rebranding schemes would have been expensive. Indeed, Coalter (2007b, p. 42) 

highlighted the political and economic costs of changing policy, describing it as ‘the 

dreaded U-turn’. Collins and Kay (2014) also advocate long-term strategies over a 

series of short-term programmes in order to promote more sustainable development in 

sport. People working in the LA in Birmingham were clearly working with myriad 
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constraints; they were constrained to continue with current SD/public health work due 

to a lack of funding. This meant that the potential for developing new schemes and 

making wholesale changes to their work was limited. Those working on the Be Active 

scheme believed in the benefits of that scheme, possibly based on ideological 

assumptions about promoting sport and physical activity, and they saw London 2012 

as an opportunity to promote the scheme further. The media and those working for 

LOCOG and the DCMS during the bidding and planning stages of the 2012 Games 

had widely publicised legacy promises. This meant that there was an expectation that 

opportunities for sport and physical activity would develop in local areas. Because of 

this, it would seem that BCC were constrained to be seen to be doing something. The 

issue here that obscures our understanding of legacy is that this project was in place 

anyway; the Inspire mark implies that it was inspired by London 2012, when in fact, 

it was not at all. The Inspire mark clearly exacerbates what Preuss (2007) already 

rightly acknowledged was the difficulty in separating legacy or Olympic impacts from 

other developments in host countries. This is particularly difficult when projects that 

were happening regardless of the Olympics were subsequently, and one might say, 

gratuitously, labelled with the Inspire mark. 

 

In considering this approach towards some legacy work, one participant took issue 

with the idea of labelling projects as legacy but highlighted the context within which 

people were working that necessitated this approach: 

Yeah, erm, I think my, my understanding of legacy, which is probably a bit 

more aspirational, is the Olympics driving increased involvement and success 

in sport over and beyond what you would have had if you hadn’t have had the 

Olympics. What I suppose frustrates me a little bit is that people talk about 
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legacy of those things that are happening, which actually I think should have 

been happening anyway, and I suppose that is inevitable because you have got 

to claim some successes haven’t you? In a world where there is very little 

money then it is difficult to talk about icing on the cake, because sometimes 

the cake isn’t even there in some places. (BSPAP Director – post-Games) 

 

It is clear that for BSPAP the financial climate influenced the marketing of SD work 

as though it was Olympic inspired. There is a need to recognize the context within 

which policy and programmes are being implemented (Coalter 2007b; Pawson, 2006). 

When analysing legacy provision, it is vital to recognize the specific needs of local 

areas as well as the national economic context. The Be Active scheme was deemed 

appropriate for the needs of those living in Birmingham because of the specific local 

context. Whilst they were constrained, in many respects members of the BCC team 

felt, nonetheless, the Olympic Games enabled them to further promote a scheme, 

namely Be Active, which they considered appropriate for the needs of the city. The 

main issue here was that the Inspire mark was used for a project that, in reality, was 

not actually inspired by the London 2012 Olympic and Paralympic Games. This may 

serve to delude those responsible for developing legacy that this project was an 

example of such a legacy. Despite evidence to the contrary, the collective fantasy of 

legacy is believed and reiterated through symbolic representations such as this. 

Figurational sociology helps us to understand the many enabling and constraining 

facets to the work that was taking place here with the unintended outcome that 

identifying actual legacy work is near impossible as it has become such a collective 

fantasy. This was not an isolated example of such false ‘legacy’ labelling.  Alongside 

the Inspire mark logo, there were also cases of funding being awarded to some projects 
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that were labelled as ‘legacy’ projects even when they were already happening, 

regardless of the Olympic Games. This example came from discussions with interview 

participants about a new facility at the University of Birmingham:  

we will start to build a brand new 55 million pound sports centre this year and 

… we are reaching the later stages of negotiating with Sport England a 2 

million pound, erm, iconic lottery fund which they have branded as legacy, 

Olympic legacy. … Sport England are delighted about the fact that the timing 

of this centre happens to be such that they can attach an Olympic legacy label 

to it in terms of funding. But, actually, however, in reality it is just a 

coincidence of timing and we don’t mind taking advantage of the fact that it’s 

a coincidence in timing … The only thing that changed it is Sport England’s 

labelling of it, simply because they are very keen to see legacy achieved out of 

the Olympics. (UoB Director - post-Games) 

 

Whilst Sport England were obviously in a greater position of power than BCC to 

allocate funding for community sport, arguably they were working under more 

significant constraints to be seen to be doing something. The University of 

Birmingham were planning this facility development anyway and already had their 

own funding to complete the project. The need to be seen to be delivering on legacy 

promises may well have been a factor in constraining Sport England to seek to fund 

projects that were already happening and labelling them as legacy projects. Labelling 

SD already in place regardless of the Olympics as legacy and developing a belief 

among members of the public that this facility development is a legacy from the 

Olympics for Birmingham seems to have developed into something of a collective 

fantasy. Elias (1991) argues that such collective fantasies serve to protect people from 
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a full awareness of situations that they are powerless to control. Indeed, those working 

for Sport England were not in a position to ignore legacy promises and, with hindsight, 

from assessing APS data for Birmingham, it is clear that they were unable to really 

deliver a sustained increase in participation. It appears that they relied upon attaching 

a legacy label to certain projects to some extent in order to try to respond to a promise 

that they were not really in a position to deliver on. 

 

Unintended outcomes: constraints of Olympic links 

Those working on the Be Active scheme were able to use the branding of the Inspire 

mark as a promotional tool for their programme and perceived this to be a beneficial 

link between the programme and the Olympics. However, other participants, mainly 

from the CSP, felt constrained regarding the use of sponsors’ logos for anything 

Olympic-related. The BSPAP Director (pre-Games) stated:  

You might want to do stuff that is linked to the Olympics, but the minute you 

start to do anything that is explicitly linked to the Olympics you get into all 

kinds of trouble around use of logos. 

 

An example of this was provided by BSPAP D who discussed the Community Games, 

which is a national legacy programme delivered through CSPs. In this respect BSPAP 

D echoed the comments of others from the CSP, that local businesses were interested 

in these events, however, the constraints around the use of sponsors’ logos were a 

cause for concern: 

The constraint is quite a big one … so they can’t go to Sainsbury’s and have 

that recognition so no other commercial organization has been able to sit 

alongside the Community Games logo and the Inspire Mark so that’s stopped 
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communities getting funding and I actually think it’s stopped some people 

[community groups] actually doing the Community Games. (BSPAP D – pre-

Games) 

 

As has been the case since 1984, there were strict controls regarding the association 

between businesses, goods and services associated with London 2012 and the 

‘Olympics’ more generally. From the perspective of the interviewees, this served to 

hinder the implementation of the Community Games programme in Birmingham. This 

programme was directly linked to the Olympics through the ‘Inspired by 2012’ logo, 

therefore people organizing Community Games in the local areas could not advertise 

any sponsorship received from local businesses, which in turn, reduced the benefits 

for providing support. According to BSPAP D, above, this meant that some groups 

were put off from being involved in the Community Games programme. Unintended 

outcomes such as this, where the association with the Olympics, in some cases, 

actually worked against the provision of Community Games events, are a normal part 

of the interweaving of complex networks of relations. The unplanned outcomes of the 

complex interweaving of people including those in the IOC, LOCOG, Sport England 

and people working locally has influenced the actions of those involved in Community 

Games. In this case, the association with the Olympic Games constrained the scale of 

the local events due to effectively preventing the opportunity to seek additional 

funding from local sponsors. As a consequence, there was perhaps a missed 

opportunity to encourage local sponsorship that may have been more sustainable 

beyond the Games – in other words, this may well have the unintended outcome of 

hindering participation legacy in the region. In much the same way Nichols and 

Ralston (2012, 2015) observed that at a ‘Torch Relay’ event held in Sheffield prior to 
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the Games, the local sports development unit were not allowed to advertise local sports 

sessions because it contravened the highly protective branding laws of the IOC.  

 

Conclusion 

The desire to demonstrate some impact from their work led those working in sport to 

promote good news stories about Olympic legacy. This was a feature of national policy 

as well as local discourse. At the local level, the extent to which some legacy work 

was considered successful depended, to some extent, on the role of the interview 

participants. The pre-Olympic training camps for the American and Jamaican track 

and field teams were described as opportunities to engage members of the public and 

inspire them to get involved in sport during the pre-Games period. However, after the 

Games, some participants were a little more dubious about the success of these training 

camps. Whilst city council participants, those arguably more involved and constrained 

to demonstrate success, spoke more positively about the experience for local people, 

those from the CSP and University of Birmingham, however, who did not need to 

engage in such a level of praise gossip, considered that there seemed to be limited 

community engagement during the training camps. Without robust evidence of 

community engagement and follow-up data to attempt to track any impact of this, the 

actual impact of training camps is very unclear. 

 

Further to success stories of Olympic related work, there were also examples of 

Olympic links being made with projects that were happening regardless of the Olympic 

Games. This included a new facility, built by the University of Birmingham, branded 

as a legacy project, as well as associating an already existing community scheme, Be 

Active, giving local residents free access to leisure centres to Olympic legacy by 
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labelling it retrospectively with an Inspires by 2012 logo. In the case of this city council 

led Be Active scheme, an association with the Olympic Games was seen as an 

opportunity, enabling further promotion of some of the development work already 

happening in the city. However, an association with the Olympic Games was seen as 

constraining for some Community Games projects. Indeed, the conflicting objectives 

of those protecting the Olympic brand and sponsorship rights versus those working 

towards developing community sport led to the unintended outcome of limiting the 

scale of some local events. The ‘Inspired by 2012’ branding of Community Games 

appeared to constrain the development of some of the events held locally due to 

restrictions regarding the use of local sponsors’ logos serving to put off some local 

groups from hosting events and local sponsors from supporting them. 

 

What is clear from the national policy documents and interview data presented in this 

chapter is that isolating legacy work from normal SD work is near impossible, as is 

gaining a relatively detached perspective about the success of any participation 

projects delivered in the city. The notion of collective fantasies, in relation to labelling 

projects as legacy, provides a further explanation as to why such confusion exists over 

identifying legacy or Olympic impacts. The findings here confirm Preuss’s (2007) 

point about it being incredibly difficult to isolate Olympic experiences from other 

developments in a host city or country. The following chapter explores more specific 

participant reflections on issues of demand and supply in their approaches to legacy 

planning and delivery during the pre- and early post-Games periods.   
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7: Demand and Supply of Sporting Opportunities 
 

In seeking to examine the impact of London 2012 on the work of those delivering sport 

in the city as well as explore any differences in pre- and post-Games attitudes towards 

legacy, two key themes emerged from this research. An assumed demonstration effect 

was a key feature of national policy, evident through continual reference to the 

‘inspiration’ of the Games. From interviews with those at the local level, a belief in 

inherent inspiration was also evident during the pre-Games period. During post-Games 

interviews, participants reflected on their expectations for the increasing demand for 

sport, the reality of that, with some feeling that there were missed opportunities, and 

associated issues with provision for sport in the city. This chapter examines the issues 

associated with both increasing the demand for sports participation as well as persistent 

issues with the supply of potential opportunities for sport. As such, the chapter is split 

into two broad sections: (1) expectations for, and issues with, increasing demand sport 

and (2) the reality of the supply of sporting opportunities in the city. 

 

In the first part of this chapter, issues with the expectations and realities of an 

increasing demand for sport are examined. The notion of inherent inspiration is re-

visited here with a focus on the local level interview participant perceptions in order 

to demonstrate the significant belief, across all policy levels, in this notion as well as 

to help to capture the local level discourse and why participants later reflected on some 

missed opportunities. Based on interview participants’ expectations of an influx of 

new participants following the Games, the predominant approach by NGB participants 

was to ensure that clubs were prepared to cope with this increased demand. However, 

the work that was done in this area was perceived to be stifled through limited 
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resources being allocated to it. The focus of this section of the chapter then moves on 

to example that, reflecting after the Games, interview participants felt that there were 

some missed opportunities and recognized the need to work with local people through 

better communication of timely activity to help to turn a perceived spike in interest 

into actual participation. The evidence provided in this chapter leads into an 

explanation of the double-bind that participants found themselves in. Participants had 

such a belief in inherent inspiration before the Games that their knowledge contained 

strong elements of fantasy. This compounded their inability to control some of the 

persistent barriers to sport in the city that are outlined in the second part of this chapter. 

Whilst interview participants recognized that any potential Olympic legacy could 

become a missed opportunity, they neither understood, nor were they able to control 

the spiralling situation that they were a part of.  

 

The second part of this chapter explores some of the issues faced by those delivering 

sport in the city. This began with the lengthening chains of interdependence through 

further links with health and community groups that wanted to be involved in sport 

and the associated unintended outcomes of initiativitis, and confusion for those 

working in, or wanting to be involved in, sport. Further to this, even when there was 

perceived to be a spike in interest in sport during and immediately after the Games, 

participants outlined persistent issues with the provision of sport through clubs being 

at capacity and there being associated pressures on volunteers; there were also issues 

with facility provision, and the social inequalities in the city meant that interview 

participants felt unable to significantly impact on sports participation through generic, 

short-term participation programmes. In this chapter, Elias’s (2007) use of the double-

bind is drawn upon to explain the dangers of the potential for legacy to be a missed 
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opportunity and participants’ feelings of their inability to control the ever lengthening 

chains of interdependence, initiativitis or persistent issues with the provision of sport 

in the city. 

 

Demand for sporting opportunities 

The focus of the chapter begins with a consideration of issues with the demand for 

sport. Here, pre-Games attitudes about inherent inspiration, and associated 

assumptions about the vast number of people that would want to take up sport from 

watching the Olympics, and some work outlined by participants in attempting to 

prepare for this is compared to post-Games reflections on missed opportunities. At 

the outset of this section, a further examination of local level examples of the 

assumptions about inherent inspiration evident in national policy is provided. 

  

Belief in inherent legacy  

A belief in an inherent inspiration emerged as a key theme of policy documents, as 

discussed in chapter five, and amongst interview participants. Whilst evidence for any 

automatic or inherent link between watching elite sport and changes in community 

participation is poor (Weed et al., 2009), the notion of inherent inspiration remained a 

key aspect of Olympic discourse throughout national legacy documents and interviews 

with those working at the local level regardless of their role in sport or the sector that 

they worked in. Inherent legacy was clearly the implicit model from government and 

such positive assumptions were also evident in the discussions held with people in 

Birmingham during pre-Games interviews, especially with regard to their assumptions 

about the inspiration to come from the pre-Games training camps.  The high level of 

involvement of those working in sport meant that the idea of inherent inspiration was 
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believed in and reiterated throughout many of the interviews ahead of the Games. For 

example, NGB Swimming (pre-Games) discussed her view of legacy, stating that: ‘it’s 

the effect that the Olympics has on subsequent people in subsequent years … 

motivating people to get involved and inspiring children to want to have a go’. 

However, as discussed above, for Weed (2009), if anything, the demonstration effect 

will only influence previous participants whose participation has lapsed, infrequent 

participants to participate more, or participants to switch sports; it is unlikely to get 

traditional non-participants to take up sport and this is the target group where, 

arguably, the biggest health gains would be seen and is deemed a key goal nationally 

and locally. Weed (2009) argues that any demonstration effect needs to be proactively 

leveraged to be successful.  It is useful to consider the habitus of those working and 

volunteering in sport here, as citing the benefits of sport and the idea of inherent 

inspiration had become almost second nature to some. Having been involved in sport 

for a long time, and through enjoying sport themselves, those working in sport have 

often internalized ideas about the benefits of sport and ideological assumptions about 

the ‘virtuous cycle’ from watching elite performance to increasing grassroots 

participation.  

 

During the pre-Games interviews, several participants considered medal success and 

media coverage to be key factors in determining the level of inspiration and subsequent 

increases in participation. For example, NGB swimming (pre-Games) stated: ‘I think 

people, once the Games are actually happening, and if we win some medals, that will 

have a positive impact. It really does depend on how we do’. This was echoed by Club 

Cycling (pre-Games), who stated: ‘I think it will depend how well we do on the track 

as well. If we do well on the velodrome, I think there's a lot of people want to take part 



177 
 

in that’. With regard to a positive impact of media coverage, NGB Basketball (pre-

Games) stated: 

Erm, I think the main influence Basketball in the Olympics will have on the 

sport is, it’s the profile, just the profile of the sport really. Obviously we are 

trying to create as a National Governing Body, we're trying to create a legacy 

for basketball on the back of the Olympics, but I don't think there’ll be anything 

bigger than the fact that it’s gonna be on TV. The fact that we're actually gonna 

be in the Olympics is gonna be the biggest legacy for us. 

 

The habitus of the interview participants and their evident passion for sport was clear 

during these discussions. This was related not only to their individual habitus, but also 

their group habitus. Interview participants’ individual habitus and love of sport led 

them to the relatively simplistic assumption that if people take up sport, they will love 

it too.  There was almost an assumption that if people saw their sport and knew more 

about it, they would be more inclined to participate in some way. However, it is 

important to question any assumed impact of watching a sporting role model achieve 

success on television as members of the public can be put off if they do not perceive 

that they can emulate such performances (Green 2012; Weed et al. 2009). In 

considering inherent inspiration as a collective fantasy, as outlined above, it could be 

argued that inherent inspiration is being presented as a realistic idea in order to regain 

control over initial legacy promises and rhetoric about increasing participation that 

very few were in a position to deliver due to their limited resources. The notion of 

‘inspiration’ was so widespread that the use of the term, and interview participants’ 

belief in the inspiration to come from the Games, had formed part of their group 

habitus. Indeed, the relational networks of SDOs, and indeed many of those involved 
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in sport, have a role in developing professional habitus of the SDOs (Bloyce & Green, 

2011). Whilst there were a range of individuals involved in interviews as part of this 

research, they were all constrained to think in broadly similar ways about the 

inspiration of the Games. Despite this, some interview participants did develop their 

discussions of the impacts of medal success away from an assumed trickle-down effect 

and considered the implications for funding based on elite performances. In this regard, 

BSPAP B (pre-Games) stated: 

it depends how we medal I think. Because if we do as well as we did four years 

ago, because I think we exceeded ourselves, so if we can do the same again, 

then I think, I think we will be fine because they will continue to pump money 

in because a lot of governing bodies are dependent on how we medal. So if we 

don’t medal well, then obviously the funding is gonna be cut for things.  

 

Interviewees clearly believed that some sort of inherent inspiration would emanate 

from the Games, however, some highlighted the importance of the funding and 

infrastructure that was required to maintain and develop participation levels. Many of 

the participants discussed their belief that London 2012 would lead to an increase in 

participation alongside some demand and supply issues that are discussed next.  

 

‘There will be an influx of people’: Preparing to cope with demand 

Assumptions about a demonstration effect was such a feature of the pre-Games 

interviews that participants really expected that ‘there will be an influx of people’ after 

the Games (NGB Basketball – pre-Games). As a result, several NGB and CSP 

participants also discussed the need to prepare for an increased demand following the 

2012 Games. Participants expected an increased interest in sport and, as such, 
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concomitantly there would be increased demands placed on clubs. Participants 

highlighted what they perceived to be their own role in managing the supply of 

opportunity in response to the expected increase in demand. CSP participants 

discussed the need to focus on club provision. In this regard, BSPAP D (pre-Games) 

stated: 

if Seb Coe is right and people watch the Games and children watch it and want 

to get involved then one of the key areas that I think we need to be working on 

is make sure that the clubs in the city are at the standard they should be to 

engage those new children.  

 

Similarly, BSPAP E (pre-Games) described their work with clubs in the following 

way: 

we're working very hard to ensure that there is, you know, a lasting legacy in 

terms of more sports clubs who are able to accommodate for an increase in 

interest in sport in general and also ensuring that clubs are equipped and have 

sufficient capacity to deal with that. But then also to provide a quality 

experience of sport and quite a varied experience of sport. 

 

Whilst CSP participants discussed the need to prepare clubs, NGB participants 

provided some more specific detail about the type of work that they were engaging in 

with clubs to try to achieve this. For example, NGB Athletics described a particular 

club focused campaign: 

So we've got an “Are You Ready campaign” and we've had different sort of 

promotions and programmes around 400, 300, 200, 100 days to go … a lot of 

that, kind of, we’ve used to focus the networks minds around. All the way 
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through we’ve said club and coach support, club and coach development is the 

main thing we want you to do. So part of that fits into general sustainable kind 

of SD. But obviously from the point of view that this is 2012 you’re gonna get 

an influx of kids, probably, almost definitely, not just kids but adults. “Are you 

ready?” is kind of the strap line, so are you ready as a club to accept these 20, 

30, 40, 50 kids … at least it’s helped to focus them a little bit and, we’ve kind 

of gone and hammered that point around. If it’s your volunteer structure that 

needs looking at, your management structure, your coaching structure, we've 

really tried to focus on the sort of structural support rather than just saying “oh 

let’s bring in loads more members” or “let’s bring in loads more volunteers”, 

because you bring in volunteers without the support that they need and they’ll 

go as well. So we have had a real focus around that. 

 

Preparing for an influx of participants following the Games was also a feature of the 

pre-Games work of Basketball England. In particular Basketball England were not 

only trying to prepare for increased interest in the sport but trying to offer informal, 

recreational, versions of the sport. An informal offer appeared to be an increasing trend 

for NGBs throughout the interviews, and some academic literature has begun to 

emerge in this area.  Mackintosh, Cookson and Griggs (2014) have highlighted the 

benefits of informal and flexible opportunities to engage people, particularly lapsed 

participants, through a case study of the PING! Project, a project developed by the 

English Table Tennis Association. This project involved volunteer-led, “pop up” table 

tennis facilities; the accessibility and flexibility of which, their interview participants 

spoke very positively about (Mackintosh et al., 2014). However, they also found that 

only half of participants in the PING! Project were likely to join a traditional sports 
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club and suggested that further work is required for establishing sustainable exit routes 

that are alternatives to the traditional club setting. With regard to preparing for an 

‘influx’ of participants, NGB Basketball (pre-Games) stated: 

the big push at the minute is informal recreation or sports. Can they 

accommodate them for recreational activities? … There'll be more need for 

club development, coach development, and certainly people involved from the 

volunteer point of view as well.…. We don't want people to come in, try it for 

six weeks and disappear … That's exactly what “Ball Again” and “I’m 

Basketball” products are for … The main thing we will be doing is just 

signposting them to clubs, clubs, clubs all the way.  

 

From the quote above it seems that whilst there are informal, recreational offers 

available from Basketball England, there is still a focus on moving people from there 

into the club structures. However, this is based on the assumption that there will be an 

influx of new participants and that those people will want to join the traditional club 

structure. These assumptions are often based on interview participants’ level of 

involvement in, and passion for, sport that lead them to assume that others will like it 

simply if they watch it and then are introduced to a club. If flexibility is a key benefit 

of informal, recreational sport, which Green (2010) argues, then the commitment often 

associated with club participation will not be an appropriate exit route for many of 

these participants. An alternative approach is required but this would also require a 

more detached perspective, or alternative voice, about traditional club structures.  
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Missed opportunities: the need to increase demand through better 

communication 

Despite the belief by many in inherent inspiration and the pre-Games work towards 

preparing to cope with demand, after the Games, participants reflected on the need to 

proactively leverage to make the most of the perceived opportunity. Indeed, APS data 

for individual sports show that the expectations of rising participation were not met. 

This was most notable for swimming, despite participants from swimming expecting 

participation increases, APS data for England show a drop in participation from 8.04% 

(APS1) to 5.29% (APS9) (Sport England, 2016). Participation remained steady in 

basketball, netball, squash and racketball and table tennis, while cycling saw a rise in 

participation of 0.57% between APS1 (2005/6) (4.14%) and APS 7 (201/13) (4.71%); 

participation then dropped slightly in cycling to 4.63% in APS9 (2014/15) (Sport 

England, 2016). As noted previously, athletics was the one sport in this research that 

did see a rise in participation at the national level. With individual sports data not 

available for Birmingham, it is even more difficult to corroborate participant views 

against participation measures. However, after the Games, interview participants did 

reflect on their perceptions of the need to proactively leverage impact or legacy from 

a mega-event rather than just expect it to happen automatically. One participant stated: 

‘you need to have an infrastructure in place to deliver the legacy that is almost as strong 

as the infrastructure in place to deliver the Games. Don’t just rely on it happening.’ 

(WMfor2012 - post-Games).  WMfor2012 spoke positively about the Nations and 

Regions groups [an organization tasked with maximising engagement with the Games] 

but highlighted that a lot of their work did not continue after the Games. Participants 

highlighted that they needed to do something to transform the assumed initial 

inspiration into long-term participation. For CSP participants, communication about 
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opportunities to take part were also important. After the Games, BSPAP E (post-

Games) discussed more specifically the need to communicate opportunities for 

participation that would last after the Games rather than focusing on events (e.g. torch 

relay, schools events during training camps etc.):  

It was all like, let’s do lots of events to celebrate the Olympics, but actually 

after the Olympics, what impact is that gonna actually have? … What were we 

actually doing to put in place a plan of action for right after the Olympics and 

Paralympics, … to make sure that if people want to be playing these sports, 

they know where to go to go and do it? ... It’s easier said than done. 

 

Whilst some NGB participants felt that they had developed pathways into clubs, 

BSPAP E did not feel that there was a longer-term strategy in the city, with clearly 

communicated pathways into participation, developed in time for promotion alongside 

the 2012 Olympic and Paralympic Games. There was an implicit theme throughout 

post-Games interviews where participants realized that there had been some missed 

opportunities; developing communication channels with potential participants was one 

such missed opportunity. BSPAP Sport Manager (post-Games) also reflected on the 

communication of activities and opportunities to members of the public and considered 

the need for more of a national campaign aimed at communicating this sort of 

information, he stated:  

there wasn’t something there that was during the Olympics that was pushed 

through the Olympics. … it was almost down to individuals or, not individuals, 

but down to organizational networks. There wasn’t something at the heart of 

it… they could have said, “imagine thousands of people watching the 100m 
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final”, if you had said “here is your nearest running opportunity”, or something, 

if there were some national messages, they could have really hit home. 

 

CSP participants felt that such messages about local opportunities for participation 

were missed. Elias (2008) highlighted that access to information and control over lines 

of communication is a source of power within and between communities. Control over 

lines of communication between those organizing sport and those wishing to 

participate remain key to the provision, and take up, of sporting opportunities. Those 

working at the local level appeared to feel relatively powerless to influence messages 

and communication about sporting opportunities alongside any coverage of the 

Games. Indeed, they would have been relative outsiders among media outlets covering 

the London 2012 Olympic and Paralympic Games. There was a view that the onus was 

on individual people to find sporting opportunities for themselves; this was shared by 

UoB Participation Manager (post-Games): 

Erm, I think the hype around the Olympics was fantastic and I do think it did 

provoke a lot of people to think about participating in sport. However, I don’t 

necessarily think that there was enough, erm, pathways to go into after the 

Olympics finished. So I don’t think a lot of organizations put on a specialist 

pathway for people who were interested to do that … [Individuals still] had to 

go out and find how you can participate and I think sometimes that is difficult. 

So I think the ownership lands on the person who wants to try the sport, and if 

they phone up and get a negative response, or a bad experience, or they don’t 

get their question answered, then that person could potentially be lost. So I 

think that is where it has fell down, that link. 
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This perspective was offered after the Games and was based on the benefits of 

hindsight rather than a potential issue that any interview participants raised before the 

Games. A more informed perspective from the CSP and City Council pre-Games may 

have helped them to anticipate this issue and put strategies in place to more adequately 

prepare for it. Both BSPAP Sport Manager and UoB Participation considered there to 

be some missed opportunities with regards to the communication of participation 

opportunities to members of the public. Whilst those working locally in Birmingham 

thought that promoting activity through coverage of the Games was important, it must 

also be recognized that this information needed to be specific to local areas. Those 

working at the local level did not feel that they had sufficient control over the lines of 

communication required to promote local opportunities. In reality, they may have had 

privileged access to communication channels for local news outlets but interview 

participants did not recognize the importance of promoting very specific local sporting 

opportunities until after the Games. The likelihood of national coverage including very 

local information about participation opportunities is limited, but national campaigns 

with links to local sources of information may have been possible. However, after the 

Games, interview participants suggested that this type of national activity was beyond 

their control. Had they recognized the importance of these channels of communication 

before the Games, they may have considered lobbying national sporting organizations 

and media outlets to deliver this.   

 

Interview participants’ emphasis on the need to communicate opportunities more 

effectively to those interested in sport and physical activity reflects the views of Weed 

et al. (2015), and others (Prochaska & DiClement, 1986; Heckhausen, 1991; 

Gollwitzer, 1993; Prochaska & DiClement, 2005; Sniehotta, Scholz & Schwarzer, 
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2006; Armitage, 2009) who discussed motivational and volitional stages of behaviour 

change and the TTM model, recommending matching strategies to promote 

participation to people’s stages of engagement. Better communication between those 

organizing sport with lapsed participants and those considering taking up an activity 

could aid the planning and initiation of their participation in sport. However, this 

would need to coincide with a diminishing of the constraints that prevent them 

participating such as time, childcare issues and other relational constraints. 

‘Figurational sociologists have little sympathy with individualistic, Homo clausus 

explanations’ (Dunning, Malcolm & Waddington, 2004, p. 202). This is also true of 

the assumptions that if individuals choose activity, they will be able to sustain their 

‘new’ increased participation in that activity. It is highly unlikely that participation in 

sport can be attributed simply to individual choice. Indeed, Elias’s contention with the 

idea of the self-made man and neoliberal ideologies, which would lead to assumptions 

about the need for individuals to simply choose to take part in sport, help to critique 

the simplicity of the behaviour change models cited above. These constraints are 

beyond the control of those working in sport. Developing interest in sport and physical 

activity amongst traditional non-participants is difficult. As noted above, if anything, 

non-traditional alternative activities are more likely to be appealing to these groups. If 

new participants do become interested in participation through flexible and accessible 

activities, sustainable pathways to help those delivering sport to retain those 

participants are also needed. Participants in this research highlighted further issues 

with growing participation in relation to the supply of opportunity, and this is discussed 

in the next theme. 
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Missed opportunities: increasing demand with timely activity 

Post-Games reflections not only led participants to reflect on the missed opportunities 

to communicate routes into participation in sport, but they also considered the 

effectiveness of activities that were put on locally to promote sport. Participants 

highlighted the importance of timely activity. In this regard, BSPAP Sport Manager 

(post-Games) discussed the need to be flexible and prepared to react to spikes in 

interest in relation to Olympic events, stating that: 

So it is almost understanding that the Olympic effect will come, it is just 

making sure that you are ready, almost the timing ... That, I think that just 

comes down to careful planning erm, but also having the flexible resource … 

So if we have Mo Farah, Rutherford and Jessica Ennis on that Saturday, that is 

a day we should be pushing on various things.  

 

BSPAP Sport Manager perceived this to have been a missed opportunity to promote 

activity at a time when there was increased interest in the Olympic Games. Further to 

this, BSPAP E (post-Games) perceived that there was a spike in interest immediately 

following the Games and suggested that this was a missed opportunity to leverage 

participation, stating that: 

So it is harnessing, I suppose, the immediate afterglow of the Olympics and 

Paralympics and then being able to capitalize on that and make sure that we 

are, you know, we are actually being able to do something with it. Because, I 

think, we have a certain window of opportunity and maybe we didn’t act as 

quick as we could have done …  people who have never watched sport before, 

[they] watched the Olympics and the Paralympic Games, it might not make 
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them want to go and do sport straight away but they may be more inclined to 

do it. You have got to get them fairly soon after that to reap the benefits.  

 

The perception that there was a window of opportunity around a spike in interest 

during and immediately after the Games was not limited to the public sector. One 

interview participant from a private sector organization described how their fitness 

club attempted to use interest in the Games to promote participation. This participant 

described the level of interest in their Olympic-related activity, in the form of an 

Olympic challenge, before the Games, and reflected on the uptake of this post-Games: 

We had a huge drive on, erm, an Olympic challenge …. That didn’t actually 

go down too well, to be honest, with our members, it didn’t really have the 

effect that we thought it would at the time. But I think it would have if we had 

done it afterwards, I don’t think the build up to it [was the right time], which is 

when we tried to push on it. I don’t think people got into the Olympic mode 

until it started. I think if we’d have done it after the Olympics we’d have had a 

huge uptake but we tried to do it before. (Private Club B – post-Games) 

 

Whilst participants in this research were reflecting and, to a large extent speculating, 

regarding the potential missed opportunities, it did emerge that several participants 

perceived more interest immediately after the Games and thought that this would have 

been the most appropriate time to try to transfer inspiration into participation. NGB 

Athletics also discussed their work in the lead up to the Games, which included ‘Are 

You Ready’ campaigns trying to support club development, and considered it 

important to have a high profile campaign at Games time. He stated that: 
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We had a four-year plan, which started in 2009. We went through a process of 

submitting the plans to Sport England for funding, and we knew that at some 

point in that funding cycle we were going to have the Olympic Games. We 

tried to build all of our programmes, we tried to build legacy into them. So, in 

a way, at the time, that felt like the right thing to do but I think looking back 

now with the lessons that we’ve learnt, I think we should have overtly focused 

more around 2012 … I think we should have had a bit more of a more high 

profile campaign or programme linked to 2012, and we could have really, sort 

of thrown some resource at it. Other than that I think we have definitely got the 

right approach, yes, we could have had some money for facilities, but we could 

never have got the amount that we needed because it just wasn’t out there at 

the time. So I think all in all we took the right approach to try and embed legacy 

within everything we did, but I just think alongside it we should have just had 

something that’s a bit more: it’s 2012, this is what we are going to do to really 

get some legacy out of it. But I don’t think it’s massive, I don’t think it’s big 

stuff that we missed out, I think it is sort of minor stuff that we could have 

maybe just done a little bit better. (NGB Athletics – post-Games) 

 

The timing of activity was a factor that participants thought was an important issue 

when they reflected after the Games. It must be recognized that some of the 

perspectives of participants outlined here retain the ideological belief in inherent 

inspiration. Interviewees did feel that there was a short window in which to transform 

‘inspiration’ into participation. Much of the academic literature highlights the need to 

proactively leverage legacy through structured activity embedded into broader SD 

practice in the lead up to events (Shipway, 2007; Weed et al. 2009). This remains the 
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case; the data presented here would support the view that developments to the 

organizational infrastructure to offer sustainable opportunities for participation should 

take place during the pre-Games period. However, the view that members of the public 

were more receptive to activity promotion during and immediately after the Games 

highlight the importance of promoting routes into participation through the mega-

event at a time when there is likely to be more of a spike in public interest. Accessible 

routes into sport and physical activity, where sustainable opportunities are offered, 

may be beneficial to those trying to promote participation.  

 

Supply of sporting opportunities 

Issues in creating demand for sport were raised as missed opportunities by some 

interview participants. These issues mainly included the limited communication of 

pathways into sport and physical activity at a time when there was a spike in interest 

in sport. Much of this stemmed from their belief before the Games in inherent 

inspiration. However, after the Games, they realized that they missed their chance to 

leverage any potential spike in interest from the ‘inspiration’ of the Games. Alongside 

this, there were further constraints considered at the local level with the supply of 

opportunities to participate in sport and physical activity. This meant that even when 

there was perceived to be a spike in participation levels, or at least interest in 

participating, in sport in the local region, it was difficult to service this. Some issues 

with the supply of opportunity were related to London 2012, with increased interest in 

provision leading to lengthening chains of interdependence and initiativitis which, in 

turn, led to some level of confusion at the local level. Alongside this, other persistent 

issues with the provision of sport were discussed. Interview participants felt 

constrained by clubs being at capacity and unable to take in many new members; 
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pressures on volunteers and facility provision in the city were also raised as persistent 

issues in the delivery of sport in Birmingham. One final issue considered by interview 

participants, particularly from the CSP, were social inequalities in the city. Those 

working on delivering sport in Birmingham felt unable to influence significant change 

due to the limitations of SD programmes they were required to deliver to impact 

significantly on the root causes of low participation in sport and physical activity. In 

this respect, CSP participants felt unable to provide bespoke programmes of activity 

and constrained to deliver Sport England schemes, such as Sportivate, which were not 

appropriate for the context of the city. These issues in the supply of sporting 

opportunities are discussed in the final section of this chapter.  

 

Constrained by provision: lengthening chains of interdependence 

In the lead up to the Games, one of the developments in the networks of relations, 

influenced by budget cuts, was further links with the health sector. A large number of 

participants mentioned ‘the health agenda’. At the time of interviewing, many of the 

participants had already begun to work towards the health agenda and were continuing 

to develop their links with people and organizations in the health sector but this was 

not considered to have been influenced by the Olympics. One change to the network 

that was perceived to have been influenced by the impending Olympic Games was 

more interest in sport from community groups. Closer links between the city council 

SD team and the health sector were discussed in chapter five. From this, we can see 

that people during the pre-Games period were in the process of adapting their work 

towards meeting health objectives as well as those for sport; this was happening 

regardless of the Olympic Games. As the chains of interdependence increase through 

further links with public health, the complexity of this figuration inevitably developed, 
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not least because people within the figuration were working towards a wider range of 

objectives.  

 

In considering the complexity of the networks of relations involved in sport in 

Birmingham, it is important to recognize their processual nature. The network of 

relations was growing, largely due to the unquestioning belief in inherent legacy held 

by those involved in sport and those who wanted to be involved. In this respect, many 

interviewees discussed new links that they had made with private companies for 

investment as well as with community groups who were interested in being involved 

in ‘something Olympic-themed’ (BSPAP A – pre-Games). New links with different 

community groups were formed with the CSP in advance of the Games, as a direct 

consequence of their impending arrival, serving to further lengthen chains of 

interdependency.  BSPAP A (pre-Games) stated: 

I've been approached by [a] number of community groups and organizations 

who, because it’s the Olympic year they are doing something Olympic-themed 

... People [who otherwise might not be] seem to be focusing on sport. 

 

Further links with some community groups were directly attributed to the Olympics 

by some interviewees from the CSP. For example, when asked how ‘London 2012 has 

impacted on your day to day work?’, BSPAP C (pre-Games) responded: ‘I have more 

interest in the funding stream because more community deliverers and providers want 

to get involved with mass participation’. Increased interest in making links with sport 

was also recognized with regard to private investment, BSPAP E (pre-Games) stated:  
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a lot of the private sector are seeing the benefits of linking up with sport 

organizations and sports and sporting bodies in general to help market 

themselves and promote themselves in a positive light. 

 

Interest from private companies was also perceived to have increased by interviewees 

from sports clubs, for example, Club Swimming (pre-Games) stated: ‘there definitely 

seems to be more grants around and certainly from the bigger companies … they seem 

to be putting money into sport at the moment’. It is clear that there was an increased 

interest in sport from community groups and private companies, related to a belief in 

a positive, inherent effect from the Games. As highlighted above, this had been 

assumed but this may have stemmed from the habitus (Elias, 1978) of those involved. 

For Elias (1978, p. 85), when more and more people become involved in a figuration, 

individuals find the situations that they are in ‘increasingly opaque and 

uncontrollable’, and they become increasingly aware of their inability to understand 

or control it. The increased interest in sport served to widen the network of relations 

and lengthen the chains of interdependency for those delivering sport, seemingly, as a 

result of the widespread positive ideology surrounding the forthcoming Olympics. 

However, from the communication issues discussed above, it seems that the 

lengthening chains of interdependence did not, in turn, enable adequate 

communication with members of the public about sporting opportunities. Despite the 

fact that people working in sport had more opportunity to connect with a range of 

different groups, research participants still felt that communication about local 

opportunities to the local population was poor. These two issues occurred alongside 

one another but one. The confusion that stemmed from the increasing interest in 
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Olympic-themed activity is an unintended outcome, the impact of which will be 

discussed next.  

 

Constrained by provision: initiativitis and confusion 

The increased interest in sport from a range of community deliverers in the lead up to 

the Games led to the unintended outcome of initiativitis. Initiativitis refers to the 

proliferation of policy statements, programmes and initiatives offered, as well as the 

re-packaging of existing programmes and funding (Hunter, 2003; Punter 2010). 

Initiativitis was a feature of national policy and was also reflected locally. Changes to 

the network of relations and initiativitis at the local level meant that legacy became 

increasingly difficult to manage because of the diminished control of the CSP and LA. 

There were so many community groups and organizations that wanted to put on 

Olympic-themed activity that nobody from the CSP or LA could even be aware of all 

of the legacy related opportunities, in turn, diminishing their control or ability to 

coordinate the sporting opportunities offered in the city. This compounded issues with 

the communication of pathways into sport. As ‘power differentials lessen between 

interdependent individuals and groups there is a diminishing possibility that any 

participants, whether on their own or as groups, will be able to influence’ (Elias, 1978, 

p. 96) the overall development of legacy in the city. 

 

As discussed in chapter five above, a main focus for the city council during the pre-

Games period was the pre-Games training camps and organizing events associated 

with the torch relay. The CSP were delivering programmes from the Sport England 

strategy Places People Play, whilst interview participants from NGBs discussed sport 

specific programmes designed to generate participation, which, for example, included 
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‘I'm Basketball’ (England Basketball) and ‘Run England’ (England Athletics). There 

were countless other sporting and community organizations involved in delivering a 

range of legacy programmes6. The extent to which this activity, and the supposed 

subsequent increased interest in sport highlighted above, is sustainable is questionable, 

particularly given what we know, so far, from APS data demonstrating fluctuations in 

participation from 36.5% in 2012 to 30.8% in 2014 and 34.5% again in 2015 in 

Birmingham (Sport England, 2016). A number of these programmes were short-term 

and the community groups who wanted to be involved in something Olympic-themed 

also had short-term focus. Therefore, although there was increased interest in sport, 

which contributed to lengthening chains of interdependence, this did not necessarily 

bring about the desired results of planning for sustained participation legacy. When 

Collins and Kay (2014) considered social inclusion schemes in sport, they were critical 

of the level of initiativitis, and with this the issues of sustainability. Perhaps the level 

of initiativitis and short-termism may begin to explain the drop-off in participation 

evident through the APS data after the Olympic year. The short-termism evident may, 

in part, be due to the widespread belief in inherent inspiration leading to the 

assumption that people would then continue their participation afterwards of their own 

accord. London 2012 may well have served as something of a ‘focusing event’ (Chalip, 

1995) for people working at the local level in a similar way to the momentum given to 

national policy-making. The impact of the focusing event approach to Olympic-

themed activity served, in part, to hinder communication channels between those 

working in sport and members of the public. 

 

                                                           
6 Over 40 programmes or initiatives were described by interview participants from their own 

organizations alone. Many other programmes were also mentioned that were offered by other 

organizations that were not included in the research. 
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The level of initiativitis led interviewees to highlight the confusion that this frequently 

caused for volunteers and members of the public. For example, BSPAP D (pre-Games) 

began to list some of the Olympic-related programmes from Places People Play, and 

highlighted the lack of clarity for members of the public:  

Alongside that there are other projects called Local Leaders, Club Leaders, 

they are essentially doing the same sort of things as all of those other projects 

and I think if you are at street level in a club actually as a volunteer, I think it's 

very confusing to know “well, do I do a sport, am I a Sport Maker, am I a local 

leader, am I a club leader?” … Churches have got something called Go for 

Gold, I think it is, Street Games have got Coca-Cola festivals, which are 

essentially Community Games but funded by Coca-Cola. So there is [sic] lots 

of things out there and I think what we have almost got is too much, there is no 

clarity. 

 

There were so many Olympic-related participation initiatives, from a range of different 

organizations attempting, it would seem, to jump on the ‘Olympic bandwagon’, on top 

of the existing provision in the city. Elias (1978, p. 144) highlighted that in complex 

societies, people become ‘caught up in ever-lengthening chains of interdependence 

which for … [them] constitute functional nexuses beyond … [their] control’. In this 

case, from the lengthening chains of interdependence involved in sport in Birmingham, 

and their Olympic-themed initiatives, it appears that things became quite bewildering 

for those involved. Each individual or group clearly intended to create an Olympic link 

and develop participation. However, their overlapping intentions led to the unplanned 

outcome of initiativitis, and the sheer number of people involved, according to most 

interviewees, just made for a very confusing situation within the city. Hunter (2003), 
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in relation to public health policy, argued that commitment to an overall objective is 

clear from the outpouring of policy statements and programmes available that 

accompanies such initiativitis, but this actually makes joining up policy and 

management more difficult as many of the people responsible for the initiatives 

actually tend to operate, relatively speaking, in isolation. 

 

There was a large degree of initiativitis in the lead up to the Games at the national 

level, as discussed in chapter five, and this was seemingly exacerbated at the local 

level when another raft of initiatives were included from a range of organizations. The 

constant interweaving of individual actions gives rise to something that has not been 

planned by any one individual or group (Elias, 1991); in this case, that is a state of 

confusion surrounding legacy related programmes and initiatives. For Elias (1991, p. 

62), people often ‘stand before the outcome of their own actions’ and look ‘with 

astonishment at the convolutions and formations of the historical flow which they 

themselves constitute but do not control’. It is clear from the interviews that not only 

was it difficult for any individual or group to control legacy preparations in 

Birmingham, but it would also be incredibly difficult for any individual to even be 

aware of all the work going on towards delivering a legacy. Such initiativitis is an 

unintended outcome of the increasingly complex networks of people interested in 

‘Olympic legacy’.  

 

Constrained by provision: clubs at capacity 

Despite scepticism in the literature regarding inherent inspiration and participant 

reflections above about the need to proactively leverage in order to increase demand, 

it does seem that interview participants perceived an increased interest in participation. 



198 
 

They recognized pre-Games that they needed to prepare for this and felt that any 

increased demand would need to be serviced by clubs. Indeed, in post-Games 

interviews some participants highlighted that clubs were struggling to cope with an 

increased demand following the Olympics. This issue was raised by BSPAP E (post-

Games) who stated that: 

I think that in terms of what we are pleased with, we are pleased with, erm, the 

amount of clubs that we have spoken to that are now actually finding that more 

people are interested in joining. So we have had certain clubs in the city that 

have had an increased interest in taking part. What has been disappointing is 

sometimes those clubs aren’t able to service that influx. So they maybe haven’t 

got the right workforce behind it to welcome them. They haven’t got the right 

environment. 

 

The timing of increases in interest in club participation led to the assumption among 

interview participants that this was an Olympic impact. Coaching capacity in clubs to 

cope with any increased demand was an issue highlighted by several participants. NGB 

Athletics Network (post-Games) stated that:  

So there’s some programmes, but I think the hardest thing is actually the 

qualified coaches, I think you know volunteering was so brilliant at London 

2012 and everybody got so excited about the Games Makers, the hardest thing 

is actually being able to train up and qualify enough coaches so that the clubs 

can have people to, you know, so when young people come and join the club 

they have got enough qualified coaches to cope with it all. So I think that is 

probably something that, erm, if you really want legacy, longer term it is often 

people that make the difference. And coaching is just vital, you know, at any 
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level. If you have got an inspirational coach and, erm, and if a club that has got 

enough people to cope with everybody and give them enough time, then that 

can keep people excited in sport for a lot longer. 

 

Developing organizational structures, including qualifying volunteers, are identified 

here as central to legacy preparations, which chimes with previous (Coalter, 2004). 

Whilst some of the above findings suggest that traditional club structures might not be 

appropriate for traditional non-participants, qualified and flexible volunteers could be 

used for alternative promotion of sports as well as in clubs. However, the views of 

participants in this research suggest that clubs did have a spike in interest, suggesting 

that both club development and the promotion of alternative activities may be 

beneficial.  

Even a participant from a very well established athletics club felt similar pressures to 

the participants quoted here, he stated that:  

I think what we have got at the moment is a capacity issue, we need more 

coaches and we probably need to grow our activity base because we have got 

two main club nights, but actually if you come down to the club on a Tuesday 

there is pretty much no room to move on the track. It’s full and it hasn’t been 

like that for a good 10-12 years. So, there’s certainly been an impact, we’ve 

got to manage that. (Club Athletics – post-Games) 

 

One sport not included specifically in this research but that CSP participants discussed 

in their interviews was handball. Unfortunately, APS data is unavailable for this sport, 

it is therefore not possible to attempt to verify participant perceptions by analysing 

trends in participation. CSP participants suggested that there was growing interest in 



200 
 

handball following the 2012 Games, but the infrastructure was not yet in place to 

service this. In this regard, BSPAP A (post-Games) stated: 

With handball, popularity has grown and you know, there seems to be a lack 

of workforce because it wasn’t a well-established sport before; so you know 

there is an obvious need there that we are trying to address. 

 

Further to this, BSPAP Sport Manager (post-Games) discussed how they were trying 

to work out the best way to react to the perceived increased demand for handball stating 

that:  

I think there were some good examples where things like, because of the 

excitement around things like, erm, handball, that has had a real dramatic 

effect, to saying actually, … do we then start working with the national 

governing body to build up the workforce so actually then we can start to 

actually deliver on some of those things. 

 

Some participants felt that support for clubs was limited. NGB Athletics Network 

(post-Games) stated that ‘the weakest area to be perfectly honest … is the area that I 

think there is least support and investment, is the clubs’. Whilst it was clear that some 

felt that their club provision and support for club structures was not in place in time, 

NGB Athletics reflected on the work that they did in trying to encourage clubs to 

prepare for an increased interest post-Games. He stated: 

we had the “Are You Ready campaign” and during the Games we held some 

community days, or we encouraged clubs to do that; but that was, all of that 

was around us saying to clubs you could do this, wouldn’t it be great if you did 

this, here is a logo, here is a resource with a few ideas, but we didn’t have that 
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focused campaign to throw some real resource at it. (NGB Athletics - post 

Games) 

 

There seems to be some agreement in the views of the NGB participant and club and 

network volunteers. The NGB participant clearly felt that their work was focused in 

the right area but recognized that further financial support for club development was 

needed. This was reiterated by CSP participants who highlighted the importance of 

club opportunities for new participants: 

If we are doing legacy properly, what I would like to see is that, if we get people 

participating, that they are aware of exit routes into clubs. If they actually want 

to go down a more regular activity or a more competitive environment; and 

those clubs then need to be fit for purpose … We have had a new post in place 

that we have been able to fund from Sport England called a “Club Link Officer” 

and that Club Link Officer’s role will be to work with secondary schools and 

colleges and clubs, to establish what they are calling satellite clubs, which 

again is more local activity. (BSPAP D - post-Games) 

 

From this quote it is evident that this issue was also recognized by Sport England and 

funding was provided to work towards developing club links. However, it is clear that 

a well-developed club infrastructure was not achieved in time for the period during or 

straight after the Games. The similarities between the description of the role of the 

‘Club Link Officer’ and the previously scrapped School Sports Coordinator roles must 

also be recognized.  
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It appears that, on reflection, participants felt the need to work on both increasing 

demand and improving supply. Participants clearly felt that both objectives were 

important. However, the need for the Games must be questioned here, echoing 

Coalter’s (2004) recognition of the view that if a systematic and strategic 

developmental approach was to be taken to developing the infrastructure for grassroots 

sport, there was perhaps little need to host an Olympic Games to achieve that. Despite 

this, it is clear from the data from this study that participants did perceive the 2012 

Games to be an opportunity to raise the profile of sport. If such a spike in interest 

occurs from a mega-event, which it appears to have done in this case, SD work would 

be more effective if the focus is on transforming this into long-term participation. From 

this research it seems that the infrastructure to cope with a spike in interest from 

London 2012 was not in place. This meant that the spike in interest that APS data hints 

at and some participants described could not be supported and maintained.  

 

Constrained by persistent issues: pressures on volunteers 

In discussing the inspiration that the Games would provide, some participants did 

recognize the need for this to be leveraged but, as noted in chapter five, local SD 

workers distanced themselves from responsibility for this and focussed on information 

gathering and the role of volunteers at the local level in offering sporting opportunities. 

Several participants from the public sector and NGBs emphasised the role of 

volunteers. WMfor2012 Chair (pre-Games) outlined his expectations for the volunteer 

workforce:  

as a consequence of the Olympic bid being successful, I think more people are 

going to turn out and do some volunteering in sport, more people will go into 
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officiating and hopefully more people will be motivated to start coaching and 

that will get more inspirational coaches and hopefully better leaders. 

 

He went on to emphasize his perspective about the importance of individual people in 

harnessing ‘inspiration’ with regard to legacy, stating that: ‘ultimately an inspirational 

sports leader is worth, you know, all the sports centres. If you don't have great leaders, 

then sport centres themselves aren’t enough’. However, organizational support for 

developing ‘great leaders’, coaches and officials was still required. In much the same 

way that the Games was assumed to have the power to inspire people into long-term 

behaviour change with regard to participation in sport and physical activity, this 

participant assumed the same level of inspiration for volunteering in sport and assumed 

that sports volunteers would be in a position to leverage the inspiration of would-be 

participants.  

 

A reliance on volunteers was a theme that emerged throughout the interviews. This 

serves as a further example of the neo-liberal approach to legacy delivery whereby 

expectations are placed on members of the public to drive legacy for themselves. NGB 

Athletics (pre-Games) considered volunteers to be central to creating sustainable SD 

due to the uncertainty of keeping paid staff. However, this is based on the assumption 

that volunteers will be permanently in place. Volunteer recruitment and retention is 

notoriously difficult for sports organizations (Donnelly & Harvey, 2011). Indeed, 

NGB Athletics Network (pre-Games) highlighted ‘the challenge of keeping 

volunteers’. Whilst some volunteers in clubs may be very committed, the volunteer 

workforce invariably changes over time. At present, we have little reason to assume 

that many volunteers will be in place any longer than paid staff. Therefore, justifying 
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a reliance on volunteers in order to increase the sustainability of legacy work is 

questionable, particularly in light of some of the pressures faced by volunteers. NGB 

Athletics Network expressed that: ‘the main challenge for clubs is just the 

volunteering, you know having enough time for the people to do things and I think 

that's the challenge that a lot of sports are finding’. She went on to discuss time 

constraints on volunteers in more detail in recognizing that they are often ‘bringing up 

their families and [have] work constraints and all that’ (NGB Athletics Network – pre-

Games). Further to this, Club Netball (pre-Games) stated that, over time, ‘there have 

been demands on the qualifications of the people delivering training, there has been a 

tightening up of standards in terms of registrations, safeguarding’. This, she argued, 

made it ‘harder to run the club’ because ‘it’s made it more work’. Although she also 

stated that this ‘has been to the benefit of the participants generally’ (Club Netball – 

pre-Games). These constraints occurred regardless of the impending Olympic Games 

and reflect broader issues whereby some have suggested that sport has become a site 

for reinforcing neoliberal ideologies, particularly consumerism (Coakley, 2011). 

Morgan (2013) noted the increased pressure put on the voluntary sector through 

increased bureaucracy, competition for scarce resources and issues with volunteer 

recruitment owing to young people being more inclined to undertake paid work or 

volunteer only on a short-term basis. The pressure on voluntary organizations to 

compete with private organizations has also been noted, especially ‘within the 

expectations of amateur sports club members’ who consider themselves ‘consumers’ 

(Morgan, 2013, p. 389). This was highlighted above by Club Netball (pre-Games) who 

suggested that whilst there was more pressure on the volunteers running the club, a 

better service was provided to its members. Any expectation to contribute to an 
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Olympic participation legacy was likely to have increased the pressure on volunteers 

further.  

 

In recognizing the pressures placed on volunteers generally, and their apparent 

importance within the figuration, however, a number of participants highlighted the 

need to provide them with support. Regardless of London 2012, the SE Strategic Lead 

WM (pre-Games) highlighted that ‘we’ve done quite a lot of work over the years’ in 

‘developing the volunteer strategies’ and ‘getting more people around so that it isn’t 

all reliant on one person’. NGB Athletics also discussed supporting volunteers 

specifically in relation to London 2012, because he felt that it was important for clubs 

and their volunteers to be prepared for an influx of people at clubs after the Olympic 

Games. It is clear that a small number of interview participants did recognize the need 

to support volunteers where possible in order to service any increased demand. 

However, participants from clubs in this research did not comment on any changes or 

perceive an increase in volunteers or support for volunteers in their clubs following 

the Games. This appears to be another missed opportunity for leveraging.  

 

 

Constrained by persistent issues: facility issues 

As well as a focus on volunteers, the national legacy plan, Places People Play, included 

an element, Places, that was focused on the provision of facilities and spaces for sports. 

This strand of the legacy plans included: ‘Iconic facilities - investing in regionally-

signficant [sic] multi-sport facilities that will represent best practice for the sector’; 

‘Inspired Facilities - modernising and extending clubs and opening up local facilities 

for community sport’; and ‘Protecting Playing Fields - protecting and improving 
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hundreds of playing fields across the country, preserving high-quality spaces for local 

people to play and enjoy sport’ (www.sportengland.org, 2012). Despite this, facility 

provision was cited as an issue for those delivering sport in Birmingham. Before the 

Games, participants described facilities as ‘old and cold’ (NGB Swimming – pre-

Games) and this did not change significantly post-Games. It appears that there was a 

spike in interest as evidenced by interview participant reflections in 2013. APS data 

would also appear to corroborate this view. Those working in sport were therefore 

enabled to increase participation by this spike in interest, but evidently constrained by 

the provision available in Birmingham and their opportunities for promoting sport 

diminished as people’s interest waned. Enabling and constraining facets are common 

to social processes; as one element of change is enabled by changes to a network, often 

simultaneously within a complex figuration, another element is constrained. Indeed, 

BSPAP E (post-Games) highlighted that: ‘in Birmingham there is probably a lack of 

iconic facilities or inspiring facilities which would make people want to do it for the 

long-term’. Before the Games, NGB Swimming (pre-Games) stated: ‘I think there’s 

one brand-new facility at Harborne, the majority of the facilities in Birmingham are 

old and it puts people off. Old and cold and they just don't want to go’. For swimming, 

even with a new facility, Club Swimming (pre-Games) raised issues with access to 

this: ‘I mean locally we've got on-going issues with pools, pool access. And that is, 

we’ve had a new pool open in Harborne and have been given very little swimming 

club access at that, three hours a week, which is shocking really’. 

 

Facility issues were not limited to swimming. Netball, table tennis, basketball and 

cycling participants also discussed their disappointment about facility provision. In 

some cases, access to facilities was even decreasing. For example, NGB Netball (post-

http://www.sportengland.org/
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Games) provided two examples where access to courts at schools had been limited. 

She stated: 

I have got a school in Birmingham … they had got 4 outdoor courts and one 

brand new indoor sports hall; three or four years ago we were stopped from 

using it because the subsidy was taken away by Birmingham City Council. So 

it meant that it was costing [the school] money to open-up, they had to pay a 

caretaker and all of this. But a couple years before that they had four courts 

resurfaced, those 4 courts were resurfaced because one of the netballing people 

who does a lot of netball there with youngsters, aged 8-11, had fought for 

many, many months to get those courts resurfaced; and then once they were 

resurfaced they stopped us from using them! That, to me, is not a legacy … it 

is just disappointing that those facilities are there and they are not being used. 

 

There were other facilities at schools in Birmingham that, for various legal or other 

reasons, netball clubs were unable to use. Club Netball, a non-Olympic sport, and Club 

Table Tennis, an Olympic sport, commented specifically on this issue. These were 

issues that were ongoing in Birmingham, regardless of, and seemingly unchanged by, 

the Olympic and Paralympic Games. Club Netball (post-Games) also commented on 

the quality of the outdoor courts that they played their matches on, stating that ‘they 

are reaching the point now where one of the courts has been condemned and we can’t 

use it’.  

 

Whilst most participants highlighted issues with facilities, some suggested that Sport 

England funding had become more flexible and cited some good news stories, similar 

to the case studies as examples of success in national publications. A key theme to 
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emerge from interviews was that facilities were of poor quality and that there were not 

enough facilities. However, there were some clear examples of improvements in 

provision. Elias (2012) highlighted that there can be ‘countless changes in society’ (p. 

494). Whilst the general trend in Birmingham seems to be decreasing access to 

facilities and their deteriorating quality, it must be recognized that change is not 

unilinear; there were also some examples of improved provision. Changes in facility 

provision were multi-faceted and whilst facilities for some sports or clubs were 

deteriorating there were other examples of improved provision. An example of facility 

improvement was provided by NGB Athletics (post-Games) who described funding 

for work on an athletics facility, which was not directly associated to an Olympic 

impact, but did gain funding:  

Erm, I mean the biggest thing for me would be, as I mentioned before, Fox 

Hollies [Athletics Club], we had a lot of support from, erm, the city council, 

obviously putting the capital funding into the project, a lot of support from the 

county sports partnership in actually writing the funding application to Sport 

England. You know getting the right people around the table to do that, so 

that’s had a massive impact on that area of the city. 

 

From this we can see the networks of relations working effectively together in order 

to overcome some constraints experienced within the city. NGB Athletics was more 

positive about the likelihood of club access to the Fox Hollies facility than Club 

Netball appeared to be above. In respect to athletics the improvements were made to a 

club facility rather than to the school facilities Club Netball referred to which provided 

limited club access. Despite the complexities of the relationships and networks in the 

city, certain communication channels and cooperative relationships have been possible 
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in order for some facility development to take place, although this has, evidently, been 

piecemeal. 

 

Despite the positive examples provided by some participants, as noted in chapter five, 

CSP participants also recognized that whilst one funding stream was becoming more 

accessible and they are enabled by Sport England funding, they were often constrained 

where there was any need for LA involvement. BSPAP Sport Manager (post-Games) 

expanded on this with some examples but reiterated issues with a reliance on LA 

support for facility development, he stated:  

There is a fantastic example with an inner city boxing club, erm, there is also 

the ice rink which is next to the Bull Ring which has had the roof re-done. 

There is another half a dozen examples beyond that, that has had a real positive 

story… I suppose what I am saying at the moment is that there could have been 

more done on facilities, but because of the need for local authority involvement 

and financial contribution, that has obviously stopped projects happening 

which could have delivered, you know, on legacy. 

 

The constraints felt here are a demonstration of the unintended consequence of the 

Coalition government’s spending restrictions. The outcome for sport in the city is a 

reflection of the place of sport within the broader political context in Birmingham and 

the city council’s spending priorities. Even when legacy was on the agenda and there 

was some Sport England funding available for local projects, a lack of LA funding 

constrained the extent to which facility developments could be realized. For Elias 

(1978), as human beings develop constantly changing figurations, there is an 

increasing dependence of each person and group on more and more other people. It is 
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clear from the CSP and NGB Athletics quotes above that applying for Sport England 

grant funding has been perceived as an opportunity, but this is still dependent on 

others. People working within specific sports are affected by their relational constraints 

with others in the city. 

 

 

Constrained by persistent issues: significance of social inequalities in 

Birmingham 

Not only is it important to understand the participant views of the impact of the 

physical context for promoting sport, it is also vital to have some awareness of 

interview participants’ perspectives of the specific demographics of the city and how 

sport is promoted within this. Many of the participants in this research highlighted 

significant social inequality issues in Birmingham that they argued needed to be 

recognized when attempting to deliver sport and physical activity in the city. These 

observations were made both pre- and post-Games. In this regard, several participants 

who worked for the CSP highlighted issues with the types of programmes that they 

delivered. BSPAP Director (post-Games) stated: 

But also they7 [BSPAP] have got a little bit of a straight-jacket of Sport 

England. Sport England by the very nature of basically being their [BSPAPs] 

grant giving body … So I don’t think the CSP [BSPAP] naturally has the 

flexibility to respond … the way that I felt the CSP should have been 

responding to the Birmingham situation didn’t really fit with the funding 

                                                           
7 As mentioned above, this participant was seconded to the CSP and had moved back to work for the 

City Council before his post-Games interview took place. As such, during post-Games interviews he 

often referred to BSPAP as ‘they’. 
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streams that Sport England had got because they wanted me to deliver 

Sportivate, well Sportivate isn’t going to sort Birmingham. 

 

Sportivate was a Sport England project that was intended to provide young people with 

six to eight weeks of free coaching in a sport. BSPAP Director felt that Sport England 

programmes were not sufficient for dealing with the barriers to participation brought 

about by the social inequalities in the city as they were not bespoke enough. This was 

explained further by BSPAP E (pre-Games) who stated that: 

we focus a lot of our efforts in the deprived areas … we’ve got a very high 

level of, you know, unemployment, low income families, across Birmingham, 

and some of the highest, most deprived areas of the country, so we do focus a 

lot in those areas and also … the more diverse ethnic profile as well. 

 

In going on to describe the Olympic-related work of the partnership, BSPAP E (pre-

Games) highlighted some level of disparity between what they were funded to deliver 

and the longer term needs of the city: 

On our work with the Olympics, I think obviously we’re under pressure to 

deliver what we have to deliver. When, you know, we have those challenges, 

like areas where there is a poor sporting infrastructure, not very good facilities, 

that kind of thing and you’re working with groups that are maybe disengaged 

in general, not just with sport … I mean a lot of our work is based on targets 

… so that presents a challenge in itself … So, you know where we channel our 

investment, it may help in an interim period but actually the big challenge is 

how do we then equip them with the resources or the capacity and ability to 

sustain the activity that we’ve started, that we'd helped them start.   
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For this participant, the level of deprivation in the city and the diversity of the 

population posed significant challenges to promoting participation in sport. These 

were long-term issues present regardless of the Olympics and issues that are too deeply 

rooted to be impacted on by a short-term Olympic-themed sports programme. It is 

clear that the more deeply rooted social inequalities and poor sporting infrastructure in 

Birmingham were perceived to be the root cause of limited participation in community 

activity, not just sports participation. Unless these issues, and the related barriers, are 

reduced, then it is unlikely that sports participation will increase notably among 

particular groups. It is useful to recognize the privileged access to insider knowledge 

possessed by the CSP about the context of the city, local partnerships and the 

developments to the provision of sport that were needed. What is interesting here is 

that whilst BSPAP staff were aware of issues in the city, they were unable to control 

them. This is, in part, because they were constrained to deliver generic legacy-themed 

Sport England programmes and also, in part because they were not in a position to 

overcome issues of inequality. We can draw upon Elias and Scotson’s (2008) work on 

established and outsider relations here. Despite the fact that CSPs are intended to be 

the link between the national and local levels, it is actually possible that the CSP are 

considered outsiders with regard to the design of Sport England programmes, as they 

did not have sufficient lobbying power within Sport England, and also outsiders with 

regard to any influence on the City Council for narrowing social inequalities in the city 

and the associated barriers to sports participation. Whilst it may be assumed that 

BSPAP would be more established within the city council, they had a history of 

competing for influence in the city with the city council Sport and Healthy Lifestyles 

team and this particular issue, social inequalities, required influence within the city 
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council as a whole rather than being a sports specific issue. This was far beyond the 

scope of the CSP.  As such, the influence of the CSP with the two organizations (BCC 

and Sport England) who were, arguably, best placed to strategize and have some 

impact over the type of SD work implemented in the city was limited. 

 

Those working in sport for the city council also highlighted the need to use the 

Olympics, where possible, to engage people in deprived areas. BCC Community (pre-

Games) discussed links with charities such as StreetGames, a doorstep sports charity 

who predominantly deliver community sports opportunities with disadvantaged young 

people outside of the sports club setting, in seeking to overcome some barriers to 

participation: 

We have got a challenge in Birmingham, we’re a big city, we've got a lot of 

diverse communities. … So our challenge really is to try and capture the 

interest … StreetGames is an example … we are trying to engage with those. 

Because we have, erm, re-named a lot of their events and their schemes to do 

with the Olympics and the legacy. So we are supporting them to try and kind 

of create that in the inner-city areas of Birmingham.  

 

The re-naming of events locally to be Olympic-themed, a theme discussed in chapter 

six, reflects the national policy approach and London 2012 as a focussing event for 

policy. The links between the City Council and StreetGames, and the ability of the two 

organizations to tailor events and schemes as appropriate, demonstrates their greater 

freedom over the type of projects that they delivered and the organizations that they 

worked with, in comparison with the CSP staff who felt constrained by delivering 

Sport England programmes. Whilst the CSP had a more direct link to Sport England 
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for delivering funded projects, such as Sportivate, there was only a certain amount of 

flexibility within those projects to make them work in the context of the city. Short-

term projects such as Sportivate were criticized by participants for not impacting on 

the root causes of inactivity and barriers to participation. This is compounded further 

by the levels of deprivation in Birmingham and those working for the CSP did not feel 

appropriately resourced to overcome this. Girginov and Hills (2009, p. 163) argued 

that for legacy ‘to be successfully implemented, sport development policies will have 

to address not only people’s behaviour, but also deeply rooted social structures and 

relations’. However, those working at the local level, particularly from the CSP, did 

not perceive the short-term, target focussed approach of their work to be appropriate 

for addressing the deep rooted issues in Birmingham such as social inequalities and 

poor sporting infrastructure.  

 

The CSP were clearly constrained to deliver Sport England programmes and felt that 

they had limited flexibility or power to address other issues that their staff felt largely 

influenced participation in Birmingham. Further to this, CSP participants highlighted 

issues with the high targets attached to the programmes that they delivered. On this 

issue, BSPAP A (post-Games) stated: 

Erm, I think with Sport Makers it has been very positive, erm, in some respects, 

erm, we have been able to work with some groups that have really, you know, 

used Sport Makers to develop their own programme of sport or their own 

volunteers and young people and it’s really made a difference. … But then I 

think because there were such high targets attached to it, there has been a lot 

of, kind of, doing things for the sake of it and chasing numbers which has 

probably been, you know, a bit of a, not a waste of time, but it hasn’t been as 
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impactful as some of the detailed work that we could have done if we didn’t 

have such high targets. 

 

BSPAP A (post-Games) went on to describe an example of some work that they had 

engaged in with a college in Birmingham working with approximately 20 disabled 

students through the Sport Makers workshops. This participant described how she had 

gone back to visit this group on more than one occasion and used the programme to 

help them into employment. She felt that this programme and their work with this 

group had positive outcomes for individuals’ confidence, leadership skills and helped 

them to gain qualifications. However, she felt that due to the target driven nature of 

the programme, she shouldn’t really have spent so long with such a small group of 

people. She went on to say: 

I shouldn’t have done that really. But you can go into a college and get 200 

people through the door and you only get, you know, a handful of people who 

would take on that kind of role because you don’t have the time to work with 

them and support them. (BSPAP A – post-Games) 

 

This participant was clearly frustrated by the pressure to deliver in terms of numbers, 

rather than focus on the kinds of programmes that she felt were more likely to yield a 

longer term social impact. In this particular instance, the participant from the CSP felt 

that the target associated with the programme led her to feel that her preference for 

focusing on a smaller number of people for longer-term outcomes was inefficient and 

not valued by her organization.  The level of accountability and the diminished control 

of the CSP in determining the focus of their work, served to hinder what this participant 

perceived to be the longer term impact of the programme. 
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Conclusion: The double-bind 

Writing in his book Involvement and Detachment, Elias (2007) uses Gregory 

Bateson’s term double-bind to refer to a situation that is perceived to be dangerous or 

spiralling out of the control of the individual that it surrounds; that individual also has 

a role in reinforcing those issues further. Elias (2007) described the double-bind as: 

a compelling human situation – a situation involving people whose feelings 

and consciousness, mentality and personality structure are themselves 

implicated. … A power conflict stands at the centre of any double-bind process. 

The dangers which it brings for the people involved are difficult for them to 

overcome precisely because their own mentality comes to bear the mark of the 

threat, and contributes to its recurring reproduction. (p. 114) 

 

This can help us to understand the issues faced by participants outlined in this chapter. 

In the case of those working at the local level to deliver legacy, the danger that they 

faced was that the 2012 Games would become a missed opportunity: 

I think one of the things we were really clear about, about the Olympics for 

Birmingham, was that if we got to the end of this year and people didn't feel 

like they’d had the opportunity to engage in more sport and if they didn't feel 

like they’d had the opportunity to participate in some of the Olympic feeling 

that that would have been an incredibly wasted opportunity and, er, you know, 

something that was really negative. (BCC Head of Sport – pre Games) 

 

Many of those working in Birmingham, however, were in something of a crisis 

situation as facility provision was perceived to be poor and national guidance on legacy 

planning was unclear. The national discourse and participants’ own belief in inherent 
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inspiration forms part of their mentality in this situation. For Elias (2007, p. 116), ‘the 

double-bind situation in which low ability to control dangers and high fantasy-content 

of knowledge maintain and perhaps escalate each other’. The relatively novel 

opportunity provided by hosting the Games in an already complex figuration meant 

that those delivering sport in Birmingham had a relatively limited ability to control the 

delivery of legacy. Their concerns over facility provision, human, and financial 

resources compounded this ‘danger’ further. The CSP and LA had relatively low levels 

of power to make significant changes to the infrastructure during the pre-Games 

period, yet they were very keen to increase participation. The fantasy content of their 

knowledge, which compounds the danger of not creating a legacy, is the widely held 

belief in inherent inspiration. With such a compelling belief in inherent inspiration, the 

participants, although critical of some persistent issues in the city, did not perceive 

themselves to be in the crisis situation that is explained here as part of the double-bind 

during the pre-Games period. However, during the post-Games period, the danger was 

further escalated by the realization that the slight spike in interest associated with the 

Games could not be serviced because there was limited capacity to cope with any 

increased demand for sports participation adequately and the level of ‘inspiration’ 

expected from members of the public was not as sustained as it was assumed to be. 

 

During the post-Games period, interview participants reflected on the need to promote 

activity at appropriate points in time and develop better communication of sporting 

opportunities for members of the public. Issues with facility provision and club 

capacity were exacerbated by the fact that any inspiration or motivation was short 

lived. From analysing post-Games data, it is clear that there was a short window in 

which to provide positive, high quality, experiences that might better help to promote 
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and maintain participation. This was difficult to achieve in Birmingham as many clubs 

were perceived to be at capacity and the facility and coaching infrastructure needed 

developing further. We might start to explain the drop off in participation evident from 

APS data when we consider that the spike in interest could not be sustained as people 

were having poor quality experiences if they did start to try to get involved in sport. 

As we know that a person’s habitus is slow to change, if at all, the likelihood of a long-

term increase in participation is limited. Therefore, if one wants to secure legacy, it 

could be considered vital that structures are in place to support behaviour change if 

members of the public do attempt to increase their participation in sport and physical 

activity. An understanding of the level of social inequality, or the social demographics, 

of particular cities could inform debate over the priorities for SD work with regard to 

the need for achieving high numbers through a short-term programme versus more 

detailed work among particular target groups. 

 

Those working in sport at the local level appeared keen to be proactive in improving 

provision to develop sport. However, they were constrained by persistent issues with 

facility issues, clubs at capacity, pressures on volunteers and significant social 

inequalities with associated barriers to participation in sport in the city. Their relational 

constraints made them relatively powerless to do many of the things that they wanted 

to do in Birmingham and within their sports. There was clearly a double-bind at play 

here.  
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8: Conclusion 
 

Legacy promises were a key feature of the bid to host the London 2012 Olympic and 

Paralympic Games. It was promised that participation would develop through 

mounting excitement in the pre-Games period and that there would be more people 

taking part in sport across the UK. There were expectations for a legacy across the 

country and those working for the CSP in Birmingham, the non-host city that is the 

focus of this case study, suggested that, given the demographics of the city with a high 

youth population, they should have good reason to secure a legacy from London 2012 

(BSPAP, 2009). The aims of this research, therefore, were to investigate the legacy 

experiences of those delivering sport in Birmingham before and soon after the Games 

were held. In this respect, documentary analysis of legacy policy was combined with 

interviews with key personnel in Birmingham. The reality of national and local policy 

processes were examined for those planning and delivering legacy in a non-host city. 

Research participants provided their perspectives of the impact of 2012 and other 

broader social processes on their work. Pre- and post-Games attitudes towards the 

2012 legacy were analysed, shedding light, in particular, on ideological views about 

the ‘virtuous cycle’ of sport.  

 

Reflections on key findings 

Legacy promises were made in 2004/5, however, in the main, legacy planning took 

place during a period of economic recession from 2008 and after a change in 

government in 2010. National policy planning for legacy cannot be separated from the 

broader social processes that impacted significantly on policy planning at national and 

local levels. Across the changes in government, in 2010 and 2015, there was some 
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continuity alongside change within national legacy plans. Whilst ‘new’ plans were 

published in 2010, these seemed to be programmes previously designed but re-

packaged under the umbrella plan, Places People Play. It seemed that despite the 

relative power of a new government to make change to policy, the impending Olympic 

Games was too much of a focusing event for the Coalition government to make 

wholesale changes less than two years prior to the Games. This exacerbated issues of 

initiativitis that had already been evident in sport policy before this time as there were 

several cases of re-packaged programmes being presented as ‘new’ alongside an 

outpouring of documents where the organization was seeking Olympic links.  The 

most significant changes made by the Coalition Government emanated from the CSR 

they conducted towards the end of 2010. This research sheds light on the experiences 

of those working ‘on the ground’ through these processes of change.  Issues from the 

CSR were felt at the local level with interview participants stating that cuts to LA 

spending impacted on both the financial and human resources available to deliver sport 

in Birmingham. It is important to recognize the plurality of processes here. There was 

no clear strategy for sport in the city and the multi-faceted change to the organization 

of sport in the city through decreased personnel, lost links with some community 

groups and others wanting to develop links with sport, meant that those working in 

Birmingham were relatively powerless to take control over legacy delivery. Those 

working at the local level were trying to respond to expectations for legacy, some 

increased interest for delivering sport by community groups, and some protected 

funding for sport, alongside managing pressures on budgets, decreased personnel to 

deliver sport and persistent barriers to participation in the city.  
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One of the key themes evident throughout policy statements and pre-Games 

interviews, was the ideological belief in demonstration effects. A belief in inherent 

inspiration had become almost second nature to some, in Eliasian terms, it was part of 

their habitus. The strongly held belief in inherent inspiration at the local level meant 

that some relied, in part, on the idea that the American and Jamaican training camps 

would engage members of public in Birmingham in sport through inspiration. Through 

such a deeply held belief some of the work from NGBs was focussed on helping clubs 

to prepare to cope with the increased demand that it was assumed by many would 

automatically follow the Games. However, after the Games, some participants 

reflected on what they perceived to have been a missed opportunity and stressed that 

they felt there needed to have been more done to actually proactively leverage the 

demand for sport. In this respect, following the Games, some participants perceived 

that there was a spike in interest and felt there were some missed opportunities with 

regard to the communication of pathways into sports. Interview participants suggested 

that when people had been motivated to seek out new opportunities, they did not know 

how to get involved in sport. For these interview participants, the communication of 

opportunities to participate was insufficiently developed; they wanted clear pathways 

to direct people to. They also stressed the need for appropriate exit routes from short-

term programmes. With regard to the perceived spike in interest, interview participants 

also reflected on the need for timely activity, suggesting that they needed flexible 

resources and greater control over lines of communication in order to promote 

appropriate sporting opportunities at a time when some people were more likely to be 

receptive to such messages.   
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The complexity of the processes involved in planning Olympic-themed activity meant 

that there were elements of enabling and constraining facets to associations with 

Olympic branding. For interview participants involved in Community Games, the 

association with the Olympics gained through the Inspire mark led to unintentional 

limitations of the scale of the projects because of the imposition of strict rules about 

the use of local sponsors’ logos in association with anything Olympic branded.  Such 

constraints from Olympic links associated with the Community Games projects, 

however, were not perceived to be an issue for those working on Be Active or plans 

for a new University of Birmingham facility. Plans for a new University of 

Birmingham facility and the Be Active scheme were examples of projects being 

branded as legacy that were happening regardless of the Olympic Games. The Be 

Active scheme gained the Inspired by 2012 mark which participants saw as an 

opportunity that enabled them to promote the scheme through an association to the 

Olympic Games. This could be seen as an example of good practice in which the 

scheme was developed before the Games and promoted through the event. However, 

after the Games, prolonged behaviour change among Birmingham citizens was not 

observed. The Be Active scheme was aimed predominantly at hard to reach groups 

and, despite any mega-event or attempt to drive legacy, these groups will remain hard 

to reach in the absence of significant broader social change. Participation legacies from 

mega-events are unlikely for traditional non-participants.   

 

Unintended outcomes from Olympic-themed activity were evident in the level of 

initiativitis during the pre-Games period. Whilst some community groups were 

struggling financially and offering less sport, others were trying to deliver more 

Olympic-themed activity. Increased interest in sport from community groups and 
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private companies who developed their own schemes and programmes meant that 

there were countless initiatives from a wide range of groups. Those working for the 

CSP and City Council were unlikely to have even been aware of all of the opportunities 

in the city, as such, their relative power to coordinate and communicate these activities 

was diminished.  The sporting figuration in Birmingham was changing so much that it 

was near impossible to coordinate legacy activity. Further to this, there was confusion 

and conflict among those in a position to strategize with some BCC staff focussing on 

securing training camps during the pre-Games period whilst BSPAP staff felt that this 

was a distraction from participation legacy work. The situation on the ground was so 

confused that even if there had been a clear steer from government and national policy, 

it would have been near impossible to implement. In understanding policy processes, 

it is important to understand the changing relations at local levels and that not only are 

there different local contexts, but within specific local areas, there can also be 

significant differences between the ideological views about which elements of policy 

to implement and which to ignore. From the literature we are aware of a policy-

implementation gap but it is clear that this is widened when we take into consideration 

the differing views of those working on the ground at the local level. 

 

In cases where there was some attempt to implement Sport England programmes, such 

as Sportivate and Sport Makers, or NGB plans for directing potential participants to 

clubs, participants recognized persistent issues with the provision of sport in the city. 

Interview participants were aware that clubs were at capacity and there were issues 

with facility provision. They also spoke more clearly about social inequalities in the 

city and CSP participants did not feel that they were in a position to control the level 

of deprivation in some areas or sufficiently inform or adapt the generic programmes 
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from Sport England to more readily cater for the demographic make-up of the city. 

When considered alongside the level of confusion and initiativitis present in the city, 

this became a very difficult situation for anybody to attempt to manage. Interview 

participants’ inability to control these factors compounded the double bind situation 

that they found themselves in. They were in danger of the Olympic legacy becoming 

a missed opportunity but they were not in a position to control what had come to be 

something of a crisis situation for the provision of sport in the city. The fantasy content 

of their knowledge, namely a strong ideological belief in inherent inspiration prevented 

many national policy-makers and local level interview participants from even 

attempting to develop appropriate strategies during the pre-Games period. It seems 

that interview participants were in the middle of a situation that was spiralling around 

them that they had limited ability to control. 

 

Reflections on the theoretical approach 

Partnership working was a key feature of national publications. However, this came 

with the unintended outcome that few, if any, groups actually took responsibility for 

delivering legacy. This was exacerbated by the Coalition government dropping 

participation targets in 2010 but keeping a target driven approach for NGBs. There is 

some question over who was responsible for delivering legacy throughout the national 

and local levels with many citing volunteers as key to the delivery of legacy. Elias’s 

conception of power helps explain these issues around a lack of evident 

‘responsibility’. Being in a position to shift responsibility to others, or pass the buck, 

so to speak, is a position of relative power. However, it must be recognized that, in this 

particular case, this was likely to have been necessitated through a feeling that they 

had limited power to actually deliver legacy or control the networks. Power is also 
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evident through those who feel able to take responsibility, perhaps for successful 

outcomes. Those who are given responsibility for a near impossible task, are often 

those in positions of less power. In this respect, perceived responsibility, or passing on 

the responsibility, for legacy was a feature of legacy planning and delivery in various 

different instances. Neither HM Government, at the national level, nor the City 

Council, at the local level, took direct responsibility for delivering legacy. Both had 

the relative power to claim that NGBs or community groups and volunteers, 

respectively, were to be key agents in delivery and distanced themselves from any 

potential responsibility for failure. Legacy, or indeed any other national objective, is 

hindered through confusion over responsibility and limited guidance at all levels of the 

policy process.  The power relations of those involved in sport seem to have been 

played out through the level of responsibility claimed for certain work. Figurational 

sociology has informed this analysis, but this might be a place where the two-way 

traffic between theory and research can continue. Theorizing responsibility in social 

processes may be enlightening for future research, particularly in the increasingly 

modernized governance of sport where accountability is increasingly being seen as 

important. It would be beneficial to understand power within responsibility and 

accountability further in order to inform more object-adequate monitoring and 

evaluation strategies. 

 

Figurational sociology has been particularly useful in developing explanations for 

other aspects of legacy work. One of the most obvious benefits of figurational 

sociology is the caution against viewing social processes in isolation. Changes in 

government and the CSR significantly impacted on legacy planning and delivery that 

it would be impossible to understand legacy separately from this. Figurational 
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sociology has been particularly useful in shedding light on this and more specific 

issues experienced by participants in this research as normal social processes. Indeed, 

Elias advocated examining social processes in the round, in the present study, 

examining developments at a range of levels helped to shed further light on each level. 

In particular, the changing networks of relations locally and the level of confusion 

present between the CSP and LA in the pre-Games period, alongside the increasing 

confusion stemming from more interest from community groups. Examining national 

policy and relationships at the local level enabled deeper analysis of the policy process. 

Explaining that the actions of individuals within these networks were occurring 

simultaneously helps to develop the understanding that their interweaving intentions 

led to the unintended outcomes of initiativitis and confusion for members of the public. 

Whilst each person and group intended to develop particular opportunities for 

participation in sport, this actually resulted in such a range of activities that nobody 

really knew what to promote to members of the public. 

 

Using a figurational lens also guards against thinking dichotomously; for this reason, 

any change or impact should not be viewed as either positive or negative when, in 

reality, both enabling and constraining outcomes can be experienced simultaneously. 

For example, associations with the Olympics through use of the Inspire mark was both 

enabling and constraining. Whilst some felt it enabled the further and stronger 

promotion of a programme, other interview participants felt that the scale of an 

Olympic-themed Community Games project was hindered due to the associated 

sponsorship constraints that put off local people from hosting or sponsoring events. A 

process sociological approach aids the understanding of a plurality of processes that 

are continually changing. This has certainly been the case with legacy planning and 
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delivery. Therefore, it must also be recognized that legacy, or SD programmes, are 

experienced differently, for different people, at different times. This is important to 

understand in order to develop more locally informed SD programmes.  

 

Reflections on policy 

Williams, Dunning and Murphy (1984) discussed the relationship between research 

and practice. In doing so, they highlighted that the focus of the research process is the 

advancement of knowledge, but that research can sometimes be distorted through 

ideological thinking. In contrast to this, the goal of social policy is to move from a less 

satisfactory to a more satisfactory state of affairs and, thus, this is bound by ideological 

thinking (Williams et al., 1984). For Williams et al. (1984) policy is developed with a 

view to creating cost-effective strategies based on material and ideological priorities; 

priorities that are closely related to expressions of power. Whilst there is this clear 

difference between research and policy, they also discuss the potential implications of 

research for social policy. They stress that the findings from research cannot tell us 

what should be done but they can inform us about ‘the limits of the possible’ (p. 174). 

In this regard, the implications of the present study can be thought of in a similar way 

to the approach taken by Williams et al. (1984, p. 175) who stated that: ‘our research 

does not, in itself, indicate what, if anything, ought to be done. … Nevertheless, we 

feel bound to try to influence the way in which our findings are interpreted and put to 

use’.  It is in this spirit that the reflections on policy from the findings of the present 

study will be discussed.  

 

From this research, interview participants reflected on the need to leverage both the 

demand for sport and the supply of opportunities if they were to achieve legacy. Much 
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of the pre-Games discourse evident in both national policy and local level interviews 

involved a belief in inherent inspiration that would emanate from the Games. However, 

participants reflected on the need to develop activities appropriate to the target 

population, communicate pathways into such sporting opportunities and drive 

promotion through the mega-event at times when there is a spike in interest. Therefore, 

if governments, or national sporting organizations, wish to establish participation 

legacy from mega-events, on the basis of these findings, it might be prudent to develop 

the sporting infrastructure, both organizational and physical, in the lead up to the event 

and promote relevant, accessible sporting opportunities through the event. 

Communication of activities would need to be specific to local areas with very specific 

detail of local sporting opportunities. Simply rolling out generic national short-term 

programmes is not sufficient. Alongside this, whilst it is likely to be beyond the control 

of those working on legacy at the national level, if the IOC are serious about legacy 

‘on the ground’, then relaxing very strict rules about sponsorship at the local level 

might help those working locally to develop SD programmes that might have longer-

term funding and appeal. 

 

Another key finding with implications for policy relates to the assumptions made about 

the need to develop club structures before the Games and the role that would be played 

by volunteers. Whilst most sport is delivered by volunteers, the increasing pressure on 

clubs that are ‘at capacity’, and volunteers who are navigating increasingly 

bureaucratic demands from NGBs, means that their ability to service any increased 

demand for sport with high quality, sustainable sporting opportunities is severely 

limited. Further to this, formal club structures might not be the most appropriate sites 

for particular target groups. Informal versions of sports with less commitment required 
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were perceived to be increasingly popular by some interview participants.  As 

traditional sports clubs are unlikely to be an appropriate pathway to encourage 

participation among traditional non-participants, it is possible that less formal versions 

of sports and a wider conceptualization of physical activity, as being beyond 

traditional, competitive, organized sport, could have significant impact in delivering a 

participation legacy. Whilst it is suggested above that hard to reach groups remain 

unlikely to develop sustained behaviour change from the inspiration of a mega-event, 

partnerships between those working on health, social inclusion and sport are likely to 

find informal offers more appealing to non-, or lapsed, participants.     

 

Strategies for engaging members of the public in more sport might be more effective 

if they are implemented alongside broader social change through which constraints for 

participation are diminished. In this respect, participants from this research, 

particularly those from the CSP, highlighted the need to understand the demographics 

of the city. Whilst knowledge of social inequalities in Birmingham is not new, the 

extent to which those working at the local level were actually in a position to respond 

to this, and the very bespoke approach needed, was limited. Target setting for 

particular programmes, particularly those delivered through the CSP for Sport 

England, could be based on quality outputs and impact, in addition to the focus on the 

numbers of participants that interviewees felt constrained by. The high expectations 

for legacy meant that Sport England programmes, such as Sport Makers, had high 

targets that interview participants tasked with leading such projects felt hindered the 

quality of their work, because they considered that they could have worked much more 

effectively with a smaller number of people. Given that we are aware that a mega-

event should not be viewed as an automatic catalyst to increasing participation rates, 
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it could be recommended that hosts should lower their legacy expectations and 

especially the associated target driven approach. This would, in turn, mean that those 

working at the local level would be more enabled to generate more sustainable 

activities. Albeit, this would be with fewer people but it could be argued that 

generating more sustainable impacts with smaller numbers of people might be more 

beneficial, and more cost-effective, than short-term work with lots of people that does 

not last. Local projects need to be allowed to be sufficiently bespoke to respond to the 

needs of the local area. 

 

In the present study, the importance of prioritizing the specific approach for a city as 

well as the need to identify groups with responsibility for legacy delivery also 

emerged. Those working for the City Council and CSP in the present study did not 

engage in such prioritization until after the Games and this was, arguably, necessitated 

by budget cuts rather than an absence of prior legacy planning. Regardless of the 

associated mega-event or broader national strategy, being clear about their local 

priorities, or as clear as possible given inevitable varieties of ideological preferences, 

would enable more efficient local responses to, and implementation of, national policy. 

Further to this, clarity over who is responsible for each element of legacy planning and 

delivery is recommended. The detailed insight available through the case study 

approach enabled the specific needs of people living in the city to come to light. 

Attention is now turned to a more detailed discussion of the implications for future 

research.  
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Implications for future research 

In seeking to understand policy processes, and particularly the implementation of a 

national objective, it is vital to gain an insight into the reality of implementation for 

local delivery agents. The figurational approach taken for this case study aided the 

understanding of the experiences of those working in a non-host city implementing 

national objectives related to the event. In this respect, the local issues illuminated 

through this approach can be used to inform future policy for a range of sport policy 

objectives. In considering future research, it must be recognized that a PhD research 

project is naturally limited to something of a snapshot of the social world. Whilst a 

longer-term approach to the research was not possible for reasons of pragmatism, using 

a figurational lens, attempts were made to examine processes over a longer period. To 

ensure the processual nature of policy and practice were taken into account, policy 

documents were analysed from 2005 to 2015 and research participants were 

interviewed before and after the Games. This research has provided relatively object-

adequate explanations of the experiences of those working to deliver national 

objectives at the local level. The findings from this research could be used to develop 

future research into attempts to drive legacy from other events such as the World Cups 

for cricket, netball and hockey, which are being hosted in England over the next 3 

years as well as other mega-events across the globe. Further research into the processes 

of trying to leverage community level benefits from mega-events will add to our 

knowledge base in this area. Until now, we had some knowledge that automatic 

benefits were unlikely and that there was a need to leverage but there was a gap in our 

knowledge of how to leverage community impacts and a lack of any analysis of those 

actually tasked with securing legacy impacts. The present study and future case studies 

can be used to develop our understanding of the processes involved in trying to achieve 
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this, as well as inform future practice about viable strategies for leveraging community 

level impact. Further to this, a more in-depth analysis of those working on local 

delivery within host cities would help to shed light on the particular experiences of 

those working in community SD in close proximity to new facilities. This would help 

to identify any differences between host- and non-host community experiences and 

further inform future practice.   

 

The present study was somewhat limited in scope by including the perspectives of 

those already involved in sport. Whilst the selected research participants did help to 

achieve the aims of the study, the voices of non-sporting groups are notably absent. 

This is particularly clear from the lack of knowledge and understanding that we have 

about constraints impacting on sports participation. Whilst we have knowledge of 

traditional barriers in terms of time, accessibility, transport and cost, we do not have a 

clear insight into the particular issues for the citizens living in Birmingham. Interview 

participants cited the benefits of informal offers from some NGBs, but in order to gain 

further insight, it would be beneficial to gain the perspectives of non- or lapsed-

participants about such activities. Further research into the implementation of informal 

forms of sports and wider forms of physical activity and the perspectives of both 

participants and those interested in the schemes, but not regular participants, would 

generate valuable data. However, access to those potential participants is often very 

difficult to gain by virtue of the fact that they are not engaged in potential sites for 

research. Data to generate knowledge of more persistent barriers to participation 

among particular target groups could further inform more specific local strategies for 

developing participation.  
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Summary 

From the research presented here, the need to understand the context within which 

people try to leverage mega-events legacies is clear. The changing national context 

through a change in government and the CSR alongside the local demographics of the 

case study city and the changing networks of those delivering sport locally were 

significant issues for legacy delivery. The need to develop clear local priorities and 

some clarity over who is responsible for legacy delivery at all levels also emerged. The 

widely held assumptions about the inspiration to come from the Games that were held 

by almost all interview participants before the Games were still present among a small 

number of true believers after the Games. It seems that many of those involved on the 

ground were sufficiently blinded with the optimism that increased participation would 

occur ‘naturally’ that they did not work on increasing the demand for sport and did not 

sufficiently prepare for how they would then actually manage or sustain any spike in 

interest that could happen. As such, even though there is some evidence to suggest that 

people were inspired to at least begin to contemplate doing more sport, those delivering 

sport simply did not have enough in place to cater for them.  Most interview 

participants reflected, in hindsight, on the need to proactively leverage any legacy to 

come from the mega-event. However, they realized this, in most cases, only after the 

Games, and, thus, after it was too late. From the theorising of authors such as Coalter 

(2004) and Weed et al. (2009) we were aware of the need to proactively leverage 

legacy and were cautioned against assuming an automatic legacy. The gap in the 

available literature was in understanding the processes involved in trying to deliver 

legacy. This research project has started to fill this gap in two key ways: through 

recommendations for policy and practice for leveraging community level participation 

and also in shedding light on the unintended outcomes for legacy associated with 
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legacy branding. Based on the findings of the present research, it would be beneficial 

to develop a wide range of sporting and informal physical activity opportunities before 

the Games and communicate these at a time when there is a spike in interest in sport, 

when potential participants might be more receptive to such messages. The promotion 

of activity would need to be very specific to local opportunities in local areas. It is 

clear that increased participation is not an automatic outcome from a mega-event and 

it is unlikely that traditional non-participants will become regular sports club members. 

Informal offers from NGBs were perceived to be increasingly popular by interview 

participants but some partnership work from health, or other agencies, might be 

required if traditional non-participants are to engage in sport or, more likely, broader 

forms of physical activity. This is an area that needs further research in order to better 

understand the constraints preventing participation and how those working in sport and 

health can work towards diminishing some barriers to participation for those who are 

interested in engaging in sport or physical activity. Engaging in research in this area 

and in research to understand the processes of trying to leverage legacy from future 

mega-events would help to develop knowledge about how to leverage wider spread 

community outcomes. Even with this knowledge, lowering expectations for mega-

event legacies remains a priority.   
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http://www.education.gov.uk/inthenews/inthenews/a0065473/refocusing-sport-in-schools-to-build-a-lasting-legacy-of-the-2012-games
http://www.education.gov.uk/inthenews/inthenews/a0065473/refocusing-sport-in-schools-to-build-a-lasting-legacy-of-the-2012-games
http://www.education.gov.uk/inthenews/inthenews/a0065473/refocusing-sport-in-schools-to-build-a-lasting-legacy-of-the-2012-games
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(LTUK) 

(n=3), 

 2010 Annual Review: 2009-10 

 2011 Annual Review: 2010-11 

Commissi

on for a 

Sustainabl

e London 

2012 (CSL 

2012) 

(n=12) 

2007 Assuring a legacy: The assurance framework for the 

Commission for a Sustainable London 2012 

 2007 Assuring a Legacy 

 2007 On track for a sustainable legacy?: Review of Governance 

Arrangements 

for the London 2012 Olympic Games and Paralympic 

Games Programme 

 2009 Swimming upstream: Sustainable in challenging times? 

Commission for a Sustainable London 2012: Annual 

Review 2008 

 2009 Procuring a legacy: A review of the Olympic Delivery 

Authority’s 

procurement specification, management and contract 

administration: delivery of sustainability objectives 

 2010 Raising the bar: Can London 2012 set new standards for 

sustainability? 

Commission for a Sustainable London 2012: Annual 

Review 2009 

 2011 Fit for purpose?: A review of Inclusion and Healthy Living 

across the London 2012 Programme 

 2011 Game changing?: Commission for a Sustainable London 

2012: Annual Review 2010 

 2012 In sight of the finishing line 

A review of the preparations to stage a sustainable Games 

February 2012 

 2012 Assuring a legacy – promises, 

progress and potential 

A review of legacy across the London 2012 Programme 

 2012 London 2012 – From vision to reality 

Commission for a Sustainable London 2012 

Post-Games Report 

 2013 Making a Difference 

Commission for a Sustainable London 2012 

Post-Games Report 

Greater 

London 

Authority 

(GLA) 

(n=16), 

2007 A lasting legacy for London 

 2007 Mayor of London: Your 2012 
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 2008 Mayor of London: Five legacy commitments 

 2009 A Sporting Future for London 

 2009 Olympic Legacy Review 

 2009 Towards a Lasting Legacy 

A 2012 Olympic and Paralympic Games Update 

 2009 Working towards an inclusive Games 2008-09 

 2010 Sports Participation Fund 

 2010 Working towards an inclusive Games 2009-10 

 2011 A Sporting Legacy for London? 

 2011 Working towards an inclusive Games 2010-11 

 2013 Inspired by 2012: The legacy from the London 2012 

Olympic and Paralympic Games 

A joint UK Government and Mayor of London report 

 2014 Inspired by 2012: The legacy from the Olympic and 

Paralympic Games 

Second annual report – Summer 2014 A joint UK 

Government and Mayor of London report 

July 

 2014 The long term vision for the legacy of the London 2012 

Olympic & Paralympic Games 

 2014 Moving More, Living More 

The Physical Activity Olympic and Paralympic Legacy for 

the Nation 

 2015 Inspired by 2012: The legacy from the Olympic and 

Paralympic Games: Third annual report – Summer 2015 A 

joint UK Government and Mayor of London report 

Olympic 

Delivery 

Authority 

(ODA) 

(n=6) 

2007 Guide to the Olympic, Paralympic & legacy 

Transformation planning applications and Olympic 

Village (part) and legacy residential planning application 

Lower Lea Valley Olympic & Paralympic masterplan 

& lower Lea Valley legacy masterplan 

 2007 Annual Report and Accounts: 2006-07 

 2008 Annual Report and Accounts: 2007-08 

 2009 Annual Report and Accounts: 2008-09 

 2010 Annual Report and Accounts: 2009-10 

 2011 Annual Report and Accounts: 2010-11 

London 

Developm

ent 

Agency 

(LDA) 

(n=7), 

2006 A Legacy for London: Annual Report and Accounts 

2005/2006 

 2007 Sustaining success: Annual Report and Accounts 

2006/2007 

 2008 Annual Report: 2007/2008 

 2009 Annual Report for the year ended 31 March 2009 

 2010 Creating better futures The London Development Agency 

– Who we are and what we do 
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 2011 Consolidating Success: Annual Report & Statement of 

Accounts 202010/11 

 2011 Greater Sports Participation 

National 

Audit 

Office 

(NAO) 

(n=10) 

2007 The budget for the London 2012 Olympic and Paralympic 

Games 

 2007 Preparations for the London 2012 Olympic and Paralympic 

Games – Risk assessment and management 

 2008 Preparations for the London 2012 Olympic and Paralympic 

Games: Progress Report June 2008 

 2008 Preparing for Sporting Success at the London 2012 

Olympic and Paralympic Games and Beyond 

 2010 Increasing Participation in Sport 

 2010 Preparations for the London 2012 Olympic and Paralympic 

Games: progress report February 2010 

 2011 A summary of the NAO’s work on the Department for 

Culture, Media and Sport 2010-11 

 2011 Preparations for the London 2012 Olympic and Paralympic 

Games: Progress report February 2011 

 2011 Preparations for the London 2012 Olympic and Paralympic 

Games: Progress report December 2011 

 2012 The London 2012 Olympic Games and Paralympic Games: 

post-Games review 

IOC (n=1) 2013 Final Report of the IOC 

Coordination Commission 

Games of the XXX Olympiad, London 2012 

NGBs 

(n=16) 

2009 ASA – 2009-13 Facilities Plan 

 2009 ASA 2009-13 WSP Summary 

 2013 ASA 2013-17 Strategy 

 2013 English Lacrosse: WSP – 2013-17 

 2009 England Basketball 2009-13 WSP Summary 

 2013 England Basketball 2013-17 WSP Summary 

 2009 British Cycling 2009-13 WSP Summary 

 2013 British Cycling 2013-17 WSP Summary 

 2009 England Netball 2009-13 WSP Summary 

 2013 England Netball 2013-17 WSP Summary 

 2009 England Squash and Racketball 2009-13 WSP Summary 

 2013 England Squash and Racketball 2013-17 WSP Summary 

 2009 England Table Tennis Association 2009-13 WSP Summary 

 2013 England Table Tennis Association 2013-17 WSP Summary 

 2009 UK Athletics 2009-13 WSP Summary 

 2013 England Athletics 2013-17 WSP Summary 
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Appendix 2: Sports Categorised for Sampling 

 

Olympic sports 

Target sports for 

Birmingham 

Olympic Sports 

Non-target for 

Birmingham 

Non-Olympic 

Target for 

Birmingham 

Non-Olympic 

Non-target for 

Birmingham 

Athletics Archery Cricket Angling 

Badminton Beach Volleyball Golf Baseball/softball 

Basketball Canoe Slalom Netball Bowls 

Boxing Canoe Sprint Rugby League Lacrosse 

Football Cycling BMX Rugby Union Mountaineering 

Girls Football Cycling Mountain  Orienteering 

Gymnastics Cycling Road  Squash and 

racquetball 

Gymnastics 

Artistic 

Cycling Track  Snowsport 

Gymnastic 

Rhythmic 

Diving  Rounders 

Hockey Equestrian 

Dressage 

 Water Skiing 

Swimming Equestrian 

Eventing 

  

Tennis Equestrian 

Jumping  

  

Trampoline Fencing   

 Handball   

 Judo   

 Modern 

Pentathlon 

  

 Rowing   

 Sailing   

 Shooting   

 Table Tennis   

 Taekwondo   

 Triathlon   

 Volleyball   

 Water Polo   

 Weightlifting   

 Wrestling   
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Appendix 3: Example Interview Transcripts 
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BSPAP C: pre-Games Interview Transcript 

 

Interviewer: okay. So can we just start then with outlining your role in sport in 

Birmingham for me? 

 

BSPAP C: So I work for Birmingham Sport Partnership and I am the Sportivate 

Project Officer. 

 

Interviewer: Okay and what does that entail? 

 

BSPAP C: So my day-to-day work would be looking after the programme, looking 

after the people who are involved who are either looking to submit applications for 

the funding stream, or erm working through the process with them to get their 

delivery off the ground. 

 

Interviewer: and what are the aims of the programme, what is the programme all 

about? 

 

BSPAP C: Sportivate is a programme for 14 to 25-year-olds to get them into sport 

and provide six to eight weeks of coaching in a sport of their choice. The main aim 

of it is to increase participation within that age group but not only that, to actually 

keep people involved within sport and carrying on into either informal or formal exit 

routes such as club settings or continued sporting opportunities. 

 

Interviewer: okay so is the aim to then get them into regular participation afterwards? 

 

BSPAP C: yes, into a community exit route yeah it would be. 

 

Interviewer: okay and how long have you been doing that for? 

 

BSPAP C: ooo, err, approximately around a year and a half. When I first started I 

was working on a programme but sport unlimited and that came to an end and then 

the Sportivate programme started April 2011. 
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Interviewer: okay so sport of limited then changed to Sportivate or are they 

completely different programmes? 

 

BSPAP C: they are completely separate programs, they have a similar ethos but they 

are not a, it’s not a follow-on from the other one. They are two separate. 

 

Interviewer: okay, alright then and how long have you been involved in the 

partnership for then altogether? 

 

BSPAP C: about a year and a half. 

 

Interviewer: okay so the sport unlimited was, when was that finished? 

 

BSPAP C: sport unlimited finished March 2011. 

 

Interviewer: right okay. So if we can talk generally then, what is your understanding 

of the term legacy? 

 

BSPAP C: So general understanding of the term legacy would be what happens next, 

what are we doing to continue our aims and objectives post the Olympic Games. 

How do we look to keep people in terms of the Olympic Games, how do we look to 

keep people either volunteering or being involved in sport in some way, or cultural 

aspects of the games. 

 

Interviewer: okay, alright then, so what are your expectations then for a legacy in 

Birmingham? From the 2012 games? 

 

BSPAP C: I believe that the games is only going to support sport and other cultural 

aspects and I think off the back of the games, once people see how successful, not 

only our nation is at sport but other nations as well and other things other than sport, 

people will be involved and hopefully stay involved and continue to get involved. 

 

Interviewer: okay so more people involved in those kinds of activities? All right and 

has, to what extent has that begun to be realised already? 
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BSPAP C: well particularly in the program that I do we have, we started with 

Sportivate, early days of Sportivate, you know, erm, deliverers were only getting 

used to the program and now we are seeing, in its first year we have had 1438 young 

people retained in sport over the last year within Birmingham. 

 

Interviewer: okay and are they new participants? That weren't really participating 

before? 

 

BSPAP C: yes, they are, they are people who are, they are either deemed as new or 

semi-sport so those young people who aren't necessarily prioritising sport in their 

own time but do actually want to continue to play or get involved in it. 

 

Interviewer: okay would you say that is as a result of the fact that we are hosting the 

Olympics in 2012? 

 

BSPAP C: Err, I'd say that’s probably one of the main factors of it yes. 

 

Interviewer: okay and has anything else influenced how you have developed and 

tried to deliver sport over the last few years since you've been involved in the 

partnership? 

 

BSPAP C: erm, I guess, from myself, it would just be having meetings with, or doing 

presentations and discussing with community groups and clubs and things, how they 

find best that they would like to get people involved and what would help them, but 

also doing some consultation with young people and finding out, you know, what 

they want to get from sport and when is the best time for them to get involved and 

actually ways to make it easier to break down those barriers. 

 

Interviewer: okay so understanding barriers to participation a bit more? 

 

BSPAP C: yes. 

 

Interviewer: alright then, so if we can talk about policies and strategies then, is there 

a legacy action plan in Birmingham? That you know of? 
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BSPAP C: erm, from, what we're doing, we are set the programmes through Sport 

England and they are the mass participation legacy programmes and we are already 

delivering those programs and are continuing to set to deliver them, personally mine 

is to be delivered until March 2015 so there are those plans in place that we're going 

to continue to deliver post the Olympic Games. 

 

Interviewer: okay so those are sort of programmes set by sport England? 

 

BSPAP C: Yep, 

 

Interviewer: so is there an overarching kind of national legacy policy or strategy that 

you’re aware of? 

 

BSPAP C: erm, only of those ones that we're trying to get involved, we are getting 

involved in and then obviously there's the cultural aspects of the legacy that we are 

trying to work towards and dancing for the games which is another regional 

programme. 

 

Interviewer: okay so the programmes that you are delivering, do you have to deliver 

those or could you sort of pick and choose from whatever Sport England 

programmes there are, could you choose to do other things? 

 

BSPAP C: no, we are delivering what Sport England have set out and have worked 

towards with the legacy trust and other, err providers, I suppose. 

 

Interviewer: so for your project then specifically, for Sportivate, what sort of 

guidance is there for how to deliver that? So nationally is there some kind of, this is 

the project and this is how it should be delivered or? 

 

BSPAP C: Yep, so nationally we have set an eligibility criteria for Sportivate so 

there are criteria that project have to sit within but also, it’s erm, there are certain 

aspects that can be moulded to shape obviously Birmingham specifically or other 

County Sports Partnership because those that may work in the rural areas may not be 

workable and feasible in Birmingham city centre. 

 

Interviewer: okay and is that up to you personally to just decide what is appropriate? 
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BSPAP C: as long as it fits within the criteria that’s for us, we can then deem it 

appropriate but all final approval for Sportivate projects is held by Sport England. 

 

Interviewer: okay, alright then. And are you targeting any particular sports? 

 

BSPAP C: erm, we are working with the, 46 national governing bodies of sport but 

mainly we have a target number of sports, erm, which are sort of we are trying to 

doing main work with rugby at the moment, we are doing some work with the 

County FA, erm, but we're not, it’s not restricted to any particular sport it's more 

what of the demand and what do the young people want to participate in. 

 

Interviewer: and can you then sort of choose whatever is appropriate again in the 

same way? 

 

BSPAP C: Yep. 

 

Interviewer: okay and I targeting any particular social groups? 

 

BSPAP C: no it’s open to all groups but erm, it’s an inclusive programme, we look to 

do work with disability young people, we do female only projects, we do projects 

that work with BME groups, but we also do inclusive projects or projects for young 

mums. It's really not a set target group, it can be, as long as it's within the age range, 

it could be anyone. It's as a provider sees fit or would like to, but obviously we 

would like to do as much work with 

 

Interviewer: okay so who are those providers? Who do you work with? 

 

BSPAP C: so our partners are obviously national governing bodies of sport, the local 

authority, we work with the police and the health sector, we also work with the local 

community groups, youth service. 

 

Interviewer: so what determines which national governing bodies, which community 

groups and things like that that you work with? 
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BSPAP C: erm, it's not, we don't specifically go out and choose them, we have an 

open funding round which if people would like to apply for the funding they then 

submit their applications to myself, we then look at the project and go through the 

criteria to see how they fit the criteria and in terms of cost, cost-effective projects, 

doesn't it within the cost per head that we're given? And then from there we deem 

which projects should be sent off to Sport England to be assess them for final 

approval, working on the criteria. 

 

Interviewer: okay so is there anybody in particular in the city Council that you work 

with on this? 

 

BSPAP C: we work with a number of people in the City Council to be honest. We 

are just doing some work with a lady called [x] who is working with leisure centres 

and trying to get Sportivate programmes into each of the leisure sights. Erm, again 

deemed on whichever sport is deemed suitable for the area and we're working with 

other sports development officers as they were previously called, I'm not 100% sure 

of their name at the moment, but we do work with those within the sports sector to 

deliver sport as well. 

 

Interviewer: all right then, and in terms of any facility development in the city then, 

are you expecting to use maybe the BMX track or anything that the University is 

developing in the future? 

 

BSPAP C: Yep, we're actually, we are in talks with [Club BMX] who works at the 

BMX track in Perry Barr and we're hoping to do some work with them. I know that 

they are inundated with young people wanting to go there anyway because it’s a new 

facility we're working on how’s best that we can fit our programme in in terms of 

timings and things in their own schedule and how we can work on that. We are doing 

a lots of work with further education and higher education institutions, we're working 

with the University of Birmingham and their various clubs but also we're working, 

and about to do some work with them in terms of how they can go into the 

community and work with the community and not just their own university campus 

community. 

 

Interviewer: okay, alright then. So with the BMX club, would you say they were 

having quite a lot of interest anyway regardless of the Olympics and the project? 

How do is and see them working together? 

 

BSPAP C: I think with any new facility, you have interest because people haven't 

necessarily been there before, they want to see what it's like, erm I think also having 
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BMX within the games and having that promotion around the games at the moment 

is helping it tenfold because it adds to their own marketing tools and it gives them 

extra media coverage in terms of what young people can get involved with in terms 

of BMX on a local level. 

 

Interviewer: okay, alright then. So if we can just go back to general impact of the 

Olympics then, how would you say that hosting the Olympics in London has 

impacted on your day to day work? 

 

BSPAP C: erm, my day-to-day work, probably it would be mainly I have more 

interest in the funding stream because more community deliverers and providers 

want to get involved with mass participation and how they can get involved with 

getting more young people involved in sport and bringing them to their either club or 

community groups to get involved in the sessions. 

 

Interviewer: okay so if you are leading on a particular project that is linked to a 

legacy, if we didn't have the Olympics would you still have a job doing something 

similar anyway or? 

 

BSPAP C: yes I would, I still would, I just don't necessarily feel it would perhaps 

have been quite as many people interested because I think perhaps had were not have 

had the games, either communities or clubs may have just continued in the way that 

they are doing, getting you know, a couple of new members in rather than having the 

games I think people actually want to get as many new people in as they can possibly 

do so. 

 

Interviewer: okay and is this clubs and community groups that want as many people 

in? 

 

BSPAP C: Yep and other partners as well. 

 

Interviewer: okay, alright then and are there any particular, can you describe any 

opportunities but also constraints that having the Olympics might put on the 

organisation? 

 

BSPAP C: on our organisation? 
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Interviewer: yes. 

 

BSPAP C: erm, opportunities really would just be to support people with what we 

are doing and how we can best get our help and support out there to those people 

who are local to Birmingham. Erm, in terms of constraints, in terms of my 

programme, not really occurs it's only beneficial to what I'm doing because at the end 

of the day my programming is about getting more people involved and staying in 

sport and that's exactly what they want, what the games is helping to do, is to inspire 

a generation. So that's exactly what the two programs and the Olympic Games work 

together to do. 

 

Interviewer: okay, alright and has hosting the games meant that people have had to 

change their work in any other ways? Has there been any other impact other than the 

projects? 

 

BSPAP C: not really, I mean I think perhaps the one thing about having the games is 

that perhaps we have had more of a specific sports to look to work with because 

obviously media around those sports within the games and we want to focus on those 

because they’re what young people will be seeing and, I say young people because 

that's who I, who my programme is aimed at but obviously it’s not just young people 

but those are the sports in the limelight at the moment almost and yes we are 

supporting where possible to help all sports but erm, we are perhaps looking to work 

with those maybe as more priority sports. 

 

Interviewer: okay and have you experienced, since you've been involved in sport, or 

since 2005 when we won the bid, can you just describe how sport has changed in that 

time? 

 

BSPAP C: erm, from a local level it’s probably become, with certain areas in 

Birmingham specifically, it's perhaps moved not only to just a club route but also to a 

community, community groups providing sports sessions. And perhaps moving, not 

away from, but also almost parallel to having informal sessions along with formal 

competitive routes. People perhaps in certain areas of Birmingham as I say don't 

necessarily want to be competitive but they want to be involved. So it's perhaps an 

increase in those informal setting sports. 

 

Interviewer: okay so some of the community groups the talk about, are they groups 

that are separate from sport but then want to have some involvement with it? 
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BSPAP C: no they are groups that are involved in sport but they don't necessarily 

want to either become a sports club and compete in things or they have an arm which 

is a competitive arm but they also want to be able to do informal settings which you 

know, can appeal to all people and get more people involved where it’s a competitive 

side of things is you know, you need for example football, you need 11 so you can 

have a squad of 16 where as if you have informal sort of, settings and informal 

maybe games or sessions then you can get more people involved at a given time. 

 

Interviewer: okay and part from the Olympics, have you noticed anything else that 

has happened in society or whatever, anything else impacting on how you can deliver 

sport? 

 

BSPAP C: erm, not at the moment. 

 

Interviewer: okay, that's cool and following 2012 then, if your project is set to run 

until 2015 is that what you will carry on doing or do you anticipate things changing 

within that following the games? 

 

BSPAP C: erm, I don't anticipate the programme itself to change, I anticipate 

perhaps what we may prioritise post the games may differ and how we move forward 

with the programme. I don't see the criteria changing too much but I see maybe us 

veering towards either a certain age group or a certain type of way we deliver sport 

but I don't see the whole entire program changing. 

 

Interviewer: okay so do know how that might look yet or? 

 

BSPAP C: no I think we, within our regional meetings with sport England we 

discuss, we're just sort of plucking ideas at the moment and sort of consulting with 

each other as to ways we can move it forward but no, no such plans have come down 

yet. 

 

Interviewer: okay so will that be determined by what the public do after the 

Olympics or will it be determined by something else? 

 

BSPAP C: yeah I think so, I think it will be almost a learning curve from what we’ve 

had over the past year and a half and what we know from the programme that has 

already ran and what’s been successful and what perhaps we need to work towards 
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and work on that we're not quite getting to at the moment. But then I think, yes it will 

certainly be determined by what happens after the games. 

 

Interviewer: okay, alright then and if you had an ideal in your mind then, is there 

anything that you would particularly like to use the games for within that? 

 

BSPAP C: erm, not anything other than what it is doing at the moment. I mean I see, 

from a sports player myself point of view, you know it's getting people involved is 

exactly what we wanted to do and I believe that it is actually doing that and I think as 

long as we continue to support people and help people get involved and provide them 

with opportunities then I see that it's doing exactly what we hope that it will do. 

 

Interviewer: okay, alright then, that's cool. So I think I have asked everything 

specific that I need to ask. Is there anything that you think is important to 

understanding your role and the impact of the Olympics? 

 

BSPAP C: no not aside from what I have already told you to be honest. I mean I told 

you what the programme entails and the aims behind it and I do think, you know, if 

we can get these people involved and we can help people to provide these 

opportunities then I think we are on to a winning way really. 

 

Interviewer: okay, alright then, that's lovely. Thank you very much. 
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BSPAP C: Post-Games Interview Transcript 

 

Interviewer: If I could just ask you to recap your role in sport and whether there have 

been any changes since we last spoke a year ago… 

 

BSPAP C: Oh god, erm, yes so my role now is a youth sport officer, erm, which has 

changed from last year when you previously interviewed me, I was a sportivate 

project officer. So my new role is working around the level three Sainsbury’s School 

Games initiative, organising sort of multi-sports festivals for Birmingham schools, 

erm, with an element of culture and arts involved an opening ceremony, and linking 

with national governing bodies, local clubs to provide sports competitions for young 

people who are in years three to thirteen, erm, school age. 

 

Interviewer: Okay so has the sportivate project finished now? 

 

BSPAP C: Erm, no, no, it hasn’t, it’s still going on until 2017, erm, that is still 

carrying on. There is a new person in that role and so I have changed to a youth sport 

officer role. I changed in October. 

 

Interviewer: Okay and is that work still related to any kind of Olympic links or is it 

just a different project that is aimed at youth sport now? 

 

BSPAP C: The new stuff I am doing? 

 

Interviewer: Yeah 

 

BSPAP C: Yeah it is still led from the Olympics within schools sport, it is funded by 

the Department for Health, Department for Education, the Department for Culture, 

Media and Sport with Sport England and the Youth Sport Trust. It is still around the 

Olympic and Paralympic legacy but also working with the education side of things to 

develop sport and sports competition in school environments. 

 

Interviewer: Okay so what has fed from the Olympics into that project, what are the 

links there? 
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BSPAP C: Erm, just sort of erm, basically wanting to increase participation in school 

age children but at the primary level and secondary level and getting them right at the 

heart linking to education. So that we are getting them in the situation where they are 

at school and they are in an environment and we are creating an environment for 

them that they can participate in should they not feel confident enough to go to local 

sports clubs or organisation outside of school; but it is still gives them the 

opportunity to take part at basic grassroots level. 

 

Interviewer: If there is a new person doing the Sportivate role, is there more people 

now in the partnership or have new people come as some people have left? Can you 

describe the structure you have got now?  

 

BSPAP C: So, from last year, some people have left the organisation and we have 

had a couple of new recruits in. [BSPAP new A] who is the new sportivate lead, he 

came in October-November time, so he is taking on that role; and [BSPAP new B] 

who is our other new candidate who is doing this sort of club link maker role. So we 

have depleted by two and we gained two. But they are in different, well one is in the 

same role, obviously I have stepping into a different role, and then, club links maker 

is a new, erm, a completely new role. 

 

Interviewer: Okay and have there been any changes in sport in Birmingham 

generally that might have changed the way that you work? 

 

BSPAP C: Erm, not necessarily Birmingham specifically, just that, the NGBs 

obviously, some of the National Governing Bodies have put Birmingham as a 

priority sport so it means that they will be working erm, in our area over the next sort 

of 4, 3-4 year cycle, their whole sport plans. And then, again, this is a national thing 

but obviously related to Birmingham, but the sport premium money that is coming in 

in September to primary schools will obviously sort of develop the way we offer 

working in the CSP linked to those two things. 

 

Interviewer: Okay so that is fairly positive particularly in terms of the National 

Governing Bodies is it? 

 

BSPAP C: Yes definitely, very much so, lots of work. 

 

Interviewer: Alright then, so if we talk generally about legacy then. What do you 

understand by the term legacy? 
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BSPAP C: Erm, I guess following on from an event or something that has happened 

and it’s continuing from the sort of be inspired by that event and making sure that it 

continues to happen at all levels from grassroots to elite of whatever that may be, and 

in this case it will be sport. 

 

Interviewer: Okay and so far, to what extent have any expectations about London 

2012 started to happen for you? 

 

BSPAP C: Sorry, say again 

 

Interviewer: So any expectations that you had for a legacy from 2012, how much has 

that started to happen so far do you think? 

 

BSPAP C: Erm, It definitely has started to happen, obviously with the population 

being so big it is very difficult to get everybody active, which is something that was 

never going to happen; but I think it’s definitely seen an increase, certainly with the 

things that we are doing at the CSP. Certainly Sportivate had an increase in numbers 

erm, and the school games that I am doing at the moment, we are growing with each 

event that we are running, bringing in new sports and new young participants. So it is 

definitely growing, definitely growing, getting better, each, as we continue on.  

 

Interviewer: Okay, do you know that because it is a feeling that you get about the 

number of inquiries and that sort of thing or do you have participation figures for 

each project? 

 

BSPAP C: Erm, so Sportivate has participation figures to reach and erm, in year 2 we 

sort of hit 129% of the target that we were due to hit. Whereas in the year before, 

erm, in the previous year, for year 1 when we previously spoke it was sort of around 

98% of our target that we hit. So there has definitely been an increase in people 

taking up sport within the 14-25 year age group and certainly with the new role that I 

am doing for School Games, erm, we have, erm, we have registered numbers that 

attend the events and sort of number of school teams entered and judging on those 

we are increasing by each event that we are doing. 

 

Interviewer: Okay so there is an increased uptake in the projects? 
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BSPAP C: Yeah. 

 

Interviewer: Okay and do you know about sort of the overall picture in Birmingham? 

 

BSPAP C: Er, off the top of my head, erm, I think from active people survey, from 

the latest one it’s er, was it significantly increased, I think. But yeah, I couldn’t tell 

you off the top of my head, sorry. 

 

Interviewer: Okay, no, that’s fine, I can look at those. So can I ask you to describe 

things that have happened towards delivering legacy that you have been either 

pleased with or disappointed with? 

 

BSPAP C: Towards legacy, erm, the main thing is just the general increase in our 

programmes that we are developing and erm, when running events, it doesn’t really 

matter which, what sort of events. Whether they are school games, whether they are 

other events within parks, er links to just general participation, or volunteering; all 

numbers seem to increasing and improving as we are going along, which is great to 

see so. Basically that is probably the best thing and what we could have hoped for 

from the Olympics, having more sort of coverage on TV of general sporting events 

rather than the traditional sports that we used to see, particularly with the increase of, 

well the slight increase of women’s sport being, erm in the media at the moment 

which definitely helps with erm, increasing the role models for young girls erm, 

across Birmingham and that is definitely growing in numbers; probably not as 

quickly as we had hoped but it is still definitely increasing. 

 

Interviewer: Okay and has there been anything that you have been disappointed with 

about the work that has gone on towards delivering legacy? 

 

BSPAP C: Erm, no I don’t think so because it takes some time to develop after the 

actual event and so erm, to say a year on that we are getting the increases is good 

news; and I think that it was never going to happen straight away because it is 

physically impossible but erm, you know, as for growing year on year, that’s all we 

can hope for really. 

 

Interviewer: Okay and has there been a focus on developing physical activity or 

informal sport, or competitive sport that you have noticed or has it been all of those? 
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BSPAP C: Well with what I have been doing with my role, certainly there has been a 

focus on sort of competitive school sport and erm, general participation within erm, 

the education environment for young people in sport. Whether that be erm, primary 

school, secondary school or college level.  

 

Interviewer: Okay so if we could talk now about any kind of legacy plans or 

strategies or documents or anything. Is there anything specific in Birmingham set out 

as a legacy plan? 

 

BSPAP C: Er, I don’t know the answer to that. 

 

Interviewer: Okay. Were you part of the sport summit that was organised? 

 

BSPAP C: Er, last year?  

 

Interviewer: Yeah. 

 

BSPAP C: Er, I attended it, I wasn’t part of it, I did attend it, yeah.  

 

Interviewer: Okay and do you know if anything has come from that since that 

happened? 

 

BSPAP C: Erm, er, I guess from that, I mean it depends what sort of workshops and 

things you went to from the summit, but I mean, particularly I went to one around er, 

disability sport and certainly there has definitely been a greater focus on that since 

the Paralympic Games. Erm, I think bringing sort of erm, funding to Birmingham to 

support both younger people and older people with a disability to take part is 

definitely going on which is good news off the back of probably, I don’t know if it 

was necessarily off the back of the summit but it certainly helped I suppose to 

increase that awareness with people in Birmingham. 

 

Interviewer: Okay so my last set of questions are about any influence of London 

2012 on you work and things. So can you describe for me the opportunities, the main 

opportunities, that you think have come from the games that you have used in your 

work? 
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BSPAP C: Erm, other than the boost in sort of, or the funding that has come of the 

back of it because it was so successful and erm, I guess having erm, role models in 

the local areas, coming from the local area that people can aspire to, there have been 

lots of events where those members who attended the Olympics or the Paralympics 

have come to, obviously people can meet them and relate to them. 

 

Interviewer: So who has done that in Birmingham? 

 

BSPAP C: Erm, okay so er, one of the schools they hosted some sports competitions 

linked to Basketball, Golf and Hockey, I think, and Hannah McLeod from the GB 

women’s hockey team attended their session and it meant that the young people 

could actually meet with them. The school games that we’ve just run, the secondary 

day, Darren Harrows who is er, a London 2012 Paralympic athlete who plays 

football 5-a-side, he attended and gave a speech and met with some of the volunteers 

and the young people and actually gave them a chance to you know get some 

information and an insight into their training schedules and how they got into sport 

and what it was like for them when they were younger which I think only benefits 

them so they can actually see people coming from the same scenarios they are and 

actually relate to it.  

 

Interviewer: So is that aimed at participation generally or that aspiration to move 

through the talent pathway? 

 

BSPAP C: Erm, I think a bit of both I think it depends on the individual and how you 

connect with the story, I think for some individuals if sport is what they definitely 

want to peruse it gives them the opportunity to get into training schedules and things 

like that and actually develop them on the long term athlete pathway; but then also it 

gives people who are not sure whether they want to take part in sport or want to carry 

on or be a part of it outside of school, it gives them another insight to say well you 

know, it is not erm a difficult thing and everybody goes through those problems that 

anyone may go through. So, erm I guess it just depends on the individuals, to er, 

what they want from the experience. 

 

Interviewer: Okay and has London hosting the games meant that you have had to 

change any other way as perhaps you might not have expected or planned? 

 

BSPAP C: Erm, not really no. Obvioulsy I changed job roles after it so… Other than 

changing that not really, I wouldn’t have said. 
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Interviewer: And is there anything that you would have liked to have used the games 

for that perhaps you haven’t yet or haven’t had the chance to? 

 

BSPAP C: Erm, no because I would say it takes a bit of time and I think the boost 

that the Olympics and Paralympics had on the volunteering and officiating erm, has 

definitely helped as well and I think without volunteers and officials it wouldn’t go 

ahead anyway so it’s great that they had the recognition off the back of those games. 

And hopefully that continues because they are important in these situations as well. 

 

Interviewer: So have you seen an increase in the number of volunteers. 

 

BSPAP C: Erm, I don’t think if there has been an increase, there is definitely people 

coming to us to, erm, get those experiences whether it be supporting events or just 

helping with participation of sport whether that be at a club or organisation. So there 

is definitely the want for people to get involved in that side of things. 

 

Interviewer: Okay so my last question is to ask what advice you would you give to 

anybody in your position in a future host country? 

 

BSPAP C: I don’t know, I’d have to think about it a bit more. 

 

Interviewer: Okay is there anything that you think, this is absolutely key to the 

legacy at the local level, or, you know, I would love to have done that and if I had 

my chance again, this is what I would do… 

 

  

BSPAP C: Erm, just make sure you are continuing to recognise that er, more than 

just er, athletes are involved in making a great Olympics and Paralympics which I 

think we did well. So as long as other do it as well. 

Interviewer: Okay so, in what way? 

 

BSPAP C: Erm, just recognising that it takes a lot of people and a team of people to 

athletes to where they are. And, you know, all the way from grassroots to the elite, 

there’s a lot of people involved that aren’t just the athletes themselves. So as long as 

people recognise that it is volunteers, coaches and there’s a team of people to get 

athletes to where they are. I think that would be my advice 
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Interviewer: Okay, alright then, that’s wonderful, I think I have asked everything that 

I wanted to ask. Is there anything else that you think is important for me to 

understand your perceptions of any legacy so far and what has happened towards 

delivering one? 

 

BSPAP C: No. 
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Appendix 4: Pre-Games interview Schedules 
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INTERVIEW SCHEDULE 
 

Semi-structured interview topics for Sport England personnel - Pre Games 
 

 
Interview Schedule 

 

 
Interviewer Notes 

Interview date and time 
 

 

Participant Information received and 
understood by participant 

 

Informed consent signed 
 

 

Introduction 
 
Thank participant 
 
Re-cap participant information – 
purpose of the study and their 
involvement 
 
Explain interview procedure and 
approximate interview duration 
 
Remind participant of their right to 
withdraw 
 
 

 

Initial Biographical Information 
 
What is your role in Birmingham? 
 
 
 
What does this entail? 
 
 
 
How long have you been doing this for? 
Is this a permanent position? 
 
 

 

 

Expectations for legacy 
 
What do you understand by the term 
legacy? 
 
 
 
 
What are your expectations for a legacy 
from the 2012 Games? 
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To what extent have your expectations 
for an Olympic legacy begun to be 
realised? 
 
 
 

Legacy Action Plan 
 
Could you talk me through the policy 
process between Sport England and 
BSPAP? 
 
 
Is there a legacy action plan for 
Birmingham? 
 
 
 
How, if at all, have existing national 
policies been considered in developing 
plans in Birmingham? 
 
 
 
What, if any, guidance have you had 
from Sport England and other national 
organisations? 
 
 
 
What strategies, initiatives or other 
work are you doing to try to deliver a 
legacy? 
 
 
 
 
Should Birmingham be targeting any 
particular sports? If so, which ones and 
why? 
 
 
 
 
Should Birmingham be targeting any 
particular social groups? If so, which 
ones and why? 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 



280 
 

Are there any strategies aimed at 
developing long-term behaviour 
change, if so how are they working 
towards this goal? 
 
 
How effective are BSPAP being in 
delivering what Sport England 
requires? 
 
 
 
 

Partnerships 
 
Which other organisations are you 
working most closely with? 
 
 
 
 
How effective are the partnerships 
within Birmingham? 
 
 
 
How does the structure of sport in 
Birmingham compare to other areas 
within your remit? 
 
 
 
 

 

Influence of London 2012 on the 
work of those delivering sport 
 
How would you say, if at all, London 
2012 has impacted on your day to day 
work and the work of Sport England 
and BSPAP? 
 
 
 
Are there any particular ways in which 
you think London 2012 provides 
specific opportunities or costs to your 
organization’s work? 
 
 
 
Has London hosting the Games meant 
that people have had to change their 
work in any other ways? 
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Has anything else impacted upon the 
delivery of sport since 2005? (budget 
cuts 2010?) 
 
 
 
How do you anticipate your role 
changing following 2012? 
 
 
 
What would you like to use the 2012 
Games for within your role? 
 
 
 

Thank you for your participation 
 
Would you be happy to participate in a 
follow up interview in a year?  
 
Is it ok to stay in touch to monitor 
progress? 
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INTERVIEW SCHEDULE 
 

Semi-structured interview topics for WM personnel - Pre Games 
 

 
Interview Schedule 

 

 
Interviewer Notes 

Interview date and time 
 

 

Participant Information received and 
understood by participant 

 

Informed consent signed 
 

 

Introduction 
 
Thank participant 
 
Re-cap participant information – 
purpose of the study and their 
involvement 
 
Explain interview procedure and 
approximate interview duration 
 
Remind participant of their right to 
withdraw 
 
 

 

Initial Biographical Information 
 
What is your role in the West Midlands? 
 
 
What does this entail? 
 
 
How has your role developed since 
London won the bid to host the 2012 
Games in 2005? 
 
 
What does WM for 2012 do towards 
creating a sporting legacy? 
 
How is the effectiveness of this 
measured? 
 
 
Are there long term programmes or 
long term benefits expected from short 
term projects? 

 

Expectations for legacy 
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What do you understand by the term 
legacy? 
 
 
 
 
What are your expectations for a legacy 
from the 2012 Games? 
 
 
 

Legacy Action Plan 
 
Could you talk me through if, and how 
you have developed a legacy action 
plan for the West Midlands? 
 
 
How does Birmingham fit into this? 
 
 
How does the work in Birmingham 
compare to other areas within the West 
Midlands? 
 
 

 

Partnerships 
 
Which other organisations are you 
working most closely with? 
 
 
Are you constrained to deliver particular 
programmes or initiatives? 
 
 
Are any organisations constrained to 
deliver your projects? 
 
 

 

Influence of London 2012 on the 
work of those delivering sport 
 
How would you say, if at all, London 
2012 has impacted on the day to day 
work of those delivering sport in the 
West Midlands? 
 
 
 
Are there any particular ways in which 
you think London 2012 provides 
specific opportunities or costs to those 
delivering sport in Birmingham? 
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Has London hosting the Games meant 
that people have had to change their 
work in any other ways? 
 
 
 
Has anything else impacted upon the 
delivery of sport in Birmingham since 
2005? (budget cuts 2010?) 
 
 
 
How do you anticipate your role 
changing following 2012? 
 
 
 
What would you like to use the 2012 
Games for within your role? 
 
 
 

Thank you for your participation 
 
Would you be happy to participate in a 
follow up interview in a year?  
 
Is it ok to stay in touch to monitor 
progress? 
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INTERVIEW SCHEDULE 
 

Semi-structured interview topics for Birmingham personnel - Pre Games 
 

 
Interview Schedule 

 

 
Interviewer Notes 

Interview date and time 
 

 

Participant Information received and 
understood by participant 

 

Informed consent signed 
 

 

Introduction 
 
Thank participant 
 
Re-cap participant information – 
purpose of the study and their 
involvement 
 
Explain interview procedure and 
approximate interview duration 
 
Remind participant of their right to 
withdraw 
 
 

 

Initial Biographical Information 
 
What is your role in Birmingham? 
 
 
 
What does this entail? 
 
 
 
How long have you been doing this for? 
Is this a permanent position? 
 
 

 

 

Expectations for legacy 
 
What do you understand by the term 
legacy? 
 
 
 
 
What are your expectations for a legacy 
from the 2012 Games? 
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To what extent have your expectations 
for an Olympic legacy begun to be 
realised? 
 
 
 

Legacy Action Plan 
 
Could you talk me through if, and how 
you have developed a legacy action 
plan for Birmingham? 
 
 
What stage are you at now? 
 
 
What were the processes involved in 
developing the legacy action plan? 
 
 
 
How, if at all, have existing national 
policies been considered in developing 
the legacy action plan? 
 
 
 
What, if any, guidance have you had 
from national organisations? 
 
 
 
What strategies, initiatives or other work 
are you doing to try to deliver a legacy? 
 
 
How was your role as physical activity 
officer developed? 
 
 
 
Are you targeting any particular sports? 
If so, which ones and why? 
 
 
 
 
Are you targeting any particular social 
groups? If so, which ones and why? 
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Are there any strategies aimed at 
developing long-term behaviour 
change, if so how are they working 
towards this goal? 
 
 
 

Partnerships 
 
Which other organisations are you 
working most closely with? 

- City Council? 
 

- University of Birmingham? 
Jamaicans 

 
- West Midlands for 2012? 

 
- NGBs? 

 
Are you involved with any of the 
community games that are being 
organised? 
 
 
Is the BMX track at Perry Park/UoB 
facility development part of any legacy 
plans? 
 
 
 

 

Influence of London 2012 on the 
work of those delivering sport 
 
How would you say, if at all, London 
2012 has impacted on your day to day 
work and the work of BSPAP? 
 
 
 
Are there any particular ways in which 
you think London 2012 provides specific 
opportunities or costs to your 
organization’s work? 
 
 
 
Has London hosting the Games meant 
that people have had to change their 
work in any other ways? 
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Have you experienced anything 
different in your role since London won 
the bid to host the 2012 Games in 
2005? 
 
 
 
 
Has anything else impacted upon the 
delivery of sport in Birmingham since 
2005? (budget cuts 2010?) 
 
 
 
How do you anticipate your role 
changing following 2012? 
 
 
 
What would you like to use the 2012 
Games for within your role? 
 
 
 

Thank you for your participation 
 
Would you be happy to participate in a 
follow up interview in a year?  
 
Is it ok to stay in touch to monitor 
progress? 
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INTERVIEW SCHEDULE 
 

Semi-structured interview topics for Sport in Birmingham - Pre Games 
 

 
Interview Schedule 

 

 
Interviewer Notes 

Interview date and time 
 

Tuesday 10th April – 11am 

Participant Information received and 
understood by participant 

 

Informed consent signed 
 

 

Introduction 
 
Thank participant 
 
Re-cap participant information – 
purpose of the study and their 
involvement 
 
Explain interview procedure and 
approximate interview duration 
 
Remind participant of their right to 
withdraw 
 

 

Initial Biographical Information 
 
What is your role in sport in 
Birmingham? 
 
 
 
What does this entail? 
- How does this fit into the structure 

of sport in Birmingham? 
- How does this fit into the work of 

the NGB? 
-  Are there others working on 

developing athletics in the city? 
 
 
 
How long have you been doing this for? 
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Influence of London 2012 on the 
work of those involved in sport in 
Birmingham 
 
Have there been any changes to your 
work in promoting sport since 2005 
when London won the bid to host the 
2012 Games? 
 
 
 
 
Can you talk me through any other 
influences on your role in developing 
your sport? 
 
 
 
 
Do you anticipate your role changing 
following 2012? 
 
 
 
 
What would you like to use the 2012 
Games for within your role? 
 
 
 
 

Expectations for legacy 
 
What do you understand by the term 
legacy? 
 
 
 
What are your expectations for a legacy 
from the 2012 Games? 
 
 
 
 
To what extent have your expectations 
for a legacy begun to be realised? 
 
 
 

 

Legacy Action Plan 
 
 
Are you aware of any sport policies in 
Birmingham? 
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Is there a Birmingham legacy action 
plan? 
 
 
How much of your work is linked to a 
Birmingham policy/strategy? 
 
 
 
To what extent has your work been 
linked to any national/Olympic policies? 
 
 
 
 
 

Thank you for your participation 
 
Would you be happy to participate in a 
follow up interview in a year?  
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INTERVIEW SCHEDULE 
 

Semi-structured interview topics for Private Sector Sport in Birmingham - 
Pre Games 
 

 
Interview Schedule 

 

 
Interviewer Notes 

Interview date and time 
 

10/07/12 – 8am 

Participant Information received and 
understood by participant 

 

Informed consent signed 
 

 

Introduction 
 
Thank participant 
 
Re-cap participant information – 
purpose of the study and their 
involvement 
 
Explain interview procedure and 
approximate interview duration 
 
Remind participant of their right to 
withdraw 
 

 

Initial Biographical Information 
 
What is your role in sport in 
Birmingham? 
 
 
 
What does this entail? 
 
 
 
How long have you been doing this for? 
 
 

 

 

Influence of London 2012 on the 
work of those involved in sport in 
Birmingham 
 
Have there been any changes to your 
work in promoting memberships since 
2005 when London won the bid to host 
the 2012 Games? 
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Can you talk me through any other 
influences on your role in selling 
memberships and promoting 
participation? 
 
 
 
 
Do you work with any other 
organisations in Birmingham? 
 
 
 
Do you anticipate your role changing 
following 2012? 
 
 
 
 
What would you like to use the 2012 
Games for within your role? 
 
 
 
 

Expectations for legacy 
 
What do you understand by the term 
legacy? 
 
 
 
What are your expectations for a legacy 
from the 2012 Games? 
 
 
 
 
To what extent have your expectations 
for a legacy begun to be realised? 
 
 
 

 

Legacy Action Plan 
 
 
Are you aware of any sport policies in 
Birmingham? 
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Is there a Birmingham legacy action 
plan? 
 
 
How much of your work is linked to a 
Birmingham policy/strategy? 
 
 
 
To what extent has your work been 
linked to any national/Olympic policies? 
 
 
 
 
 

Thank you for your participation 
 
Would you be happy to participate in a 
follow up interview in a year?  
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INTERVIEW SCHEDULE 
 

Semi-structured interview topics for University of Birmingham personnel - 
Pre Games 
 

 
Interview Schedule 

 

 
Interviewer Notes 

Interview date and time 
 

 

Participant Information received and 
understood by participant 

 

Informed consent signed 
 

 

Introduction 
 
Thank participant 
 
Re-cap participant information – 
purpose of the study and their 
involvement 
 
Explain interview procedure and 
approximate interview duration 
 
Remind participant of their right to 
withdraw 
 

 

Initial Biographical Information 
 
What is your role in sport in 
Birmingham? 
 
 
 
What does this entail? 
 
 
 
How long have you been doing this for? 
 
 

 

 

Influence of London 2012 on the 
work of those involved in sport in 
Birmingham 
 
Can you explain how your work has 
been affected since London won the bid 
to host the 2012 Games in 2005? 
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What were the processes involved in 
becoming the training camp for the 
Jamaican Athletics Team? 
 
 
 
Will the Jamaican athletes be involved 
in any local sports promotion or 
community activities? 
 
 
 
Do you anticipate your role changing 
following 2012? 
 
 
 
 
What would you like to use the 2012 
Games for within your role? 
 
 
 
 

Expectations for legacy 
 
What do you understand by the term 
legacy? 
 
 
 
What are your expectations for a legacy 
from the 2012 Games? 
 
 
What sort of impact, if any, do you think 
that hosting the Jamaican Athletics 
team will have? 
 
 
 
To what extent have your expectations 
for a legacy begun to be realised? 
 
 
 

 

Legacy Action Plan 
 
 
Which, if any, local sport policies is your 
work linked to? 
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Is there a Birmingham legacy action 
plan? 
 
 
 
To what extent has your work been 
linked to national Olympic policies? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Thank you for your participation 
 
Would you be happy to participate in a 
follow up interview in a year?  
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Appendix 5: Post-Games Interview Schedules 
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INTERVIEW SCHEDULE 
 

Semi-structured interview topics for Sport England - Post Games 

 
 

 
Interview Schedule 

 

 
Interviewer Notes 

Interview date and time 
 

 

Participant Information received and 
understood by participant 

 

Informed consent signed 
 

 

Introduction 
 
Thank participant 
 
Re-cap participant information – 
purpose of the study and their 
involvement 
 
Explain interview procedure and 
approximate interview duration 
 
Remind participant of their right to 
withdraw 
 

 

Initial Biographical Information 
 
Please can you re-cap your role in sport 
in Birmingham? 
 
Have there been any changes to this 
since we last spoke a year ago? 
 
Can you describe any re-structures in 
the city council in sport? 
 

 

 

Expectations for legacy 
 
What do you understand by the term 
legacy? 
 
 
 
To what extent have your expectations 
begun to be realised? 
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Can you describe things that have 
happened towards delivering a legacy 
that you are either pleased or 
disappointed with? 
 
 
 
Has there been a focus on developing 
physical activity, informal sport or 
competitive sport? 
 
 

Legacy Action Plan 
 
Can you talk me through the national or 
regional policy stance on legacy? 
 
Has a legacy document, plan or 
strategy been developed in 
Birmingham? 
 
If so, can you talk me through the 
processes involved in developing that? 
 
Can you talk to me about the sport 
summit:  
 Who was it organised by? 
 What was the purpose of that? 
 What were the outcomes? 
 What has happened since? 
 
 
 

 

Influence of London 2012 on the 
work of BSPAP 
 
What opportunities from the 2012 
Games have been used in developing 
sport in Birmingham? 
 
 
Has London hosting the Games meant 
that people have had to change your 
work in any other ways? 
 
 
What would you have liked to use the 
2012 Games for within your role? 
 
 
What advice would you give to anybody 
in your position in a future host 
country? 
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INTERVIEW SCHEDULE 
 

Semi-structured interview topics for WM for 2012 - Post Games 

 
 

 
Interview Schedule 

 

 
Interviewer Notes 

Interview date and time 
 

 

Participant Information received and 
understood by participant 

 

Informed consent signed 
 

 

Introduction 
 
Thank participant 
 
Re-cap participant information – 
purpose of the study and their 
involvement 
 
Explain interview procedure and 
approximate interview duration 
 
Remind participant of their right to 
withdraw 
 

 

Initial Biographical Information 
 
Please can you re-cap your role in sport 
in Birmingham? 
 
Have there been any changes to this 
since we last spoke a year ago? 
 
Can you describe any re-structures in 
the city council in sport? 
 

 

 

Expectations for legacy 
 
What do you understand by the term 
legacy? 
 
 
 
To what extent have your expectations 
begun to be realised? 
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Can you describe things that have 
happened towards delivering a legacy 
that you are either pleased or 
disappointed with? 
 
 
Were the training camps used to 
engage members of the public? How 
successful was this? 
 
Has there been a focus on developing 
physical activity, informal sport or 
competitive sport? 
 
 

Legacy Action Plan 
 
Can you explain the progress made 
with the legacy plans at the regional or 
national level? 
 
 
Is there a legacy strategy or plan to be 
published? 
 
 
How are national plans being 
developed locally? 
 
 
 

 

Influence of London 2012 on the 
work of the city council 
 
What opportunities from the 2012 
Games have you used in your work in 
developing sport in Birmingham? 
 
 
 
Has London hosting the Games meant 
that you have had to change your work 
in any other ways? 
 
 
What would you have liked to use the 
2012 Games for within your role? 
 
What advice would you give to 
somebody in your position in a future 
host country? 
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INTERVIEW SCHEDULE 
 

Semi-structured interview topics for Birmingham Personnel - Post Games 

 
 

 
Interview Schedule 

 

 
Interviewer Notes 

Interview date and time 
 

 

Participant Information received and 
understood by participant 

 

Informed consent signed 
 

 

Introduction 
 
Thank participant 
 
Re-cap participant information – 
purpose of the study and their 
involvement 
 
Explain interview procedure and 
approximate interview duration 
 
Remind participant of their right to 
withdraw 
 

 

Initial Biographical Information 
 
Please can you re-cap your role in sport 
in Birmingham? 
 
Have there been any changes to this 
since we last spoke a year ago? 
 
Can you describe any re-structures in 
the city council in sport? 
 

 

 

Expectations for legacy 
 
What do you understand by the term 
legacy? 
 
 
 
To what extent have your expectations 
begun to be realised? 
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Can you describe things that have 
happened towards delivering a legacy 
that you are either pleased or 
disappointed with? 
 
 
Were the training camps used to 
engage members of the public? How 
successful was this? 
 
Has there been a focus on developing 
physical activity, informal sport or 
competitive sport? 
 

Legacy Action Plan 
 
Can you explain the progress made 
with any legacy document or plan? 
 
 
 
What will happen to that document from 
now? 
 
 
Is there a legacy strategy in the city? 
 
 
Can you talk to me about the sport 
summit:  
 What was the purpose of that? 
 What were the outcomes? 
 What has happened since? 
 What is the report from that for? 
 
 

 

Influence of London 2012 on the 
work of the city council 
 
What opportunities from the 2012 
Games have you used in your work in 
developing sport in Birmingham? 
 
 
Has London hosting the Games meant 
that you have had to change your work 
in any other ways? 
 
What would you have liked to use the 
2012 Games for within your role? 
 
What advice would you give to 
somebody in your position in another 
host country in the future? 
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INTERVIEW SCHEDULE 
 

Semi-structured interview topics for Sport in Birmingham - Post Games 

 
 

 
Interview Schedule 

 

 
Interviewer Notes 

Interview date and time 
 

 

Participant Information received and 
understood by participant 

 

Informed consent signed 
 

 

Introduction 
 
Thank participant 
 
Re-cap participant information – 
purpose of the study and their 
involvement 
 
Explain interview procedure and 
approximate interview duration 
 
Remind participant of their right to 
withdraw 
 

 

Initial Biographical Information 
 
Please can you re-cap your role in sport 
in Birmingham? 
 
 
Have there been any changes to this 
since we last spoke a year ago? 
 
 
Can you describe any re-structures in 
sport in Birmingham? 
 

 

 

Expectations for legacy 
 
 
What do you understand by the term 
legacy? 
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What have you experienced with regard 
to a legacy from London 2012 so far? 
 
 
 
What has happened since the Games 
towards delivering a legacy? 
 
 
Can you describe the work of the city 
council or CSP towards delivering a 
legacy? 
 
 
Can you describe things that have 
happened towards delivering a legacy 
that you are either pleased or 
disappointed with? 
 
 
Has there been a focus on developing 
physical activity, informal sport or 
competitive sport? 
 
 

Legacy Action Plan 
 
Are you aware of any sport policies in 
Birmingham? 
 
 
Have there been any Olympic related 
programmes or initiatives in 
Birmingham? 
 
 
What are the plans in the city for 
delivering a legacy? And what do you 
think of these? 
 
 
 

 

Influence of London 2012 on the 
work of the city council 
 
What opportunities from the 2012 
Games have you used in your work in 
developing sport in Birmingham? 
 
 
 
Has London hosting the Games meant 
that you have had to change your work 
in any other ways? 
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What would you have liked to use the 
2012 Games for within your role? 
 
What advice would you give to anybody 
in your position in a future host 
country? 
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INTERVIEW SCHEDULE 
 

Semi-structured interview topics for Private Sector - Post Games 

 
 

 
Interview Schedule 

 

 
Interviewer Notes 

Interview date and time 
 

 

Participant Information received and 
understood by participant 

 

Informed consent signed 
 

 

Introduction 
 
Thank participant 
 
Re-cap participant information – 
purpose of the study and their 
involvement 
 
Explain interview procedure and 
approximate interview duration 
 
Remind participant of their right to 
withdraw 
 

 

Initial Biographical Information 
 
Please can you re-cap your role in sport 
in Birmingham? 
 
Have there been any changes to this 
since we last spoke a year ago? 
 
Can you describe any re-structures in 
sport in Birmingham? 
 

 

 

Expectations for legacy 
 
What do you understand by the term 
legacy? 
 
 
What have you experienced with regard 
to a legacy from London 2012 so far? 
 
Have you tried to deliver a legacy from 
London 2012? 
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Can you describe things that have 
happened towards delivering a legacy 
that you are either pleased or 
disappointed with? 
 
 
Has there been a focus on developing 
physical activity, informal sport or 
competitive sport? 
 
 

Legacy Action Plan 
 
Are you aware of any sport policies in 
Birmingham? 
 
Have there been any Olympic related 
programmes or initiatives in 
Birmingham? 
 
What are the plans in the city for 
delivering a legacy? And what do you 
think of these? 
 
 
 

 

Influence of London 2012 on the 
work of the city council 
 
What opportunities from the 2012 
Games have you used in your work in 
developing sport in Birmingham? 
 
 
 
Has London hosting the Games meant 
that you have had to change your work 
in any other ways? 
 
 
What would you have liked to use the 
2012 Games for within your role? 
 
What advice would you give to anybody 
in your position in a future host 
country? 
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INTERVIEW SCHEDULE 
 
Semi-structured interview topics for University of Birmingham - Post 
Games 

 
 

Interview Schedule 
 

 
Interviewer Notes 

Interview date and time 
 

 

Participant Information received and 
understood by participant 

 

Informed consent signed 
 

 

Introduction 
 
Thank participant 
 
Re-cap participant information – 
purpose of the study and their 
involvement 
 
Explain interview procedure and 
approximate interview duration 
 
Remind participant of their right to 
withdraw 
 

 

Initial Biographical Information 
 
Please can you re-cap your role in sport 
in Birmingham? 
 
Have there been any changes to this 
since we last spoke a year ago? 
 
 

 

 

Experiences of legacy so far 
 
 
What do you understand by the term 
legacy? 
 
 
Have your expectations about a legacy 
been met in Birmingham? 
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What are your thoughts about the 
training camps and developing a legacy 
from that? 
 
 
 

Legacy Action Plan 
 
Are you aware of any sport policies in 
Birmingham? 
 
What do you think about the work of the 
city council or CSP with regard to 
legacy? 
 
 
 
 

 

Influence of London 2012 on the 
work of those involved in sport in 
Birmingham 
 
Have you experienced anything 
different in your role since London 
2012? 
 
What would you have liked to use the 
2012 Games for within your role? 
 
 
 

 

 



312 
 

Appendix 6: Ethics Approval Letter 
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Faculty of Applied Sciences 
Research Ethics Committee 

 
Tel   01244 511740 
Fax   01244 511302 
frec@chester.ac.uk 

 
 
Emily Lovett 
11 Appleby Close 
Wellingborough 
Northamptonshire 
NN9 5YN 
 
 
4th January 2012 
 
 
Dear Emily, 
 
Study title: London 2012 Sporting Legacy: A policy-based case study 

of Birmingham.  
FREC reference: 619/11/EL/SES 
Version number: 1 
 
Thank you for sending your application to the Faculty of Applied Sciences Research 
Ethics Committee for review. 
 
I am pleased to confirm ethical approval for the above research, provided that you 
comply with the conditions set out in the attached document, and adhere to the 
processes described in your application form and supporting documentation.   

  
The final list of documents reviewed and approved by the Committee is as follows: 
 

Document Version Date 

Application Form 1 November 2011 

Appendix 1 – List of References 1 November 2011 

Appendix 2 – C. V. for Lead Researcher 1 November 2011 

Appendix 3 – Participant Information Sheet 1 November 2011 

Appendix 4 – Participant Consent Form 1 November 2011 

Appendix 5 – Interview Schedule – BSPAP 
personnel  
Pre Games 

1 November 2011 

Appendix 6 – Interview Schedule – BSPAP 
personnel 
Post Games 

1 November 2011 



314 
 

Appendix 7 – Interview Schedule – Non BSPAP 
personnel 
Pre Games 

1 November 2011 

Appendix 8 – Interview Schedule – Non BSPAP 
personnel 
Post Games 

1 November 2011 

Response to FREC request for further information 
and clarification 

 December 2011 

Appendix 9 – Invitation Email 1 December 2011 

Appendix  3 – Participant Information Sheet 2 December 2011 

 
 
With the Committee’s best wishes for the success of this project.  
 
Yours sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
 
Prof. Cynthia Burek 
Chair, Faculty Research Ethics Committee 
 
Enclosures: Standard conditions of approval.             
  
C.c. Supervisor/FREC Representative 
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Appendix 7: Participant Information Sheets 
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PARTICIPANT INFORMATION SHEET 
 

London 2012 Sporting Legacy: A policy-based case study of 
Birmingham 

 
You are being invited to take part in a research study about sport in Birmingham. 
Before you decide, it is important for you to understand why the research is being 
done and what it will involve. Please take time to read the following information 
carefully, and discuss it with others if you wish. Ask the researcher if there is anything 
that is not clear or if you would like more information. Take time to decide whether or 
not you wish to take part.  
 
Thank you for reading this.  
 
What is the purpose of the study?  
The London 2012 Olympic and Paralympic Games is intended to bring about a lasting 
sporting legacy across Britain. This research aims to analyse the influence on the 
development and implementation of sports policy and provision in Birmingham.  
 
Why have I been chosen?  
You have been chosen because you are involved in developing the Olympic Legacy 
and/or delivering sport in Birmingham. 
 
Do I have to take part?  
It is up to you to decide whether or not to take part. If you decide to take part you are 
still free to withdraw at any time and without giving a reason and any data collected 
will not be used in the study.  
 
What will happen to me if I take part?  
If you decide to take part, you will be given this information sheet to keep and asked 
to sign the consent form. This will give your consent for the researcher from the 
Chester Centre for Research in Sport and Society at the University of Chester to 
contact you to invite you to attend an interview. At this interview you will have the 
opportunity to discuss your role in sport in Birmingham and the influence, if any, of 
London 2012. This interview will last between 15 and 30 minutes and will be 
conducted by the lead researcher. With your permission, the interview will be audio 
taped. In the final report and, any subsequent publications of this work, all participants 
will be referred to using pseudonyms (e.g. SDO-A or Sports Coach-A and so on). Your 
role within sport in Birmingham will be described within the report. Therefore, if you 
are in a role where there is only one position within the organisation (e.g. the manager 
of a particular facility or the director of an organisation), whilst your name will not be 
used within the report and, as with all participants, you will be referred to using a 
pseudonym, you may be identifiable. 
 
What are the possible disadvantages and risks of taking part? 
You would be required to give up a small amount of time to be interviewed but there 
are no disadvantages or risks foreseen in taking part in the study.  
 
What are the possible benefits of taking part?  
As you are involved in sport in Birmingham this is a good opportunity for you to take 
part in a study about sport in your city. This will be used as some independent 
monitoring and evaluation of sport policy in Birmingham and you will be able to provide 
feedback on your experiences of being involved in delivering sport in the city This is 
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an ideal opportunity for you to reflect on your position in sport in Birmingham and 
consider the contributions that you make to the development of sport. 
 
What if something goes wrong?  
If you wish to complain or have any concerns about any aspect of the way you have 
been approached or treated during the course of this study, please contact: Professor 
Sarah Andrew, Dean of the Faculty of Applied Sciences, University of Chester, 
Parkgate Road, Chester, CH1 4BJ. Tel: 01244 513055.  
 
Will my taking part in the study be kept confidential?  
All information which is collected about you during the course of the research will be 
kept strictly confidential so that only the researcher and her supervisors will have 
access to the information. As detailed above when the report is written up 
pseudonyms will be used to refer to participants but due to the nature of some roles 
within sport in Birmingham you may be identifiable. 

 
What will happen to the results of the research study?  
The results will be written up into a PhD thesis and subsequent academic publications. 
It is hoped that the findings may be used to inform sport policy and provision in 
Birmingham.  
 
Who is organising and funding the research?  
The research is self-funded with support from Newman University College. The 
Chester Centre for Research into Sport and Society at the University of Chester will 
be involved in organising and carrying out the study.  
 
Who may I contact for further information?  
If you would like more information about the research before you decide whether or 
not you would be willing to take part, please contact: 
 
Emily Lovett, lead researcher  
c/o Newman University College 
0121 476 1181 ext 2402 
e.lovett@newman.ac.uk 
 
Thank you for your interest in this research. 
 
 

mailto:e.lovett@newman.ac.uk
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PARTICIPANT INFORMATION SHEET 
 

London 2012 Sporting Legacy: A policy-based case study of 
Birmingham 

 
You are being invited to take part in a research study about sport in Birmingham. 
Before you decide, it is important for you to understand why the research is being 
done and what it will involve. Please take time to read the following information 
carefully, and discuss it with others if you wish. Ask the researcher if there is anything 
that is not clear or if you would like more information. Take time to decide whether or 
not you wish to take part.  
 
Thank you for reading this.  
 
What is the purpose of the study?  
The London 2012 Olympic and Paralympic Games is intended to bring about a lasting 
sporting legacy across Britain. This research aims to analyse the influence on the 
development and implementation of sports policy and provision in Birmingham.  
 
Why have I been chosen?  
You have been chosen because you are involved in developing the Olympic Legacy 
and/or delivering sport in Birmingham. 
 
Do I have to take part?  
It is up to you to decide whether or not to take part. If you decide to take part you are 
still free to withdraw at any time and without giving a reason and any data collected 
will not be used in the study.  
 
What will happen to me if I take part?  
If you decide to take part, you will be given this information sheet to keep and asked 
to give oral consent for participating in the study. This will give your consent for the 
researcher from the Chester Centre for Research in Sport and Society at the 
University of Chester to contact you to invite you to take part in a telephone interview. 
During this interview you will have the opportunity to discuss your role in sport in 
Birmingham and the influence, if any, of London 2012. This interview will last between 
15 and 60 minutes and will be conducted by the lead researcher. With your 
permission, the interview will be audio taped. In the final report and, any subsequent 
publications of this work, all participants will be referred to using pseudonyms (e.g. 
SDO-A or Sports Coach-A and so on). Your role within sport in Birmingham will be 
described within the report. Therefore, if you are in a role where there is only one 
position within the organisation (e.g. the manager of a particular facility or the director 
of an organisation), whilst your name will not be used within the report and, as with all 
participants, you will be referred to using a pseudonym, you may be identifiable. 
 
What are the possible disadvantages and risks of taking part? 
You would be required to give up a small amount of time to be interviewed but there 
are no disadvantages or risks foreseen in taking part in the study.  
 
What are the possible benefits of taking part?  
As you are involved in sport in Birmingham this is a good opportunity for you to take 
part in a study about sport in your city. This will be used as some independent 
monitoring and evaluation of sport policy in Birmingham and you will be able to provide 
feedback on your experiences of being involved in delivering sport in the city This is 
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an ideal opportunity for you to reflect on your position in sport in Birmingham and 
consider the contributions that you make to the development of sport. 
 
What if something goes wrong?  
If you wish to complain or have any concerns about any aspect of the way you have 
been approached or treated during the course of this study, please contact: Professor 
Sarah Andrew, Dean of the Faculty of Applied Sciences, University of Chester, 
Parkgate Road, Chester, CH1 4BJ. Tel: 01244 513055.  
 
Will my taking part in the study be kept confidential?  
All information which is collected about you during the course of the research will be 
kept strictly confidential so that only the researcher and her supervisors will have 
access to the information. As detailed above when the report is written up 
pseudonyms will be used to refer to participants but due to the nature of some roles 
within sport in Birmingham you may be identifiable. 

 
What will happen to the results of the research study?  
The results will be written up into a PhD thesis and subsequent academic publications. 
It is hoped that the findings may be used to inform sport policy and provision in 
Birmingham.  
 
Who is organising and funding the research?  
The research is self-funded with support from Newman University College. The 
Chester Centre for Research into Sport and Society at the University of Chester will 
be involved in organising and carrying out the study.  
 
Who may I contact for further information?  
If you would like more information about the research before you decide whether or 
not you would be willing to take part, please contact: 
 
Emily Lovett, lead researcher  
0121 476 1181 ext 2402 
e.lovett@chester.ac.uk 
 
Thank you for your interest in this research. 
 

mailto:e.lovett@chester.ac.uk
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Appendix 8: Informed Consent Forms 
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PARTICIPANT CONSENT FORM 
 
 

Title of Project: London 2012 Sporting Legacy: A policy-based 
case study of Birmingham 

 
  
Name of Researcher: Emily Lovett  
 
 

Please tick the box  
if you agree with  

the statement: 
 
 

1. I confirm that I have read and understood the participant 
information sheet for the above-named study, and have 
had the opportunity to ask the lead researcher any questions. 

 
2. I understand that my participation is voluntary and that I am 

free to withdraw at any time, without giving any reason and 
any data collected will not be used. 

 
3. I agree to my interview being audio-recorded for the purpose of this  

research project. 
 
4. I understand that my name and personal details will not appear in 

any report. Throughout any report or publication of this research I  
will be referred to using a pseudonym. However, I understand that  
due to the nature of my role in sport I may be identifiable. 

 
5. I agree to take part in the above study. 
 
 
 
 
…………………………... …………………………... …………………………... 

Name of Interviewee 
 
 
 
 
 

Date Signature 

…………………………... …………………………... …………………………... 
Researcher Date Signature 
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PARTICIPANT ORAL CONSENT FORM 
 
 

Title of Project: London 2012 Sporting Legacy: A policy-
based case study of Birmingham 

 
  
Name of Researcher: Emily Lovett  
 
 

Please tick the box  
if the participant 
has agreed with  

the statement: 
 
 

6. Can you confirm that you have read and understood the participant 
information sheet for the above-named study, and have 
had the opportunity to ask the lead researcher any questions? 

 
7. Do you understand that your participation is voluntary and that  

you are free to withdraw at any time, without giving any reason and 
any data collected will not be used? 

 
8. Do you agree to your interview being audio-recorded for the purpose of  

this research project? 
 
9. Do you understand that your name and personal details will not appear in 

any report. Throughout any report or publication of this research you  
will be referred to using a pseudonym. However, do you understand that  
due to the nature of your role in sport you may be identifiable? 

 
10. Do you agree to take part in the study? 
 
 
 
 
…………………………... …………………………...  

Name of Interviewee 
 
 
 
 
 

Date  

…………………………... …………………………... …………………………... 
Researcher Date Signature 

 
 

 

 


