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The Olympic Games and Raising Sport Participatidh

Abstract

RESEARCH QUESTIOIS

Cana demonstration effecivhereby people are inspired by elite sport, sports people and
events tactivelyparticipate themselvebe harnessed from an Olympic Games to influence sport
participation? Did London 2012 sport peipation legacy policyraw on evidence about a
demonstration effect, and was a legacy delivered
RESEARCH METHODS

A worldwide systematic reviewaf English languagevidence returnetl,778sources
iteratively reduced by the author panel, on advice from an international review p&feintiuded
sources that were quality appraised! synthesised narrativelyhe evidence was used to examine
the influence of a demonstration effect on sport participation engagementiateirtmatesport
participationlegacypolicy for London 2012.
RESULTS AND FINDINGS

There is no evidence for an inherent demonstration effect, but a potential detiwonstra
effect, properly leveraged, may deliver increases in sport participatourefiey and rengage
lapsed participas. Despite setting out to usendon 2012 to raise sport participation, successive
UK governments’ policy failures to harness the potential influence of a déawwors effect on
demand resulted in failure to deliver increased participation.
IMPLICATIONS

If the primary justification for hosting an Olympic Games is the potential impagarh
participation, the Games are a bad investment. However, the Games can haweisyedfs on
sport participation frequency and eegagement, and if these are desir&dndost societies, are
properly leveraged by hosts, and are one among a number of reasons for hostingethe@am

the Games may be a justifiable investmerdgartparticipation terms.

Keywords
Olympicand Paralympi&Games)nspiring Participation, SpoRarticipationinvestment

Sport PolicyEvidenceBased Policy
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Introduction

In 2008 at the commencement of London’s Olympiad (four years preceding the London
2012 Olympic and Paralympic Games), Lord Sebastian Coe, former double Olyntpinegtallist
and the Chair of the London Organising Committee for the Olympic Games (LD&@ted that

...In the run-up to the 2012 Olympics there will be no betpgortunity in my lifetimeo

drive sportegacy. In terms of boosting participation in sport in this country the red carpet

has been rolled out with a gilt edge attach{€wbe, 2008a, p. 3)

Coe’s beliefwas also held by Tessa Jowaelt,the time the UK government minister
responsible for the Olympic Games (DCMS, 2008), Boris Johnson, the Mayor of London (The
Guardian, 2008), and innumerable other politicians and public servants seeking to dentbastrate
the investment that UK taxpayesere makingn the 2012 Olympi@and Paralympic Gamesuld
be justified across a number of policy sectdiewever, someritiques(e.g., Coalter, 20Q7
Murphy & Baunan, 200Y suggestdthatthis ‘belief might more accuratelye described as a
‘political position derived from gpolitical needto demonstrate positive outcomes from the Games.
This criticalview wasreinforced by thevidely quoted assertion that no previous Gameghiaed
participation in sport (Conn, 2008; House of Commons Select Committee, 2007).

Theassertiorthat no previas Games lraised participatiomas not quite true on two
fronts. Firstly, it was true only that there hdmeen no evidence collected or collated that any
previous Games hadised participationtiie absence of evidence does not necessarily imply that
participation has not been raised), althotlgdre wago a certain extent an “illusion” of a research
base. Two Health Impact Assessments, in London (London Health Commission and London
Development Agency2004) and the North East of England (North EasliPidealth Observatory
2006), of the health-related potential of the 2012 Gamasspresented in such a way asuggest
that theravas some relevant evidence. However, each of these reportargely based on the
opinions of health experts at round tables and workshops rather than any empiricakdvasgenc
Consequently their conclusiongre prefaced by statements such as “hosting the Gianttesught
to...” (London Health Commission and London Development Agency, 2004, pod @& Games

“could result in increased interest in sporfp’ 8) and “couldhave a health benefit for the North
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East” (North East Public Health Observatory, 2006, )p. 8imilarly, Coater’s (20079 contribution
to the joint Institute for Public Policy Research and Demos publication, “AkeGbld Rushivas
a discussion of intents, potential models and possibilities as, againyvtsene evidence basén
fairness, Coalter (200Tecognisd this and concluded that potential positive outcomes for sport
participaton are likely to be the result of “complex and not well understood interactions” (p. 108).
This reinforcel Murphy and Baumas (2007) conclusionthat the “health potential of major
sporting and physical activity events is often cited, but evidencaufdicpghealth benefit is lacking”
(p. 193).

Secondly, no previous Games leadployed strategies towards raising sport participation.
While the trend in conducting assessments or evaluations ofesgoits in general, and the
Olympic and Paralympic Games particularwasand continues to be to move beyond a
straightforward focus on impacts to consider opportunities that can be “ledéf&halip, 2004;
Chalip & Leyns, 2002), sport participation had not been specifically leveraged byesigugr
Games. A leveraging approach has a strategic and tactical focus: the objdotiderify the
strategies and tactics that can be implemented prior to and during an eveet ito @enerate
particular outcomesConsequently, leveraging implies a much more pro-active approach to
capitalising on opportunities (thus focussing on processes) rather than inegaeteh which
simply measures outcomes. While there h@ein some attempts to retrospectively measure the
impacts of Olympic Games and some otfsrtevents on sport participatidevels(e.g., Sport
England, 2004; Veal, 2003here hd been no attempts to leverage such participation as much of
the leveraging focus hdmken on generating economic outcorfWeed, 2006; 2009)It appears to
havepartly beenthe lack of attemgtto leverage sport participation that contributed to the lack of
evidence mentioned in the previous paragraph, as it makes no sense to try to measuoenan outc
that no effort is being made to generate.

However,despite there havingeen no collection, collation and analysis of available
evidence, the UK government and LOCOG still constructed a primary nariatithes legacy of
the London 2012 Games that focused on delivering sport participation outcomes (Coe, 2005;

DCMS, 2008). A suchLondon 2012 became the first Olympic and Paralympic Games to
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explicitly and proactively set out to use the Games to deliver increases in sport participation levels
(Weed, 2012), but did so based on a belief rooted in intuition and anecdote that critics argued was
driven, at least in part, by the need to develop a political position that allowed positeenes to
be claimed from the Games (Coalter, 200@nn, 2008; Weed, 20LZFurthermore, the process by
whichit was believed thaguch participation could lgenerated, a “demonstration effect” whereby
people are inspired by elite sport, sports peoplsporteventsto actively participate themselvés
was stilla contested phenomenon. It is therefore the aim of this paper to unpack the demonstration
effect examining thg@rocesses by which it may woakd the outcomes it may generate. Firstly,
the literature reviewdiscusses the impact of belief in a demonstration effect uponpaytidipation
policy around the world, befoexaminingthe processes by which people engage in participation in
sport and physical activity to provide a context to understand what parts of sudspsoae
demonstration effect might influence. Secon@thilowing a discussion of systematic review
methodsthe resultsection presesspecific evidence relating to the natared influencef a
demonstration effect from a worldwide systematic revie®mjlish languagevidencerom
previousOlympic Gamessportevents and franchisésThirdly, thediscussion section explores the
extent to which the four year London 2012 Olympiasi the first to explicitly and proactively
attempt to raise sport participation levels, providelear and concise test of what previous
evidence suggests abdbe influence o demonstration effect. Finally, conclusions are offered
about the best evidencelating tothe influence o demonstration effect to inform future sport
participation pdties associatedith the Olympic and Paralympic Games.

Literature Review
Policy Belief inaDemonstration Effect
Political and policymaking thinking in relation to the potentgdort legaciesf the

Olympic Games and othenajor eventappears to beiigely derived from an intuitive belief,

! For the purposes of this paper “sports people” is used to mean athletes.

2This is a deliberately vague operationalisation of the term “demonsteffiect” at this stage, as one of the functions
of the paper is to provide a more precise conceptualization of what a demongfigct might comprise.

® The term‘franchises” refers to sport team franchises, such as those gxistirin, for example, North Amerim

Major League Baseball or American Football, but also major European tethmsotégntial influence beyond
traditional geographic borders, such as, for example, Manchester UadtzhF Club. Within the search protocol, the
terms “franchise” and “team” were used to cover these teams (see Table 1).
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anecdotally supported by sport administrators, that watching or experientargpert
performances or events inspires peopladively participate in sport themselv@dindson,

Gidlow, & Peebles1994; Hogan & Norton, 2000). lllustrative of the view of many of those in
leadership positions in both sport and in politi@s the comment of formé&/K Minister for Sport
and Chairn of the British Olympic Association during London 2012’s Olympiad, Colin Mayniha
that“London 2012 will motivate a whole generation of young people as they seek to eteiiate
Team GB heroes both on and off the sporting field” (LOCOG, 2paia. 1%.

There is evidence that a belief in the demonstration dfectinderpinned sport
devebpment (and sport funding) policy in a number of countries for decades. Hogan and Norton
(2000), examining sport policy and funding in the context of the Sydney 2000 Olympic and
Paralympic Games, noted thihe direction of central government funding tgges and the belief
in the effect of successive Australiport Ministers, the Confederation of Australian Sport and the
co-ordinator of sport science at the Australian Institute of Sport, proedeence that the
dominant view in Australian sport was thathese champions and potential champions provide an
important inspiration for others to ‘have a go’. As well, greater participatith lead to a healthier
Australian Community” (Australiane®ator and Minister for Sport, Graham Richardson, cited in
McKay, 1991, p. 81).

This political belief in a demonstration effect is not limited to Australia. In New Zéalan
the Chief Executive of the Hillary Commission for Spddimedthat the performance of New
Zealand’s athletes hawtear flow through to national esteem and increased sports participation”
(cited in Hindsonet al, 1994, p. 17). In the USA, the report of the Surgeon Geakls@made
specific referenceo the Olympic Games, stating

Although participants in the modern Olympic Games no longer compete with the Gods,

today’s athletes inspire others to be physically active and to realisedtaitipl— an

inspiration as important for modern peoples as it was for the ancient Qkg8klurgeon

General, 1996, p. 12)

Gratton and Taylor (2000), Green and Houlihan (2@d&)Houlihan and White (2002)

have all discussetthe ‘demonstration effect’. Houlihan and White (2002, p. 67) nibigtdt has
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been the “conventional rationalisatioof’ anemphasis on elite sport development over a number of
years in the UK, but suggestthat justifying elite funding on these grounds is ‘dubious’.
Notwithstanding this view, Lord Coe’s belief in the potential of the London 2012 Olymgic a
Paralympic Gamet® raisesportparticipationwas undoubtedly underpinned by the demonstration
effect:

I've always felt the primary purpose of a medal is that it signifies a big Bmitishent- and

big British moments in sport have to have a conversion rate. For theliys [Olympic

cycling Gold medallist at the Beijing Games] of this world, and our rowersveinthsers,

the real challenge for our governing bodies and for sport more broadly is, hovpetpig

can you get into the sport off the back of that great moment? (Coe, 2008b, para. 18)

Gratton and Taylor’s (2000, p. 113) vieves in line with Coe’s, as they suggesthat:
“...there is a ‘demonstration effect’ which will almost certainly beneficidflycathe number of
people participating in sport, their frequency of participation and/or poskilyumber of years
they participatg

However, none of thegeerspectives are underpinned by empirical evidence bogted
earlier, by intuition anth some caseanecdotand in Coe’s caseappears to be driven by a
political desire to demonstrate positive outcom&satton and Taylor (2000) hint at this lack of
evidence as they wenh to qualify their viewandnotedthat the processes by which a
demonstration effect may work are not clear, particularly the respectiverinéiof performances
(successyersus the mere existence of events, and whether the effect is linked ta specifi
individuals or teams that are meaningful to those in whom patrticipation is thought to beetitigg
Processesf Engagement with Sport afthysical Activity

This section provides a brief review of the processes by which people aretaodi¢os
engage with participation in sport and physical activity to provide a context to amtevabat
parts of such processes a demonstration effect might influ&ester Hillsdon, Cavill,Allender,
andCowburns (2005)report “Understanding Participation in Sport”, for Sport Englatehtified
four main theories of behaviour change from tegstematiceview of quantitative (15 studies) and

gualitative (24 studies) research examining attitudes to sport and physwig} aod reasons for
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participationconducted in the UK since 1990. These theories were: the theory of reasoned action
(Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975), the theory of planned behaviour (Ajzen, 1985), social cognitive theory
(Bandura, 1986) and the transtheoretical model (ProchBskEmente & Norcross, 1992) The
first two of these, the theory of reasoned action and the theory of planned behaviournfocus
behavioural intentions, social factors and (in the latter case) perceived betlasoodirol, whilst
social cognitive theory focuses on theeractingreciprocal relationships betwebehavioural,
personal and environmental factors. There are some similarities and niargndiés between
these three models, but oagpecthey have in common is that they each refer to ‘participation’ in
sport and exercise rather than ‘engagement’, and participation is seen agr@oraiariable- that
is, people are ther participating or they are not. In this respéwrefore participation is regarded
as an outcome.

The fourth of the models identified by Fosé¢ral. (2005)was the transtheoretical model
(TTM), which focuses on engagement rather fanticipation, and regards such engagement as a
process (specifically a series of stages) rather than an outdesrieosteet al.(2005) noted, this
model had received widespread support among practitioners at the time ofpibetjraned its
currency n the sport sector in the UK has been further enhanced since by the publication of Foster
et al's (2005) review. In addition to the TTM, two other similar models examining engade
with sport as a process exist. However, Fastat's (2005) review, which focussed on UK
studies, did not pick these up as they have largely emerged in a North Americah aoatéx one
case, have only more recently been applied to gaoticipation These models, the Exercise
Adoption Model (EAM) (Brookslindenfed, & Chovanec, 1996) and the Psyidwpcal
Continuum Mode(PCM) (Beaton & Funk, 2009; Funk & James, 2001) also outline a staged
process of engagement with sport and exercise, and are illustrated alomgdidéttinFigure 1.

FIGURE 1 ABOUT HERE

None of hese three models were originallgveloped in an active sport and exercise
participation context. The TTM was initially developed in relation to the treatmentaiing
addiction (Prochaska, 1979) and later widely applied to sport and exercise (M&arBidle,

2001); the EAM has its theoretical basis in the diffusion of innovations literaturarketimg
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(Robertson, 1971Rogers& Shoemaker, 1971); and the PCM was developed in relation to sport
spectators (Funk & James, 2001), but has beeme recetty applied to sport and physical activity
participation(Beaton& Funk, 2009. In terms of providing a background against which to examine
the influenceof the demonstratioaffect onsportparticipationthe fine details of these models are
not particularly importanthowever, there argvo featureswvorthy of note. Firstly, they each
describe initial stages or processes that relate to changes in attitedgoimand awareness rath
than actual behaviour change; and, secondhgn illustratd alongside each otheri@ure 1),clear
similarities can be observed between them.

However, perhaps reflecting its more prominent position in Festis (2005) review and
its longer history in relation to sport and exercise, héI'TM that has been most widely adopted
and researched in tisport and exercise literature. This is evidenced by Biatfshall and Biddles
(2001) metaanalytical reviewwhich identified71 studies that empirically examined at least one
core construct of th€TM applied to exercise and physical actiyéjnd Spenceddams, Malone,
Roy, andYost’s (2006) systematic reviewvhichexaminedl50 studies that applied the TTM to
exercise.This body of evidence shows tldifferent strategies are required to afféw process of
engagement at each stage of the model, and that a number of these strategiassoinalar
constructs to the ‘participation as outcome’ models discussed above.

Fosteret al.(2005, p. 22) suggesdin their review that although the TThfgues that
matching strategies and interventions to stages will facilitate further engagememismatching
will hamper it), “the research evidence supporting a steged approach over a nstage based
one is equivocal.” However, Spenegral’s (2006) review, which examined almost four times as
many studies as Foster et @005), identified: “...a growing body of evidence suggesting that
stagematched interventions lead to forward stage progression and/or increasesedsenaviour”
(Spencer et 812006,p. 436) This suggests thavidence for thisentral tenet of the model is
much more than equivocal. As such, interventions, initiatives and programmes seekagyesspr
people through the model are particularly successful if targeted to model stabess applies
equally at the early (attitude, awareness and intention) stages of theavddibes at the latter

behavioural stages j8nceret al, 2006).



The Olympic Games and Raising Sport Participatidh

A further point of note in relation to movement between the early stages of Mhedries
from Marshall and Biddle’s (2001, p. 239) metaalysis They found that the move between the
pre-contemplation and contemplation stages was accompanied by a significant ahthoobase
in the perceived benefits ehgagementand also by a ghificant but smaller reduction in the
perceived disadvantagessafch engagementn fact, the effect size for the perception of the
benefits olengagementvas twice that for the perception of disadvantages,ghggesting that
interventions at this stage might be most effective if the benef@gsgggemendre emphasised,
rather than the consequen¢es., potential health problems) of continuing not to engage.

More generallyMarshall and Biddle (2001, p. 228lsonotedthat: “Original formulations
of the model proposed that individuals moved through the stages in a linear fashion, but it is now
recognisedhat stage progression is more likely to follow a cyclical pattérarthermore, although
in relation to theoriginal application of the TTM to the treatment of addictive behaviours,
Prochaskat al.(1992) demonstratatiat the model is spiral in nature, rather than cyclical, and that
those whose behaviour change is not sustained dtisestgage completely. Prochaska and
DiClemente’s (1984) study of smoking cessation, for example, showed that oivthmdel not
sustain cessation on the first attempt, only 15% regressed back to the pre-coittersialge. This
led Prochaska et a{1992, p. 1105) to conclude: “The spiral model suggests that most relapsers do
not revolve endlessly in circles and that they do not regress all the way back tahelydyegari.
Thus there is dratchet effectwithin the TTM, and that once people have progressed from pre-
contemplation to contemplation, a return to theqmetemplation stage is unlikely. This is
illustrated by the dotteline in the TTM in kgure 1

Key questions for an examination of the influence of the demonstration effect on sport
participation arising from this very brief overview of presesof engagement with sport and
physical activityare: (a)the extent to which the demonstration effect influences engagement at each
stage of the procesand (b) whether it may potentially hamper engagement if it is ‘mismatched’ to
a particular stageUnpacking thee potentiainfluences of thelemonstration effect is the key aim
of the analysis of evidence from previous Olympic Games, spertts and franchisesturned in

the systematic review that follows.
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Method

The analysis of evidence relatitgythe nature of the demonstration effect on sport
participation is derived from a wider systematic review of the evidencdroas@revious Olympic
Gamessportevents and franchiségr the potential to develop spgréarticipation, physical activity
andhealth legaesfrom theOlympic and Paralympic Games. This wider reveyploredfive
areas sport participation outcomggrocesses leading to sport participation outcomesgesses
leading to other behavioural outconfesy.,physical activityvolunteering, pectating)the way in
which processes and outcomes have been evajuatédhe influence of the media related
paper discusses the evidence for one aspect of the third of these areas, phiysigarathealth
legacies AUTHORS, 2012), but dér the examination of the demonstration effect on sport
participationthat is the subject of this papéris clearly the first twareas that are relevant, ahe
guestions that guided the review in these two areas are given below in full:

1) What evidence exists thpteviousOlympic Gamessport events or spoftanchises have

impactedupon sport participation?

2) By what processes has sport participation been leveraged from pr@lyoysic Games,

sport events or spoitanchise®

A ‘local’ systematic review panelf five senior staff and two junior researchers was
established, supplemented by an international advisory panel of four experts draviufope,
North America and AustralasfaFollowing experimental searches to refine the sestretlegy
(Petticrew& Roberts, 2006), the formal protocol fibre electronic searahas developed, which
was limited to sources in the English languéspeTable ) anddate parameters from 1990 to the
start of the London 2012 Olympiad in 2008, inclusive.

TABLE 1 ABOUT HERE

Once duplicates across the databases were removed, the elesgewoicreturned 1,778
sources, and this was reduced to 296 sources following siftittgebhmembers of the local panel

and the removal of obviously irrelevant materiallo@ basis of article title§.he 296 sources

* The local panel comprises the authors, and was drawn from staiffyed at the authors’ institution at the time of the
review. The international advisory panel comprises experts in sporg,guaiticipation and event legacies from
around the world to ensure global coverage of English language sources.
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remaining were initially reviewed by thecal and internationgbanes on the basis of titles and
abstracts to assess whether it appeared that any significant papers ®obbidieature were
missing. Both panels considereithatthe 296 sources represented a good coverage of the research
literature. However a number of suggestions for further sources of evidercenade,
particularly sources of grey literatufgterature which has not been formally published),
bibliographies, peer-reviewed journals that were not indexed in the databasescditd spe
suggestions for individual papers.

In addition to the above suggestions, the Ipeaiel had also identified at its early meetings
potential sources of ‘gy literature’, including associationsesearch institutions and centres, and
un-indexed libraries, bibliographies and archives (&hg.)nternational Olympic Committee
Archives and Library in Lausanne, which anemberof thelocal paneVisited). Searches of and
contacts with these sources of grey literature were ongoing throughoutitteqighe searchyith
full text sources being retrieved where possible.

Following consultationsvith the panels on the comprehensiveness of the 296 sources
identified through the electronic searches, the abstracts of these sources were amdigpend
assessed by three local pamambers to identify which were the most significant for-fiet
retrieval on the basis of relevance to one or more of the questions ferdi#rreview. The
consolidation of the views of the three panel members resulted in a list of 112 sdentéigd for
full-text retrieval of which eight were irretrievable. The remaining 104 sources were retrieved and
the reference list of each tifese sources was ‘mined’ for further significant sources. This
reference mining, together with the grey literature search outlined ,sdmbded a further 19 sources
for full text retrieval, which resuddin a set of 123 fultext sources. These sourvesre reviewed
for relevance by two local panelembers and a further 69 were excluded. The final number of
sources included in theider review was therefore 54, of which 8&re not related to the two
review questions germane to the demonstratitecgfleaving a cohort ofl2studies to be examined
in this paper. This process is summarisedigufe 2

FIGURE 2 ABOUT HERE
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The final 2 included studies wersmchindependentlappraised for quality and the weight
they should be given in the synthesistwo local panel members (all five senior researchers on the
panel contributed to this proces$)isagreements were reviewed and resolved by all five local
panel membersThe questions under consideration are uneeearched and the evideneas
known to besparseas discussed in the earlier part of the paper. It was therefore decided to take a
rudimentary approach to the quality appraisal, appraising only the follovelag fiather than the
comprehensive approach to appraising quality of the conduct of studies normally eswtedm
(e.g.,Coren & Fisher, 2006). The fields assessed were: relevance to questioaon]oghéther the
report was based on structured, transparent and replicable enquiry, whethemthevedssi
appropriate to the question, the nature of the evidence included, and some ethical quéstiors. T
forma used for thismpcess for all included studiesprovided in AppendiA. Table 2 lists the 2
studies, together with a summary quality appraasal information on the type of publication.

TABLE 2 ABOUT HERE

The 21 studiesomprise eight refereed journal articlssyen reports funded or authored by
central or regional government or agencies, five independently authored (i.e., not fuded by
linked to any interested parties)dks, papers or reports, and one nefereed journal article. As is
often the case with systematic reviews in physical activity and headthGreaves et 312011),
some of the included sources are themselves revawisthe inclusion of such reviews is an
efficient way to access a wider range of evidgiMelrow, 1999 as long as care is taken,
particularly if formal metaanalysis is conducted, to ensure that evidence is not ‘double-counted’
through multiple inclusions. As formal medaalysis was not possible in this case, care was simply
taken to ensure that the pemanceof evidence was clear, and that original sources cited in reviews
were obtained in cases where the exact nature of the evidence was not clear from the review
document. This also helped to ensure that those sources that had been authored or funded by
interested parties, such as government departments or agencies, had not introchered efe
interpretativenarrative bias to their discussions,ather the original evidence sources were

obtained if the evidence as presented was not (tt@arwas part of the reference mining process
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noted above), or the prenance and clarity of the evidence was sufficiently transparent that
interpretative naative bias was not possible.

Results

The21 studies considered in this paperlargely qualitative or discursivéat least in terms
of the vast majority of their contengnd as sucthe analysis is qualitatiy@amely a semi
inductive thematic analis (Braun & Clarke, 2006). Given the overarchamg of this paper to
unpack the demonstration effect on sport participation, the papers were analysédalydwithin
two pre-determinechigher orderthemesderived from the two research questions, rignge) the
outcomes influenced byy demonstration effecand,(b) the processasfluenced bya
demonstration effecFor each othese two preleterminechigher order thentein turn, the studies
were initially read collectively to identifgmergent suithemes across studieshree sub themes
derived from the 21 studiegere identifiedunder the outcomes themecreasing participatign
participation frequency and activity switching; and two thdmes under the processes theme: local
versus general relevance and event hosting versus performance successulFhesees were
subsequently used as thhemework to analyse the evidensghin each higher order themia
using the sub-themes to conduct the analysis, attention has been paid to the weigghthze
given to particular bodies of evidence and perspectives on both quality and relevance grounds. The
product of this analysis isaitical narrative synthesigPope & Mays, 2006) which, whil&elling
the story’ of the research returned in theémand substantive termalso highlights potential
weaknesses in the returned research throughout the narrBitigdirst part of this narrative
synthesis focuses on outcomes, specifically on whether there are outcomesefrmumspdlympic
Gamessportevents and franchisedtributable tahe influence of a demonstration effect and what
those outcomes are. The second part of the synthesis focuses on processes andditagving
insights from the transtheoreticqalbbdel(TTM) presented earlier, exaneis how a demonstration
effect mightinfluence processes of engagement with sport participation
OUTCOMES:Increasing Participation

London East Research InstitutdeRI, 2007, p47) summarisd the potential to imease

participation as follows:Sports participation increases are often assumed very readily by host
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cities. Both Barcelona and Sydney provideantitative]evidence for some positive short term
impacts. However there is doubt about the sustainability of Olympic effects andySyidence is
ambiguou’ LERI (2007)alsocited Cashman (2006) in support of tiew that there has been a
paucity of studies on post-Games participation in sport and, in particutarestiorwhether an
Olympic ‘bounce’ is short or long-term. Such studigbere theylo exist, mostlyretrospectively
utilise quantitativesecondary data (largely population level surveys) that mesgare
participation, but do not ask more qualitative questions about the factors that have eadflsiecic
participation. InBarcelonahost city of the 1992 Games, LERI (20@#ted Trunds (1995)
analysiswhich comparedwo ‘similar’ quantitativestudies published by the municipality in 1985
and 1995. These studies showed that attitudes towards sport had grown more positive,rand that t
proportion of the population participating in sport at least once a week had grown from 36% i
1983 t0 47% in 1989 to 51% in 1995. This suggests some evidence for an effect, but the strength of
the evidence is ameliorated by the ‘similaritgthrer than the direct comparability of the studies,
and the fact that there are many other influences on sporting life in Baacalt least the FC
Barcelona football team, which may have impacted upon sport participation and sitittitie
period. Fowever, if this evidence is taken at facdue, it suggests that the influenceaof
demonstration effect maye as much in the pre-Games “pregnancy” period (Weed, 2008), where
participation rose from 36% to 47% percent from 1983 to 1989, as in th&gustslegacy period,
where the rise from 1989 to 1995 was only from 47% to 51%.

Evidence of a different nature (spendingsportgoods) relating to the Atlanta Games is
also presented by LERI (2007) from the National Sporting Goods Association (2005)urVkig s
of the USA population as a whole, shows that although the overall figure for spendingetin athl
equipment and spoctothing remains relatively static, there are clear increases in spending on
athletic equipment between 1990 and 1995. Agdihoughthesedatasuggests a similar
“pregnancy” demonstration effect to the Barcelona daty;, areveakened bywo factors: firstly,
that increased spending on sport goods does not necessarily translate to incréepediga and,

secondly, that the figures may be as much attributable to movements in the US eandomy
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increasing levels of affluence and general consumer leisure expend#uoethe 1996 Atlanta
Games.

There is mixed evidence from the Sydney Games in 2000. LERI (2007)thatddaynes
(2001) suggesd anecdotal reports from the media of large g@aitnes increases in interest and
participation in Olympic sports, but that Cashman (2006) sdtmat, in relation to recreational
swimming at least, attendandasSydneywere stéc or slightly falling in the two to three years
following the Gamedr-or participation across Australia as a whole, g@003)quantitativestudy
showed post-Games increases in participation in seven Olympic sports, declines inheirse and
a general increase in recreational and non Olympic activitiesphy and Bauman (200,4h their
systematic review of public health initiativesiggested that there was no evidence from Sydney
that the euphoria of the Games turned into increased activityafts, despite a great deal of
‘rhetoric’.

Research in the UK following the Manchester Commonwealth Games of 2002 imesam
by EdComs (2007). One report (Faber Maunsell, 2004) coltptadtitative datéghat shoved
increased participation of 7% in adults in the UK and 19% among 6-15 year olds in the Ndrth Wes
However, EdComs (2007) questemithe extent to which this is an inherent demonstration effect, o
is attributable to media coverage, Games attendance, facility develogoterdls initiative®r
other factors (which may or may not be part of a strategic leveraging pnogja Faber Maunsell
(2004)recognisd this, noting that:Some stakeholders...argued that the Games themselves only
resulted in a small and shderm increase in participation sport and that more proactive methods
to encourage participation are required to have greater and longer terni.impact

Therefore, while evidence for amherent(or unleveraged) demonstration effect is
equivocal, there is some weglantitativeevidencethat suggests potential for growth in the pre-
Games “pregnancy” period and for a shterm ‘spike’ in participation around the times of major
Games (VANOC, 2007). However, both Coalter (2007) and Festr(2005) suggesteithat
theories about increasing participation are not fully understood nor sufficieotigrpto make such
a claim—there can be no simplistic assumption deaonstratioreffect(EdComs, 2007) As

such, even this weak evidence suggests that hosting the Games will not, intselfl tdad to
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participation increases through a demonstration effect. There is widaregre(Coalter, 2007,
EdComs, 2007; Hindsaet al, 1994; LERI, 2007) that the demonstration effect is a potential effect
that must be leveraged, particularly in the pre-Games pregnancy period.

The problem, of course, with the typesgofantitativedata reported above is that they
largely drawon population surveys that are intended to measure general levels of participation. In
most cases, the analysis of thdata has been conducted retrospectively, rather than incorporating
the measurement die influence ot demonstration effect into the methodology. This has two
results: firstly, these quantitatigeirveys cannot attribute participation increase¢beanfluence of
a demonstration effect from the Olympic Garaesd, secondly, they are not sensitive enough to
pick up the nuances of participation chang€his latter issue means that increases in attendance,
for example, cannot differentiate between incesda numbers of participants and increases in
participation frequency, whilst increases in, for example, sport goods speratingt differentiate
between new participants in sport, or those who are switching from one sporitiity sxanother.
It is to these issues that the nexbtsections now turn.
OUTCOMES: Participation Frequency

There is concern throughout the sources returned that the participationeadhedisnay be
shown by the weafuantitativeevidence that does exisiay indicate incrases in participation
frequency rather than increasesiumbers of participants (EdComs, 2007; LERI, 2007, Murphy &
Bauman, 2007) and, in fact, this is one of the weaknesses in the evidence. Sport and Recreation
Victoria (2006) reported, for example, that 59% of the participants in ‘Warming upef@ames’,
a programme designed to increase participation in the run up to the 2006 Melbourne
Commonwealth Games, wesportclub members, thus strongly suggesting that the programme was
encouraging those alrda participating to participate moré&imilarly, EdComs (2007) noted that
guantitative data showedcreases in participation frequen@e., a positive response to the
guestion: “do you playnoresport?”) among schoolchildren and young people in Mamtehes
following the 2002 Commonwealth Games.

That a demonstration effect might encourage increases in participatioarfoggs entirely

consistent with more genetlahg-standing research in both social psychology and social policy.
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For example, Hagger,Hatzisarantisand Biddle (2002), in a meta analysis of 72 previous studies in
sport and exercise psychology, skeoithat the influence of past behaviour on current and planned
behaviour is twice that of any other variable studied. Therefore, people who hawveigsevi
participated in sport are more likely to participate furtindrich is consistent with the “rachet
effect” assumed within the transtheoretical model noted earlier (Prockiagkd 992). Brown and
Massey (2001) and Newby (20C&¥o citel wider evidencéom the social policy arerthat those
who gain most from new facility provision (such as thatdsfa legacy from major sport events, as
described by, inter ali@rown & Massey, 2001EdComs, 2007Schmid, 1996{Jtah Department
of Health, undated), are the groups identified by Ravenscroft (1993) as “leiswgesyja
(predominantly professional whiteiddle class males) who are already engaged with recreation
(Collins, Henry, Houlihan, &uller, 1999; Coalter, 1993). Agaithis showsan increase in
participation among those who are already participatiighin the context of the transtheoretical
model (TTM) (Prochaska & DiClementa, 1984), this suggests that the demonstfiatnse
influencing the behaviours of those already engaged at the middle and higher behstagasaof
the TTM.

There is also evidence of a certain level of obfuscatygmolicy makers in this respect.
Both Hamlyn and Hudson (200&hd LERI (2007kited market research commissioned by Sport
England (2004), carried out one month after the end of the Athens 2004 Olympic Games, that
suggestdthat: “More than a quarter dfi¢ population in England (26%) have been inspired by
British medalwinning performances at the Olympgsames in Athens(p. 66). While this appears
to suggest a demonstration effect in inspiring people to take up sport and physiity) e
figure of 26% refers to those “who are now involvednoresport” (11%) and those “interested in
doingmoresport” (15%), “as a result of Team GB’s succeshs with the quantitative data from
Manchester quoted above (EdComs, 200i8se Athens daiadicatethat there was an increase in
frequencyof participation rather han an increase in number of participants. This appearsato be
common misrepresentation in evaluations of this kind, and one that Sport Englé&tite dad
correct as this information walistributed in a press release with the headiibens success

inspires one in four to take up sport” (Sport England, 2004).
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OUTCOMES: Activity Switching

While increases in participation frequency tha influence o demonstration effect are not
pethaps as positive an outcome as increases in the number of participants, theyejoesiint a
positive outcome in that people are becoming more active or engaged with sport by tincuagh
the later behavioural stages of engagement in the trangibabmeodel. However, there is a
further potential outcome of the influence of the demonstration effect that has nib mostiave
outcome: the phenomenon of “activity switching”.

Brown and Massey (2001), EdComs (2007), Hindstoal.,(1994), LERI (2007), and
VANOC (2007) all suggestithat reported increases in participation in particular activities are
likely, at least in part, to be among those who are already active in otivérescand are
“switching” their participation As such, while the ihdience of the demonstration effeetmains at
the later behavioural stages of the transtheoretical mibdeles not move people through stages of
engagement, rather it causes a switch in activity at the same stage of engagement

Reported increases inppiaipation in curling following the success of the Scottighmen’s
team in the20020lympic Winter Games are suggested by EdComs (2007, p. 43) to result from
activity switching

...those who say they have been influenced by success may have been placticalin

other sports. This does seem to have been the case in the curling example and, if true on a

wider scale, means that success simply encourages interchange betweeatbpoitsan

increased participation in sport overall.

Furthermore, this edict remains consistent with the perspectives on the role of past
behaviour (Haggeet al, 2002) and the typical “leisure gainers” (Ravenscroft, 1993) noted above.
It may also explain Veal’s (2008uantitativefindings following the Sydney Games of inases in
participation in seven Olympic sports, but declines in nine othéris activity switching effect is
perhaps particularly likely if thmfluence of thedemonstration effect is linked the presence of
new or unusual sports in a forthcoming everogrammavhich may lead to the sport being more

widely available to be played. Schmid (1996, p. 22) comedknt this effect in relation to the
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Atlanta 19960lympic Gamesciting the Assistant Director of the Columbus Parks and Recreation
Department astating:

Because women'’s fagitch [softball] is part of the Olympics for the first time, our schools

have started playing fagitch in Georgia, which they didn’t do until last year....With high

schools playing, now you have a feeder system. | think one of the biggest accompsshment
is that it's going to develop the sport to a new level.

Similarly, Brown and Massey (200f. 11) notedhatthis process may take place with the
Commonwealth Games, which may provide some sports with “a unique opportunity to gain an
audience for their sport, which may otherwise receive little exposuregugih sich an effect is
unlikely in relation to more established sports or activitldewever, the evidence for this effect is
largely anecdotal antlwould seem very kely to lead taactivity switching than to the stimulation
of newly active participants. It is also related to institutional decisioogtavhich sports to
provide or prioritise in particular contexts, such as schools.

OUTCOMES: Summary

The above discussions suggest, therefore, that thquarditative empiricaévidence, albeit
weak, for a demonstration effect on sport participation outcomes. However, the detimnstr
effect is more likely to be a potential effect that needs to be leveraged bgwpperting activities,
rather than an inherent effect. Furthermore, the general weigjbtrofjuantitative and qualitative
evidence, supported by wider perspectives from ktagding research in soc@dychology and
social policy, appears to be thaé ttiemonstration effect is more likely to result in increases in
participation frequency or in activity switching, rather than in attracting raeticgpants. As sugh
its influence appears to be more widespread in the middle and higher behaviousabktage
transtheoretical model (TTM), rather than at the earlier attitudinal stages.rocesses
underpinning this are explored in the following sections.

PROCESSES: Local versus General Relevance

Most of the discussions of outcomes focus on the impdbeddcal hosting of an event on

local participation. Of course, “local” is a relative term, and so may beedpplithe effect of, for

example, the Sydney 2000 Games on participation in Sydney (as examined by Cashmaar 2006
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on participation throughout Australia (as examined by Veal, 2003). An important quésiiogh,t
is does some local relevance have to be present for a demonstration effect taceRke@dn an
event held on the other side of the world raise sport participation, or can succesddnahon-
athletes inspirer increasengagement with sport?

In one of the few studies that examines the effect of distant events, Hetdso{19H)
examined the impact of the 1992 Olym@ames in Barcelona @portparticipation in New
Zealand. Of 35 sport clubs surveyed, 43% (15 clubs) reported a positive effect on clubrshgmbe
Although less than half, this is still a substarfiglire, particularly as very few of the clubs had
overtly used th®lympic Gamesn their marketing. However, Hindset al.(1994) also suggested
that non©lympic elite events may more effectively increase participation because pdtential
for moreextensive TV coverage of New Zealand athletes, thus suggesting@nsdiad with local
relevance.

The previous sections have suggested that the demonstration effect is a potecttidlatffe
needs to be leveraged, and there is evidence that localrpméleveraging can have an important
influence. Enpirical evidence in EAComs (2007) from Canada, Manchester, Melbourne and New
Zealandshowedthat leveraging programmes that are relevant to local communities can have an
impact. VANOC (2007) notetthat n relation to children, schools and youth groups, meeting
athletes and visiting facilitiesevebeneficial Similarly, Hindsonet al.(1994)noted that in cases
where clubs have participatimedjte athletes as members, thevere reports omore tangiblesffects
of an elite event on the clubglowever,this may indicaten increased frequency effect, rather than
an increase in numbers of participants, and may suggest that such initiatives shetdddée “
matched” (Spencer et al., 2006) to thod® havealready reached the middle and higher
behavioural stages of the transtheoretical model.

There is much debate in the included sources about the impact of local success in the
Olympic Game®r other elite sporting events on local participation in sport (EdComs; 2007
Hindsonet al, 1994 LERI, 2007; VANOC, 2007). EdComs (2007), found some indicators of this
trend but found it difficult to separate from other influences on development of aetimitjuding

watching the activity on TV, the influence of friends, wider initiatives to engeyparticipation,
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desire to take more exercise and othdreloubtedly therare complex interactions of factors that
influence engagemenwhich may act differently at the different stages of engagement Higgdig
within the transtheoretical model (sSégure 1). Furthermorégvestment may also be a major
contributory factor.Hindsonet al.(1994)suggestdthat seeking a demonstration effect through
elite participants may result in the role models béomgremote to influence behaviour directly,
lendingfurthersupport to the suggestion that the influence of elite spedple as role models may
apply more explicitlywhen there is a direct local connectiobhis gap has also been identified in
China (Wang & Theodoraki, 2007Ayjth local athletebeing seen asroviding a spur to make
national events locally relevant

Smith and Fox (2007) conducted a qualitative evaluation of all aspects of the Legacy
Programme of the Manchester 2002 Commonwealth Games fbgdled Single Regeneration
Budget, and their central point s#hat the Legacy Programme was eviir@gmed rather than
specifically and explicitly led by the Gamewmting thatThe Commonwealth Games was used as a
uniting theme, rather than a speculastienulus (Smith& Fox, 2007, p. 1139). This approach
sought to develop local relevance rather than depending on the speculative stimu&csofreit
are assumed to be inherent: “Using an event to unite a series of neighbdex@baditiatives
helps to avoid an approach reliant on ‘trickdewn’ effects” (Smith& Fox, 2007, p. 1140).

There therefore appears to be support for the need for local reldeaacgemonstration
effect to take place. Howevétocal’ relevance need not only be geographically local, it can also
be seen as gy local to people’s experience. In this respect, an important poaake byboth
EdComs (2007) and Hinds@n al.(1994),is that the use of elite role models and elite success to try
to develop a demonstration effect may deter others who mathédasport as represented by elite
athletes is beyond them. Hindsetmal.(1994) recognised potentially dyaiocesseat play here.

On the one hand, elite sports people can be inspirational as role models, but on the othey, they ma
deter participatiommong norparticipantdbecause of the perceived competenceagap

remoteness from their experiencehis, of course, is entirely consistent with the perspectives
provided by the transtheoretical model (TTM), which states the importameatoliing initiatives

and strategies to the stage of engagement of the target group (Ssiexic2006). RAND Europe
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(2007, p. 9) suppaedthis, noting that “campaigns with a focus on physical exercise inspired by
Olympic Games require careful targeting”, andpgbeential“aversion”effects suggested here are a
clear example of the mismatching of strategiesamstheoretical modedtages and the consequent
hampering of further engagement (Fogteal, 2005). This seems to reinforce the conclusions of
earlier discussions that the demonstration effect is more likely to be inflummdiappropriate at
more advanced stages of engagenoetiined in the transtheoretical model, and therefore is more
likely to result in increased participation frequency or activity switching.
PROCESSESHosting Events versus Performance Success

While the above discussions seem to establish the importance of some form of local or
experiential relevance, there remains a debate about the extent to which demowes$teat®might
flow from events or from succesBor example, can local success in distant evaittailate
participationthrough demonstration effects?

Thequantitativeevidence from Sport England (2004) quoted earlier about the way in which
GB team success at tA¢hens 2004 Games inspired people in England to get “involvethie
sport” suggests that the demonstratioedfimay deliver at least shaerm participation frequency
increase$rom a distant event among those already involved in sport. However, this does imply
that the influence of a demonstration effect may be specific to the later behastages of the
transtheoretical model at which positive attitudes to sport already exist @ia&dBiddle, 2001).
This is also supported to a certain extenthe influence, albeit limited, of the Barcelona Games in
1992 on participation in New Zealand (Hinsdziral, 1994). In addition, EdComs (2007)
highlighted quantitativeevidence from the Sporting Motivations Survey (TNS, 2004), in wéfiéh
of respondentslaimedthat UK sporting success had resulted in them dwmiogesport (again, an
increased frequency effect). Both EdComs (2007) and Hamlyn and Hudsong@&De)jympic
success in curling as leading, in Scotland, to “the sales of related equipmeatf{iagtal
substantially” (Hamlyr& Hudson, 2005, p. 882) and fice rink managers report[ing] increases of
6% in visitors for curling and club membership nationally rose by 3%” (MORI, 2004, cited in
EdComs, 2007, p. 43). However, only 4% of the new curlers cited GB team success as the main

reason for their participain (EdComs, 2007, p. 43) and, as noted earlier, EdComs (2007) sajgest
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activity switching in this case. Finally, Brown and Massey (2001) notedn@d&ugby Football
Union (RFU) attributed England’s success in being runners up in the 1991 Rugby World Cup (the
report was wtiten before England won the 2003 World Cup in Australia) to baee the catalyst
for the creation of junior sections in approximately 50% of RFU registagid/ clubs

As might be expected, if there is evidence of elite succesdistbace leading to a
demonstration effect, then there is also likely to be evidence of an effect wdoessis more
local. EAComs (2007) noteithat there i®vidence that cricket participation in England has
increased since and’s Ashes victory in 2005. The England and Wales Cricket B&&B, (

2007) reports a 51% increase in club membership between 2005 and 2007 and a 40% increase in
membership of affiliated clubs in the period between the 2003 and 2007 cricket world cups.
Although, once more, wédther this isan increased frequency effeattivity switching or new
participants cannot be extracted from BB figures. Certainly population data in the UK did not
show an increase in participation in cricket during this period (Sport England, 2007), which
suggests the effect may have been an increased frequency effect whereby pdntioiphnts
formalised their participation through joining affiliated cricket clubsis moving from the mid to

the later behavioural stages of the transtheoreticalel. Furthermore, EdComs (2007, p. 43) noted
that:

In the case of the Ashes there were no specific data about the reasons for th@gncreasi

participation but the ECB claims a twetftld increase in investment in community cricket

between 1997 and 2007 — for this investment to be worthwhile an increase in participation
ought to be apparent irrespective of the performance of the national teamd Ibearjued
that these are indirect influences, since people may be more amenable to recorangendati
or community initiatives if they have recently seen success at a national level.

In the run up to the Sydney 20@ympic GamesHogan and Norton (200@xamined
guantitativeevidence for a demonstratieffectlinked to elite success at both home and abroad in
Australia in the 2@/ears between 1976 and 1996. This study is particularly signibegatise it
compares investment in elite sport in Australia, which has targeted investmemnist@lite sport

over a more sustained period of time than any othealsbemocracy in the world, with elite
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performance at the Olympic Games and the level of the Australian sedentdgtipapuOver a 20
year period expenditure on elite sport rose from virtually zero in 1976 to AUS$150nmilli®95.
This was matched kg steady increase in Australia’s position in the Olympic medal table fr&tm 32
in 1976 to " in 1996 (' if population size is accounted for). However, over a similar time-period,
the amount of Australians reporting they were completely sedentarfroosan average of 29.1%
of the population in 1984, to 40.6% in 1999. Hogan and Norton (2000, p. 216) corttlatiese
data suggest that:

The expectation that successful sporting heroes as role models inspiremfiaetEipate in

sport and physidactivity may have run its race. Perhaps it was never a legitimate

starter....Directing approximately one billion dollars to the elite apex afgbdspyramid

in expectation that mass participation will result is irresponsible...we should gt @sca

matter of fact that our elitgportssuccess translates into motivation to become active among

the rest of the population.

However, this finding is not as contradictory to the evidence presented so faigts ifinst
seem. Because Hogan and Norton (BQ@@ere comparing elite success with sedentaryfiess
non-participation in sport, exercise or physical activity), their findinggest that a demonstration
effect does not entice new participants into sport. That is, it does not engagd thegeex
contemplation stage of the transtheoretical model, where the need is to devdlop atigudes
towards the idea of sport participation as a precursor to behaviour changealM&amiddle,
2001).As Hogan and Norton’s (200@pmparison is with figres for non-participation, such figures
cannot be confused by a potential increased frequency or activity switctfang @hich acts on
people at the later behavioural stages of the transtheoretical modetfof@erlogan and Norton’s
(2000) findings suggest that over a considerable period of time there is ho denmmeffatt in
increasing the number of new participants in sport or physical activity. hdssatds further
weight to the earlier suggestions that the demonstration effect largalisri increased
participation frequency or activity switching.

Further support for the lack of influence of a demonstration effect in generating new

participants is provided from the powdriously made¢hroughout the studies (Coalter, 2007;
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EdComs, 2007; Hindsacet al, 1994; Murphy & Bauman, 200®at elite sport may not be the best
way to encourage mass participat{gee also discussions in the previous section). Coalter (2007)
noted that patterns ehgagemendre complex and the relationshiptioése processes to role
models is iltdefined. It may partly depend on a range of factors including how role models are
seen, how accessible or ‘normal’ their profile is, and also on individual or commuhigffgzacy.
Qualitative empirical @dencein Hindsonet al.(1994) also suggesdthat for elite sporting role
models to be effective, target groups must already be psychologically engtlgsdokt and the
idea of sport participation. That is, they must have advanced beyond the initidiratistages of
the transtheoretical model (Marshall & Biddle, 200EQr non-participants (i.e., those at the pre-
contemplation stage tiie transtheoretical modeduch psychological engagement has not yet
occurred. It appears that this engagement tapleee with the move from the pre-contemplation to
the contemplation stage as Marshall and Biddle’s (2001) aretbysisof transtheoretical model
stages and process#wwedthat this move is accompanied by a significant and robust increase in
the perceive benefits oengagement.

One final point, however, is that there may be one group of non-participants for whom a
demonstration effect may be effective: forrparticipants in sport whose patrticipation has lapsed.
Such formeparticipants will have alregdnoved from pre-contemplation to contemplation and,
even though their participation has lapsed, the spiral nature tratistheoretical modaind the
assumedatchet effect (Marsha& Biddle, 2001; Prochaskeat al, 1992; Prochaska & DiClemente,
1984)means that it isinlikely that they will have disengaged from sport and the idea of sport
participation. In fact, Spencet al.(2006) found that there was “some evidence” to support the
conclusion that those whose participation had lapsed at some point behaved differbodg to t
whose participation had never lapsed. Specifically,l#psed participantaere likely to have a
very low level sporadic participation pattern, with such a pattern including a noifrdigortive
attempts at getting started Thisimpliescontinuedoartial engagement at the contemplation level,
althoughactual participation is verpw and irregular.This previous participation and continued
partial engagemersuggestshat, althoughapsed participantsay often be listed in statistics as

non-participantsit might be inferred thahereis some potential to rengage lapsed participants
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through similademonstration effect processes to those by which participation frequency is
increased among currerdupicipants.

PROCESSES: Summary

Theabove discussions of both qualitative and quantitaweence relating to the processes
by which the demonstration effetight influence sport participatipset against the context of the
previous discussions under the outcomes theme, seem to clearly suggest that theademonstr
effect will have a greater influence when there is some form of local relevanteatsuch local
relevance might be provided by either or both of local event hosting or local etsssuc
particularly if strategies are in place to leverage the effect. However, thesttisisusf processes
have added further weight to the view that the demonstration eféeetses participation
frequency or stimulates activity switching rather than entioe participants with no previous
psychological engagement with sport, physical activity or exercis&aaifasport, although the
effect may have some potential tearegage lapsed participantds such, the influence of a
demonstration effect gears to be limited to the later behavioural stages of the transtheoretical
model, with there being no evidence of positive influence at the earlier atsitstiages. In fact,
there is some evidence that msitching the demonstration effect to the earlier attitudinal stages of
the model may have an adverse effect on attitudes towards engagement with sport.
OUTCOMES and PROCESSES: Unpacking the Demonstration Effect.

The demonstration effect as discussed by politicians, polakers and some academics ha
been a fairly vague concept. However, the discussions in this paper suggest pussibie to
unpack the demonstration effect along three dimensions, one of which relates to outmbines a
of which relate to processe$his is illustrated irfFigure 3 which shows that potential outcomes
sought or resulting from a demonstration effect may be an increase in newpaaisican increase
in participation frequency among existing participants and/or switchipgrtitipation between
activities. Thee outcomes may be generated by processes that may be linked, on one dimension, to
particular events or performance successes or, on another dimension, to oeswfémzal or of
more general relevance.

FIGURE 3ABOUT HERE
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However, he general weight advidence analysed in this papeems to suggest that the
most likely outcomes of the demonstration eff@ increased participation frequerfashich may
be a desirable policy goahd activity switching (which is unlikely to be the target of policy).
There is also an inferred suggestion that a further potential demonstragictioeticome may be
the reengagement of lapsed participants (which may also be a desirable palicyTdee
processes that generate these outcomes may be performance suecessliaseds long as they
are rooted in a local contewhich is strategically leveragedrinally, although spogarticipation
generated through a demonstration effect has generally previously beenwcalsmpas &egacy
of events and/or performance success, there is some evidence to suggest taabnna@vents at
least, the demonstration effect may be as, if not more, powerful if propertgdeekin whahas
recently beeronceptualise@Weed, 2008as thepre Gamespregnancyperiod.

Discussion

Clearly thesport participation aspirations for the London 2012 Olympic and Paralympic
Games at the start of London’s Olympiad in 2008 were derived from a politicabpdbiat
included a belief in the efficacy of the demonstration effect. Similarlyowspolicy makers in the
UK, USA, Audralia and New Zealand hamteviouslyrationalised theisportpolicy by reference to
such an effect However, while the evidence from previous Olympic Games, sport events and
franchises presented in this paper suggests that Somearticipation outcomes might be
achieved through effectively leveraging the potential of a demonstratemt, ¢here is also
evidence that relying on anherentdemonstration effect to bringew participantsnto sport is
unlikely to be successfuln theoretical terms, the demonstration effect can influence the later
behavioural stages of engagemidostrated by the transtheoretical model (Begure 1), but not
the earlier attitudinal stages.

The public and the media in the Ut{early believed thagportparticipation aspirations for
London 2012 were to get “more Britons involved in sport” (London Evening Standard, 25/7/2008)
or, more specificallyto encourage “extra people into sport and physical activity by 2012” (The
Guardian, 7/6/2008) Furhermore, statements from Lord Coe, the Chair of LOCOG, that “the real

challenge...ifiow many people can you get into sport” (Coe, 2008b, para. 18), and Andy Burnham,
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atthe time theSecretary of State for Culture Media aport, that “Sport England [ha$
commitment of getting 1 milliomore people playing sport by 2012” (Hansard, 2009, column
60W) supported this belief. However, the government’s legacy action plan (DCMS, 2008, p. 19)
containeda ‘promise’ to use the Games to “helpople in England to beore activeby 2012”,
which Sport England later reinforced and clarified, stating “Sport Englarmbamitted to
delivering one million people doimgoresportby 2012/13” (Sport England, 2009a, p. 3).
Furthermore, both the government and Sport England set a performance medbisépiamise’
that one million more people in England would be participating in sport at least threatimeek
(DCMS, 2008; Sport England, 2009a). This would be measured by the Active People’sngey,
would specificallybe an increase frothe6.815 million adults whavereparticipating insport
three times a week in 2007/8ddarget of7.815 million adults participating at this frequency by
2012/13 (Sport England, 2009a). In short, this regameed200,000 adults per year increasing the
frequency with which they participate in sptwrtthree times a week or more in eachhaf four
years before the Games andheyear after the Game<learly and unequivocally, this target does
not measur@ew people participating in sport, but how often people participate, and the clearest
route to achieving the targebuld be to encourage those whorgvalready participating once or
twice a week to participate a little more often. Thus, while the rieetbtiondon 2012’s sport
participation aspirations was to get new participants to take up sport (whievidieace from
previous Olympic Games, sport events and franchises sud@a¢@T achievable), the detail
showed that what was being sought was an increase in participation frequermtytfighevidence
suggests IS achievable). Either this was a deliberate political stéigahd, or a muddled and
confused representation of policwhicheverwas the case, the specific target set for sport
participdion at the start of London’s Olympiad did align with the evidence from previouapidy
Gamessporteventsand franchises about what might be achievablee specific target set for

sport participation also aligned with the evidetie a demonstratiogffect is likely to be more

® Active People is a government funded survey that is commissioned by 8pthé It measures sport participation
levels in England at various frequég (e.g., once a month, once a week, three times a week), and was fisstednd
in 2005/6 and then continuously since 2007/8 It now has an annual samplecsiza ©75,000, and provides official
government statistics.
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powerful in the pré&sames pregnancy period, as the increases targeted wéhre four years
before the Gamesnd forone yearollowing the Games

However, althouglparticipation policy was aligned with the evidenceéeking an increase
in participation frequency largely in the pre-Games pregnancy period, or iniiabrtant aspect
of the evidence from previous Olympic Games, sport events and franchises had been alverlooke
there is no evidence to support an inherent demonstration effect. The evidence shibws tha
demonstration effect is a potential effect that must be leveraged. Umttetiyrwhile a very clear
target for increases in sport participation frequemeay been setittle had been puh place in the
way of policies to leverage thefluence of the demonstration effect in whtliticians so clearly
believed, and in which policy was so clearly investéde UK government’Department for
Culture Media andSport DCMS, 2008, p. 24) tasked Sport Hagd to “create the infrastructure
necessary to suppartcreased participation” artirough the Grow strand of its Grow, Sustain,
Excel straggy (Sport England, 20080 commission partners to “deliver a range of high quality
sporting opportunities to anease participation in sport’Yet, almost unbelievably, Sport England’s
strategy for 2008-2011, the all-important four years of London 2012’&anees pregnancy period,
made no mention of the Olympic and Paralympic Games other than that hosting tleilG201&
made it “an appropriate time to take a clear look at the sport development systesrfiamekss for
purpose” (Sport England, 2008, p .5). There was no suggestion that the 2012 Games might be
harnessed to inspire participation, or any plans about how this might be done. InHact, if t
references noted above were removed, there was nothing in the strategy tha¢dulggeslympic
and Paralympic Games were taking place in London in 2012. The strategy walg ahtut how
sport develomentprogrammes were to be managed, how funding was to be devolved, and what
targets were to be achieved. This strategy wambzestment in supply, with littteomment on
how demand might be stimulatezhd no vision for how the London 2012 Games might be
harnessed to stimulate demand.

Having set very clear targets to increase participation through the OlynthRaaalympic
Games, but with no clear strategy about how to harness the Games to do so, the inevitabée outc

was that progress towards the sportipigation target was limitedJnfortunately for the
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government and Sport Englarittive Peoplethe survey identified as the measure of the sport
participation targetreported progress every six months, and while there was an encouraging
increase of 19,000 people doing sport three times a week in 2008/9 (Sport England 2009b), the
following year (2009/10) the increase was only 8,000 (Sport England 2010a), thus regntioecin
evidence from previous Olympic Games, sgwnts and franchises that thesao inherent
demonstration effect without effective leveraging strategiesvever, in May 2010, following a
UK General Election, a new Coalition government came to power promisingtthatOlympics is
our number one priority and what we need to do is to grasp the opportunity” (Wray, 2010), and that
the Coalition would “urgently form plans to delivegaenuine and lasting legacy” (Cabinet Office,
2012, p.14). As aresult, in December 2010 “Places People Play”, the London 2012 Mass
Participation Legacylan (Sport England, 2010b) was published, comprising speuréstments
totalling £135million.

While Places People Play appeared to align government policy more clabelgev
evidence from previous Olympic Games, sport events and franchises biskstgldtrategies to
harness the Games to increase sport participation, the reality was soméetettdiFirstly, the
investments in Places People Play would commence in April 2011 and run to March 2015, thus
shifting the focus significantly from theggGames pregnancy period where the evidence suggests
opportunities to leverage a demonstration effect lie, to the post-Games pemoddI$ealthough
Places People Play explicitly and extensively referenced the Olympic aadgn®ac opportunity,
the £135million investment was almost entirely for supphyo-thirds for the supply of facilities,
and the rest for the supply of “provision capacity”, leaders and opporturitlases People Play
contains no strategies to leverage a demonstration effect from the ObmdpRaralympic Games
to stimulate demand. As such, it is little different from the previous governméntsto “create
the infrastructure necessary to support increased participaD@N§, 2008, p. 24). Both
approaches appear to beséd on the assumption that London 2012 will inspire participation
increases through an inherent demonstration effect, and that the only role for gpopagan
policy is to ensure that there is sufficisofpply to cater for amevitable increase idemand.As

such, whilethe Minister for Sport, Hugh Robertson, notttthe launch of Places People Rilagt,
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“[w] ith more Lottery money being invested in facilitigslunteering and protecting and improving
playing fields, there will be opportunitiesrfeveryone to get involvedhe saidnothing about how
“everyone” will be encouraged to be involved, other than “[w]hen people talk about the ¢éégac
the Games, we want them to talk about Places People-Rlag then we want them to get out there
and join in” (Robertson, 2010). But “wantitigem to join in"does not represent a strategyaor
delivery plan to leveragedemonstration effect to stimulate demand.

Six months after the launch of Places People Play, sport participation fstporged a fall
of 4,000 in thos@articipating insport three times a week (Sport England, 2011). At around the
same time, perhaps unsurprisingly, the Secretary of State for Culture, Mddspart gave an
interview in which he disavowed the previous government’s g@oticipation targetvhich “will
shortly be dropped in favour of a ‘more meaningful’ measure” (Gibson, 2011,. pH2®)ever, “a
more meaningful measure” was neaenouncegdand thus sport participation aspirations for the
Olympic and Paralympic Gamead evolved to b seek an indeterminate increase in
participation, largely in the po&ames period, with no strategies in placket@rage a
demonstration effect to stimulate demaiitherefore, whilstt remained clear that the Chair of
LOCOG, Lord Coe, the Mayor of London, Boris Johnson, and all the relevant government
Ministers retained their belief that an inherent demonstration effect wopldeipeople to take up
sport, policy to harness the Gasto increase sport participation had almost become the least
aligned with the evidence from previous Olympic Games, gwentits and franchises as itsva
possible foiit to be.

Although an indeterminate increase in sport participation is now being sduglpiossible
to provide a post-Games comment on the impact of the London 2012 Games on sport participation.
Figures from the Active People survey published in December 2012 (Sport England, 20) show
that the number of peopparticipating insportat least once a month (the closest proxy for new
participants in sport) had increased by an average of 1% per year in thedmisyce 2007/8,
whilst those participating iaport at least three times a week (a proxy for increased participation
frequeng) had increased by an average of 2.2% per yednefour years since 2007/8. However,

the context for this latter participation frequency figure is #lchievingthe participation targetdf
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one million people doing more sport set by the previous government would have required
average year on year increase of 3%, and that the average increases in tlaestywoogreto the
London 2012 Olympiad (2006/7 and 2007A%re 4% per year. No matter how indeterminate the
target, by any measure this is nauecessful outcome.

Conclusion

This paper has shown, through a worldwsgstematic reviewf English language sourges
that evidence frormprevious Olympic Gamesportevents and franchisesiggestshat effectively
leveraging a demonstration effect (in which people are inspired bygptité sports people and
sportevents to participate themselves) in the @emegregnancyperiod may have the potential to
increase participation frequendy sport, and perhaps te-engage lapsed participant§he
evidence also suggests tihallying on arinherentdemonstration effect to bringgw participants
into sport is notikely to be successfulln theoretical terms, this means that a demonstration effect
can be harnessed to influence the later behavioural stages of engagementdlbgttae
transtheoretical model (ségure 1), but not the earlier attitudinal stagétsshould be noted #t
these findings apply to adults rather than children, and any potential nuancedfiectheceoss
different genders, ethnic groups or disabilities have not been investigatedvetpivehould also
be noted that the findings, which are derived fendence sources across a range of major events
and sport franchises, are likely to have more general relevance beyondrimddBames to other
major multisport events such as the Commonwealth Games, and perhaps also to single sport mega-
events such ake Soccer World Cup.

Given that London 2012, in both its final presentation to be awarded the Games (Coe 2005)
and in subsequent legacy action plans (DCMS, 2008; Sport England) 284iMessly stated that it
would be the first host to praetively seek to harness the Games to achatienal sport
participationoutcomes, it should have providedlearand concisegest ofthe evidence from
previous Olympic Games, sp@vents and franchiseldowever, two conclusions can be drawn
from thediscussion section of this paper. Firstly, that evidence from Active Peopieey shat
provides official UK govemment statistics, suggedtsat London 2012 has neither been successful

in attracting new participants to sport, nor in increasing sport participa¢iguefincy, either @he
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level aspired to by the previous governmentat the same levakhieved in the two years prior to
the commencement of London 2012’s four year Olympiad. However, secondly, the discussion
section shows that while successi##¢ governments differed in the sport participation outcomes
(or at least the measuresamftcomes) they have sought from London 2012, and inrésgective
emphases on the pre- or the post-Games period, neithputedplace any strategies to leverage a
demastration effect to stimulatgort participatiomemand Therefore, although it is safe to
conclude that, as of December 2012, the London 2012 Games has not been successful in delivering
sport participation outcomexd a national levethis neither confirms nor confounds the evidence
from previous Olympic Games, spestents and franchis@sesented in this pap#rat a
demonstration effect, properly leveraged in the pre-Games pregnancy peritia patential to
deliver increases in sport participatitequency. Evidence from London 2012 does, however,
appear taonfirm that there is no inherent demonstration effect on sport participatiore wake
of London 2012, therefore, the evidence from previous Olympic Gapedeventsand sport
franchiseson the potential of a demonstration effect presented in this paper would appear to remain
the best evidence to inform future sport participation policies associated witlythpi©and
Paralympic Games.

Sport participation impacts are often cited @sséification for investingn hosting the
Olympicand Paralympi&Gamesand,in closing three conclusions are offered about the
advisability of such an investmerstly, the papeshowsthat investing in hosting the Games
alone is not enough to impact upon sport participation, andutttér investment in Gameelated
sportparticipation initiatives isequired. This suggests that if a potential impact on sport
participation is the primary justification for hostiag Olympicand Paralympi&Games, then the
Games are a bad investment. Secondly, the paper shows that an Olympic amapRaEzynes,
properly leveraged with supplementary sgatticipation investment, can have an effatsport
participation in terms of encouraging those who participate a little to participtte amore, and
perhaps also in terms of encouraging lapsed participants to participate agasuddests that if
the decision to host an Olympmand Paralympic Games has already been made, or if an impact on

sport participation is to be seen as one among a number of justifications fonmuesiosting the
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Games, theit is reasonable for hosts to invest in sport participation initiatives linked to arp@lym
and Paralympic Games:inally, this paper shows that the impact of the Olynayid Paralympic
Games orsportparticipation is more nuanced than the claim nfadéondon 2012hat theGames
would “inspire a generation” to participate (DCMS, 2008). In other words, thepidyand
ParalympicGames is not a magic bullet fgport participation. This suggesitsat any investment
in sport participation initiatives linked to an Olympied Paralympic Games should seek specific,
evidencebased outcomes, and such investnséould be on a scale that reflects the desirability of

those specific outcomes to the host society.
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Appendix A: Quality Assessment Pro Forma

(note: OHL = Olympic Health Legacies)

(Limited) Quality assessment of studies included in OHL review
Guidance

This assessment should be campleted for each included study and then the assessments should be aggregated in
results section and also discussion/conclusions for each section. Overall review summaries and any discussion of
the limitations of the review should also include some summary of the aggregated Infarmation as well as
transparent discussion of the limitations of this tool. Where studies give no or little information, tick ‘unclear”. It is
not usually good practice to make assumptions. If this is the case for significant nurmbers of studies then this will
be a major limitation of the review.

Study No / Name / Authors

No-.... LI OO AU S )i e

Relevance assessment
Is the study UK based? Y/NSWRERE? st st e msasamia i
Is the field of study relevant to the OHL topic? Y/M/unclear
Name field ie: sports events/arts events/other (specify)
Are the alms of the study relevant to one of guestions within the OHL topic? ¥/N/unclear
Are the findings of the study relevant to one of questions within the OHL topic? ¥/N/unclear
uality appraisal
Is the study reporting a process of structured enguiry? ¥/N unclear
If yes, is it transparent and replicable? Y/N/unclear
Is the study design appropriate to answering the guestion? Y/N/unclear
If not structured enguiry tick which applies:
Discussion/opinion plece [ ]
Policy briefing/debate [ ]
MNan-systematic secandary review/analysis [ ]
Other [1] Pleate SEEETIY .o st ccimsie e s cis s m st smsnb s sm s en e b ian
Ethical issues

Does the study report whether infarmed consent to participate was obtained from participants?
¥/N/unclear

Daes the study report whether representatives of the target population were invalved in the design and
steering of the study? ¥/MN/unclear

Please describe any other ethical problems with the design ar conduct of the study.
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Table 1: Electronic Search Protocol

Databases searched

Keyword combination

SPORTS ODSCUS (Sport, Exercise, Leisure
and Tourism)

CINAHL (Health Care)

PsychINFO (Psychology)

MEDLINE (Academic and Public Sector
Medical Research)

Web of Knowledge (General Science and

Social Science Database)

(olympi* OR paralympi* OR game* OR
sport* event* OR sport* franchise*

OR sport* team*)

AND

(benefit* OR impact* OR participat* OR
opportunit* OR lever* OR

promotion*)

AND

(communit*OR volunt* OR touris* OR
social inclu* OR social exclu* OR

disadvantage* OR disengage* OR health*)

There were some slight modifications for the sped

databases (e.g., the word “sport” was removed from

the search terms for SPORTS DISCUSo “sport*

event*” became “event*”)




Table 2: Summary duality Appraisal

The Olympic Games and Raising Sport Participatiotd

. . - Design Informed Populatio_n h
Study UK-based? Topic Topic Aims Findings Struc_tured Trar_]sparent & appropriate Nature of evidence? consent mvo_lved n Ethical Type_ Of.
relevant? relevant? relevant? enquiry? replicable? - . design and problems? Publication
to question obtained? A
steering
Brown & Massey Yes Yes Commonwealth Yes Yes Unclear No Yes Non—systemat_lc review of N/a N/a N/a Funded report
(2001) Games secondary evidence
Cashman (2006) No, ) Yes Olympic Games Yes Yes Unclear No Yes Non—systemat_lc review of N/a N/a N/a Independently
Australia secondary evidence authored book
Coalter (2007) Yes Yes Sport events Yes N/a No N/a N/a Discussion / opinion piece N/a N/a N/a S:if;;eed Journal
EdComs (2007) Yes Yes Sport events Yes Yes Yes No Unclear Non—systemat_ic review of N/a N/a N/a Funded report
secondary evidence
Faber Maunsell Commonwealth . o Funded report
(2004) Yes Yes Games Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Primary quantitative data Unclear No No
Hamlyn & Hudson Yes Yes Olympic Games Yes N/a No N/a N/a Discussion / opinion piece N/a N/a N/a Re_fereed Journal
(2005) article
Haynes (2001) No, ) Yes Olympic Games Yes Yes Unclear No Unclear Non—systemat_lc review of N/a N/a N/a Independently
Australia secondary evidence authored paper
Hindson et al. (1994) No, New Yes Sport events Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Secor)dgry analysis of Unclear No No Re_fereed journal
Zealand quantitative data article
Hogan & Norton No, . Secondary analysis of Refereed journal
(2000) Australia Yes Olympic Games Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes quantitative data N/a N/a N/a article
London East B ’ Funded report
Research Institute No, ] Yes Sport events Yes Yes Unclear No No Non—systemat_lc review of N/a N/a N/a
(2007) worldwide secondary evidence
Murphy & Bauman No, . . Refereed journal
(2007) worldwide Yes Sport events Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Systematic review N/a N/a N/a article
Newby (2003) Yes Yes Sport events Yes Yes Yes Unclear Unclear Non—systemat_lc review of N/a N/a N/a Independently
secondary evidence authored report
RAND Europe No, Non-systematic review of Independently
(2007) worldwide Yes Sport events Yes Yes Unclear Unclear Unclear secondary evidence N/a N/a N/a authored report
Schmid (1996) No, USA Yes Olympic Games Yes Yes No N/a N/a Discussion / opinion piece N/a N/a N/a ﬁ‘)ﬁ?&:ifg:t?gg
Smith & Fox (2007) Yes Yes Commonwealth Yes Yes No N/a N/a Non-systematic review of N/a N/a N/a Re_fereed journal
Games secondary evidence article
i . o State
Sport .& Recreation No, ) Yes Sport events Yes Yes Unclear No Yes angry quantitative and No No No government
Victoria (2006) Australia qualitative data report
. : Secondary analysis of Independently
Truno (1995) No, Spain Yes Olympic Games Yes Yes No N/a N/a quantitative data N/a N/a N/a authored report
Utah Dept. Health No, USA Yes Olympic Winter Yes N/a No N/a N/a Discussion / opinion piece N/a N/a N/a Sé?/tsrnment
(undated) ! Games P P ?eport
No, North Non-systematic review of Funded report
VANOC (2007) America Yes Sport events Yes Yes Unclear Unclear Unclear secondary evidence Unclear Unclear No
Veal (2003) No, ) Yes Sport Participation Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Secondgry analysis of N/a N/a N/a Re_fereed Journal
Australia quantitative data article
Wang & Theodoraki No, China Yes Sport events Unclear, Unclear, Yes Unclear Yes Non-systematic review of Unclear Unclear No Refereed journal

(2007)

secondary evidence

article
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Figure 1: Models of Engagement with Sport, Physical Activity and Exercise.
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Figure 2: Summary of Inclusiorrétess
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Figure 3 Dimensions of the Demonstration Effect



