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The grassroots sports funding challenge 

The White Paper on Sport adopted by the European Commission on July 11, 2007 constitutes 
the first attempt to address sport-related issues in the EU in a comprehensive manner.  It 
recalls the numerous benefits associated with the practice of sport, gives strategic orientation 
on the role of sport in Europe, encourages debate on specific problems, enhances the visibility 
of sport in EU policy-making and raises public awareness of the needs and specificities of this 
sector. 
 
In the chapter on the economic dimension of sport, the White Paper underlines the growing 
importance of sport in economic terms, and the challenges that the sector faces in terms of 
financing.  Indeed, the practice of grassroots sport relies on diverse funding sources, both 
public and private, not all of which are growing at a rapid rate: in fact, many stakeholders 
presently contributing to the funding of sport in the EU are likely to face increasing challenges 
in the future, raising questions as to the future funding levels available for grassroots sports. 
 
Given the above, different questions arise. 
 
First, as a previous study by Amnyos1 showed, differences in the structure of sport 
organisations as well as in the national legislative frameworks applying to sport impact the way 
in which sport is financed in different Member States.  In particular, there are large differences 
in the levels of funding coming from members, local authorities and other, and in the levels of 
funding from indirect sources (as a result of redistribution and solidarity mechanisms).  This 
implies that there are differences in the affordability of the practice of sport for individuals, 
and potentially in the rates of practice of sport.  Hence, given the societal objective of 
increasing sport participation, the first question which arises is what funding model is best able 
to achieve this objective? 
 
Another point is that some of the grassroots sports’ funding sources have a cross-border EU 
dimension. This is the case of sponsorship and media rights, and, increasingly, of revenue from 
lotteries, betting and gambling operators.  Internal Market policies and national regulatory 
frameworks in these areas therefore potentially impact the levels of revenue generated by the 
sector. 
 
Third, in the changing global environment, there are many issues of high potential impact for 
the sector’s future.  Among these are: 

 Demographic changes: these will impact the sport sector as a result of the changes on 
age structures (hence on the type of sport disciplines that people will want to 
practice), and possible changes in the availability of voluntary work: in many Member 
States, the work of volunteers presently constitutes a key resource for the sport 
associations; potential changes in the availability of volunteers will therefore have a 
major influence on the sector’s financial sustainability; 

 The business cycle, and in particular the short, medium and long term effects of the 
recent economic and financial crisis on household incomes and on companies’ 

                                                 
1 « Étude du financement public et privé du sport en Europe », a report by Amnyos for the French Ministry of Health, 

Youth, Sports and Associative Life, September 2008. 
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performances: this may influence the future trend in revenue from private sources 
(membership contributions, sponsorship, etc.); 

 The public finance situation: the need to reduce public sector deficits across the EU 
may limit the amount of funding available for sport from national, regional and local 
governments.  Yet, public authorities are presently major contributors to the funding 
of grassroots sports, both directly – through the payment of subsidies – and indirectly, 
for example by making public facilities available free of charge or at a low cost to the 
sport clubs; 

 The societal changes and technical progress: individuals increasingly practice physical 
activities on their own or in commercial settings, impacting the level of revenue 
generated by the grassroots sport clubs from their members. Company strategies are 
also evolving: although more than 80% of the sponsorship budgets is presently 
allocated to the financing of sport (professional and grassroots combined), this share 
may decrease in the future with the growing importance of social and environmental 
objectives.  Future trends in sponsorship and donations will therefore also impact the 
amount of revenue that is available for grassroots sport.  

 
Other factors will also have an effect on the overall level of funding available for grassroots 
sport: in national markets typified by national monopolies for number lotteries, betting 
(including sport betting) and gambling, regulatory changes concerning these monopolies and 
the opening of on-line betting operations may impact on the funding of grassroots sports. 
Indeed, in many Member States, state lotteries and gambling and betting operators presently 
contribute financially to the funding of sport through compulsory levies or other regulatory 
schemes, the revenue of which is specifically channelled to good causes, and sometimes 
explicitly to sport. 
 
With respect to media rights, which also contribute to the financing of the sport sector, future 
trends in revenue from this source may also diverge from the past due to the changed 
technological context and the growing competition between the television and the internet. 
 
In order to contribute to the debate on sustainable ways to finance grassroots sport in the EU-
27, the European Commission has decided to launch this study on the internal market barriers 
to the funding of grassroots sports in the EU.  The objectives of the study are to: 

 identify the key grassroots sport financing models across the EU; 

 analyse the impact of the legislative frameworks in place across the EU on the level 
of financing available for grassroots sports, and underline the regulatory aspects that 
could give rise to Internal Market problems; 

 analyse the sustainability of the various funding models; 

 compare the different financing models in order to assess their relative strengths and 
weaknesses, and identify “efficient” and sustainable models;  

 draw, where appropriate, policy implications at EU level. 
 
The study was undertaken by a consortium led by Eurostrategies, a subsidiary of BIPE, and also 
comprised of Amnyos, the Centre de Droit et d’Economie du Sport (CDES) of Limoges and the 
Deutsche Sporthochschüle Köln, along with a number of country experts, scientific advisors, 
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and the assistance of the EOC in Brussels.  The contributors to the study are listed in the 
introductory section of the report. 
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Scope of the study 

In this study, “grassroots sport” covers all sport disciplines practiced by non-professionals and 
organised on a national level through national sport. In the above definition of “grassroots 
sport”, “non-professionals” are individuals who neither spend the bulk of their time practicing 
sport, nor take the bulk of their revenue from the practice of sport.  The practice of grassroots 
sports, however, does include amateur competitions.  The sport sector is meant as covering all 
activities (at grassroots level and at professional and high-level) organised or supported by 
sport organisations affiliated to national federations. 
 
“National sport federations” are federations which are members of a European or an 
international federation. 
 
It is often the case that part of the national federations’ activity is devoted to supporting 
professional sport.  Although the report concentrates on the funding sources for grassroots 
clubs, all the revenue streams to the sport federations are taken into account with a view to 
identifying the flows of revenues between high-level and grassroots sport. 
 
The sources of funding that were identified and analysed are: 

 membership fees to the grassroots clubs; 

 revenue from the sale of goods or services by grassroots sport clubs (such as revenue 
from ticket sales, sport lessons, food and drink sales in the clubhouse, the rental of 
premises, the organisation of sport and non-sport events within the club’s premises,  
tournament fees, sponsorship contracts, own lotteries, etc.); 

 other revenues (in-kind or monetary) made available by individuals, companies, trusts 
or other; this includes both donations and voluntary work contributions; 

 fundraising by grassroots sport organisations; 

 direct and indirect financial flows between professional and high-level sport, and 
grassroots sport; 

 public funding at national, regional or local levels, including: 
- subsidies and grants; 
- publicly funded, or subsidised, access to sport premises; 
- other services associated with the sport practice, as relevant (for example: access 

to school gymnasiums or other sport facilities, access/use of Community sport 
grounds/stadiums/swimming pools and other at subsidised rates or free of 
charge, subsidised transport by local/regional/national authorities and all other 
forms of indirect subsidies from national or local Government authorities); 

- subsidies from state-owned companies - including state, regional and local 
lotteries; 

- other revenue from licensed lotteries, gambling and betting operators channelled 
to the sport sector via a specialised institution or through a regulatory 
mechanism; 

- tax relief or tax exemptions, for example associated with the purchase of 
equipment; 

 EU funding programmes accessible to sport organisations, in the areas of Education 
and training, Youth & Culture, Regional policy, Health, Social affairs, among others. 
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The public sector covers both the central government and the local authorities, where “local 
authorities” include both municipalities and regions (the Länders in Germany, the 
Communidades Autonomas in Spain, etc.) 

General approach 

The study was carried out in 4 phases: 

 Phase 1 – Identification of the key sources of funding per Member State, and of the 
key funding models across the EU 

 Phase 2 – Mobilisation of stakeholders and selection of countries and disciplines for 
the bottom-up analysis 

 Phase 3 – Collection of detailed data at the sport club’ level 

 Phase 4 – Analysis of the efficiency and sustainability of the different funding models 

 
Phases 1 and 2 rely on a “top-down” approach of the sport sector’s financing model, 
whereas Phases 3 and 4 are based on a “bottom-up” approach of the grassroots sport 
clubs’ revenues and expenditures. 
 

Outline of the work conducted in Phase 1 

In Phase 1, the consortium analysed the different funding sources for grassroots sports across 
Member States, and identified the key disciplines practiced in each country. This involved: 

1. A literature survey; 

2. Collecting relevant international, European, national or regional published statistics on 
grassroots sport participation and funding; 

3. Collecting information on EU programmes and funding mechanisms that are used to 
finance grassroots sport in the Member States; 

4. Interviewing representatives from international, European, national, regional and/or 
local sport organisations/clubs; 

5. Sending questionnaires to the Government Departments and/or Agencies with 
primary powers in the area of sport in each Member State, in order to collect data on 
revenues allocated to grassroots sport and on the national regulatory environments in 
each country; 

6. Sending questionnaires to the national umbrella organisations for sport in each 
country, in order to collect data on the different revenue sources of the sport sector, 
on solidarity mechanisms in place and on the national laws and self-regulatory codes 
impacting the funding of grassroots sport; 

7. Interviewing, and collecting information from, national and EU-level associations 
representing key stakeholders such as the lotteries, sponsors, rights owners, the 
Committee of Regions, etc.; 

8. Summarising the results and proposing five disciplines and associated regions/ funding 
structures. 
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During Phase 1, an e-consultation was also launched on the Commission’s web site in order to 
collect the views of a large variety of respondents on the future issues facing the sport sector. 
Close to 1,000 people responded to the survey.  Among the respondents were individuals 
practicing a sport regularly, representatives of sport clubs, of local authorities, of sport 
federations and other stakeholders contributing to the funding of sport. 
 
The results of Phase 1 include the country monographs presented in Volume II of this study. 
These country reports present general information about the organisation of the sport system 
and the roles of the different stakeholders in charge of sport policy, and reviews national 
legislation and its impact upon the organisation and financing of grassroots sport. 
 

Outline of the work conducted in Phase 2 

The results of Phase 1 were presented at a conference organised on February 16, 2010 in 
Brussels.  The agenda and minutes of the meeting are included in Annex 3. 
 
In preparation for the conference, the consortium: 

1. Launched an e-survey to collect the views of a variety of stakeholders, including sport 
practitioners, on the future financing issues of grassroots sports. A summary of the e-
survey results is presented in this report; 

2. Prepared a synthesis of the results of Phase 1, as a basis for the one day consultation 
with stakeholders; 

3. Prepared the agenda for the Conference, and invited a number of key stakeholders to 
participate to the Round Tables organised during the Conference; 

3. Sent the invitations and the programme for the meeting to the selected 
representatives of stakeholders; 

4. Organised and facilitated the meeting; 

5. Prepared minutes of the meeting2. 

 

Further to the conference, a number of disciplines and countries were selected for further 
analysis, based on a set of criteria essentially aimed at ensuring that the bottom-up analysis of 
the grassroots clubs’ funding model covered a large diversity of situations. The Member States 
were selected in order to cover a variety of funding models. The following countries were 
covered: the Czech Republic, Denmark, France, Germany, Lithuania, the Netherlands, Spain 
and the United Kingdom. 

The sport disciplines selected were chosen on the basis of (i) the level of participation of 
individuals in each discipline and Member State; and (ii) a variety of characteristics aimed at 
ensuring a large diversity of situations: individual and team sports, requiring or not individual 
equipment; requiring or not dedicated sport facilities; accessible to diverse categories of 
population – including the disabled.   
 

                                                 
2 These minutes were included in the annex of the first interim report. 
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In each country, five disciplines were surveyed.  Four were the same for all countries: football, 
basketball, gymnastics and tennis.  A fifth discipline was selected for each country, the choice 
of discipline depending on the country: swimming was retained in some countries, track & 
field in others. The reason for choosing four common disciplines and two “fifth” disciplines was 
to make it possible to compare the financing structures of sport clubs across countries, whilst 
also taking into account cultural, geographic or historical specificities of the sport practice 
across countries.  Indeed, some disciplines are more popular in certain Member States than in 
others, so that, in order to select five disciplines with many sport clubs and members in each 
Member State, it was more appropriate to select four identical disciplines across all countries, 
and a fifth discipline that could vary across Member States. 

 

Outline of the work conducted in Phase 3 

During Phase 3, the consortium undertook the survey of grassroots sport clubs and analysed 
the results.  The survey was undertaken with the help of the national federations and of 
country experts from the Consortium. The consultation was launched in May 2010.  Several 
reminders were sent in June and July before the survey was closed on September 1, 2010.  The 
sport clubs’ responses constitute the basis of the analysis of the efficiency of funding models 
presented in the second part of this report (Part II of Volume I). 
 
In addition to the survey of grassroots sport clubs, the analysis also takes into account the 
results of interviews conducted with the national federations in each country, as well as with 
representatives of other stakeholders at EU level (including the regions, Members of 
Parliament, representatives of lotteries, betting and gambling services operators, sponsors, 
funding organisations and others).  The list of persons interviewed is presented in Annex. 
 
 

Outline of the work conducted in Phase 4 

Phase 4 of the study consisted of an in-depth analysis of the different funding models and a 
comparative review of the most efficient forms of funding.  Efficiency was assessed on the 
basis of: (i) the absolute level of participation in the relevant discipline, based on membership; 
(ii) the growth in the level of participation of that discipline; (iii) the average membership fee 
in each discipline (i.e. the cost per practitioner); (iv) the diversity of practitioners (measured by 
age, gender, disability, etc.); (v) the ability to attract private financing sources; and, (vi) the 
sustainability of financing sources.  The analysis was done using econometric modelling 
techniques, which enabled to rank the different funding models. 
 
Phase 4 also comprised an analysis of the extent to which differing regulatory requirements 
across the Member States have affected the choices of funding models. Barriers – including 
regulatory barriers - to efficient funding models were identified, as well as good practices.  
European policy recommendations are proposed after a concluding section. 
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Outline of the report 

The first part of the report presents the key funding sources for sport in each of the 27 EU 
Member States, based on the “top-down” analysis, and identifies the “key” funding models 
that exist across the EU.  It then assesses possible future trends in each of these revenue 
sources and describes the key challenges for the future. 
 
The second part of the report looks more specifically at the funding modes for grassroots 
sport, by focusing on 6 disciplines, in eight Member States. The efficiency of the funding 
models is assessed, and the models are ranked based on a number of criteria listed earlier.   
 
The report ends with a concluding section, and proposed recommendations for policy actions, 
and for the sport movement.   
 
Volume II presents the country monographs. 
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Part I – The key funding sources for grassroots sports 
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1. The organisation of sport in Europe 

The objective of this chapter is to briefly present the organisation of the sport sector and the 
different stakeholders involved in sport in Europe. 

1.1 The key stakeholders of the sport sector 

Sport is an activity which involves the following stakeholders, each of which plays a different 
role and pursues specific objectives. 
 
National governments pursue policy objectives such as education and social inclusion through 
sport, the health and well-being of the population, ensuring a viable and diversified offer of 
services, in a large variety of sport disciplines, for all citizens, and the country’s good standing 
in international competitions.   
 
Local authorities are interested in the same objectives but will adapt their priorities and 
support to the sector based on the specific needs of the local population.  Similarly to national 
governments, they will focus both and on the economic and on the social benefits of sport, 
where the economic benefits of support to sport include image building for the community, 
and the social benefits include improvements in health and well-being. 
 

The sport sector’s main stakeholders 

 

Local

Authorities

Local

Authorities

National GovernmentsNational Governments

The sport system :

 Sport federations

 Sport clubs

The sport system :

 Sport federations

 Sport clubs
CompaniesCompanies

IndividualsIndividuals

Including:

 Employers

 Sponsors

 Lotteries & 

gambling services 

operators

 Media operators

Local

Authorities

Local

Authorities

National GovernmentsNational Governments

The sport system :

 Sport federations

 Sport clubs

The sport system :

 Sport federations

 Sport clubs
CompaniesCompanies

IndividualsIndividuals

Including:

 Employers

 Sponsors

 Lotteries & 

gambling services 

operators

 Media operators  

 
Source: Eurostrategies’ consortium 

 
Companies (through sponsorship contracts, donations or other direct contributions) pursue 
commercial objectives.  As will be seen in Chapter 4, companies – a category which includes 
sporting goods producers, but also other types of commercial organisations - have many 
reasons to be involved or support the sport system: improve their image, be seen as socially 
responsible, market their brand and increase sales, raise their employees’ productivity, etc.  
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Beyond the sporting goods and sport equipment producers, two other special categories of 
companies are the state lotteries and betting and gambling services companies, which fund 
the sport sector by paying compulsory levies or taxes, or through sponsoring, and media 
companies, which fund the sport system when acquiring the rights to broadcast events, or 
when sponsoring events, teams or athletes. 
 
Sport clubs are at the core of the sport system.  Beyond offering sport activities and sport-
related services (training, coaching, practice time, competitions, etc.) at affordable prices in a 
variety of disciplines, and for diversified groups of population, sport clubs aim to transmit 
values such as tolerance and fair play, equal participation of girls/women and boys/men, and 
the creation of a sense of community and conviviality.  
 
Finally, individuals have many reasons to practice a sport, such as staying fit, socialising, 
“having fun”, engaging in competitions, or other. 
 
All of these stakeholders fund sport directly, for the reasons outlined above, and indirectly, as 
will be discussed further in this report.  For example, companies pay corporate taxes which 
generate revenue for the government sector, which can invest it into sport.  But governments 
can also define a fiscal framework conducive to investments into sport by private companies, 
for example through fiscal deductions on sponsorship and donations.  Also, the lotteries, 
betting and gambling services operators are also special types of companies whose funding of 
sport can be the result of a specific regulatory framework.  All the direct and indirect flows will 
be analysed in the following chapters. 
 
The EU is also an important stakeholder, whose objectives were set out in the White Paper on 
Sport3 and the Communication on Sport (January 2011)4.  As for national governments, the 
EU’s involvement in sport takes the form of setting up the regulatory framework within its area 
of competence, and providing access to the sport organisations to a number of EU 
programmes such as Leonardo, Youth in Action, Health and many others.   
 
As any other economic activity, the sport sector incurs costs in order to develop its offer.  
Among these are wages and salaries, the payment of material and equipment, the operation 
and maintenance (or rental) of sport infrastructures and facilities.  And, as for any other 
economic activity, these costs tend to increase over time.  Each of the above stakeholders, 
which are all interested in the development of the sport sector, therefore has a reason to 
contribute to its financing.  The degree to which they will do so, however, varies, as will be 
seen in this report. 

 

                                                 
3 European Commission White Paper on Sport, 11 July 2007, COM(2007) 391 final 
4 “Developing the European Dimension in Sport”, a Communication from the Commission to the European Parliament, the 
Council, the European Economic and Social Committee and the Committee of the Regions, COM(2011) 12 Final.  The 
Communication builds on the 2007 White Paper on Sport and proposes concrete actions for the Commission and/or the Member 
States within three broad chapters: the societal role of sport, the economic dimension of sport and the organisation of sport. 
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1.2 The governance of sport 

In Europe, the governance of sport is traditionally organised along a pyramid structure, as 
illustrated below.  With a few exceptions, each discipline has its own pyramid structure. 

At the bottom of the pyramid one finds the sport clubs.  One level above are the national 
federations, usually one per discipline.  They cover both high-level (elite) and grassroots sport.  
Each national federation plays a leading role in implementing regulations and organising 
championships. In some countries (such as the United Kingdom, Germany, Spain and Austria), 
there are also regional associations which group the clubs in a given region, and which play an 
important role in the pyramid.  At the top of the pyramid one finds the International sport 
federations and/or Continental federations (for example, a football federation automatically 
belongs to the UEFA and to the FIFA).   
 

The sport organisation pyramid 
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Source: CDES 

 

“Participants” or sport practitioners are members of the sport clubs.  They are affiliated to 
their federation through a license system: from a legal point of view, individual participants are 
not themselves members of the federation, it is the club whose activities they participate to 
which are members of the federation. 
 
Beyond the organised sport movement which is the focus of this study, there are other forms 
of sport practice. Individuals can practice sport on their own, at home or in public surroundings 
(for example, jogging or cycling), or they can practice sport by joining another type of 
organisation – i.e. outside the organized sport movement, for example a commercial fitness 
club.  These organisations operate as commercial organisations whose funding model 
resembles that of any commercial company: their revenue primarily comes from their 
members, who pay the services that they buy and whose fees also have to cover all the 
equipment, training and facilities’ costs. 
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The relationships between the clubs, licensed participants and the national 
federations 
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Source: CDES 

 

1.3 The role of the public sector 

a) The role of national governments 

Even if the sport movement was founded and is presently promoted by private stakeholders – 
most often not-for-profit associations, public authorities in Europe have always been very 
interested, and often directly involved, in the sport sector.  In particular, they enact laws in the 
field of sport and provide both in-kind and financial support to the sport organisations.  Among 
other themes, the regulatory framework includes the formulation of policies in the field of 
voluntary work, an area particularly relevant for grassroots sport.  The regulatory and fiscal 
frameworks in place in the various Member States, and the organisation of the support to the 
sport sector are presented in the country reports in Volume II, and analysed further on in this 
report.  
 
As indicated above, what explains governments’ interest in sport are the positive externalities 
that the activity can generate.  As indicated in the White Paper on Sport referred to earlier, the 
practice of sport contributes to skills development and improved employability by developing 
knowledge, motivation, skills and readiness for personal effort. Through its role in formal and 
non-formal education, sport reinforces Europe's human capital. It also fosters active 
citizenship and the transmission of values such as team spirit, solidarity, tolerance and fair 
play. Sport also makes an important contribution to economic and social cohesion and to more 
integrated Societies by promoting a shared sense of belonging and participation. It can 
therefore be an important tool for the integration of legal immigrants.  Finally, the practice of 
sport has beneficial effects on health, reducing the occurrence of overweight, obesity and a 
number of chronic conditions such as cardio-vascular diseases and diabetes, which reduce the 
quality of life, put individuals' lives at risk and are a burden on health budgets and the 
economy. 
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There can be negative externalities, however: these occur if, for example, the natural 
environment suffers from the practice of sport (for example, increased pollution linked to 
motor sports, or deforestation when ski slopes have to be built), or if security problems and/or 
congestion arise nearby major sport events. 
 
Numerous studies in the international literature analyse the social benefits of sport.  For 
example, in the area of health (an area in which the benefits of sport translate into potential 
reductions in health costs, and in increases in employability hence in potential growth rates), it 
has been shown that: 

 Physical exercise can reduce the likelihood of diseases linked to sedentary lifestyles; 

 The regular practice of a physical activity can improve the mental, cognitive, emotional 
and social development of young people; 

 The practice of physical activity reduces social inequalities by favouring increased 
exchanges between social groups; 

 
Various US studies have quantified the reduced costs to society of a regular practice of sport.  
For example, the US Centre for Disease Control has found that the annual direct medical costs 
of physically active individuals are 33% lower than for inactive people5: the authors estimate 
that the average annual direct medical costs of people aged 15 or more who engage in regular 
physical activity–at least 30 minutes of moderate or strenuous physical activity three or more 
times a week–amount to $1,019 versus costs of $1,349 for those who are physically inactive (in 
1987 dollars).  A more recent study by Rand6 shows that the average annual health care costs 
two years ahead from a base year are 29% higher for inactive persons than for active people 
(in 2003 dollars, $7,677 vs. $5,932).  The World Health Organisation also estimates the benefits 
of a regular practice of sport at € 250 to € 300 per year.  A consequence is that in several 
countries, among which Belgium, Denmark and Germany, health insurance organisations 
contribute to the funding of the sport system by reimbursing part of the membership fee to a 
sport or fitness club. 
 
Given the many social and societal benefits associated with the regular practice of sport, it 
comes as no surprise that the promotion of sport and the support of a diversified offer of 
services in this area would be key elements of a government’s general policy. 
 
Yet, as indicated in the country reports in Volume II of this study, the priorities of, and 
responsibilities for, sport policies are organised very differently across Member States.  Among 
other, the degree of decentralisation varies, with implications both on the way revenue is 
channelled to the grassroots level, and on the amount of public funding which goes to sport in 
general, and to grassroots sport in particular. 
 

b) The role of regional governments 

Although local authorities usually play a minor role in the actual governance of sport, except in 
federal states or in countries with a strong regional division of competences (as is the case in 
Germany and Spain), they play a major role in the financing of sport, in particular of grassroots 

                                                 
5“Lower Direct Medical Costs Associated with Physical Activity” A report by CDC, the National Center for Chronic Disease 
Prevention & Health Promotion published in The Physician and Sportsmedicine, October 2000.  
6 “Physical Activity and Future Health Care Costs among People in Late Middle Age”, by Andreyeva T, Sturm R., A paper 
presented at the Academy of Health Meeting 2005; 22: abstract no. 3719, NLM Gateway. 

http://gateway.nlm.nih.gov/MeetingAbstracts/ma?f=103623182.html
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sport.  Their support is both direct and indirect.  The direct support involves the subsidisation 
of certain activities or projects, the financing of infrastructure and equipment, and making 
available human resources, among other.  More indirect forms of support include making 
facilities available to the clubs below market price, sometimes even free of charge.  
 
In several EU Member States, local authorities are also directly involved in the organisation 
and promotion of voluntary work.  For example in Spain, the regional and local public 
administrations develop networking among the agents involved in volunteering in sport. In 
Denmark, local authorities are involved with volunteering in sport at a local level through the 
support for education that they are required to provide according to the Danish Act on the 
Allocation of Financial Support to General Education. In Ireland, training courses are provided 
to volunteers in sport clubs by Local Sport Partnerships (LSPs)7. 
 
Local authorities also play an important role in fostering local sport participation and/or in 
facilitating partnerships between the grassroots sport clubs and other stakeholders such as 
local companies or the education system. 
 

                                                 
7 See the Study on Volunteering in the European Union, GfK, 2010. 
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2. The economics of sport 

2.1.1 The individual demand function 

In economics, the outcome observed in any given market is the result of an “equilibrium” 
between a demand function and a supply function: the market outcome occurs at the price 
where demand meets supply.  This is also true in sports. 
 
As illustrated on the chart below, demand – including demand for sports - depends on the 
perceived costs by those who will want to practice sport. By “perceived costs”, one means the 
total cost of the practice for the individual.  This entails both monetary costs (the annual 
membership fee plus the cost of the equipment and supplies needed to practice the sport 
chosen and other related costs such as the cost of travelling to and from the sport club), and 
“other” costs such as the value of time, if the individual considers he/she may have 
“something better” to do at that time. 
 
If the cost is low, a high participation rate is expected. If it is high, one is likely to see a low 
participation rate. 
 

The individual demand for sport 

Cost factors: time, 

subscriptions, 

facilities

High cost

Low cost

Low participation High participation

Cost factors: time, 
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Low cost
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2.1.2 The societal demand function 

In the chart above, which shows the individual demand function for sport, the individuals 
make their decisions on the basis of what they perceive to be the “total cost of the practice”, 
i.e. irrespective of the positive externalities of sport practice to society. Yet, given the net 
benefits to society of high participation rates in sport, society as a whole has an interest in 
having higher effective participation rates than would be the case solely with private demand. 
When the positive externalities exceed the negative externalities, as is the case in sport, 
private consumption choices are below socially optimal levels and the “social” demand level is 
higher than the private (individual) demand. 
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This is illustrated on the chart below, which presents the “social demand” curve, to the right of 
the “individual” demand curve. 

 

The “social” demand for sport 
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2.1.3 The supply function 

Having characterised the demand function, one has to look at the conditions under which the 
relevant stakeholders will create an offer for sport services – i.e. define the “supply” curve.   
 
The potential “suppliers” of sport services are: 

• Sport clubs, whether or not these are affiliated to national federations; 

• Individuals / trainers; 

• Schools, universities; 

• Other public and private bodies. 
 
Beyond the offer of sporting practice, these suppliers can also offer: 

• Sportswear and sporting goods; 

• Management and organisational services (for example, the organisation of 
amateur competitions); 

• Access to the clubs’ infrastructure and facilities (buildings and equipment), for 
the organisation of sport and non-sport events; 

• Food and beverages (in the clubhouse), catering services, transport services, 
and sometimes even financial services (such as scholarships or insurance 
provisions). 

 
To create these offers, suppliers incur both fixed and variable costs.  The higher the price of 
the service and the higher the number of sport practitioners, the greater the level of supply.  
Indeed, this raises the revenue for the organiser since the sport practitioners pay membership 
fees and bring other forms of revenue.  The contributions of volunteers also make it possible 
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to raise the level of offer at a given price.  In general, the more “resources” are generated 
(monetised or consisting of volunteer time), the higher the “offer” of services. The “supply” 
curve which corresponds to this is represented as the blue line on the chart below. 
 

The individual “supply” curve 
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Other revenue sources, i.e. not from the practitioners but from other stakeholders, such as 
sponsorship or subsidies, can complement the revenue generated by the club from its 
members and their families.  Most of these revenue sources will, however, be linked, directly 
or indirectly, to the number of practitioners, or to the degree of popularity of the sport. This is 
the case in particular for sponsorship, since sponsors –whether they are large companies or 
small local sponsors - seek commercial visibility for their brand.   
 
The revenue from sponsors allows sport clubs to increase their offer of services at a given 
price.  These additional sources of revenue then tend to push the supply curve to the right, as 
illustrated on the next chart. The supply curve moves horizontally to the right if the level of 
complementary funding is independent of the number of practitioners, and moves diagonally 
to the right if the amount of additional funding is positively linked to the number of 
practitioners. 
 
In sport, the level of these extra funding sources varies across disciplines depending on a range 
of factors, among which the popularity of the discipline.  Highly popular disciplines – both in 
terms of participation or media audience generated - will attract sponsors and the media, 
which generates diffusion rights for the organisers of sport events.  This is the case for example 
in football, tennis and basketball.  Donors can also decide to fund sport clubs without 
expecting a particular economic return.  In this case, there is no link to the number of 
practitioners and the supply curve has the same slope as that observed in the absence of 
complementary funding sources. 
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Given the above, some disciplines are likely to be more easily funded than others and the 
slope of their supply curves will vary.  This will be confirmed in Part II.  One of the roles of the 
government sector will therefore be to ensure that there is a sufficient level of supply per 
discipline, for a large variety of disciplines – in order to ensure that consumers have a choice.  
Indeed, if a few “commercially interesting” disciplines capture the bulk of complementary 
funding sources by private stakeholders at the expense of other, less visible, disciplines, this 
would lead to very different costs of practice for individuals, reducing demand for certain 
(poorly funded) disciplines to levels below those considered useful to society. 

 
 

The “supply” curve, taking into account complementary revenue sources 
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On the chart above, P1 is the price that the club would charge for a given level of offer if it had 
N1 members, and P2 is the price it could offer to charge its members for the same level of 
supply, given the complementary sources of funding that it receives for example from local 
sponsors.  Similarly, if members are willing to pay P1 then with the revenue generated the club 
can increase its offer, and either offer higher quality services or offer services to more 
members. 
 

2.1.4 The private market equilibrium and the social optimum 

The “Private market equilibrium” is at point “pme” on the chart on the next page: at that 
point, the individual demand curve meets the supply curve – where the supply curve is that 
obtained given “spontaneous”, (private) funding sources, whether from the individuals 
themselves or from other complementary sources8.   
 
At this “private market equilibrium” point, however, the actual participation rate (the private 
choice level) is less than the “social demand” level.  Furthermore, at the equilibrium price, the 
level of supply is insufficient to meet the social demand level.  One therefore needs to 

                                                 
8 Private “spontaneous” funding sources can include grants, donations, but also sponsorship. 
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“increase” the price that the suppliers receive in order to create incentives for them to 
increase the level of supply, and potentially to subsidise demand to raise the demand level. 
 
This can be done through a public subsidy.  
 
 

The private market equilibrium (pme) 
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In the above, a public subsidy is both necessary and justified in order to allow suppliers to 
adjust the level of offer to the social demand level or to induce consumers to raise their level 
of demand closer to the social demand level.  The “subsidy” can take the form of monetary 
transfers (per member or lump sums: as we will see later, Denmark for example has instituted 
per member subsidies from the local authorities to the clubs).  The “increase in the level of 
supply” can also be obtained for example by providing “in-kind” assistance to the clubs, such 
as the provision of infrastructure or facilities free of charge.  All else being equal, this allows 
clubs to raise their level of supply, since this is an expenditure that they do not need to pay 
directly anymore. 
 
The subsidy can also take the form of reimbursements of all or part of the annual membership 
fee by a member’s employer, or by a health insurance company.  This reduces the fee paid by 
households hence raise the demand level closer to the social level. 
 
Given the above, for policy makers seeking to define their “sport promotion policy”, the 
questions that they need to address are: 

• What is the socially desirable level of sport participation, and how far are we from it? 

• How should one value the contribution of sport to public interest objectives, such as 
public health, education, social inclusion, employment, etc.? 

• Can sport participation across the EU be brought to socially desirable levels, and if so 
how? 
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• Is the level of supply per discipline adequate in order to ensure that consumers can 
choose across a (broad) range of disciplines? If not, how can the system be re-
balanced? 

 
The above analysis shows that there is a justification for public involvement in sports.  
However, the level of involvement, the amount of funding to be provided and the regulatory 
and fiscal framework to put in place in order to ensure that private funding sources do not 
overtly restrict private choices (hence, that the level of supply is sufficient for all disciplines of 
interest to society), vary depending on the policy objectives and on the other means that can 
be mobilised to fund sport. 
 
In other words, the “socially justified subsidy” will vary across sport disciplines since the 
demand and supply curves may take different shapes.  Indeed, the shape of the supply curve 
depends on the strategies of the stakeholders that can be mobilized to fund sport, such as 
sponsors and the media.  When these stakeholders fund the sport sector, they make it possible 
for the clubs to increase their offer at a given price for members/practitioners. 
 
With respect to the demand curve, its shape will depend on cultural factors, on the degree of 
awareness of the benefits of sport by individuals (influencing their willingness to pay) and on 
the characteristics of the population (age, gender, etc.).  As a result, the cross-country 
differences in participation and membership rates presented in the next chapter do not solely 
reflect differences in prices and costs across countries.  
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3. The challenges perceived by the sport stakeholders 
in Europe 

Chapter 1 described the different stakeholders of the sport sector and showed that they share 
a common objective, which is to foster a higher sport participation rate.   
 
Chapter 2 shows that participation rates depend on the cost of the practice and on the 
strategies of stakeholders involved in the provision of a sport’ offer.  It also shows that public 
support to the sport system is justified if private demand is less than the social optimum.   
 
This third chapter shows that the actual rates of sport practice vary across countries, and that 
the levels of sport participation are not only linked to prices and costs, but also depend on 
other factors such as the level of development of the country, the effect of the business cycle, 
and the funding models of the sport organisations.  
 
More specifically, this chapter looks at: 

- What is the participation rate,  
- Why it is low(er) than the social objective, and  
- What are the challenges perceived by the actors of the sport system. 

 

3.1 Sport participation and membership rates across Europe 

A lot of research is being undertaken in Europe, including through transnational initiatives, in 
order to improve sport participation data.  These efforts are ongoing, so that there is, to date, 
no comprehensive and systematic data set available allowing cross-country comparisons.  The 
2009 Eurobarometer survey9 which is referenced in this section provides some indication of 
the present situation and trends in sport practice.  Some caution must be applied in 
interpreting the figures, however, given that the survey does not specifically refer to “sport” 
but to “physical exercise”. Nevertheless, it does provide information about membership rates, 
which will be used as reference in the rest of the study. 
 

3.1.1 General sport practice rate 

The 2009 Eurobarometer survey provides estimates of the frequency and type of sport 
practice across Member States. The participation rates presented below refer to the 
percentage of individuals who practice sport at least once a week.   
 
In the EU-27, close to 40% of the population surveyed reports practicing sport regularly.  The 
share of those who report having “some form of physical activity” at least once a week is 65%.  
Extrapolating this figure to the whole of the EU means that 150 to 175 million Europeans 
practice sport regularly.  Many of these are in the Northern EU Member States, where 
participation rates are generally higher than in the Southern EU countries.   
 

                                                 
9 The 2009 Eurobarometer survey was conducted between October 2 and October 19 by TNS Opinion & Social for the European 
Commission.  It covers the 27 EU Member States and its results were published in March 2010 (Eurobarometer Special 334). 
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The average EU participation rate is, at 40%, more than three times the membership rate, 
which stands at 12%.  The chart on the next page shows the percentage of people by country 
who responded “never” to the question related to their practice of sport. 
 
The number of disciplines practiced decreases with age.  Even so, 22% of the respondents 
aged 70 or more claim to practice a sport regularly.  Most people practice sport because they 
believe that it is good for their health or “to have fun”.  For the third of the population which 
does not practice a sport regularly, lack of time is the main reason invoked.  In some of the 
newer EU Member States, the absence of a sport club close to home is another reason given 
for not practicing  a sport. 
 

Share of the EU population declaring “not” to practice sport regularly 

Results of the 2009 Eurobarometer survey 

 

 
 

Source: Eurobarometer Survey, March 2010 
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The table below summarizes the key results of the survey, with respect to participation rates 
by age, gender and education level, among other. 
 

  
 

Source: Eurobarometer Survey, March 2010 

 
 
Among those who claim to practice sport regularly, most do so in informal areas such as parks, 
between home and the workplace, at school or in shopping malls.  Fitness clubs are mentioned 
by 11% of the respondents, alongside sport clubs (11% also) and sport centres (8%).  Another 
8% of the respondents claim to exercise at the workplace, and 4% in school or at university. 
 
The graph on the next page indicates that the practice of sport depends on the level of 
development of the country.  Indeed, there is a positive correlation between the share of the 
population which practices sport at least once a week and the level of GDP per capita, PPP10 
adjusted. 
 

                                                 
10 PPP = purchasing power parity adjusted. 
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Correlation between the sport participation rates and the level of GDP per capita, 
PPP adjusted (2009) 
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Source: 2009 Eurobarometer Survey 

 
The same holds for the membership rate, as illustrated below. 
 

 

Correlation between the sport membership rates and the level of GDP per capita, 
PPP adjusted (2009) 
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3.1.2 Membership rates 

The number of individuals who practice sport as a member of a club is estimated at 76 million 
across the EU-27.  This represents 16% of the population.  Given that there are approximately 
750,000 sport clubs in the EU, this represents an average of 100 members per club.  The size of 
clubs varies significantly across the EU, however: it ranges from 14 members per club in 
Poland, to 300 in Germany.  The higher the membership rate in a country/discipline, the larger 
the clubs tend to be. 
 
About two thirds of those who practice a sport regularly are not members of any organisation 
or sport club.  In several countries, the proportion of individuals who practice sport within a 
club is reported to decrease over time.  But, the rates of sport practice and the membership 
rates remain correlated, as illustrated below. 
 
 

Link between the membership rate and the participation rate (2009) 
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Source: 2009 Eurobarometer Survey 

 
The countries where membership rates are highest are the Netherlands (27%), Germany 
(23%), Luxemburg (22%) and Sweden (21%).  The countries with the lowest membership rates 
are Romania (2%), Poland (4%); Bulgaria (4%), Greece (4%) and Hungary (4%).   
 
Young people are more likely to practice sport within the context of a club than the rest of the 
population: 22% of those aged between 15 and 24 years old report being members of a sport 
club, whereas for those aged between 55 and 69 years old the figure is only 9%.   This finding 
from the Eurobarometer survey is consistent with the result of the survey of grassroots sport 
clubs conducted in Phase 3 of this study and commented upon in Part II of this report.  
 
Unsurprisingly, the members of clubs are to be found amongst those who practice a sport 
regularly: 16% of those who practice sport regularly are members of a health or fitness club 
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and 23% are members of a sport club.  This still leaves many people practicing sport regularly 
outside the scope of a club or of a health & fitness organisation. 
 
Although both participation and membership rates are correlated with the level of economic 
development of the country (as measured by GDP per capita, PPP adjusted), as illustrated on 
the charts presented in this chapter, this is not the only factor explaining participation and 
membership.  At a given level of GDP per capita, some countries have higher sport 
participation rates and sport membership rates than others.  Everywhere, there is room for 
increasing these rates.  Understanding the link between the rates of sport practice and the 
sport funding models is one of the objectives of this study.    
 

3.2 The stakeholders’ views as per the e-consultation 

3.2.1 The e-consultation questionnaire  

At the beginning of the study, an e-consultation was launched in order to collect the opinions 
of a wide range of sport stakeholders on the perceived barriers to sport participation, and the 
resources available for grassroots sport (present and perceived future trends). The e-
consultation’s objective was to complement the information provided in the Eurobarometer 
survey with information on the stakeholders’ assessment of the barriers to growth in sport 
participation, of the resources available for the sport sector and of the issues for the future.    
 
The e-consultation was conducted over the period running from December 2009 to mid 
February 2010.  Four questionnaires were drawn up for different categories of respondents:  

 Individuals (most of whom confirmed being regular sport practitioners),  

 Persons in charge of a sport club,  

 Persons in charge of a sport federation, 

 Representatives of other types of institutions.   
 
The respondents were asked to identify themselves at the start of the survey, then were 
oriented towards different sets of questions depending on their status. Most of the questions 
were common to all categories of respondents, others were specific to certain categories.  The 
survey questionnaire is presented in Annex 3, and its detailed results in Annex 4.  
 
The questionnaire was put on-line in three languages (French, German and English).  A total of 
618 responses were collected. The figure below shows the breakdown of respondents by 
category. 
 
An interesting feature of this e-consultation is the high number of individuals who responded 
(close to 40%) Most of them declared practicing a sport regularly.  Several sport clubs also 
responded to the e-survey, complementing, and in some cases providing a different 
perspective to, the views of the sport federations and the representatives of institutions. The 
sport clubs accounted for nearly 30% of the respondents.  Representatives of federations 
accounted for 22% of the respondents. The remaining 12% represent other organisations 
including representatives of the lotteries, betting and gambling companies, media rights 
owners, etc. 
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Breakdown of the respondents to the e-survey, by main category (in %) 

Representative of a 

sport club

28%

Representative of a 

federation

22%

Representative of an 

other institution

12%

Individuals

38%

 
Source: E-Consulration 

 

3.2.2 The perceived barriers to sport participation 

The table below compares the individuals and the clubs’ responses to the question related to 
the barriers to sport participation. 
 

Key barriers to the practice of sport, as perceived by individuals and sport club 

Individuals
Overall 

percentage

Lack of time 53%

Cost 26%

 
 

Clubs
Overall 

percentage

Cost for the participant 25%

Quality or availability of 

infrastructures
22%

Inadequate schedules 16%

Lack of equipment 13%  
 

Source: E-consultation  
 
For the individuals, the main barrier to sport participation is the lack of time. This finding is 
consistent with the result of the Eurobarometer survey, in which the lack of time is also 
reported to be the main reason for not practicing a sport. The result is also confirmed by the 
survey of grassroots clubs conducted by the consortium in Phase 3 of the study, where a 
majority of clubs reports stagnant or decreasing participation rates of members in the 18-60 
age range.  From their point of view, the lack of time for members is the second or third most 
often quoted barrier to a rise in membership, after the lack of trainers and coaches (see 
section 2.2 in Part II of this report). 
 
In the e-consultation, the cost of the practice is reported by the individuals surveyed as the 
second most important reason for not practicing sport. 
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For the clubs and the national sport federations, the cost for the participant is perceived to be 
the main barrier, followed by issues related to the quality and availability of infrastructures.  
 
There is a gap between this perception and that of the Eurobarometer survey, in which cost 
was quoted as the main reason not to do sport by only 4% of the respondents, and the 
availability of infrastructures by 3% of the respondents. 
 
There is also a gap between the response of sport clubs in the e-consultation and that of the 
sport clubs surveyed six months later, during Phase 3 of the study.  In the more detailed survey 
of sport clubs, the cost to the participant was not reported as the main barrier to a rise in 
membership, but clubs did indicate that increases in their membership fee level would lead to 
falls in membership.  
 
Two other factors perceived to limit the development of sport participation are the quality or 
availability of infrastructure, and the lack of equipment.  Respectively 22% and 13% of the 
clubs representatives which responded to the e-consultation reported those two factors as the 
main barrier to the practice of sport.  In the detailed survey of grassroots clubs conducted later 
in the study, the clubs also mentioned the lack of qualified personnel as a barrier to 
membership growth, confirming a “supply constraint” to a further growth in membership 
across the EU. 
 
In summary, even if the cost of the practice does not appear to be the main impediment to a 
growth in sport participation, it nevertheless constitutes an important factor.  Lack of time, 
and difficulties in matching the clubs’ training schedules with the members’ free time, are also 
relevant issues. 
 

3.2.3 Opinions on the resources available for grassroots sports  

a) Main resources 

Asked about the main resources which sport clubs can rely upon,, a consensus emerges from 
the e-consultation, which is that voluntary work is an important resource for grassroots clubs. 
Close to 90% of the respondents consider volunteer work to be either “important” or 
“essential”.  This is confirmed by the survey of grassroots clubs undertaken during Phase 3, 
and presented in Part II of this report.  Yet, as indicated by the consultation launched by the 
European Commission11, there is not yet enough recognition of voluntary activity in the EU, 
and the incentives to work as a volunteer are not sufficient. 
 
Individuals think that membership fees constitute the main resource for the grassroots sport 
clubs, along with voluntary work.  Although they believe that these two sources of funding will 
remain important in the future, they also underline the importance of other revenue urces 
such as local public funding and sponsorship. 
 
Representatives of the sport organisations (i.e. both the sport clubs and the federations) 
consider that voluntary work is the pillar of their organisations. However, for the future, they 
have high expectations about the future trend in revenue from local authorities and other 

                                                 
11 The online consultation was launched on 7 April 2010 and remained open until 2 June 2010. It was aimed at 

helping the Commission identify priority areas for action at EU level. 

http://ec.europa.eu/sport/library/doc/a/100726_online_consultation_report.pdf  

http://ec.europa.eu/sport/library/doc/a/100726_online_consultation_report.pdf
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public funding.  In their views, these funding sources will account for the bulk of the clubs’ 
revenue in the coming years, even before membership fees. 
 
Private funding sources (sponsoring, membership fees or events) are given less importance 
than public revenue sources for future funding. 
 

The key resources available for grassroots sports, as seen by individuals 

Present resources for 

the clubs (individuals)
%

Membership fees 38%

Voluntary work 31%

Local authorities funding 12%

Other 19%

 

Future resources for the 

clubs (individuals)
%

Local authorities funding 31%

Membership fees 20%

Voluntary work 19%

Private funding: 

sponsoring
14%

Revenue from the 

organisation of sport or 

non sport events

7%

Other 9%

 
Source: E-consultation 

 

 

The key resources available for grassroots sports, as seen by the sport clubs 

Present resources for 

the clubs (as seen by the 

representatives of sport 

organisations)

%

Voluntary work 46%

Local authorities' funding 15%

Membership fees 14%

Other public funding 8%

Private funding 

(sponsoring)
6%

Other 11%  
 

Future resources for the 

clubs (as seen by the 

representatives of sport 

organisations)

%

Voluntary work 30%

Local authorities' funding 22%

Other public funding 14%

Private funding: 

sponsoring
12%

Membership fees 9%

Other 13%  
 

Source: E-consultation 

 

b) Other resources 

Among the other resources which contribute to the funding of the sport system are the 
revenues from state lotteries and other betting and gambling services operators, and the 
revenue generated from broadcasting (or media) rights.  When asked about the allocation of 
revenue from these sources, all categories of respondents provided the same “first” answer to  
the questions “What should the revenue from lotteries and sport’ betting be used for”, and 
“What should the revenue from broadcasting and other rights’ be used for?”.  In both cases, 
two responses were allowed per respondent. 
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As indicated in the table below, a consensus emerges across all categories of respondents to 
the e consultation, in that the revenue from these two sources ought to go to sport clubs in 
order to contribute to the development of grassroots sport: 45% of all respondents to the e-
consultation think that the revenue from lotteries ought to be channelled to grassroots sport, 
and 35% of the respondents believe that TV rights ought to be channelled to grassroots sport – 
more than the percentage of respondents who believes that TV rights ought to be used to fund 
sport events.  As indicated by the high percentage of respondents who consider that the 
allocation of revenue from lotteries and media rights ought to be allocated to grassroots sport 
through the federations, it appears that the representatives of the national federations are felt 
to be the best placed to manage these revenues. 
 
The funding of sport facilities and of sport events are also considered to be natural 
destinations of the funds from lotteries and media rights.  The allocation of these funds to the 
preparation of top athletes only represents 5% of the responses to the question on the natural 
allocation of revenue from lotteries, and 12% of the responses to the question on the natural 
allocation of revenue from TV rights. 
 
The two tables that follow show the percentage of respondents (all categories combined, i.e. 
individuals, representatives of sport clubs, representatives of local or national governments 
and other stakeholders in the field of sport) who indicated that the revenue from lotteries and 
from media rights should be used for each of the destinations indicated. 
 

Allocation of revenue from lotteries and media rights: percentage of responses 

Lotteries
Overall 

percentage

Funding grassroots sport 

through clubs
41%

Funding grassroots sport 

through federations
19%

Funding sport facilities 16%

Funding sport events 9%

Promoting sport towards 

population
6%

Giving better preparation 

to top level athletes
5%

Theses revenues must not 

finance sport at all
2%

Other 2%  

TV rights
Overall 

percentage

Funding grassroots sport 

through clubs
35%

Funding sport events 17%

Funding grassroots sport 

through federations
16%

Funding sport facilities 12%

Giving better preparation 

to top level athletes
12%

Promoting sport towards 

population
6%

Allowing professional 

clubs to attract the best 

sportsmen and 

sportswoman

1%

 
Source: E-consultation 

 

c) The perceived impact of the economic crisis 

Respondents consider the main consequence of the economic crisis to have been a reduction 
in the level of funding from central governments, and a fall in sponsorship revenue (30% each).  
13% of the respondents also reported a fall in local authorities’ funding as the main 
consequence of the crisis.    
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From the respondent’s point of view, the economic and financial crisis also led to a reduction 
in the number of practitioners, especially from low-income categories.  
 

Impact of the crisis on grassroots sports 

Reduced number of 

practicioners

10%

Reduction of local 

sponsoring

30%

Reduction of local 

authorities funding

13%

Reduction of State 

funding

30%

Reduction in the 

number of low-income 

practicioners

11%

Less voluntary work

6%

 
Source: E-consultation 

3.2.4 The perceived objectives of public sport policy 

The figure below shows the ranking of the “main objectives” of public policy towards sport 
made by the different categories of respondents.  Health and social cohesion are generally 
perceived to be the most important objectives.  Health is quoted more often by individuals and 
by the representatives of other institutions, whereas social cohesion appears to be the primary 
objective of the sport movement.  For federations and sport clubs, the practice of sport at high 
level and in competitions is also an important public policy objective. 

 

Opinions on the prime objectives of public sport policies 

6%

13%

16%

7%

10%

44%

24%

32%

39%

35%

14%

12%

12%

14%

13%

11%

18%

9%

11%

13%

25%
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31%

29%

29%
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Source: E-consultation 
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3.2.5 The respondent’s views of future challenges & opportunities 

In the open question at the end of the questionnaire, many respondents expressed concerns 
about the future funding of grassroots sport.  Among the comments that were made are the 
following: 

 State funding is shrinking and tends to focus on elite (high-level) sport: the added 
value of grassroots sport is not recognized enough in public policies; this comment was 
also made by some of the representatives of the federations interviewed in Phase 3 of 
the study; 

 Grassroots sport is largely dependent on local authorities’ funding; the financial 
difficulties to which local authorities are faced may lead to a cyclical reduction in public 
subsidies, which could threaten the viability of certain grassroots clubs; 

 Solidarity is not sufficient: 
 between media-exposed disciplines and other disciplines, 
 between professional and amateur sport within the same discipline; 

 Reductions in public funding may force clubs to raise their membership fees, which 
would lead to a reduction in participation rates; 

 The future trend in voluntary work is a source of preoccupation for some clubs; some 
of the volunteers working today may not easily be replaced in the next 10 years. 

 
Many of these comments mirror some of the concerns expressed by grassroots clubs in the 
more comprehensive survey undertaken in Phase 3 and commented upon in Part II of this 
report.  Yet, the survey of grassroots clubs sheds more light on the nature of the difficulties 
and on some misperceptions, as will be seen further on.  The high dependence of grassroots 
clubs on membership fees and the trend in volunteer work are often-mentioned concerns. 
 
In the open question at the end of the questionnaire, many respondents also emphasise their 
on-going commitment to develop sport: 

 Many respondents consider that sport clubs and sport federations have a key role to 
play in the promotion of the social benefits of sport. Yet, they are felt to be partly 
responsible for the poor recognition of the utility of sport in public policies; 

 Some respondents consider that the private funding of small clubs and of grassroots 
sport events (via sponsorship, grants or donations) must be stimulated, both in the 
aftermath of the economic crisis, but also when the economic crisis will be over; 

 There are categories of individuals whose participation to sport is expected to increase 
in the coming years, which would help raise revenue for the clubs: among these are 
women, minorities and elderly people; 

 New types of partnerships are emerging, which are likely to meet the expectations of 
both public policy makers and private stakeholders (individuals and companies). 
Examples of such partnerships are:  

 Partnerships between clubs of different disciplines; 

 Partnerships between clubs and the local authorities; 

 Partnerships between clubs and private companies (for example to organize 
sport at work or special events for the employees), as companies put increased 
emphasis on corporate social responsibility. 
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Overall, the e-consultation showed, amongst those interested in the future of grassroots sport, 
a good level of awareness of the challenges and opportunities ahead: although there is a 
potential for, and possibly a need to, increase sport participation rates across the EU, changes  
in the organisation of society – with reduced time available to practice a sport – and the need 
to further develop the offer – meaning a need for increased investments and costs for the 
sport sector – may constrain the sector’s future development. 
 
The e-consultation mainly presents the stakeholders’ opinions, however.  To validate their 
concerns and be able to propose solutions there is a need to undertake a more precise 
analysis, at the level of the Member States and at the level of individual sport disciplines.  This 
is the objective of the next chapter, which seeks to quantify the resources going into the sport 
system and which analyses the likely future trends in these resources. 
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4. A top-down analysis of the funding of sport in the EU  

This chapter quantifies the revenue flows which contribute to the funding of sport12, and 
identifies “typical” funding models across Europe.  Although the objective was to identify the 
revenue flows going specifically to grassroots sport, the top-down approach adopted here only 
made it possible to quantify overall revenue flows going to the sport system as a whole.  It was 
not possible to systematically and precisely differentiate the revenues allocated to grassroots 
sport from those allocated to high-level, elite, sport.  The figures applying only to grassroots 
sport that are nevertheless presented at the end of this chapter are estimates based on the 
data available for certain countries, extrapolated to the whole of the EU.  Part II of the report 
complements this “top-down” approach by a “bottom-up” analysis of certain disciplines in 
selected Member States, focused exclusively on grassroots sport. 

4.1 Overview of the sport sector’s financing structure 

To offer services to their members and to non-members, the sport federations and sport clubs 
incur costs.  These comprise the purchase of equipment and sporting goods, the cost of access 
to, and the maintenance of, sport facilities, wages and salaries, and reimbursement of 
expenses (for trainers, coaches, administration and management of the club or federation), 
etc. 
 
Although most costs are visible (i.e. they lead to actual cash flows), there are also hidden costs.  
This is the case for example of voluntary work or of the availability, free of charge or at low 
fees, of sport facilities.  Of course, these are both a cost and a resource, but they have to be 
taken into account when evaluating the sport system’s financing model in order to measure 
adequately the total costs associated with the provision of a certain level of offer: indeed, 
some of these “free” resources may one day have to be paid at full price. 
 
To offset costs, the sport clubs rely on a number of revenue/income sources. Among these are:  

o Membership fees and other expenditures by households; 

o The economic value of the contribution of voluntary work; 

o Public sector funding, at national, regional and local levels; 

o Revenues from levies and charges on lotteries, betting and gambling operators; 

o Revenue from sponsorship, patronage and donations; 

o Revenue from media rights. 
 
Similarly to what happens with expenditures, clubs benefit from “hidden”, non-monetized, 
resources: the contribution of volunteer work is an example.  This (non-monetized) 
contribution constitutes an important resource for the clubs, without which their operation / 
survival would be at risk. 
 
The chart on the next page illustrates the resource flows going from the different categories of 
stakeholders to the sport sector.  The next sections detail and quantify these flows by category 
of stakeholder. 
 

                                                 
12 Both high-level and grassroots sport.  It is, indeed, very difficult to distinguish the amounts of revenue that specifically go to 
grassroots sport through this top-down approach. 
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The sport funding system in the EU 
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Source: Eurostrategies’ consortium 

 
 
In the above chart, the key stakeholders mentioned in the Chapter 1 are represented.  
Companies include “sponsors”, as well as media organisations and lotteries, betting and 
gambling services operators, all of which are important stakeholders when it comes to sport 
financing. 
 
The next sections present the revenue streams from each source in each Member State, and 
for the EU-27.  Volume II details the flows by Member State.  The data was collected through a 
survey of national Sport Ministries and National Olympic Committees (NOC), complemented 
through a literature survey.  All data presented in this Chapter applies to the year 2008, in 
order to allow cross-country comparisons.13 
 

4.2 Households’ contributions to the funding of sport 

Individuals practicing sport, referred to as households in the above chart, pay membership 
fees, buy entry tickets at sport events, purchase goods and services from the clubs (food & 
drinks at the clubhouse, sportswear, lessons, etc.).  As noted earlier, their contribution to the 
sport sector also includes “in-kind” resources in the form of volunteer work. 
 
Households also make indirect payments to the sport sector through the payment of TV fees 
(explaining the arrow between households and the “Media”).  Their indirect contribution to 
the funding of the sport system also includes the payment of general and local taxes 

                                                 
13 Given that the latest year available for the data varies across countries, the figures presented were updated were needed using 
the average nominal GDP growth in the country as an indicator of the trend in the variable.  This makes it possible to present 
consistent data across countries for a single year, i.e. 2008, in the charts. 
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(explaining the link between households and the public sector): national and local government 
authorities can indeed allocate part of the revenue from general taxation to the funding of 
sport or to the construction of infrastructures and facilities that are made available to the 
organisers of sport activities.  It also includes purchases of lottery tickets, sport betting etc., 
when part of this revenue is channelled to sport through regulatory mechanisms or because 
the tickets were sold by lotteries arranged by the clubs themselves for fundraising. 
 
The direct contribution of households to sport therefore covers:  

 Actual household expenditures on sport: these comprise  

o the purchase of goods and services, including sporting goods ; 

o the membership fee to grassroots sport clubs; 

 The monetized contribution of voluntary work. 

The indirect contribution of households to sport is taken into account in this study via the 
quantification of revenue flows going to the sport sector from general and local governments, 
from lotteries, betting and gambling operators and from the media. 
 

Financial flows from households to the different stakeholders involved in sport 
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4.2.1 Households’ expenditures on sport 

Data on household expenditures on goods and services are available for 24 countries from 
national accounts statistics and Eurostat.  Information was missing for Greece, Hungary and 
Spain.  For these countries, estimates were made assuming a similar share of total consumer 
expenditures on sport in these countries as in Member States with similar consumer 
expenditures structures and GDP per capita levels, as explained in the country reports in 
Volume II.  Also, where the available data was for a year earlier than 2008, the figures were 
updated to the year 2008 based on average (nominal) GDP growth in each country between 
the year of the data and 2008, in order to allow relevant cross country comparisons. 
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The average expenditure in nominal terms (not corrected for differences in purchasing power 
parities (PPP)) varies from €2.3 per capita and per annum in Bulgaria, to €419 in Ireland, €421 
in the Netherlands, and an estimated €487.2 in Luxembourg. 
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Correlation between household expenditures on sport and GDP per capita 
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The second graph on the previous page shows the correlation between average annual 
household expenditures on sport (in € per capita) and the level of GDP (€ per capita).  The level 
of household expenditures on sport is correlated to the level of GDP per capita: the richer a 
country, the more its citizens spend on sport.   
 
At EU level, household expenditures on sport amounted to € 101.0 bn in 2008. This 
represents an average expense per capita of € 203.9 in that year. 
 
To isolate the expense specifically associated with grassroots sport (as opposed to high-level 
and professional sport, or to the purchase of general sportswear and sport equipment), one 
needs to break down this annual household expenditure on sport by category of expenditure.  
There is, however, no consistent data available for all EU Member States.  An estimate has 
been made using the available data for France14, Germany15, the Netherlands16, the United 
Kingdom17, Belgium18 and Latvia19.  It shows that: 

- Around half of the total value of expenditures on sport corresponds to the purchase of 
goods (sport equipment & sportswear); 

- 30 – 34 % is allocated to the payment of services to “actively” practice sport: sport 
lessons, membership fees, sport lessons, admission to swimming pools, purchase of 
sport equipment, etc... 

- The rest is allocated to “passive” services (purchase of tickets to attend high-level and 
professional games, TV sport channels, sports’ betting, etc.) and other miscellaneous 
expenses. 

On this basis, it can reasonably be assumed that, 40% of total household expenditures on sport 
are allocated to grassroots sport: the 40% figure is slightly higher than the 30-34% indicated 
above, because members can buy some of their equipment and sportswear (in the first 
category above) directly from the clubs. 

 

4.2.2 The contribution of voluntary work 

Data on the number of volunteers working in the clubs, and the average number of weekly (or 
monthly) hours per volunteer was identified in 25 countries20.  The two countries for which no 
information is available are Bulgaria and Hungary.  In the 25 countries for which data is 
available, there are an estimated 14.1 million sport volunteers, representing 3.9% of the 
population of working age21 and approximately one in five members of a club. 
 
Extrapolating to the 27 EU Member States22, the number of volunteers in sport in the EU can 

be estimated at 14.7 million, corresponding to 1.4 million full time equivalents (FTE)23. 

                                                 
14 Source: INSEE. 
15 Source: Statistisches Bundesamt. 
16 Source: Ministry in charge of sport, response to the questionnaire sent by the Eurostrategies’ consortium. 
17 Source: Sport Market Forecasts 2007-2011. 
18 Source: www.statbel.fgov.be. 
19 Source: www.csb.gov.lv/en. 
20 Source: Study on Volunteering in the EU, GhK, 2010 and the responses to the questionnaires of NOCs. 
21 Population aged between 15 and 65 years. 
22 Based on the population of the two countries for which there is missing data, as a share of the total EU population. 
23 The estimate of the number of FTEs is based on the assumption that a full-time employee works 40 hours a week, 45 weeks 
per year. 

http://www.statbel.fgov.be/
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Assuming that the hours worked by these volunteers are equivalent to 70% of the hours that 
would be produced by salaried employees (implying a 30% productivity differential)24, the 
estimated “monetized” contribution of voluntary work is approximately € 28.4 bn. 
 
In-kind voluntary work contributions therefore represent an additional 28.1% of the estimated 
contribution by households to the sport system.  
 
The graph below shows the number of full-time-equivalents per 100 inhabitants across the EU 
Member States.  Countries with a high number of volunteers in sport (measured per 100 
inhabitants, not based on the number of members per country) include Finland, Sweden, 
France and The Netherlands.  Countries were the number of volunteers per 100 inhabitants is 
comparatively low are Spain, Lithuania, Romania and Poland. 
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One can reasonably assume that the large majority of hours spent by volunteers in sport are 
within the framework of grassroots sport clubs.  In the “top-down” estimate of the revenue 
allocation to grassroots at the end of the chapter, the share of 90% was retained25.  
 

                                                 
24 The figure is estimated on the basis of the average gross hourly wage rate.  The 30% deduction reflects the fact that volunteers 
are likely to be less productive than salaried personnel.  It was assumed that if the corresponding hours were to be paid, the same 
work would probably be undertaken in 30% less time.  Eurostat data was used for the year 2008. 
25 In interviews with people from the sport movement, it was reported that there are volunteers working for high-level and 
professional clubs, for example during sport events.  As a result, the figure retained is not 100%.  There is, however, no data on 
the share of voluntary work linked to the high-level versus the grassroots practice. 
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4.3 Companies’ contributions to the funding of sport 

Companies contribute to the financing of sport in general, and of grassroots sports, in different 
ways: 

 By sponsoring specific sport events, or sport clubs / federations; 

 By making available to the clubs, free of charge or at a cost below market price, goods, 
equipment and facilities; 

 By making donations to the sport organisations, or advertising in the sport’ premises; 

 By developing, operating and maintaining sport infrastructure and facilities; 

 By funding (or subsidising) their employees’ membership contribution to a sport club; 

 By paying taxes (corporate taxes, property taxes, other) to the central and local 
governments, thereby contributing to the overall financial means which governments 
can use to fund the sport system. 

 
Within the broad category of companies, three sub-categories are worth singling out in view of 
their specific contribution to sport.  These three sub-categories are the sponsors (which can be 
any commercial organisation), media organisations (broadcasters) and the state lotteries and 
betting and gambling services providers.  The types of revenue flows from commercial 
enterprises to sport are illustrated below.  These flows are quantified in the next sections. 

 

Financial flows from commercial organisations to the sport sector 
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4.3.1 Revenue from sponsors to sport 

Sponsors are important contributors to the sport sector.  The European Sponsorship 
Association (ESA) defines sponsorship as: 
 
“Any commercial agreement by which a sponsor, for the mutual benefit of the sponsor and 
sponsored party, contractually provides financing or other support in order to establish an 
association between the sponsor's image, brands or products and a sponsorship property in 
return for rights to promote this association and/or for the granting of certain agreed direct or 
indirect benefits.” 
 

According to ESA, close to 90% of sponsorship contracts in the EU are presently allocated to 
sport. 
 
Through the funding of sport, these (commercial or state-owned) companies pursue a number 
of commercial objectives, such as corporate brand name awareness, reaching a target 
audience, changing one’s image and increasing sales and developing new business, as 
illustrated below. 
 

Examples of objectives pursued by sponsors when sponsoring an activity 
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Source : ESA 

 
 

Although much of the revenue from sponsorship contracts goes to professional sport or helps 
to finance the organisation of high-level sport events, there are sponsorship contracts which 
are directly aimed at the promotion and support of grassroots sports.  As we will see in Part II, 
many local clubs indeed benefit from the contribution of local sponsors.  
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Precise quantitative information about the value of sponsorship contracts which go to sport in 
the EU is difficult to assemble, given the diversity of companies and sectors which are 
sponsors, and the numerous possible destinations for the funds.  Two sources of information 
lead to figures of respectively € 8 bn and € 10.5 bn for the EU as a whole: 

 ESA values sponsorship revenue allocated to sport at € 8 bn for Europe; this figure 
primarily concerns professional sport and major sport events, however; 

 The data provided by the Ministries in charge of sport, the NOCs and organisations 
members of ENGSO surveyed during Phase 1, updated to the year 2008 in those 
countries for which only earlier data was available, lead to a figure of € 10.5 bn.26  This 
includes donations, grants and other forms of financial flows from private companies 
to the sport system, and excludes the revenue from media rights dealt with separately 
in the next section. 

The European State Lotteries and Toto Association (The European Lotteries, EL) also 
communicated partial data on sponsorship expenditures by its members.  Based on this 
source, the 19 lotteries which reported sponsoring sport leagues, sport clubs and various 
cultural activities allocated budgets to the amount of € 297 million (in 2007), € 140 million (in 
2008) and € 113 million (in 2009).  EL estimates that sport received 80 % of the total.  This is in 
addition to the revenue from mandatory levies on the activities of state lotteries.  Other major 
sport sponsors, as reported by ESA, include financial services companies, sports clothing and 
sport equipment producers, telecommunications and media operators, and automotive 
producers. 

 

Share of sponsorship deals reported to ESA, by category and number, in 2009 

Sports
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Other
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Source : TWSM Annual Review 2009 

                                                 
26 Actual data was only provided by the sport organisations or ministries in charge of sport in 19 member states.  Estimates were calculated for the 
remaining 8 countries (Austria, Belgium, the Czech Republic, Greece, Hungary, Luxembourg, Malta and Romania) based on the sport sponsorship 
share in GDP of countries with similar economic structures and GDP per capita levels. 
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The € 2.5 bn difference between the EU-27 estimated revenue from private companies to 
sport and the ESA figure includes donations as well as a multitude of (small) sponsorship 
contracts which directly contribute to the funding of grassroots sport.  These contracts are 
often between local stakeholders and the (local) clubs.  The data collected from the grassroots 
clubs surveyed in Phase 3 confirms this. 
 
Whichever the exact figure, it is difficult to break it down between grassroots and high-level 
sport.  Indeed, even in the € 8 bn ESA estimate, there are examples of contracts targeted at 
grassroots sports, as reported in the TWSM World Sponsorship Monitor, 2009.  The funding of 
high-level and professional sport may also indirectly contribute to grassroots sport through 
solidarity mechanisms within the sport movement.  Nevertheless, the bulk of the contracts 
recorded by ESA go to the funding of major sport events and competitions, and to the 
sponsoring of sport teams. 
 
To assess the share of sponsorship revenue which goes to grassroots sport, the following 
information is used as reference: 

 In Estonia, national statistics27 report a total figure of € 3.2 million for the financing of 
sport clubs by companies through donations and sponsorships in 2009; this is 10% of 
the total value of sponsorship contracts and donations to sport, and represents an 
average contribution of € 1,600 per grassroots club; 

 In France, a study28 on club financing estimates the average part of sponsorship in the 
clubs’ budget at 8% in 2006, for an average budget per club of € 30,000.  This is 
equivalent to € 2,400 per club, and a total of about € 400 million; this represents 
12.8% of the total revenue going from companies to (all) sports; 

 In the UK, the Carter report29 published in 2004 indicates that approximately 15% of 
the sponsorship revenue goes to grassroots sport. 

 In Denmark, the ministry in charge of sport reports a share of 10% of revenue from 
sponsorships allocated to grassroots.  

 In Romania, the estimate is also around 10%. 
 
The share of total sponsorship revenue allocated specifically to grassroots sport therefore 
usually ranges between 10-15%. 
 
The estimate used in this study is a share of 15% of total revenue from sponsorship to 
grassroots sport in the EU, i.e. € 1.6 bn annually. This is the total revenue channelled to 
grassroots sport, excluding revenue from the compulsory levies on lotteries, betting and 
gambling operators that are not channelled to sport via the state or local authorities” budgets, 
and media rights’ revenue allocated to grassroots clubs through regulated solidarity 
mechanisms (in Italy and France). 
 

4.3.2 Revenue from the media sector to sport 

The media sector contributes to the funding of sport both directly, by paying rights to the 
sport organisations to broadcast specific events, and indirectly (through sponsorship, for 

                                                 
27 27 http://pub.stat.ee/px-web.2001/I_Databas/Social_Life/01Culture/18Sports/01Sports_clubs/01Sports_clubs.asp 
28 28 Le budget des associations sportives (2006), French Ministry in charge of sport. 
29 Carter, P.  (2005): Review of national sport effort and resources.  London (Sport England) 

http://pub.stat.ee/px-web.2001/I_Databas/Social_Life/01Culture/18Sports/01Sports_clubs/01Sports_clubs.asp
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example).  The sport event organisers, which own the rights, negotiate with the broadcasters 
in order to generate revenue from the broadcast of the event.  Given that the revenue from 
media rights is typically linked to the broadcast of high-level or professional sport events, it is 
generally paid to the leagues or to the national federations. These can then distribute part of 
the revenue to the grassroots level.   Note that the Olympic Games also generate important 
revenue from media rights which are channelled to the grassroots levels via the National 
Olympic Committees, as will be explained later in this section. 
 
In the EU, there is no specific regulation defining how the value of media rights is to be 
defined30, nor its destination.  The value is defined through negotiation between the sport 
event organiser or a representative thereof, and the broadcaster. 
 

Financial flows from the media sector to the different stakeholders involved in 
sport 
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Source: Eurostrategies’ consortium 

 
 
Media companies also pay corporate taxes: this is not indicated explicitly on the first chart in 
the introductory part of this chapter, for readability purposes, but it is indicated in the above 
chart.  These taxes complement other tax revenues.  The media contribute indirectly to the 
funding of sport through sponsorship contracts.  To avoid double-counting, sponsorship 
contracts by media organisations have not been singled out as they are included in the general 
revenue from sponsorships. 

a) Estimate of media rights’ revenue going to sport in general 

In the EU, the value of media rights is estimated at around € 5 bn per year31 for the year 
2008.  The bulk of this revenue comes from football competitions (national championships, 
UEFA Champions League), as indicated below.  Part of the total, however, comes from other 
major events such as tennis Grand Slam Tournaments, the Olympic Games, etc.   

                                                 
30 Of course, national and EU competition regulations apply, in that collective selling arrangements must generally be cleared by 
competition authorities, as agreements or practices that restrict free trading and competition between business entities is strictly 
forbidden; similarly, abusive behaviour by a firm dominating a market and anti-competitive practices that tend to lead to a 
dominant position are closely monitored and severely sanctioned.  Transactions that are considered to threaten the competitive 
process can be prohibited altogether, or approved subject to remedies such as an obligation to divest part of the merged business 
or to offer licenses or access to facilities to enable other business to continue competing.  Finally, Internal Market rules apply in 
order to guarantee market access and non-discrimination. 
31 This estimate is constructed through a bottom-up assessment of the revenue generated from a number of competitions and 
events, the bigger ones of which are reported in this section.  The data refers to the year 2008. 
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In football, for example, the media rights associated with the broadcast of the Premier League 
on British channels amount to an annual average of € 875 m annually for three years, starting 
in the 2007-2008 season. To this figure, the revenue from the European and world coverage 
must be added: this is estimated at € 260 million annually (€ 875 million over 3 years)32.   
 
In France, Germany, Spain and Italy, the national football championships together earn € 2 bn 
a year for national coverage.  This already makes for a subtotal of more than € 3 bn. 
 
With respect to the European Champions’ League, 6.5% of the commercial revenue is allocated 
to the national leagues which had at least one club in the competition.  The total revenue 
distributed in 2008 was € 56 million.  This is entirely redistributed to the clubs and allocated to 
those clubs which did not qualify to the Champions’ League in that year, and to the financing 
of training programmes for young players.  The Euro football competition also supports 
grassroots football through payments to the national federations within the context of the 
HatTrick programme, which allocates approximately € 50 million annually to grassroots 
football.   
 
In areas other than football, the Roland Garros Tournament brings € 65 million to the French 
Federation of Tennis, of which € 25 million are directly used to fund the local development of 
tennis.  Although no figures are available for Wimbledon, part of the revenue thus generated 
also filters down to the grassroots level. 
 
Another € 30 million are generated by rugby in France (no figures are available for the other 
countries), and € 50 million from the Tour de France.   
 
In addition, 47% of the revenues from the IOC come from broadcasting rights.  Part of this is 
redistributed to the National Olympic Committees.  Because the IOC covers non-European 
countries, however, it is difficult to assess the share of the rights that are specifically related to 
European sport. 
 
The media rights generated from the Olympic Games, however, directly contribute to the 
funding of grassroots sport, through the Olympic solidarity schemes.  Four stakeholders 
benefit from revenue from the IOC: the Olympic Games’ organising committee, the national 
Olympic committees (NOCs), the international Olympic sport federations and a number of 
other organisations such as the International Paralympic Committee.  The support to the NOCs 
aims to give them the means to promote and develop the practice of sport in their country.  
Funding levels are defined on a four-year basis. For the period 2009-2012, the total funding 
level was approximately €225 million (approximately € 56.3 million annually), a 27% increase 
from the previous 4-year period. 
 
Although there is no precise, comprehensive data available on the value of media rights 
revenue linked to other disciplines, it appears that the revenue streams coming from rugby, 
cricket, snooker and other disciplines are less than those linked to the above-mentioned 
events (Premier League, UEFA, Olympic Games and the Grand Slam Tennis tournaments).  In 
some disciplines and countries (for example in Finland, for disciplines other than football) 
there are federations which actually have to pay to get media coverage33. 
 

                                                 
32 Source: http://www.sportbusiness.com 
33 Source: Ministry in charge of sport. 

http://www.sportbusiness.com/
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In total, the figures listed above sum to more than € 3.4 bn.  Given the high number and 
variety of other sport events broadcast on various media channels, and the fact that most 
countries have at least one highly popular discipline other than football which also generates 
broadcast revenue from TV rights34, it is assumed that the total revenue generated by sport 
organisations from media rights ranges between € 4-5 bn.  For the purpose of this study, the 
figure of € 5 bn was retained for all sports (high-level and grassroots). 

b) Redistribution of media rights to grassroots sport 

The allocation of media rights to grassroots sport varies across countries depending on (non-
regulated) solidarity mechanisms defined within the sport movement. The only regulated 
mechanisms identified are in Italy and France.  In France, a State-regulated redistribution 
system is in place since 1999.   The law (commonly referred to as the “Taxe Buffet”, by the 
name of the Minister who proposed it) concerns TV rights contracts sold by all professional 
leagues: 5% of the revenue from media rights is allocated to the Centre National pour le 
Développement du Sport (CNDS), which funds sport facilities and projects in all disciplines35. In 
2009, this represented € 43 million.  In Italy, part of the revenue from media rights is legally 
channelled to grassroots clubs.  In football, for example, a share (not less than 4%) of the 
revenue resulting from the sale of TV rights is redistributed by professional football clubs to 
grassroots football clubs36.  In addition to that, as in other EU Member States, the professional 
sport leagues redistribute some revenue to grassroots sport through their respective 
federations.  The amounts involved are determined through a negotiation between each 
league and its federation (€ 17 m in the case of the French football league for instance). 
 
In the other countries, the amount of revenue that is paid to the sport organisations at 
different levels of the sport pyramid results from specific agreements between the Leagues – 
which organise most sport events – and the federations (and the clubs).  There are differences 
across countries / disciplines with respect to the percentage of the revenue from media rights 
that goes to grassroots sports, and to the way this revenue is distributed across the sport 
clubs: 

- In the UK, the major sports have signed up to a voluntary code of conduct run by the 
CCPR which ensures that a minimum percentage of the income from TV rights is 
directly invested in grassroots sports: “The signatories commit themselves to 
reinvesting at least five per cent of the revenue derived from the sale of UK television 
broadcasting rights to major sporting events with the aim of increasing participation 
in, and the development of, their sport”. The “Reinvestment principle” provides that 
this goes towards youth programmes, community sport facilities, education and 
training, research and development, coach education, volunteer training, diversity 
programmes, and grassroots communication.  The rights owners are, however, free to 
decide how they spend this amount.  Although most of the funding goes to the 
development of the sport of origin of the rights owners, some programmes support 
the development of other sports.  For example, the Premier League finances “Premier 
League 4 sport”. 

- In Poland, the PLPS SA (Profesjonalna Liga Piłki Siatkowej S.A, the professional volley-
ball league) transfers 5% of its sales income from title sponsorship rights, television 
broadcasting rights and advertising rights to PZPS (Federation). 

                                                 
34 The amounts thereof could not be identified, however. 
35 See JORF 121 of May 25, 2006, text 41, on the Code of Sport, and Ordnance n° 2006-596 of May 23, 2006 related to the 
legislative part of the Code of Sport. 
36 See the report on Italy and Law n°9/2008. 
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In football, the following examples can be mentioned: 

- In Germany, a contract signed by the professional football league and the federation 
secures 3% of the league’s turnover to be transferred to grassroots sport 
organisations; another contribution is given directly by the professional football clubs; 

- In the Netherlands, the football clubs pay 17.5% of their national media rights income 
to the second division.  The reason behind this is mainly grassroots.  The clubs 
themselves invest 7.5% of their income in education and grassroots development37: as 
indicated in Volume II, professional football and the sponsors of The Netherlands’ 
national team provide of € 1 million per year to grassroots sport financing: in the Youth 
Football Master plan, € 1 million is dedicated annually to the financing of football 
infrastructures used by grassroots clubs. In addition, more than 100 projects “There 
are more than 2 goals in Football" are supported by professional clubs and the 
professional football division of KNVB (the Royal Netherlands Football Association).  
Another example is the “mini-pitch” project which aims at installing 100 mini-pitches 
around the country (especially in urban areas) so that children and people of different 
social background, race, etc. can play football together. 

- In Portugal, the football league redistributes € 8.1 m of its revenue to the federation.  
The football federation decides on the amount to be invested in grassroots38. 

- In Scotland, the (football) Scottish Premier League (SPL) invests around € 25 m39 
annually into youth/community/grassroots projects.  The total turnover of the SPL and 
its clubs is approximately € 230 m. The investment represents about 11% of turnover.  

 

Estimated share of media rights filtering through to grassroots 

Annual value 

of rights, € 

million

Estimated 

share to 

grassroots 

(%)

Estimated 

value to 

grassroots, € 

million

Premier League, UK 1 135 5,0% 56,8

National football championships, France, Germany, Italy, Spain 2 000 5% (1) 100

European Champions' League 56 17,9% 10

Euro League 50 100,0% 50

Roland Garros 65 38,5% 25

Wimbledon 41 (2) n.a. n.a.

Rugby, France 30 n.a. n.a.

Tour de France 50 n.a. n.a.

Olympic Games 56,3 100,0% 56,3

Total 3 483,3 +/- 8,7% 298,1
 

(1) Estimated 
(2) 2001 figure 

n.a. = not available 

  Source: Eurostrategies’ consortium 

                                                 
37 Source : Eredivisie NV 
38 Source: Liga Portugal 
39 Source: Scottish Premier League 
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When it comes to allocating the part of the revenue that is destined to grassroots sports all the 
way down to the individual clubs, the systems in place vary significantly across countries and 
are often ad hoc.  As indicated in those countries where specific information was identified (as 
described in Volume II), the allocation keys can entail a proportional allocation based on the 
number of members in the club, and also reflect other criteria (for example the sport results).  
Hence, the revenues that are eventually generated by the grassroots clubs from media rights 
vary across clubs, disciplines and countries. 
 
Applying the above shares of media rights revenues reportedly allocated to grassroots, to the 
media rights’ values identified in the previous section, leads to an estimated share of revenue 
to grassroots, all events combined, of close to 9%. 
 
Based on the above, it is assumed that 10% of the value of sport media rights eventually filters 
through to grassroots sport, i.e. € 500 million.  There is, however, little tangible information 
allowing to substantiate this, other than the above figures and information provided by the 
sport organisations of their internal allocation mechanisms.  These, described in the country 
reports in Volume II where available, however refer to the allocation of (all) revenue received 
by the sport organisations between the high-level and the grassroots level, not solely that 
generated from media rights.  Also, one has to note that part of the funds stay within the 
federations, and help them to cover operational expenses linked with the provision of services 
to the grassroots clubs, such as the organisation of amateur competitions. 
 

4.3.3 Revenue from the state lotteries and betting and gambling services 
operators to sport 

Another type of stakeholders in the financing of the sport system is the state lotteries, betting 
and gambling services operators.   

 

Definition of gambling services40 
 
In a study for the European Commission, the Swiss Institute of Comparative Law41 (SICL) defines “Gambling 
services” as any service which involves wagering a stake with monetary value in games of chance, including lotteries 
and betting transactions.   This, therefore, also includes sport betting. 
 
Betting can be on-line, or through (physical) ticket sales. Betting can also be up to a certain moment (time/day), or in 
real time (“live betting” during a game, for example). 
 
Even if not all Member States share the same legal definition of the concepts of “Games of Chance” and “Gambling”, 
in most European countries, a game of chance is defined as a game that offers an opportunity to compete for 
prizes, where success depends completely or predominantly on coincidence or an unknown future event 
and cannot be influenced by the player. One of the players at least loses his or her stake. 
 
The SICL study covers the following on-line and off-line market sectors: 
– Lottery services; 
– Betting services (including horse and dog racing, event betting and pool competitions); 
– Gambling services operated by and for the benefit of recognised charities and not-for-profit making organisations; 
– Media gambling services (i.e. games in the editorial content of the media); 
– Bingo services; 
– Casino services; 

                                                 
40 Study of Gambling Service in the Internal Market of the European Union, Final Report, A study for the European Commission 
undertaken by the Swiss Institute of Comparative Law, 14 June 2006. 
41 Idem. 
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– Services related to gambling machines that can be placed in locations other than in licensed casino services; 
– Sales promotion services consisting of promotional games with a prize exceeding €100,000 or where 
participation is exclusively linked to purchase. 
 
In the above, “promotion services” encompass offers to participate in a game in which the winner is designated by an 
element of chance, and the exclusive purpose of which is to encourage the sales of goods or services. Promotional 
games covered in the SICL study are all promotional games offering prizes in excess of €100,000 and all promotional 
games where participation is exclusively linked to purchase of the promoted good or service. 
 
As indicated by SICL in its study, the market for gambling services in Europe is very complex to analyse due to 
differing definitions and regulatory environments across countries.  As a result, there is no standard, EU-wide, 
typology of gambling services: even in the case of lotteries, the scope covered and the services provided vary across 
countries. 

 
The chart blow shows the total turnover generated from lotteries, betting and gambling 
services in the past years, as reported by the Remote Gambling Association (RGA), and the 
share of the total constituted by the sale of sport bets. In the chart, “other gambling” refers to 
products related to number games, poker, casino games, and bingo. 
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Source: Sports Betting: Legal, Commercial and Integrity Issues, RGA, 2009 

 
In this study, state lotteries are sometimes distinguished from (other) betting and gambling 
operators as these two families are often not subject to the same licensing conditions, and the 
fiscal regime applying to these can also vary.  For example, among the products offered by 
lotteries, betting and gambling operators in the EU and the different regulatory systems 
applying thereto, references are alternatively made to “standard” lottery tickets, numerical 
lottery games (such as Joker, Proto, Extra 5, Super 3 or Kino in Greece, for example), draw 
games, instant lotteries, class lotteries, lotto and toto games.  .  There can also be specific 
frameworks (see volume II) applying to sport betting, bingo, casinos, slot machines, etc. 
Clearly, some of the definitions and markets overlap, but this large range of product references 
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reflects the numerous types of licenses that can be offered to operators in a given country, 
applying to different products, and the variety of taxes and levies that can be applied to these 
products. Examples of this diversity can be found in the country reports in Volume II 
 

Revenue flows from lotteries and betting and gambling operators to sport 
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As illustrated above, lotteries, betting and gambling operators contribute to the funding of EU 
sport in three ways42: 

 By making payments to designated sporting bodies under statutory schemes or in 
accordance with the terms of their licence, or under non-statutory schemes.  Statutory 
schemes include compulsory levies, whereas non-statutory schemes refer to voluntary 
payments.  The revenue from compulsory levies can be paid to the state budget or to a 
fund set up to fund general interest activities (“good causes”), among which sport, or 
they can be transferred directly to the sport organisations, without being channelled 
from the state or local authorities’ budgets. 

 By making commercial payments to third parties active in sport, for example through 
advertising and sponsorship (for example sportswear flocking, or through the payment 
advertisement space in sport’ facilities or stadiums); 

 By paying corporate and local taxes to national and/or local governments, contributing 
to the overall budget from which governments annually define the amount of funding 
that is allocated to sport. 

 
 
The table below shows the different types of schemes in place across the EU to channel 
revenue from the state lotteries, and in some cases also from other lotteries, betting and 
gambling operators, to good causes in general, or specifically to sport. 
 
The regulatory systems applying to lotteries, betting and gambling operators vary across 
countries.  The differences relate to four dimensions: 
 

                                                 
42 Adapted from “The funding of sports in the EU by private sector gambling operators” – A report by Europe Economics for the 
Remote Gambling Association, 2009. 
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1. The different types of operators in the market: in a given Member State one can find a 
state lottery, with a monopoly on its market, alongside (private) betting and gambling 
operators, charity lotteries and small operators organising occasional lotteries (among 
which the sport clubs’ own lotteries);  

2. The way revenue from these operators is channelled to sport:  
- in some countries, the revenue from the compulsory levies and taxes go to the 

state budget, or specifically to the budget of certain ministries, which then 
decide the allocation of the money. This can itself be regulated or distributed 
based on annual budgetary decisions; 

- in other countries, the revenue is allocated to a fund created for the purpose 
of funding general interest objectives.  In some cases, the fund’s objectives is 
to support a number of “good causes”, in other cases the fund is dedicated to 
sport; 

- in yet other countries, the revenue is allocated from the lotteries, betting and 
gambling operators directly to the sport organisations; the way the allocation 
of the revenue is then undertaken across disciplines and clubs, and between 
the high-level and the grassroots level, can be framed by certain regulations or 
policy objectives, but most often the allocation is undertaken based on rules 
internal to the sport movement. 

 
The main difference between the three schemes is in the way decisions are made, or 
the way the funds are allocated.  When the revenue is allocated to the state budget 
(or to the budget of the regions, as is the case in Germany), the allocation of revenue 
is defined annually based on policy priorities.  When the allocation is made to a fund, 
the decisions are made through a process which can involve more stakeholders: 
indeed, the funds’ governance usually includes government representatives, but also 
representatives of the sport organisations and of other organisations likely to 
receive revenue from the fund (such as other social or cultural bodies), and 
sometimes experts.  As a result, and even when the share that goes to sport is partly 
regulated (i.e. a broad envelope is set by main theme to be funded), the decisions 
are made by the board.  Finally, when the revenue goes to the sport organisations 
directly, it is these organisations which make the allocation decisions, although again 
their room for manoeuvre may be limited through regulatory means (for example, 
through regulated shares indicating the amount to be allocated to the funding of 
construction and/or the maintenance of facilities). 

3. The third dimension which explains differences in schemes across countries is the tax 
base: in some Member States the levies or tax rates are applied to the total turnover 
of the operators (gross value to stakes, or gross gambling revenue); in others it is 
based on turnover net of prize money (net gambling revenue); in others it is based on 
net profits before tax; etc. 

4. The fourth dimension explaining differences in schemes and in the level of revenue 
generated from these systems is the rate of taxation.  Clearly, the rate tends to be 
lower the larger the base on which the tax applies, yet these two variables do not 
completely define the tax schemes.  In several Member States there are many 
different rates applying to different gaming products, or varying based on the nature 
of the operator (distinguishing for example a state lottery, a small lottery, a private 
operator, etc.). 
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The table on the next page seeks to provide an overview of the various schemes that exist 
across the EU, based on some of these dimensions.  For more detail the reader is referred to 
the country reports in Volume II. 
 
In the table, the first column shows the different ways the revenues from this source can be 
channelled: via the state budget to sport through specific allocation keys or budgetary 
decisions; to regional governments (for at least a part of the total) and from there to the sport 
organisations; via a fund jointly managed by government representatives, sport stakeholders 
and eventually other stakeholders to sport; or, directly to sport.  Given that in some markets 
there can be different types of operators (state lotteries plus private gambling operators, for 
example), several schemes can apply within a given country.  
 
In fact, in several EU Member States, charity lotteries and small lotteries operate alongside the 
state lotteries.  These often directly fund the sport organisations.  Their funding is, however, 
not channelled via the (state or local government) budget, but goes directly to sport.  
Examples are Denmark, Finland, the Netherlands and the United Kingdom, where charity 
lotteries make direct payments to sport organisations, on the basis of voluntary agreements. 
 
Finally, the sport organisations can also organise their own lotteries, for fundraising.  Again, 
this is not channelled via a government budget, and these actions are generally tax exempt. 
 

a) The revenue allocated to sport through compulsory mechanisms 

In most EU Member States, the redistribution of revenue from state lotteries to good causes, 
and sometimes directly to sport, is legally provided for.  Also, in most Member States, the law 
defines the amount of the contribution and the destination of the revenue. 
 
In a few countries, the revenue from the state lottery is allocated to the general budget, but 
the amount allocated to sport is defined annually and not directly linked to the amount of 
revenue generated from the lotteries.  This is the case in Italy, for example, where CONI (the 
Italian National Olympic Committee) used to be financed by Toto Calcio via the government 
account.  Now, the automatic channelling system no longer exists but there is a law stipulating 
that CONI receives a set amount (€470 million annually in 2008) from the state budget, which 
consists in an indirect channelling of the gambling revenue. Sweden has recently followed this 
example, substituting the direct contribution of the lotteries by a subsidy provided from the 
State budget.  
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Overview of the different schemes channelling revenue from gaming services to sport 

 
Revenue streams Allocation scheme To sport or to good causes in general Country in which this scheme applies

Type 1

1a - In overall budget To good causes, among which sport

Bulgaria (*), Cyprus, Finland, Estonia, Greece (*), 

Hungary,Ireland, Italy, Luxembourg, Malta, The 

Netherlands (*), Romania, Slovakia, Spain, Sweden, 

the United Kingdom

To sport only

Austria, Belgium, Bulgaria (*),Greece (*), The 

Netherlands (*), Spain

1b - Regulated allocation key To good causes Denmark, Portugal

To sport Czech Republic

1a - In overall budget To good causes, among which sport Germany

To sport only

1b - Regulated allocation key To good causes Latvia (**)

To sport

Type 2

France (CNDS), Poland, Slovenia, Spain (Consejo 

Superior de Desportes)

Lithuania, Slovenia

Type 3

State lottery ==> Sport

Private lottery ==> Sport Lithuania

(*): in Bulgaria, Greece and the Netherlands, there are several state operators, at least one of which contributes directly to sport, the other to other good causes

(**) in Latvia, a certain share of the revenue from the tax on gambling activities is allocated to the local authority of the territory of which the gambling is organised 

Private Lottery -> Special Fund
2a - To good causes

2b - To sport

Lottery ==> Government Budget 

==> Sport

Lottery ==> Regional Budget ==> 

Sport

2a - To good causes

2b - To sport

State lottery ==> Special Fund
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In the table on the previous page, a few countries appear on different lines.  This is 
the case because different schemes apply to different market operators.  Some see 
their revenue directly channelled to sport, whereas others are rather destined to 
the funding of other good causes, or to the state budget in general, from which a 
key is then applied to determine the amount which is allocated to the budget of the 
ministry in charge of sport. 
 
The systems of allocation of revenue from lotteries, betting and gambling to good 
causes in general, and to sport in particular, are thus varied and complex, even 
within a given member state, making it difficult to quantify precisely the financial 
flows to sport from this source. 
 
Note that, in this study, revenue from horse betting has not been taken into 
account43.  The reason is that in most countries where such betting exists, the 
compulsory mechanisms channelling the revenue to the state budget allocate the 
resulting revenue directly to the horse sector. 
 
Also, the regulatory environment for gambling and betting is presently in a state of 
flux.  Many Member States’ governments are adjusting their rules to account for on-
line services.  The potential implications on revenue flows are reviewed in the next 
chapter.  Here, we present the estimated revenue which is presently contributed by 
the state lotteries as well as other betting and gambling operators. 
 

Average amount allocated to sport by the lotteries and gambling 
operators, € per capita (in 2008) 
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Source: Eurostrategies’ consortiumn, based on data from the national Ministries in charge of Sport, from the gaming operators 

and from EL 

 

                                                 
43 Some references are made in certain countries in Volume II, but there has been no systematic analysis of the 
regulatory and fiscal schemes applying to horse betting. 
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Based on the information collected from the national governments, from the 
national sport organisations, and on data provided by the European State Lotteries 
and Toto Association (EL), the total amount of revenue to sport from state lotteries 
and from compulsory levies paid by the betting and gambling operators was €2.3 
bn in 2008.  This amount is the sum of all revenue identified as targeted to sport, 
whichever the channel, in Volume II.  It is therefore equal to the figure provided by 
EL for the year 2008, incremented in some cases with other revenues identified in 
certain countries (Bulgaria, the Czech Republic, Ireland, Latvia, Luxembourg, Malta, 
the Netherlands, Romania and Slovakia).  In some of these countries, indeed, 
beyond the compulsory levy on the state lotteries there is data available on 
payments made by other lotteries, betting and gambling operators to sport44. 
 
EL estimates that total mandatory payments made in the form of tax payments or 
duties to other “good causes” amounted to € 21.4 bn in 2008. Of this, they identify 
€ 2.1 bn as channelled directly to sport, a share of 10%.  This figure is less than the € 
3.4 bn per annum figure estimated by Europe-Economics in its study for the Remote 
Gambling Association (RGA).  This is because the RGA figure includes other 
payments to sports than those associated with the compulsory levies on state 
lotteries, such as the revenue allocated to sport through sponsorship contracts.  
Here, this revenue is reported in the sport sponsorship figure.  
 
In the chart, the revenue from the compulsory levies on lotteries, betting and 
gambling services is presented on a per capita basis.  The detail per country is 
provided in the country reports in Volume 2.  For each country, the figure 
represents the sum of the compulsory levy channelled to sport as reported by the 
European State Lotteries and Toto Association, plus other revenue from compulsory 
levies or charges, where such complementary revenue was identified, divided by the 
population. 
 
No data is reported for Cyprus, despite the existence, in this country, of many 
operators.  Yet, the compulsory levies applying to these operators allocate revenue 
to all good causes, not just sport, and the precise amount destined to sport was not 
identified. 
 
Per capita, the average annual revenue going from state lotteries and other 
gambling services operators to sport in the EU-27 was € 4.6 in 2008.  In the 
Scandinavian countries and in Ireland, the contribution was higher than € 13 per 
capita in 2008.  The important variations across countries are explained by a 
multiplicity of factors, among which differences in people’s propensity to bet, 
differences in the degree of competition in these markets, differences in the 
organisation of the betting and gambling markets, differences in the types of 
products / services offered, and differences in statutory schemes.  It is difficult to 
isolate any one factor in order to measure its contribution to the figure.  The 
differences in regulatory frameworks are commented upon in section 5.4 on the 
regulatory environment impacting the funding of grassroots sport. 
 

                                                 
44 See Volume II of this report.  The figures indicated do not include the sponsorship contracts by these operators, 
nor do they account for their fiscal contributions to state or local budgets. 
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b) The revenue allocated to grassroots sport 

The analysis of the allocation of revenue flows from State lotteries and other 
betting and gambling operators to sport in Europe45, indicates that approximately 
70 %46 (i.e. € 1.6 bn) of the funds go to grassroots sport.  Indeed, in those countries 
where detailed information on the destination (use) of these funds exists, i.e. the 
United Kingdom, Germany, France and Spain, the share is higher than 70%.  Given 
the relative importance of these countries in the EU total, the figure of 70% can be 
considered to be a reasonable estimate.  Again, there are wide variations across 
countries, however. 
 
The € 1.6 bn which goes to grassroots is allocated either: 

 Via specific funds: 

o In France, for example, the CNDS (Centre National pour le 
Développement du Sport ) receives the revenue from the 
compulsory levy and uses it to finance facilities and projects; in 
2008, 56.7% of the € 266 million distributed by CNDS to sport 
were allocated to the development of sport-for-all, through the 
support of local associations, employment, training and special 
publics.  31% was allocated to equipments (benefiting both to 
grassroots and to high-level sport); 11.4% to the international 
image of France and 0.9% to the payment of general operating 
expenses of CNDS; 

o In Poland, the Fund for the Promotion of Physical Education is 
aimed at developing grassroots support: 70% of the money is 
allocated to modernisation, refurbishment and infrastructure 
investments in sport centres; the remaining 30% is used to 
fund the promotion of sport among children, adolescents and 
the disabled. 

 Through the allocation of part of the total revenue to grassroots 
sport: 

o In the United Kingdom, grassroots sport benefits from the Big 
Lottery Fund (50% of total Good Cause) and from the Lottery 
Sports Fund (74%)47; 

o In Denmark, the Sport Confederation of Denmark and The 
Danish Gymnastics and Sports Associations are the main 
recipients of the revenue from lotteries (via the state budget). 

o In Spain, 45% of the revenues allocated to sport (€ 53.6m) are 
allocated to the financing or the construction of sport facilities. 

 In Germany, the lotteries are managed by the Länder, which also 
allocate the bulk of the revenue to the funding of grassroots sport. 
 

 

                                                 
45 Via the payment of compulsory levies or other schemes  in accordance with the terms of their licences. 
46 This estimate is made based on the information available for a few EU countries, as reported below and in 
Volume II, and extrapolated to the whole of the EU-27. 
47 Study on the Contribution of the Gambling Industry to the Funding of Sports, EGBA 2008. 
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Logically, the estimate of a 70% share to grassroots sport implies that the remaining 
30% (i.e. €500 million) goes to high-level sport and to professional sport.  This figure 
is also consistent with the information available for the following countries, which 
already add up to close to €250 million, leaving € 250 million for the other EU 
Member States: 

 In Spain, the Professional Football League receives 48% of the revenues 
dedicated to sport (€ 58,5 million in 2008, out of € 121.9 million for 
sport); 

 In Estonia, the main destination of the revenue is Olympic preparation 
projects (€1.3 million in 2008, close to 70% of the total); in several 
other central European countries, the bulk of the funding is also 
allocated to high-level sport; 

 In Denmark, 7,19% goes to Team Denmark, the structure dedicated to 
elite sport  (approximately € 8 million); 

 In the United Kingdom, 26% of the Lottery Sport Fund is dedicated to 
performance sport48. 

4.4 Public sector subventions to sport 

The last (but by far not least) contributor to the funding of the sport system is the 
public sector, through the central and local government budgets.  The public sector 
provides money in the form of subsidies allocated to certain programmes, and/or to 
the funding of specific projects.  It also contributes to the funding of the sport sector 
by building and maintaining infrastructure/facilities for the sport clubs at the high- 
and grassroots- levels. 

 

4.4.1 Funding at the national level (central government budget) 

Based on the survey of ministries in charge of sport and on national accounts’ data, 
the total revenue allocated to sport from the central governments’ budgets is 
equal to € 10.7 bn in 2008.  This represents an average annual contribution of € 
21.5 per year and per person. 
 
The chart on the next page shows the amount of state funding per capita across 
Member States. 
 

                                                 
48 id 
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Average annual revenue allocated to sport from the central government’s 
budgets, € per capita (in 2008) 
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Source: Eurostrategies, Amnyos, CDES, Deusche Sporthochschule Köln 

 
In eleven countries, the central governments’ budget for sport was between € 10 
and € 30 per capita in 2008.  In eight countries, it is less than € 10 per capita: this is 

notably the case of highly populated and/or highly decentralised countries such 
as Germany, Spain, Italy and Poland.  In Germany and Spain, indeed, the bulk of the 
funding for grassroots sport comes from the regions (Länder in Germany, 
Comunidades Autonomas in Spain).  In eight countries, the budget for sport is 
greater than € 30 per capita.  The highest amounts are reported in Luxembourg (€ 
116.8 per year), Ireland (€ 74.7) and Austria (€ 72.3). 
 
The main recipients of these funds from the central governments’ budgets are the 
national sport federations and umbrella organisations such as the National 
Olympic Committees: these receive approximately 25% of the total revenue (on 
average in the EU).  In some countries, the share exceeds 50% (as in Denmark and 
Poland)49. 
 
Many Sport Ministries financially support the national federations on the basis of 
the results achieved in major international competitions, to cover the costs linked to 
the preparation of top level athletes and to promote high-level sport (the top of the 
pyramid). This is confirmed in the country reports in Volume II. 
 
Although the allocation of funds to high-level sport and to the organisation of major 
sport events does not directly benefit grassroots sport, it does so indirectly as 
outstanding achievements by national sportsmen and sportswomen, or the hosting 
of international events, can boost sport participation.  Such positive effects were 

                                                 
49 See the country reports in Volume II for more detail on this. 
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indeed observed as a result of the Rugby World Championship in France in 2007 and 
the Handball World Cup in Germany in 2007.  It also explains the high participation 
rate in tennis in Cyprus (with Baghdatis) and Belgium (with the successes of Justine 
Henin and Kim Clijsters).  The impact, however, depends on the availability of 
trainers and of the necessary infrastructure in order to be able to respond to the 
higher demand level. 
 
The second main destination of public funds, after the funding of high-level sport, 
is the financing of sport facilities.  This accounts for approximately one fifth of the 
budget allocated to sport by central governments.  In some countries, the share of 
public funding going to infrastructures’ financing exceeds 50% (Luxembourg, 
Ireland, Estonia)50. 
 
Once again, it is not possible to distinguish facilities built for high-level competitions 
from the infrastructures built primarily for grassroots sports as many facilities are 
used by both types of clubs.  

 
The revenue allocated to grassroots sport clubs is therefore only a fraction of that 
allocated by national governments to the sport federations.  Yet, the national (and 
regional, in some countries) sport federations fund the grassroots sport sector by 
offering services to the sport clubs such as the organisation of amateur 
competitions, and by funding projects.   
 
The amount of funding allocated to grassroots from the state budget is either: 

 Defined annually as part of the budget allocation procedure; 

 Regulated: 

o Linked to the revenue flows from other sources, such as public 
revenue from the state lotteries or on sport betting; 

o A set percentage. 
 
In fact, in many countries, the revenue from the compulsory levy on lotteries, 
betting and gambling services’ operators, constitutes an important part of the 
central government’s total budget for sport.  Part of this is channelled to sport on 
the basis of specific keys.  In Bulgaria and Spain, for example, the share of revenue 
from this source in total public sector funding is 50%.  In Portugal, it is close to 60%; 
and in Denmark, Poland and Sweden it is more than 80% of the state budget for 
sport.  
 
In general, the share specifically allocated to grassroots sport from the central 
government’ budget is not available for all countries, but based on the countries for 
which information is available one can assume that 50% is a fair estimate51.  Hence, 
in the top-down estimate of the amount of revenue channelled from central 

                                                 
50 Source, Ministries in charge of sport, responses to Eurostrategies’ questionnaires and Amnyos (2008). 
51 For example, in Denmark, the share is 70%.  In Finland one third of the funding from the state budget goes to the 
national federations, and one third to the municipalities which directly fund grassroots sport. In Malta the share 
going to grassroots from state funding is 85%. In Cyprus and Poland it is around 50%.  In the Netherlands it is 
around 30% (for the ministry in charge of sport). In Austria the share is a little less than 25%, and in Lithuania and 
Portugal the figure reported is less than 10%. 
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governments to sport in the EU as a whole, the figure of 50% was retained.  It is also 
consistent with reported allocations of revenue by type of use as opposed to by 
nature of the recipient.  Indeed, the 50% figure it is the average of a “bracket” 
ranging from 35% to 65%, where 35% corresponds to the average share of direct 
funding of clubs, where this is available, and 65% figure (equivalent to 2/3) is the 
figure often quoted for the share of state budget funding allocated to 
infrastructures.  In addition, 25% is often quoted as the share of the federations’ 
revenue that is allocated to special projects for grassroots sport. 
 

4.4.2 Local authority funding 

The total level of funding from local authorities in 2008 is equal to € 26.0 bn. The 
figure varies widely across countries, ranging from € 0.3 per capita (in Cyprus) to € 
163.4 (in France).  
 
The destination of funds paid by the local authorities to support sport is available in 
approximately half of the EU Member States52.  Based on the information for these 
countries, one finds that about half of the local authorities’ funding is allocated to 
sport facilities.  The remainder is mostly allocated to the direct support of grassroots 
clubs. 
 
In this study, the share of revenue flows from local authorities to sport that goes 
specifically to grassroots sport is estimated to be 90%.  This estimate is based on the 
responses provided to the consortium by the ministries in charge of sport and by 
the sport organisations in the questionnaires sent at the beginning of the study53.  
Indeed, of the total money allocated by the local authorities’ to sport, between 
80%-100% of the funding of infrastructure and facilities used by clubs is usually 
destined to grassroots clubs, as opposed to high-level or professional sport.  With 
respect to the funding of events, the share of funds quoted as destined to 
grassroots varies between 50% and 90%.  
 

As will be seen in Part II, the share of grassroots sport’ revenue funded by local 
authorities that this leads to is consistent with the results of the survey of grassroots 
clubs presented in Part II of this report. 
 

                                                 
52 See the country reports in Volume II. 
53 Denmark reports a share of 90% of local authorities’ funding of sport going specifically to grassroots sport.  In 
Finland, Ireland and Poland, for example, the figure is 100%.  But there are also countries which report lower 
shares.  Among these are Lithuania (60%) and Portugal (22%), for example. 
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Annual revenue allocated to sport by the local authorities, € per capita (in 
2008) 

163,4
135,8

87,7
65,9
65,5

58,3
54,5

53,4
51,3
51,2

41,6
40,8

33,6
31,7

28,8
28,4

26,5
21,2

19,8
17,3

12,5
8,9

6,8
5,1

2,8
1,5

0,3

0,0 20,0 40,0 60,0 80,0 100,0 120,0 140,0 160,0 180,0

France
Finland

Denmark
Germany

Luxembourg
Belgium

Netherlands
Sweden
Estonia

Romania
Slovakia
Slovenia

Ireland
Italy

United Kingdom
Portugal

Latvia
Hungary
Greece
Austria
Spain

Lithuania
Czech Republic

Bulgaria
Poland

Malta
Cyprus

 
Source: Eurostrategies’ consortium 

 

4.5 EU programmes accessible to sport organisations 

Different EU programmes provide funding opportunities for sport related projects.  
These apply to the areas of Education, Training and Culture, Regional Policy, Rural 
Development, Health, Social Affairs, Environment, Research and Development, 
Justice and Home Affairs and Cooperation and External Aid.  These programmes are 
accessible to sport organisations operating at the grassroots level provided that 
they fulfil the requirements for programme funding, and that their project 
contributes to the goals and priorities of each programme.  For example, the 
financing of projects by the Youth in Action programme is for projects promoting 
intercultural dialogue among young Europeans.  Health programme funding applies 
to projects promoting physical activity and a healthy lifestyle.  Regional policy 
projects have to contribute to regional development: for example, these can fund 
the construction of infrastructure and sport facilities that contribute to the 
development of tourism. 

The EC funding never covers 100% of the projects.  Co-financing rates are usually 
between 60%-80%.  To qualify for funding, projects must have a European 
dimension, be transnational in nature and involve partners from sectors other than 
sport, such as regional bodies, companies, universities, research institutes etc. 

Although no comprehensive data available on the amount of funding that has 
specifically been granted to grassroots clubs in the past years through these 
programmes, the orders of magnitude of projects funded in the list of examples 
provided by the EOC-EU Office ranges between € 15,000 and € 400,000 per project.  
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The higher figures apply to projects involving the development of facilities to further 
develop the sport offer (and were funded through the Regional policy programmes.   

 

Overview of selected EU funding programmes relevant to sport 
organisations54 

Education, training and culture 

The Lifelong Learning Programme applies to all types and all levels of education and 
vocational education and training.  Grants and subsidies are awarded to projects and 
activities that foster interchange, promote bilateral and multilateral partnerships, foster 
transnational mobility of individuals and promote quality in education and training 
systems throughout Europe.  It is open to sport organisations wishing to submit projects 
in the field of education and qualification, develop partnerships to share experience and 
best practice, or for awareness-raising. 

Youth in Action 

The programme promotes the mobility and non-formal education of young people aged 
between 13 and 30, and aims to inspire a sense of citizenship.  Sport can benefit from 
youth exchanges and initiatives, participate to the European Voluntary Service or fund 
preparatory visits to discuss project ideas and find potential partners for a future project. 

Europe for Citizens 

The objective is to encourage citizens to become actively engaged in the process of 
European integration. Sport organisations with a European network can receive an 
operating grant on the basis of a work programme to cover operating costs.  The 
European Paralympic Committee for example received € 110,000 in 2008 from this 
programme, and ENGSO received € 60,000 in 2008 as a contribution to its programme 
and international meetings. 

Preparatory Action in the Field of Sport 

This programme, created in 2009, is aimed at funding sport projects through open calls 
for proposals, in four priority areas:  promoting health-enhancing physical activity; 
promoting education and training; encouraging sport for persons with disabilities; and 
promoting gender equality in sport.  A total budget of € 6 million was allocated to this 
programme. 

Other funding opportunities 

Other programmes are accessible to sport organisations, such as the Culture 
programme, the European year for combating poverty and social exclusion 2010, and 
the European Year of Volunteering 2011. 

Other funding mechanisms are available through the Regional Policy Funds, the Rural 
Development policy, Health and Social Affairs Programmes, Life+ (for environment 
projects), the Seventh Framework Programme for Research and Development, Justice 
and Home Affairs (work an the violence against children and young people in sport, for 
example), and Cooperation and External Aid (as a tool for ethnic reconciliation or a 
means to promote the social integration of vulnerable groups, for example). 

Given the EU’s commitment to develop a “European dimension in sport”55, 
expectations are that the funding levels will increase in the coming years. 

                                                 
54 Source: “Funding for Sports in the European Union”, a report by the EOC-EU Office, November 2009. 
55 Source: “Funding for Sports in the European Union”, a brochure by the EOC-EU Office, November 2009. 
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In fact, a first major initiative has been launched this year with the “2011 European 
Year of Voluntary Activities promoting active citizenship”.  This provides funding 
opportunities to activities with a volunteering dimension. 

Since the EU programmes are primarily targeted at NGOs and individual sport clubs, 
100% of the estimated € 400 million in “other” funds going into sport from the EU 
and other sources was assumed to go to grassroots sport in the “top-down” 
estimate presented at the end of this chapter. 

4.6 Solidarity schemes between the high-level and 
grassroots level 

Solidarity mechanisms between professional & high-level sport, and grassroots 
sport, have already been referred to above.  They channel part of the revenue 
generated from the organisation of events (including revenue from broadcasting 
rights, but also net profits from these events, and from sponsoring) to grassroots 
sport.  

 
There are, however, three types of financial solidarity mechanisms in sport: 

 Within a given discipline, from professional and high-level sport to 
grassroots sport (i.e., top-down); 

 From professional/high-level sport to grassroots sports across disciplines, 
either through: 

o (2) Regulated schemes 

o (3) Voluntary schemes 

 From the grassroots level to the high-level (i.e. bottom-up): sport club 
members indeed pay a fee to the national federation of their discipline.  In 
principle, this payment covers the services received by their (grassroots) 
club from the federation, as well as administration costs and in some cases 
insurance.  But part of this revenue can be used by the “poorer” federations 
to help elite athletes and teams, for example to cover their participation to 
national or international competitions.  

 
In practice, although many examples of financial solidarity exist, most mechanisms 
organise solidarity within the same discipline, top-down.  This is the case, in 
particular, of most mechanisms redistributing the revenue from media rights down 
the sport pyramid.  It is also the case of other revenue sources.  For example: 

 Golf's governing body, the Royal and Ancient, uses part of the funds 
generated by the Open Championship, with the Golf Development 
Committee and Training Panel. An average € 5 million are allocated annually 
to the financing of public sport facilities, junior golf and coaching initiatives. 

 UEFA redistributes its resources almost exclusively to the national 
federations, including support for implementing grassroots sport programs. 
Whereas most of the revenue from the Champions’ League goes to 
professional sport, and only a very small (albeit rising) share goes to 
grassroots sport, a large share of the revenue generated over four years in 
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53 countries from the European Cup has been distributed on innovative and 
social projects.  The national federations distribute these funds.  In 
Germany, for example, this supports women’ football.  In France, the 
Professional Football League (LFP) pays a contribution to the Fonds d’Aide 
au Football Amateur (FAFA), which finances grassroots football in the form 
of infrastructure, equipment and salaries (job creation). Between 2002-03 
and 2008-98, the amount distributed in France has risen from € 9.14 M to € 
21 m.  The programmes funded have also become more diversified over 
time, in cooperation with the UEFA’ Hat Trick Programme56.  The UEFA’s 
Social Responsibility and Fair Play Commission also distributes € 5 m to 
activities other than football: this is entirely spent at the grassroots level, 
but does not necessarily contribute to the funding of the grassroots clubs’ 
affiliated to the national federation. 

 

Examples of top-down funding based on the solidarity principle 
 
The UK Kickz programme57  
Launched in 2006, the Kickz programme seeks to “build safer, stronger, more respectful 
communities through the development of young peoples’ potential”. Using the power and 
appeal of professional football clubs’ brands, the programme engages young people 
otherwise difficult to reach, targeting some of the most challenging and disadvantaged 
communities. The objectives are to: 
- Engage young people (aged 12-18yrs) in a range of constructive activities which 

link to the Government’s Every Child Matters framework; 
- Increase the playing, coaching and officiating opportunities for participants; 
- Break down barriers between the police and young people, and reduce crime and 

anti-social behaviour; 
- Encourage volunteering within projects throughout the target neighbourhoods; 
- Create routes into education, training and employment; 
- Increase young people’s interest in and connections with the professional game. 
 
Beyond the practice of (amateur) football, the programme offers a range of activities in 
the other areas sport as well as in, music, arts and social development. All projects 
retain football at the core of their provision and focus on relationship building and the 
participation in competitions with other clubs on a regional and/or national basis.  Among 
the other sport disciplines offered are gymnastics, athletics, karate, judo, badminton, 
basketball, etc. In that sense, the programme fosters solidarity in sports from the 
top-level of football to the grassroots level within the same discipline, and in other 
disciplines. 
 
In their first year, Kickz projects receive 100% funding from the central source.  In the 
second year 50% of the funds have to be found locally: this approach aims at promoting 
funding sustainability, further cementing projects into the local infrastructure and 
strengthening partners’ ownership. Another objective of the programme is to promote 
culture of volunteering within projects through a partnership with the youth volunteering 
charity v. It is estimated to have created and filled over 19,000 volunteering 
opportunities.  By May 2009, 39 professional football clubs and their partners had 
engaged over 30,000 young people in the programme, within 59 local authority 
boundaries. Most participants are aged between 13 and 16, and are from a wide range 
of ethnic backgrounds. 

                                                 
56 The first HatTrick programme, which ran over a four year period from 2004-2008, ended in June 2008. It has 
been replaced by HatTrick II, due to run until June 2012. To date, some 47 projets have been approved and 50 M€ 
have been allocated to the national associations. 
57 Kickz Goals Through Football Progress report, Monitoring and Evaluation, 2009. 
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The programme is run through a partnership between various types of organisations, 
among which are the Football Foundation, The Premier League, the Department for 
Culture, Media and Sport (DCMS), the national youth volunteering charity, the FA, and 
Nike. The projects also rely on local partnerships with a wide diversity of organisations 
or institutions. In the three years to 2009, more than £13.1 million (€16.6 million) were 
spent on this programme. 
 
The Fonds d’Aide au Football Amateur (FAFA) in France58 
Another example is the FAFA fund in France.  Based on a Protocol between the French 
Football Federation (FFF) and the French football league (Ligue de Football 
Professionnel or LFP), the LFP pays every season a contribution to the FAFA, 
previously the FAI (Fonds d’Aide à l’Investissement). 
 
From € 9.14 million in 2002-2003, the level of the contribution has risen to € 12.2 million 
in 2004-2005, then to € 15.24 million in 2005-2006, before reaching € 21 million since 
2008-2009.  A total of 5,830 projects had been funded between 2002-2009. Among 
these, 5 481 consisted of “traditional” funding projects, 237 consisted of the funding of a 
transport vehicle for the club, 33 consisted of a new synthetic football field, and 69 of the 
creation of mini-futsal fields.  Some of the funded projects consisted in the equipment of 
grassroots clubs with the computer equipment & software, internet access, and the 
provision of training in the use of these technologies: close to 12,000 clubs benefited 
from this.  The funding also permitted the creation of 122 jobs in the Leagues and 
Districts. 
 

 
 
With respect to the revenue allocated from the state budgets to sport, this is 
generally distributed along the sport pyramid through the umbrella organisations.  
These have their own internal rules to allocate the revenue that they themselves 
receive across the different (national or regional) sport federations.  The “rules” 
typically take the form of conventions or protocols (as opposed to being statutory), 
and take into account overall pre-defined objectives.  The allocation keys across 
disciplines typically make reference to the number of members, and sport results.  
Detailed data on the amount of funding that is effectively allocated to the 
grassroots clubs as project funding or other could, however, not be clearly 
identified.  In fact, an (undetermined but not negligible) part of the revenue remains 
within the sport federations in order to cover the operating expenses linked to the 
provision of services to the clubs (organisation of competitions, training, etc.).  The 
survey of grassroots clubs commented upon in Part II of this report confirms that 
grassroots clubs, which pay fees to their national federations, transfer more 
(monetary) revenues to the national federations than they receive funding by the 
federations. 
 
Examples of allocation schemes across countries are as follows: 

 In Finland, for example, there is a regulated key defining the allocation of 
the revenue from the lotteries to sport, specifying that in each sport 
organisation 75% must be allocated to grassroots activities, and 25% to 
high-level sport.  When assessing the amounts to be distributed to each 
sport organisation, the Ministry allocates 70% accent on quality and 30% on 
the quantity of activities;   

                                                 
58 Source: L’Aide au Football Amateur Magazine, April 2009. 
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 In Latvia there is a broad, regulated, allocation key, but the detailed 
distribution of the revenue received by the Latvian Olympic Committee 
across federations is defined by the General Assembly; 

 In the Netherlands, Portugal and Romania, the allocation of state subsidies 
is defined through protocols or conventions between the sport 
organisations and the relevant government entity: 

o in Portugal, the allocation of public subventions is defined annually 
through protocols between the government and each federation; 
these protocols take into account the federations’ financing needs 
for regular activities, high-level competitions, equipment and 
infrastructure; 

o In the Netherlands, the allocation of revenue from the lotteries to 
sport is done through conventions with the sport movement which 
take into account the long term strategic plan that has been jointly 
formulated with the sport sector; 

o In Romania the ministry in charge of sport distributes the budget to 
the sport federations, county directions, national sport centres and 
other; the revenue received by every federation is based on an 
annual contract with the National Authority for Sport and Youth 
(NASY) which stipulates the programmes financed for that specific 
year; the criteria for budget allocation include sport performance, 
national rankings in the disciplines, number of members, 
development programmes in place and diffusion of the specific 
sport at national level; 

 In other countries, as the Czech Republic or Slovakia, the allocation is also 
defined through conventions but these are internal to the sport movement: 

o in the Czech Republic, for example, CSTV, the largest grassroots 
sport’ umbrella organisation, allocates the revenue from the state 
lottery annually in a General Assembly, though the formula which is 
very stable in time. 50% is allocated to the national sport 
federations that are member of CSTV: every member federation 
receives a basic contribution, and a part defined according to 
according to membership base, participation in organised 
championship and the costs for individuals to take part in sport; the 
sport federations can use the funds received freely.  The remaining 
50% is allocated to the Chamber of sport clubs (which are 
represented by regional units), again with a basic contribution, plus 
50% based on membership and 50% on the actual rental and energy 
costs of all member sport clubs.  Every regional unit receives funds 
in line with this allocation key and then decides how to use the 
revenue.  The CSTV indicates that many regional units split most of 
the money across the member sport clubs. 

o In Slovakia, the amount of the public subvention allocated per 
recipient is conventionnally defined in accordance with the 
development strategy approved by the General Assembly of the 
respective sport federations; 

 In Italy and Cyprus the allocation is more ad hoc: in Italy, the redistribution 
of public funds down the sport pyramid is done by CONI and depends, 
among other, on the number of members and sport results;  each 
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federation has self-regulations on the basis of which they redistribute the 
revenue received by CONI between high-level and grassroots sport; in 
Cyprus, the re-allocation is made by decisions of the Executive Board of the 
Cyprus Sport Organisation; 

 In Ireland and France, the sport organisations can apply for project funding: 
in Ireland, organisations who wish to become eligible for support have to go 
through a recognition process which imposes minimum requirements; in 
France the CNDS funds actions and programmes, but also specific projects 
based on applications for funding. 

 
Given the solidarity programmes identified and the partial information provided by 
the ministries in charge of sport and the representatives of the sport movement in 
the questionnaires sent by Eurostrategies, in addition to the revenue generated 
from the solidarity mechanisms associated with media rights, the estimated 
financial flows between high level professional sport and grassroots sport range 
between € 250 to 400 million per annum.  This figure is calculated as the sum of 
€90 million for France (€ 60 million for football, of which € 17 million from media 
rights, plus € 25 million for Roland Garros and € 5 million for rugby) plus between 
€60-70 million for football in the UK59, € 10-30 million for Wimbledon, € 20-50 
million for football in Germany and between € 50-100 per year for the UEFA, which 
makes a total revenue of between € 230-340 million for these events alone. 

 
This is in addition to the solidarity mechanisms discussed earlier. 
 

4.7 Summary of stakeholders’ contributions 

In summary, the estimated total revenue going to sport is € 153.8 bn in 2008, of 

which:  

 € 101.0 bn are paid by the households themselves; 

 € 10.7 bn originate from the national government’ budgets (this includes 

the revenue from lotteries, betting and gambling operators channelled to 

sport via the central government’ budgets); 

 € 26.0 bn come from local authorities (regions, municipalities, etc.); 

 € 10.5 bn come from companies, mainly through sponsorships & donations;  

 € 5 bn from media rights; 

 € 0.2 bn from state lotteries, betting and gambling operators: this is the part 

of the revenue that is allocated directly to the sport organisations, without 

transiting through the central government’s budget or funds created by the 

public authorities.  In fact, the remaining € 2.1 bn is channelled via 

governmental budgets, hence is already covered under “national” and 

“regional” government’ financing; 

 An estimated€ 400 million come from other sources, including EU funds.  

 

                                                 
59 For media rights alone, the figure is €56.8 million, as mentioned earlier. 
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To this, one can add the economic equivalent of € 28.4 bn from voluntary work, 
which represents a complementary funding of 18.4%.  Including the contribution of 
voluntary work the overall budget of the sport system would thus be € 182.2 bn. 
 
In the € 101.0 bn above, the total expenditure by households comprise all 
household expenditures on sport, i.e. including certain expenditures on goods and 
services not provided by sport organisations, but by sporting goods equipment 
producers and manufacturers of sportswear, including for daily (and not sport) use.  
It therefore overestimates the actual figure. 
 
The revenue allocated to sport from central and local governments budgets 
correspond to the sum of the budgets allocated specifically to sport by the 
Ministries in charge of sport, by other ministries and governmental bodies (at 
national level) and by local authorities, as reported in the questionnaires sent to the 
Ministries in charge of sport in each country or identified in national accounts 
statistics by Eurostrategies.  The figure reported above for local governments 
excludes the financial support provided to clubs by making available to them 
facilities or equipments for free or at a cost below market price: it was, indeed, not 
possible to quantify this form of support, the monetary value of which is spread out 
under different headings in the local authorities’ budgets (for example, in the 
budgets for public education,  in the case of the sport facilities pertaining to 
schools). 
 
The revenue from the different stakeholders is reported for the year 2008. 
 

The structure of revenue going to the sport sector at EU level (2008) 
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Source: Eurostrategies’ consortium, from national sources 

 
The revenue structure that corresponds to these income flows is presented on the 
chart above.  The chart presents the breakdown of all the monetary flows, excluding 
the monetized contribution of voluntary work.  On the chart, the revenue from 
gambling services’ operators that is reported is the share that is not channelled via 
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the government accounts.  The actual share of revenue from the gambling services 
operators to sport is ten times the figure indicated. 
 
Across countries, there are wide variations in funding structures, however, as 
illustrated in the following chart, built on the basis of the information presented in 
Volume II. 

Structure of revenue allocated to sport, by country  
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These data lead to the identification of different funding models across the EU in 
the next section.  The models will be differentiated based on the relative 
importance of the various categories of stakeholders in the different Member State.   
 
The chart shows a high share of household expenditures on sport in most EU 
Member States, with some exceptions such as Romania, Slovenia, Slovakia and 
Lithuania, where local authorities contribute significant amounts to sport.   
 
The share of gambling revenue not channelled via government budgets (or a special 
fund created for that purpose that would receive the revenue from special levies 
and taxes on lotteries, betting and gambling services) is significant in Slovakia, the 
Netherlands, Lithuania and Latvia, Ireland and the Czech Republic: these are the 
countries where the revenue from other market operators, including charity 
lotteries, could be identified.  It is possible that the sport system also benefits from 
such revenue streams in other countries, but the data could not be identified. 
 
Given the share of each type of revenue that is estimated to be allocated specifically 
to grassroots sport, the next chart presents the funding structure of grassroots 
sport. Again, this does not take into account the monetized contribution of 
voluntary work, and only breaks down the financial flows going to grassroots sport. 
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The structure of revenue going to grassroots sport at EU level – a top-
down approach (2008) 
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On the chart, the revenue from lotteries, betting and gambling services operators 
only relates to the part of the revenues that are allocated directly to grassroots 
sport and that are not channelled via the national government’ budgets. 
 
The total revenue allocated to grassroots sport is equal to € 71.7 bn, 46.6% of the 
total revenue for the sport system as a whole.  The bulk of the difference comes 
from the 40% share of household expenditures on sport which is specifically 
allocated to the grassroots’ practice. The relative contribution of media rights is also 
less than for sport in general, given the high share of these that remain at the top 
(professional and elite sport) level.  The share of local governments is comparatively 
higher than for sport in general, as the bulk of their funding is allocated to the local 
clubs. 
 
Although the grassroots sport’ funding structure is based on partial data for a 
limited number of Member States, complemented with “reasonable” estimates, the 
final breakdown of revenue for grassroots sport is consistent with the results of the 
survey of grassroots clubs presented in Part II of this report, as will be seen later.  
 
Considering that 90% of the monetized contribution of volunteers also goes to 
grassroots sport, this represents an additional equivalent revenue of € 25.5 bn, i.e. 
an additional 35.6% of the total budget allocated to grassroots sport. 
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4.8 The key « funding models » in Europe 

Different types of “funding models” can be defined, based on the relative 
importance of each revenue source in the sport system. 
 
The funding models are characterized by: 

 The level of sport participation (measured by the membership rate); 

 The average level of public funding per capita; 

 The average household expenditure level;  

 The contribution of voluntary work. 
 
Each model reflects different historical, institutional and cultural factors, as well as 
differences in levels of economic development and in the regulatory environments 
across Member States. 
 
The two charts on the next page show the four types of funding models that 
emerge, and positions them based on the level of public (respectively household) 
contribution to sport.  On each chart, the size of the bubble represents the 
membership rate: the larger the bubble, the higher the membership rate. 
 
A first group of countries emerges, referred to below as “Group 1” countries: these 
include most northern EU Member States, along with several core European 
economies and Cyprus. 
 
Already on the first chart, the positioning of France and the United Kingdom 
deserves special attention.  In the case of France, the level of public expenditure per 
capita is well above that of the other countries, whereas the value of household 
expenditures on sport is lower than in most countries in Group 1, even though the 
level of GDP per capita is similar. 
 
In the United Kingdom, the value of household expenditures per capita on sport is 
similar to that of countries in Group 1 but the per capita value of public subventions 
is comparatively lower. 
 
The second figure presents a zoom of the above chart in order to better present the 
positionning of the other EU Member States. 
 
Three additional groups of countries emerge.  The first, “Group 2”, includes Spain, 
Italy, Malta and Greece.  In this group, the average value of household expenditures 
on sport is relatively high (around € 100 per capita and per annum), whereas public 
sector support is comparatively low (less than € 50 per capita and per annum).  
Another group, referred to as “Group 3” countries, includes many of the eastern 
European countries along with Portugal.  In this Group, household expenditures on 
sport are about the same level as public sector expenditures on sport, at around € 
50-75 per capita and per annum.  In all countries on the chart, the membership rate 
is also fairly low – and lower than in the Group 1 countries, or than in France and 
the UK. 
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The positioning of the EU Member States based on different 
characteristics (1) 
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The positioning of the EU Member States based on different 
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A fourth group of countries can be identified, formed by Bulgaria, Lithuania, Poland 
and the Czech Republic.  In this group – referred to as “Group 4” - both public and 
household expenditures on sport are lower than elsewhere, and so are participation 
rates. 
 
The models presented can be represented on the general economic framework 
presented in Chapter 2, and recalled on the following chart. 
 

The different funding models in Europe 
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Source: Eurostrategies’consortium 

The chart presents the “demand” curve, with the total cost per capita on the vertical 
axis and the membership rate on the horizontal axis. 
 
Along the supply curve, the different country groupings proposed correspond to 
different levels of social demand.  The figure below positions the different countries 
on the chart.  The horizontal axis measures the membership rate – i.e. the level of 
demand at a given price – and the vertical axis measures the total cost per capita.  
On this chart, the costs per capita figures have been adjusted for differences in 
purchasing power parities, in order to allow cross country comparisons.  They 
represent the total costs of the sport offer per capita, not the cost associated with 
grassroots sport offer only, given the lack of sufficient data on the cost breakdown 
between high-level and grassroots per country60 
 

In the countries in Group 1, the level of social demand is fairly high, yet the total 
cost per capita is not necessarily much higher than in the United Kingdom, where 
sport membership rates are low.  France’s position is similar to that of the countries 
in Group 1, but with a different mix of household and public sector contribution.  In 
Group 2 and Group 3 countries, the level of social demand – as measured by 

                                                 
60 The split between high-level and grassroots in Section 4.8 was done at the EU level, but the breakdown on a 
country by country basis is not possible due to the lack of information by country. 
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positioning of the demand curve - is lower, despite the low cost per capita (and 
even after adjusting for differences in purchasing power parities). 
 

The different business models as applied to the general economic 
framework 

 

 
 

Source: Eurostrategies’ consortium 

 

The positioning of the countries on the theoretical framework 

(Figures corrected for differences in PPP parities) 
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A third type of information is presented on the above chart, where the size of the 
bubble represents the contribution of volunteers per 100 inhabitants61.  There are 
many volunteer hours in Finland, Denmark, the Netherlands and the Czech Republic, 
for example, whereas the relative contribution of volunteers is less in Slovakia, 
Portugal or Greece.  The small size of the bubble for Spain reflects a particularly low 
number of volunteers in the Spanish clubs62. 
 
Across country groups, the following emerges: 

 Group 1 includes the countries where a high level of demand reflects social 
provision: in these countries, there is a high national weighting of positive 
external effects, leading to high participation rates and comparatively high 
levels of both private and public funding.  The group includes Austria, 
Belgium, Denmark, Finland, Germany, Ireland, Luxembourg, the Netherlands 
and Sweden;  Cyprus is positioned at a slightly lower social demand level, 
however it can be considered to belong to this group in view of its 
positioning on the first chart presented in this chapter (given that GDP per 
capita is much lower in Cyprus than in the other Group 1 countries, the level 
of social demand observed is comparatively high); 

 

 Group 2 includes countries with a low(er) level of public support: private 
demand receives limited support, implying that less importance is given to 
positive externalities than for Group 1 countries.  People are nevertheless 
willing to pay for the service, which leads to a high level of household 
expenditure is high compared with the public funding level.  This group 
includes Greece, Italy, Malta and Spain; 

 

 Group 3 includes several countries in which one has seen a collapse of 
(sometimes already limited) sport infrastructure after 1990.  In these 
countries, there is limited demand for leisure sports given low average 
incomes, and public policies do not prioritise (at the present time) the 
achievement of a high level of social demand: other policy areas take 
precedence over the achievement of positive external effects of higher 
sport participation. In this group of countries are Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, 
Lithuania, Portugal, Romania, Slovakia and Slovenia; 

 

 Group 4 includes countries similar to Group 3 in terms of social demand 
level, yet with lower levels of household and public expenditure per capita.  
The Czech Republic stands out in view of the high contribution of voluntary 
work to the sport system, which partly compensates for lower monetary 
revenue flows.  

 
With respect to the two specific cases: 

 In France, the level of social demand and the total cost per capita are similar 
to the levels observed for the other Group 1 countries, and the participation 
rate is also similar to that in Group 1 countries.  Yet, the public sector 
contributes to a much higher share of the cost than in the Group 1 

                                                 
61 Measured in full-time-equivalents. 
62 As indicated in Volume 2, Spain is indeed one of the EU countries with most paid staff in the clubs. 
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countries, whereas households contribute comparatively less than in Group 
1 countries;  this indicates a low willingness to pay by individuals and a 
comparatively high level of publicly funded supply; 

 In the UK, state support is more limited and the level of supply is less than 
elsewhere; indeed, the supply curve is further to the left than in Group 1 
countries at the same level of development or GDP per capita: households 
pay a relatively high share of the total cost. 

 
In these two “special case” countries, the relevance of the grouping is not so much 
linked to different perceptions of the “societal” demand level, but to differences in 
supply situations. 
 
The table below summarises the characteristics of the different funding models. 
 
Again, the above funding models relate to all sports, not just grassroots: the lack of 
information on the breakdown per country of all the different funding sources 
indeed made it impossible to specifically characterize the funding models of 
grassroots clubs in each member state.  The costs linked to the provision of sport 
services to all citizens nevertheless account for the bulk of the revenues and 
expenditures of the sport system.  Hence, the analysis of the specificities of the 
models below can be considered to be also relevant for grassroots sport.   
 
 

The key features of the funding models identified 

Models
Public 

funding

Household 

expen-

ditures

Voluntary 

work 

contrib.

Share of 

levy on 

state 

lotteries & 

other 

betting and 

gambling

Member-

ship rate

Group 1: the Northern and Western 

countries' model +++ +++ +++ +/- > 15%

Group 2: the Mediterranean countries' 

model
++ ++ ++ +/- 4-8%

Group 3: the Rainbow model
++ + + +/-

2-10%

Group 4: the BCP model + + +++ ++ 4-8%

United Kingdom
++ +++ +++ +

9%

France +++ +++ +++ + 18%

+++ : High

++ : Moderate

+ : Low

+/- : Variable across the group  
Source: Eurostrategies’ consortium 
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4.8.1 Group 1: the Northern and Western EU countries’ model 

For each country in this Group, the table below shows the average membership rate 
in 2009 (from the 2009 Eurobarometer survey), the public contribution as a share of 
household expenditures on sport, the share of household’ expenditures on sport 
per member in GDP per capita (measuring the “rate of effort” by households), the 
contribution of other private stakeholders to the funding of the sport system, the 
number of volunteers per 100 inhabitants, and the share of revenue of the sport 
system which comes from compulsory levies on lotteries, betting and gambling 
services that is channelled to sport. 
 

Characterisation of the funding models of countries in Group 1 – 2008 

Membership 

rate (%)

Public 

subsidy as a 

share of 

household 

expenditures

Rate of effort 

by 

households (*)

Other private 

contributions

Number of 

volunteers per 

100 

inhabitants

Lotteries, 

betting and 

gambling 

revenue as a 

share of the 

total budget 

for sport

Austria 17 0,23 6,7% 8,6% 0,45 1,4%

Belgium 14 0,56 3,5% 16,8% 0,26 0,2%

Cyprus 5 0,26 21,1% 46,7% 0,35 n.a.

Denmark 19 1,04 1,3% 19,3% 0,56 7,1%

Finland 17 0,51 5,9% 2,5% 0,58 3,6%

Germany 23 0,22 4,6% 7,5% 0,26 1,1%

Ireland 18 0,26 5,8% 5,3% 0,30 2,5%

Luxembourg 22 0,37 2,8% 13,1% 0,50 0,5%

Netherlands 27 0,27 4,3% 8,7% 0,72 1,1%

Sweden 21 0,25 3,8% 12,1% 0,64 3,3%

 
(*) Household expenditures on sport PER MEMBER, as a share of GDP per capita. 

Source: Eurostrategies’ consortium, from national sources 

 
Note that the households’ “effort rates” reported in the table provide an indication 
of the effort undertaken by households in their budget allocation process, but it 
overestimates the true figure.  Indeed, in the calculation, ALL expenditures on sport 
have been associated to the sole members of sport clubs.  Clearly, some of these 
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expenditures are undertaken by individuals / households who are not members of a 
sport club. 
 
As indicated in the table on the previous page, the main characteristics of this group 
are: 

 The high membership rate: nine of the 10 countries in the group have the 
highest membership rates of the EU-27.  These range between 14% (in 
Belgium) and 27% (in the Netherlands). 

 The high level of direct household contributions, both in monetary terms 
and measured by the contribution of voluntary work: in several countries in 
the group, more than one person out of 200 works as a volunteer in the 
sport sector;  in Denmark, the figure is even one per 100 inhabitants; 

 Yet, in terms of “effort rate”, members of sport clubs only allocate a small 
share of their income to sport related expenditures: the share of consumer 
expenditures on sport and related services in GDP is, indeed, 6% or less in 
most Member States (with the exception of Cyprus), well below the levels 
observed in other countries.  In Denmark, the “effort rate” is even lower, 
since households’ expenditures on sport represent less than 1.5% of GDP: 
the public sector’ contribution is, however, higher than in the other 
countries in this group, notably from local authorities as per the Law on 
Financial Support to General Education; 

 Although the level of public financing which goes to sport in general63 is 
comparatively high (as illustrated on the charts earlier), this represents less 
than half – often only a quarter - of the amount spend by households.  
Again, Denmark is an exception with a contribution from public authorities 
equivalent to the value of consumer expenditures on sport. 

 Other stakeholders (companies) contribute a significant, albeit highly 
variable, amount to the sport system: the share of revenue from companies 
(covering sponsorships, donations and other) in the total budget of the 
sport system varies between 5% and 15%, and is as high as 20% in Denmark.  

 
In the countries in this group, sport participation clearly benefits from high 
funding levels and from a popular “sport culture”. In Denmark, Finland and 
Sweden, the contribution of lotteries, betting and gambling to the sport system is 
also important, at more than € 13 per capita, implying a share of total revenue for 
sport ranging between 3.3% (in Sweden) and 7.1% (in Denmark).  In Germany, 
another country in this group, the contribution from betting and gambling is lower, 
at € 4.4 per capita on average in 2008, 1.1% of the total revenue of the sport 
sector64. 
 
In this group, the high level of direct funding – which is facilitated by the high 
general level of wealth in the countries, which means a comparatively low rate of 
effort by households - goes along with a legal framework generally favourable to 

                                                 
63 Not specifically of grassroots sport, given that it was not possible to isolate revenue flows going to grassroots in 
all countries through the top-down approach. 
64 The revenue from lotteries, betting and gambling allocated to sport has gone down by close to 30% between 
2005 and 2008, according to the European State Lotteries and Toto Association. 
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grassroots sport, as will be seen in the next chapter. As a result, the membership 
rate is high. 
 
Besides the high membership rate, most of these countries have overall 
participation rates to sport (including the practice of sport outside a club, at least 
once a week) well above 60%. 
 
Given the likely future trends in the revenues from the different categories of 
stakeholders (discussed in detail in the next chapter), key issues for the countries in 
this group are the future trends in public sector funding of sport in those countries 
where high levels of public sector debt call for budget cuts in many areas, and the 
future trends in voluntary work, as this represents an important “complementary” 
resource for the clubs.  Ageing and pension reforms impacting the number of 
people with time and dispositions to work voluntarily in a club may indeed impact 
the trend in volunteering. 
 

The key issues for countries in this Group 1: 

 The sustainability of public funding of grassroots sports; 

 The future of voluntary work; 

 The maintenance (or enhancement) of incentives leading to high 
contributions from private companies to sport, through sponsorships, 
donations or other. 

 

 

4.8.2 Group 2: the Mediterranean model 

This group includes Greece, Italy, Malta and Spain.  

In this group, average annual expenditures on sport by the sport club members 
already account for a higher share of their budgets than in Group 1, at between 8-
12% of GDP65.  Note that this is not entirely dedicated to grassroots sport, since the 
figures in the table refer to the entire sport sector: part of these expenditures are, 
indeed, allocated to the purchase of tickets to attend high-level and professional 
sport events, and to related expenditures. 
 
Similarly to what happens in Group 1, the public sector’s support to the sport 
system represents approximately half of total household expenditures.  The 
contribution of voluntary work is, however, less than in the first group of countries, 
which does not help to raise the level of offer:  the share of people who work as 
volunteers (measured in FTE) is only 2 per thousand inhabitants.  Other 
contributions – from companies essentially – vary significantly in order of 
magnitude, ranging from 24% in Italy to 0.6% in Spain – where this contribution may 
in fact be underestimated.  The contribution of lotteries, betting and gambling to 
sport via the compulsory levy on this activity also varies, from 0.3% in Greece to 
close to 15% in Greece.  In Italy, the contribution used to be channelled directly to 
sport.  Although this now goes to the public sector budget, a fixed contribution is 
annually allocated to sport, as indicated in the report on Italy in Volume 2. 

                                                 
65 As for the figures in Group 1, the “effort rate” of households is measured by assuming that all expenditures on 
sport are undertaken by members of the sport clubs. 
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The result is a membership rate below 10% and smaller clubs. 
 
One should, however, note that the countries in this group have a strong culture of 
professional and high-level sport, which draws public attention and expenditure.  
The contributions to grassroots sport are, therefore, less than the figures in the 
table below. 

Characterisation of the funding models of countries in Group 2 - 2008 

Membership 

rate (%)

Public 

subsidy as a 

share of 

household 

expenditures

Rate of effort 

by 

households (*)

Other private 

contributions

Number of 

volunteers per 

100 

inhabitants

Lotteries, 

betting and 

gambling 

revenue as a 

share of the 

total budget 

for sport

Greece 4 0,47 10,0% 4,9% 0,03 0,3%

Italy 7 0,34 6,4% 24,3% 0,22 2,7%

Malta 7 0,13 9,2% 4,2% 0,19 0,9%

Spain 9 0,15 5,7% 0,6% 0,01 1,9%

 (*) Household expenditures on sport PER MEMBER, as a share of GDP per capita. 
Source: Eurostrategies’ consortium, from national sources 

 
Given the possible future trends in revenue from the key stakeholders which 
contribute to the funding of sport in the countries in this group, a key challenge for 
the future is the development of a higher level of offer without further weighting on 
households’ budgets.  This implies a need to generated revenue from other sources 
than membership fees or the sale of services to members and their families and 
relatives.  The alternative funding sources can be either the public authorities at 
national and/or local levels, or private sponsors and donors, or increased 
contributions from volunteers (=in-kind resource).  The share of the sport system’s 
budget which is – directly or indirectly – funded from a compulsory levy on lotteries, 
betting and gambling services’ revenue is also low in comparison with several 
countries in group 1, despite the fact that these countries have allocation 
mechanisms channelling part of the revenue thus generated to good causes– among 
which sport. 
 
An increase in supply and the reduction in average costs to households are 
necessary in order to increase the participation rate which is presently 
comparatively low.  Given the challenging economic environment to which Greece, 
Italy and Spain are now confronted with, due to the need to reduce the public 
sector deficits and the public debt’ share in GDP, austerity programmes have been 
put in place which will also curb the growth in household purchasing power.  The 
development of alternative private sources of revenue is thus an ambitious but 
necessary objective. 
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In summary, the key issues for countries in Group 2 are: 

 The reinforcement of solidarity mechanisms in order to increase the 
amount of funding that filters through to grassroots sport; 

 Further develop the practice of sport, by enhancing the sport culture, 
for example by communicating more on the benefits of sport; 

 Create a volunteer work culture in sport; 

 Develop public-private partnerships or other collaborative mechanisms 
to increase the private sector’s involvement in the development of the 
sport offer. 

 
 

4.8.3 Group 3: the Rainbow model 

The countries in this group are Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Portugal, 
Romania, Slovakia and Slovenia. 
 
Although the level of public funding in this group is low (€ 55 per capita or less in all 
countries but Estonia and Romania in 2008), national government and local 
authorities’ combined), the share of public revenue in the clubs’ overall budgets, 
which ranges between 40% and 75%, is much higher than average.  In other words, 
even if public expenditure on sport in these countries is not very high in absolute 
terms, or even per capita, this is the main source of revenue for the sport system.  
The average public subvention is also high in comparison with household’s 
expenditures on sport, since the public funding level often exceeds – sometimes by 
a factor of 5 (in Slovakia) the amount paid by households on sport and related 
services.   
 
The “effort rate” of households, measured by the share of GDP allocated by 
households to expenditures on sport and related services, varies across countries, 
ranging between 0.8% and 1.2% in Slovenia, Slovakia, and Lithuania, and 6.8% in 
Hungary, and a possibly overestimated 21.3% in Romania. 
 
Revenue from companies, or from compulsory levies on lotteries, betting and 
gambling (sometimes channelled via the government accounts), do not contribute 
much to the overall funding of the sport system: in most countries, less than 1% of 
the total revenue going to the sport system comes from this source, compared with 
more than 3% in the Scandinavian economies, for example, and more than 10% in 
Group 4 countries. 
 
Finally, voluntary work is not widely developed (less than 1 per thousand (2 per 
thousand in Slovakia, and 3 per thousand in Slovenia) of the population is involved 
in volunteering), which does not help to raise the level of offer. 
 
As a result, the membership rates are fairly low, ranging between 2% and 13%. 
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Characterisation of the funding models of countries in Group 3 - 2008 

Membership 

rate (%)

Public 

subsidy as a 

share of HH 

expenditures

Effort by HH 

(*)

Other private 

contributions

Number of 

volunteers per 

100 

inhabitants

Betting and 

gambling 

services' 

share of total 

revenue going 

to sport

Estonia 10 1,03 5,5% 20,5% 0,07 0,8%

Hungary 4 1,02 6,8% 5,4% 0,00 2,7%

Latvia 6 2,68 2,5% 6,6% 0,00 1,7%

Lithuania 6 2,43 1,2% 38,9% 0,01 1,7%

Portugal 8 0,95 3,5% 5,4% 0,16 6,5%

Romania 2 2,45 21,3% 0,7% 0,01 0,2%

Slovakia 9 5,23 1,0% 13,8% 0,16 0,9%

Slovenia 13 2,97 0,8% 39,5% 0,26 1,5%

 (*) Household expenditures on sport PER MEMBER, as a share of GDP per capita.  
Source: Eurostrategies’ consortium, from national sources 

 
Given the possible future trends in revenue from the different sources, and in 
particular the financial constraints to which governments in many of these countries 
are confronted with in the sequence of the economic and financial crisis, the key 
issues for the future will be to better balance the different sources of funding, in 
order to find complementary sources to public sector subventions, and to 
contribute to the emergence of a sport culture which would raise individuals’ 
willingness to pay, and possibly lead to an increase in the contribution of voluntary 
work, making it possible to raise the level of supply.   As will be seen later in the 
study, a diversification of resource flows can also be obtained through the 
development of partnerships with other families of stakeholders – such as the 
education system, or private companies.  An adaptation of the offer of services to 
the changing needs of the local population may also be a way to further diversify 
the offer and increase the resources available for the development of sport. 
 

The key issues for countries in Group 3 are therefore to: 

 Balance the sources of funding, increasing the contribution by 
households and the private sector; 

 Increase the sport participation: enhance the sport culture, notably by 
communicating (more) on the benefits of sport; 

 Develop new types of partnerships to broaden the offer; 
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 Create incentives for increased participation by volunteers; 

 Develop the clubs and adapt/diversify the offer in order to generate 
new revenue sources. 

 

4.8.4 Group 4: the BCP model 

The countries in this group are Bulgaria, the Czech Republic and Poland. 
 
As indicated above, the funding structure of the sport system in these three 
countries is very similar to that of the countries in Group 3, however, the overall 
levels of funding are lower.  At least in the Czech Republic, the “invisible” resources 
(and invisible costs) are more important than elsewhere.  These take the form of a 
high contribution of voluntary work, and of significant support from local authorities 
to the sport clubs in order to help these to pay for the infrastructure and facilities 
that they use – a contribution that is not measured in the accounts provided for the 
sport system.  In Poland and Bulgaria, the contribution of public authorities to the 
funding of sport even largely exceeds the average revenue coming from households.   
 
A remarkable feature in these countries is the high share of the sport system’s 
budget which is funded from the compulsory levy on lotteries, betting and gambling 
services. 
 

Characterisation of the funding models of countries in Group 4 - 2008 

Membership 

rate (%)

Public 

subsidy as a 

share of 

household 

expenditures

Rate of effort 

by 

households (*)

Other private 

contributions

Number of 

volunteers per 

100 

inhabitants

Lotteries, 

betting and 

gambling 

revenue as a 

share of the 

total budget 

for sport

Bulgaria 4 3,99 1,2% 3,2% 0,00 18,0%

Czech Republic 7 0,55 2,9% 11,8% 0,32 11,8%

Poland 4 1,18 1,9% 11,2% 0,01 23,4%

 

(*) Household expenditures on sport PER MEMBER, as a share of GDP per capita. 
Source: Eurostrategies’ consortium, from national sources 

 
The state contribution is partly funded by the compulsory levy on betting and 
gambling services: per capita, this equals respectively to € 2.1 in Bulgaria, € 4.2 in 
Poland and € 5.9 in the Czech Republic in 2008, a high figure when compared with 
the € 3.5 generated through compulsory mechanisms in France, and the estimated € 
4.4 per capita in Germany. 

For households, the “effort” ratio is moderate, since they allocate less than 4% of 
less of their income (measured by GDP per capita) to expenditures on sport and 
related services.   
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The membership rate is much lower than in the other EU Member States, and the 
sport participation rate is also low (13% in Bulgaria, 28% in the Czech Republic and 
25% in Poland, compared to figures above 70% in Sweden and Finland). 
In this group of countries, a key issue for the future is to secure the revenue 
generated for good causes from lotteries, betting and gambling, whether this goes 
via the government account or not, and to ensure that this remains effectively 
channelled to grassroots sport.  Another key issue is, as in Group 3 countries, to 
raise people’s awareness of the benefits of a regular practice of sport and to 
increase willingness to pay, in order to diversify the revenue sources.  Introducing 
incentives for households, business companies and others to participate more to 
the funding of the system – including through the provision, or funding of, sport 
infrastructure and facilities, could also raise the level of offer and make it possible to 
increase the participation levels without weighting too much on households’ 
budgets. 
 

 The key issues for countries in Group 4 are to: 

 Enhance the sport culture, notably by communicating more on the benefits 
of sport in order to increase willingness to pay; 

 Secure the revenues presently coming from the compulsory levies on 
lotteries, betting and gambling and/or reinforce the mechanisms that 
channel these to grassroots sport; 

 Diversify the sources of funding, for example through initiatives aimed at 
raising the contributions of sponsors and donors, or developing 
partnerships between firms and the sport clubs in order to reduce the 
system’s heavy reliance on public funding; 

 Develop the clubs and adapt/diversify the offer in order to generate new 
revenue sources. 

 

4.8.5 The United Kingdom 

The model for the UK is different from that of the other countries, and in particular 
of countries in Group 1 which have similar GDP per capita levels, because the level 
of public funding in the UK is below the average of the other countries with a similar 
GDP per capita.  What compensates this and explains the still reasonable 
participation rate is that the systems of redistribution of revenue from professional 
sport to grassroots sport are well developed (e.g. Premier League, R&A in Golf). 
 
Even so, the membership rate remains fairly low and has increased only slowly over 
time in the UK.  In 2009, the average membership rate was only 9% of the 
population, and the participation rate was less than 50%, which translates into fairly 
small clubs (below the average club size for countries of that GDP per capital level). 
 
The level of household expenditures on sport is also fairly high, at close to €400 per 
capita and per annum (despite the low membership rate), which means that the 
average cost per member is comparatively high.  This figure, however, includes 
other expenditures on sport than those specifically related to the practice of 
grassroots sport: indeed, the attendance of high-level sport events and the 
purchase of sport equipment and sportswear are also comprised in the household 
expenditure figure. 
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The contribution of stakeholders “other” than households and the public sector at 
national and local levels (i.e., of companies) accounts for approximately 10% of the 
total budget of the UK sport sector, and the contribution of voluntary work is 
equivalent to that observed in Group 1 countries.   

Characterisation of the funding models of countries in the specific 
countries - 2008 

Membership 

rate (%)

Public 

subsidy as a 

share of 

household 

expenditures

Rate of effort 

by 

households (*)

Other private 

contributions

Number of 

volunteers per 

100 

inhabitants

Lotteries, 

betting and 

gambling 

revenue as a 

share of the 

total budget 

for sport

France 18 0,82 4,8% 9,5% 0,64 0,7%

United Kingdom 9 0,17 14,5% 11,1% 0,32 1,2%

 

(*) Household expenditures on sport PER MEMBER, as a share of GDP per capita. 
Source: Eurostrategies’ consortium, from national sources 

 
 
In 2008, revenue generated from compulsory levies on betting and gambling 
operators accounted for 1.2% of the total resources allocated to sport. 
 
Given the above, and the likely future trends in revenue from different sources, as 
will be reviewed in more detail in the next section, the key issues for the UK are to 
adjust the level of offer whilst at the same time complementing the revenue sources 
available to fund the system – given the already high “effort rate” of households.  
Another relevant issue, beyond the diversification of revenue sources, is the 
stabilisation of these, especially in economic downturns, when private funding 
sources (from households or companies) tend to shrink.   

The key issues for the UK are: 

 Broaden the sport offer; 

 Foster higher participation/membership rates; 

 Ensure that the clubs’ can resist downturns in the business cycle (given 
their high reliance on private funding sources); 

 Consolidate and reinforce solidarity mechanisms to increase funding 
from lotteries and other private contributors (commercial companies); 

 Integrate the support of sport as a policy objective (recognize the 
positive externalities of sport in public policies). 

 

4.8.6 France 

France is another special case, differing from the model outlined for “Group 1” 
countries, as well as from the Groups 2, 3 and 4 models.  Indeed, the level of public 
funding is much higher than in the other countries in Group 1, even though the 
overall revenue per capita allocated to sport in France is not significantly different 
than in Group 1 countries.  The high public sector contribution indeed compensates 
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a comparatively low direct contribution by households: the latter is indeed well 
below that of other countries with the same level of GDP per capita. 
 
The contribution of voluntary work is broadly in line with the other countries in 
Group 1. 
 
Although France has compulsory mechanisms that channel part of the revenue 
generated from the lotteries, betting and gambling operations to sport, the 
contribution of this revenue only accounts for a very small share (0.7%) of the total 
budget of the sport system.   Furthermore, intra-sport solidarity appears to work 
less well than in the UK, and membership rates are not significantly higher than in 
the Group 1 countries. 
 
The key figures for France were presented above, in the table presenting the two 
‘specific’ funding models.  In view of likely future trends in the different revenue 
sources (discussed in the next chapter) and of the relative weight of the different 
funding sources, a key issue for France is to better balance the public sector and the 
households’ contributions to the system, by raising individual willingness to pay (i.e. 
the awareness, by the general population, of the benefits that can be generated 
from the regular practice of sport), and by raising private contributions from 
companies, through the sponsoring of grassroots clubs and donations or the 
development of partnerships between companies and sport clubs.  
 
The challenge is all the more important, given the future constraints on public 
sector revenue (including at local level) in a country where future pension payments 
and expenditures on health are forecast to take an ever growing share of the public 
sector’s budgets. 
 

The key issues for France are: 

 Raise individuals’ willingness to pay; 

 Balance the various funding sources to have less dependence on one 
stream of funding: adapt the offer to the needs of households to 
increase membership and participation rates, and increase funding 
from other (private) stakeholders; 

 Secure the revenue from lotteries, betting and gambling and reinforce 
solidarity mechanisms which channel revenue from the high-level to 
the grassroots level: including through solidarity within the sport 
movement: although there are regulated mechanisms channelling the 
revenue from lotteries, betting and gambling and media rights to sport, 
these revenues represents less than 1% of the total budget of the sport 
system 
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5. Legal and fiscal framework impacting 
grassroots sports financing 

 
This section presents the different types of regulations and Laws impacting the 
financing of grassroots sport, following the sequence indicated in the figure below. 
 

The funding channels subject to regulations 
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Source: Eurostrategies’ consortium 

 
The first category of regulation with an impact on the funding of sport in the EU is 
the fiscal framework applying to sport clubs, sport organisations and other 
stakeholders involved in sport. 
 
The second category applies to measures in favour of individuals, either in order to 
promote direct funding by individuals (donations), for example through fiscal 
incentives, to promote the contribution of voluntary work, or to raise the 
membership rates. 
 
The third type of regulation applies to companies: as for individuals, special 
provisions can encourage the sponsoring of sport by commercial organisations, 
whereas others may limit the revenue flows through specific regulations applying on 
certain products or activities (alcohol advertising for example). 
 
The fourth type of regulation is the regime for lotteries, betting and gambling 
services operators. 
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The fifth category of regulation applies to media rights and to solidarity 
mechanisms. 
 
The sixth category applies to solidarity mechanisms within the sport movement. 
 
The last category of regulation applies to local authorities. 
 
In most Member States, there is a general Law on sport (or an Act) which confirms 
the promotion of sport-for-all, competitive and top-level sports as well as related 
civic activities as important policy objectives. The Member States’ regulatory 
frameworks also define the role of the different levels of governments and of the 
different administrations in charge of implementing sport policy, and sometimes set 
out special provisions applying to the sport organisations, including specific 
regulatory or fiscal measures.  
 
This chapter provides an overview of the main types of regulations in each category, 
and discusses their impact on the funding of grassroots sport.  The objective is to 
identify eventual regulatory barriers to the funding of sport, and to identify good 
practices / incentives which increase the resources available for grassroots clubs. 
 
The country monographs in Volume II provide more detail on the regulatory 
frameworks per country. 
 

5.1 The fiscal framework applying to sport organisations 

5.1.1 Income taxes & corporation taxes 

In the EU, the vast majority of grassroots sport clubs are registered not-for-profit 
associations.  In principle, they are therefore subject to the general regulatory 
regime applying to this type of organisation.   
 
Yet, in some Member States, special fiscal provisions apply to not-for-profit 
organisations that are recognised to have a public utility objective.  In some cases, 
as in Portugal for example, there even exists a “sport public utility status” applying 
specifically to sport organisations. To benefit from the particular provisions applying 
to organisations with a recognized public utility status, the sport clubs must fulfil a 
number of legally defined criteria, applying for example to the nature of their 
activities, their management structure and governance, the sources of incomes that 
they are authorized to receive, and be registered.  The criteria for registration as a 
not-for-profit association with a public utility (or sport public utility) objective are 
generally not deemed very restrictive by the grassroots sport’ organisations66, and 
the costs of registration are small in comparison with the potential benefits that can 
be derived.   
 

                                                 
66 In fact, this barrier was not mentioned by the federations and other sport organisations interviewed within the 
context of the study, nor reported in the questionnaire submitted to the NOCs and members of ENGSO.  Only in 
Spain does the number of sport organisations benefiting from this status appear to be small, for reasons that could 
not be fully identified. 
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The fiscal regime which applies to sport clubs does not only depend on their not-for-
profit status, but also on the particular legal framework of each Member States.  
Even for the not-for-profit, public utility clubs, the fiscal benefits that apply vary 
based on the type of activity organised, and the sources of income. 
 
Indeed, depending on the country, the benefits can entail lower taxes on income 
generated by the clubs (or lower taxes on some categories of income) as well as 
reductions in property tax, in capital transaction tax, in payroll taxes and/or in local 
taxes; reduced social security contributions, etc. 
 
Below we give the examples of selected countries, to illustrate the variety of 
situations and fiscal regimes across the EU: 

- In Estonia, Income Tax Law lists not-for-profit associations and foundations 
among the organisations entitled to benefit from income tax incentives 
when the activities of the associations or foundations are the charitable 
support of sport, and the incomes or assets are not distributed to its 
founders or members. Commercial sport clubs are subject to a 21% 
corporate tax rate. 

- In Germany, the Third Chapter of the Fiscal Code defines the requirements 
for being registered as an organisation of public-benefit purposes.  Clubs 
that meet the requirements are exempt from corporate tax, trade tax, 
capital transactions tax, inheritance tax and real property tax.  In Hungary 
and Luxembourg also, the not-for-profit status determines the fiscal regime 
applying to sport organisations.   

- In Ireland, sport clubs can benefit from exemptions of income tax, 
corporation tax and dividend withholding tax where the income of such 
legal bodies, as is shown to the satisfaction of the Revenue Commissioners, 
has been, or will be, applied for the sole purpose of promoting an athletic or 
amateur game or sport.  Relief from capital gains tax is also available 
provided the proceeds of the gain are reinvested in acquiring new assets for 
the promotion of the game/sport in question.  To benefit from fiscal 
benefits the clubs must be: (1)/ member controlled and owned, and not-for-
profit; (2) legally established in the state and have its centre of management 
and control therein.  In addition, the majority of its 
trustees/directors/officers, as appropriate, must be resident within the 
state. 

- In Finland, registered not-for-profit associations may be eligible for public 
support and certain tax exemptions.  The Income Tax Act defines the criteria 
for not-for-profit organisations ("organisations accruing collective benefits") 
to benefit from total income tax relief for small-scale, non-commercial 
business activities.  Among other exemptions, not-for-profit organisations 
do not pay taxes on income gained through sponsoring, fundraising, 
donations or even membership fees provided that no one receives direct 
personal benefit from it, and that the funds are used for the "general 
interest", i/e to support the activities of the club.  If a club's activities 
extensively involve non-members, however, these activities may be deemed 
commercial in nature, which makes the club's revenue subject to tax: the 
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frontier between not-for-profit activities and commercial activities is not 
very clear. 

- In Lithuania, sport centres and other sport facilities may be exempt from 
land rental tax following a decision by the municipality or regional council. 

- In Sweden, sport clubs benefit from a reduced payroll tax. 

- In Portugal, sport clubs with a recognized “sport public utility” (utilidade 
publica desportiva) can benefit from a certain tax exemptions, and qualify 
for contracting with the state (for public subventions).  The status is not 
automatically granted and there have been federations which have lost this 
status in the past (weight-lifting, sailing, more recently football). 

- In Spain, sport organisations which are recognized as being of “public 
utility” are tax exempt; yet, only the national sport federations, the 
autonomous federations that are affiliated to a national sport federation 
and the Spanish Olympic and Paralympic Committees are recognized as 
having a public utility status.  To get this status, the sport clubs have to 
make a special request and demonstrate their compliance with a number of 
rules.  Very few clubs seem to benefit from the public utility status. 

- In the United Kingdom, the 2002 Finance Act allows registered Community 
Amateur Sports Clubs (CASCs) to benefit from certain tax rebates, similar to 
those normally given to charities.  Some 4,141 clubs are registered as CASCs, 
with an estimated total cash benefit of at least € 18 million in tax relief, 
corporate tax reduction and Gift Aid repayments67. Clearly, sports 
organisations could attain charitable status, but the CASC scheme is 
designed to achieve parity for sport with charitable status with less 
paperwork. The advantages include:  
 80% mandatory business rate relief; local authorities can offer up to 

100% relief to clubs at their discretion; 
 the ability to raise funds from individuals under Gift Aid: a registered 

CASC can reclaim up to £28 in tax for every £100 donated (£25 from 
next financial year), though at the moment this does not apply to all 
types of donations; 

 CASCs are exempt from corporation tax on profits derived from trading 
activities if their trading income is under £30,000 pa; 

 profits derived from property income are also exempt for CASCs if gross 
property income is under £20,000 pa, of particular relevance following 
the abolition of the nil rate band; 

 
CASCs whose income does not exceed these thresholds are no longer 
required to complete an annual Corporation Tax return. 

- In contrast, in the Czech Republic, sport organisations, which are all NGOs, are 
subject to the same regulatory framework as any other legal body: the 
general framework that applies to not-for-profit legal entities makes no 
exceptions for sport organisations.  Up to a total reported income of € the 
equivalent of 12,026, they can, however, benefit from income tax exemption 

                                                 
67 http://www.cascinfo.co.uk  

http://www.cascinfo.co.uk/
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provided that the tax-exempt revenue is used for the development of the 
club. 

 
The not-for-profit status sometimes goes along with restrictions on the type of 
activities that can be undertaken.  In certain countries, the sport organisations 
interviewed indicated that there were limits on the types of activities that they 
could undertake. In Lithuania, for example, registered clubs cannot engage in 
commercial activities. In Finland they are not exempt from tax on commercial 
activities. 

 

5.1.2 The VAT Regime applicable to sport activities 

Article 132 of the VAT Directive68 states that activities in the “public interest”, such 
as the supply of services closely linked to sport or physical education, can be exempt 
from VAT.  Annex III offers a reduced rate VAT (5%) which can be used by Member 
States for admission to sporting events and use of sporting facilities.  Although most 
Member States apply the principle of VAT reductions and exemptions in this area, 
the concrete application varies across countries.  
 
For example: 

- In Sweden, Malta and The Netherlands, a general VAT-exemption is applied 
to not-for-profit organisations on the supply, by these organisations, of 
services related to sport or physical activity.   

- In Finland, sport clubs are also normally exempt from VAT as long as they 
run their activities in a not-for-profit manner.  If they are considered to run 
business activities, then they become taxable entities and the standard VAT 
and income tax rules apply: the normal VAT rate is 9% for sport services, for 
other services the VAT rate can be either 13% or 23% depending on the type 
of service. The threshold for exemption is €8,500 per year. 

- There are several Member States in which the VAT exemption for sport 
clubs is only applied below a certain revenue threshold.   

o For example, in Denmark, sport clubs whose revenue is less than 
DKr 50,000 (approximately € 6,700) are exempt from VAT69.  There 
has been some discussion around a possible change in this special 
VAT exemption regime.  Clubs which qualify for the exemption 
dread the potential increase in administrative work that would 
result from the end of the exemption since, as elsewhere, Danish 
grassroots clubs rely a lot on volunteer work.  The prospect of 
having to fill in the VAT forms would divert precious volunteer time 
away from sport activities. 

o In Cyprus, the threshold is € 15,000. 

o In Bulgaria, a threshold of € 25,000 applies on revenues from the 
supply of taxable goods & services. 

                                                 
68 Directive 2006/112/EC of 28 November 2006 on the common system of value added tax 
69 VAT Law No 375 of 1994; source :  http://www.culturalpolicies.net/web/denmark.php?aid=515 

http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=CELEX:32006L0112:EN:NOT
http://www.culturalpolicies.net/web/denmark.php?aid=515
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o In Germany, sport clubs are exempt from VAT as long as their 
turnover remains under €17,500 (the year before) and € 50,000 (in 
the current year). In certain Land/regions, sport clubs benefit from 
reduced tax rates of 7 % instead of 19 % (e.g. selling of tickets), 
except when they act in competition to commercial clubs.   

- There are member states in which the VAT exemption does not apply to all 
clubs, or only applies to some sources of revenue for the clubs: 

o In Romania, the VAT exemption applies to public-system clubs.  The 
private system clubs are divided into: not-for-profit clubs, which do 
not pay VAT; and, commercial clubs which are exempt from VAT up 
to € 35,000. 

o In Estonia and Lithuania also, the VAT exemption is also not 
automatically applied to all clubs: in Lithuania, sport services are 
exempt from VAT if they are provided by not-for-profit bodies, up to 
a threshold of € 30,000 per year; in Estonia, only those services 
provided by a not-for-profit association to its members free of 
charge or for a membership fee, and those services provided [by a 
not-for-profit association] to natural persons relating to the use of 
sport facilities or sport equipment, are VAT exempt.  A 21% VAT is 
applied to when their revenue exceeds € 30,000 per year.   

o In France, not-for-profit sport organisations with selfless 
management are exempt from VAT on the revenue from services to 
members, and on the revenue from sales to members in the limit of 
10% of total receipts; the VAT exemption also applies to the not-for-
profit operations when prices are very different from those applied 
by commercial organisations, and to profit making operations if 
they are not predominant and if the receipts from these operations 
are less than € 60,000 the year before.  Sports events organised by 
the clubs are not subject to VAT but to the «Taxe sur les 
spectacles», the revenue of which goes to the municipalities.  
However, it is a residual taxation since many sports clubs are partly 
or totally exempt: indeed, a ministerial order permanently exempts 
around 40 disciplines.  Moreover, all sports activities in Corsica are 
exempted from the tax. 

- In some Member States in which no general exemption applies, there is a 
reduced VAT rate on some of the activities offered by sport clubs.  For 
example, in Portugal, all clubs are subject to VAT but a reduced rate applies: 
sport equipment, sport activities and sport events are indeed taxed at the 
reduced VAT rate of 5%.  In the Czech Republic sport clubs are not formally 
exempt from VAT but most clubs do not pay it70. 

 
Other provisions apply in other Member States. 
 
All these provisions make it possible for not-for-profit organisations to retain a 
higher share of the revenue generated from their activities than would otherwise be 

                                                 
70 See Volume II for more detail. 
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the case: all else equal, the VAT exemption allows them to increase their offer or 
reduce the fee for their service. 
 
Not only would an end to the VAT exemption reduce the clubs’ net income, but it 
would also lead to increases in costs or in the burden put on volunteers, as human 
resources would be needed to deal with the tax administration. 
 
Note that the revenue threshold which exists in certain countries creates a barrier 
to the growth of sport clubs, making it more difficult to generate economies of scale 
on certain activities. 
 

5.2 The fiscal framework applying to individuals 

5.2.1 Measures impacting households’ contributions to sports 

Beyond the regulatory and fiscal framework applying to the sport organisations 
themselves, other regulatory measures impacting the funding of grassroots sport 
include tax incentives, and some restrictions, on the funding of the sport sector by 
individuals / households. 
 
With respect to households’ monetary contributions, three families of measures 
have been identified: 

 In several Member States, donations are encouraged through tax 
incentives; these generally only apply to donations made to not-for-profit 
organisations; the tax exemptions are sometimes also conditional to the 
fact that the beneficiary has a recognised public utility objective.  Countries 
where legislation concerning donations by individuals to sport clubs were 
identified are Denmark, Estonia, France, Germany, Hungary, Ireland, Latvia, 
Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Portugal, Slovakia, Slovenia, Spain and the 
UK.  Sometimes, the exemption is conditional, or capped: 

In Germany, donations are tax deductible for the donor if the recipient is an 
organisation which serves the general interest; 

In Latvia, there is a limit on the tax exemption which is 85% of the amount 
donated (90% if the donation is to the Olympic Committee): the donation 
may not exceed 20% of the total amount of tax due to the state; 

In Portugal, there is a maximum deduction of €100 on personal income for 
individuals when the donation is made to a club with recognised “sport 
public utility”;  

Slovakia offers a slightly different formulation of this incentive: individuals 
and companies can donate 2% of their taxes to not-for-profit organisations, 
among which sport clubs;  in Hungary, taxpayers can allocate 1% of their 
income tax to a non-governmental organisation of their choice (plus 
another 1% to a registered church, if they so wish). According to the data 
disclosed by the tax authorities on 2006, nearly 50% of Hungary’s tax payers 
channelled € 31 million to 27,400 organisations (including sport 
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organizations) under this scheme.  About a fifth of this is estimated to have 
served not-for-profit purposes such as culture and sport 

In the UK, Gift Aid works by providing income tax relief to individuals on 
their gift or donation, and by allowing the recipient CASC to reclaim income 
tax on the gift from HMRC.  The amount of the tax benefit depends on 
whether the individual pays income tax at the basic or higher rate. In both 
cases the club will receive £28.20 for every £100. 

In contrast, in countries such as Bulgaria, Cyprus and the Czech Republic, 
donations related to sport are not considered as deductible expenses in the 
calculation of income tax. 

 In one Member State (Germany), a special tax provision was also found to 
apply to individuals who work in the sector as a secondary activity: this 
entails them to an income tax reduction; 

 On the other hand, restrictions have been set on the sale of certain 
products by clubs, such as alcoholic beverages or spirits, limiting the 
revenue that clubs can generate from food & drink sales in the club’s 
premises.  For example: 

o In Cyprus, the sale of alcoholic beverages is prohibited on the clubs' 
sport premises;  the same rule applies in other countries, among 
which Romania and Spain; 

o In the United Kingdom, there was a recent debate on the obligation 
for sport clubs to buy the necessary licence to be able to sell 
alcohol.  In the absence of such a license, because of the extra costs 
entailed for club houses, potentially individuals may spend less time 
in club bars or restaurants, which in turn means less revenue for the 
club houses. 

o In Finland, the sale of alcoholic beverages is subject to a license 
administered at local level; 

o In France, the sale of alcohol is restricted during sport events, both 
in professional events and in amateur events.  In Lithuania, no 
beverages with alcohol concentration of over 5 percent can be sold 
during sport events: around sport events, the sale of alcoholic 
beverages with alcoholic volume not exceeding 6 per cent is banned 
in retail and public catering establishments; 

The effect of these tax incentives and restrictions on the overall amount of revenue 
going from households (and other private stakeholders) to grassroots clubs is 
difficult to assess, however.  The negative effect of the restrictions on overall 
revenue going from households to the clubs is, however, minor in regard of the 
other sources of revenue that can be generated from members and their families 
thanks to the tax reductions. 

5.2.2 Measures encouraging sport participation 

In some countries, the practice of sport within a sport club is encouraged through 
special incentives.  For example: 
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 In Finland, employers can subsidise the membership fee and get a tax 
refund, which reduces the cost for members and potentially increases sport 
participation;  

 In Latvia, families are entitled to a State Family Support allowance of 11€ 
for each child in the family until they reach the age of 15; 

 In Malta, parents paying sport membership fees can benefit from an income 
tax rebate up to a maximum of €100 per year (as approved by the Malta 
Sports Council) on account of their children. 

 
Similar measures may apply in other EU Member States. 

5.2.3 Laws encouraging volunteering 

Given the economic and social importance of voluntary work for the sport clubs, the 
promotion of voluntary work is a key issue for grassroots sports.  This is recognized 
at both the EU and national levels.  The study on volunteering71 undertaken by GHK 
for the European Commission shows that in eight countries (Belgium, Cyprus, the 
Czech Republic, Hungary, Italy, Latvia, Luxembourg, Malta, Poland, Portugal, 
Romania and Spain), volunteers have a legal status.  Five countries (Austria, 
Bulgaria, Ireland, Greece and Slovenia) are about to develop a legal status for 
volunteers. 
 
This study has identified a number of countries with tax exemptions on the 
reimbursement of expenses or other types of financial benefits for volunteers.  In 
most cases, there is a ceiling on the amounts that are free of tax, but the ceilings 
vary a lot across Member State: 

 In Denmark, the fiscal legislation entitles the volunteers working for sport 
clubs to an allowance with simplifies reimbursement procedures: up to a 
level of € 670, a volunteer can be reimbursed for expenses related to 
transportation costs, the use of their phones or the washing of clothes for 
the local team without any receipts. 

 In the Netherlands, sport clubs are allowed to provide a tax-free 
compensation of up to € 150 per month, and € 1,500 per year for 
volunteers.  Up to this amount, they do not need to justify their expenses.  
Higher compensation is possible if the organisation reports the 
compensation to the tax inspector, on a yearly basis. 

 In Austria, expenses’ reimbursements are tax free up to € 10,900.  In Italy, 
the ceiling for expenses reimbursements’ is € 7,500 per year. 

 In Germany, the fiscal framework for volunteering was strengthened: the 
legislation now sets the ceiling for reimbursements at € 500 per year.  Yet, 
income generated from a secondary activity such as a training supervisor, 
instructor, teacher, attendant or from a comparable secondary activity in 
the service of, or on behalf of, a public-benefit sport club is tax-exempt up 
to € 2,100 a year (training supervisor’s allowance pursuant to Section 3 No 
26 of the Income Tax Law). 

                                                 
71 Volunteering in the European Union: a study by GHK for the European Commission, Directorate General 
Education and Culture, and the Educational, Audiovisual & Culture Executive Agency (EAC-EA), February 2010 
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 In Belgium, the reimbursement of expenses is also free of tax, but no ceiling 
is reported; the same applies in Hungary. 

Sometimes, the benefits go beyond tax exemptions on the reimbursement of 
expenses: 

 In Finland, there is an insurance scheme for volunteers and they can receive 
reimbursement of expenses free of tax;  

 In Romania, volunteers benefit from social insurance, skills certificate, and 
reimbursements of expenses. 

 In the United Kingdom, there are programmes to help sport clubs and 
organisations to recruit volunteers, increase the recognition of volunteers, 
and grant awards to young people that are engaged in sport volunteering. 

 

Number of FTEs per 100 inhabitants in the EU (2008) 

0,00

0,10

0,20

0,30

0,40

0,50

0,60

0,70

0,80

A
us

tri
a

B
el
gi
um

B
ul
ga

ria

C
yp

ru
s

C
ze

ch
 R

ep
ub

lic

D
en

m
ar

k

E
st
on

ia

Fin
la
nd

Fra
nc

e

G
er

m
an

y

G
re

ec
e

H
un

ga
ry

Ire
la
nd

Ita
ly

La
tv
ia

Li
th

ua
ni
a

Lu
xe

m
bo

ur
g

M
al
ta

N
et

he
rla

nd
s

P
ol
an

d

P
or

tu
ga

l

R
om

an
ia

S
lo
va

ki
a

S
lo
ve

ni
a

S
pa

in

S
w
ed

en

U
ni
te

d 
K
in
gd

om

Number of FTEs per 100 inhabitants

 
Source : Eurostrategies’ consortium, based on national data and on information from GHK 

Although other countries not mentioned above may also benefit from specific 
incentives for volunteer work, it is nevertheless interesting to see that the countries 
mentioned above have comparatively high levels of full-time equivalents per 100 
inhabitants.  On the chart, the countries where a specific tax provision was 
identified are in dark blue, whereas the other countries are in a lighter blue colour. 
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5.3 Measures impacting the funding from private companies 

5.3.1 Fiscal incentives 

Many EU Member States have introduced legislation to promote the funding of 
general interest activities – among which sport - by private companies. 
 
With respect to sport, four families of incentives have been identified, that are likely 
to have a positive impact on the revenue allocated to grassroots sport (and in some 
cases also to elite and professional sport).  For example, there are tax reductions 
applying on: 

 Donations: this is the case for example in Denmark, Estonia, France, 
Germany, Hungary, Luxembourg, Malta, The Netherlands, Portugal, 
Slovakia, Spain and the United Kingdom.  The tax reductions can be 
conditional to the status of the recipient, however (for example, applying 
only to donations to not-for-profit associations, or to associations with a 
registered public-utility status); there can also be ceilings above which the 
exemptions do not apply.  For example: 

In France, donations made by companies to charities or to public-benefit 
organisations are entitled to a tax reduction equivalent to 60% of the 
payment, in the limit of 5 per thousand of the turnover of the donor; 

In Germany, donations are tax deductible for the donor if destined to an 
organisation which serves the general interest; similarly, in Spain, donations 
made by companies to organisations having a “public utility” status can 
benefit from tax exemptions for the donator: 

In Ireland, tax relief exists for “relevant donations to an approved sports 
body, for the funding of approved projects”.  The scheme is applicable only 
to donations received on or after 1 May 2002.  The minimum qualifying 
total donation amount by a single donor in any year to an individual sports 
body is € 250.  Eligible projects must cost less than €40 million.  When the 
aggregate cost of a project exceeds this amount, relief may only be claimed 
on donations up to the € 40 million threshold.  Also, when an approved 
project becomes fully funded, the approved sport body should not accept 
further donations or issue receipts in respect of that project under this 
scheme; 

In Malta, companies can claim a tax deduction for the financial assistance 
given to sport organisations or athletes for their participation in national or 
international sport events.  The total deduction that can be claimed in any 
year is the lesser of the expense actually incurred, or € 60,000; 

In Portugal, there is a possible deduction of up to 120% of the fiscal values 
for companies when donations are made to a sport organisation with “sport 
public utility” status, as is the case of many sport federations. 

There are countries in which no tax exemptions apply on donations:  among 
these are Bulgaria, Cyprus and the Czech Republic. 
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 Sponsorsing: tax benefits on sponsoring expenditures have been identified 
in Denmark, France, Hungary, and Lithuania.  There can, again, be ceilings or 
conditions imposed on the amount deductible:  

In Hungary, for example, the amount that is tax exempt can be 150% of the 
amount paid to a recognized OPBO (“outstanding public benefit 
organisation”). In the case of multi-annual pledges, the rate of tax 
exemption can even be 170%.  Almost all sport organisations qualify as 
Public Benefit Organisations (PBO), and a small number qualify as 
Outstanding Public Benefit Organisations (OPBO); since 2010, there is the 
possibility to claim tax allowance up to the amount indicated in the 
sponsorship certificate, up to 70% of the tax liability.  This applies to the 
sponsoring of the national federation, of affiliated sport organisations or 
supporting foundation of visual team sports. 

In France, sponsorship revenue invested in general interest activities can be 
deducted from the taxable income of the company according to Art. 39-1 of 
the General Tax Code.  Therefore, the company does not pay the corporate 
tax related to this amount, which represents 33.33% of the amount of 
sponsorship contracts. 

In Belgium and Spain, sponsoring expenses are not deductible per se, but 
these expenses can be reported as advertising exemptions and benefit from 
tax exemptions on that basis.  

 Advertising on sport: for example in Spain; 

 Other measures apply, which deserve mention.  Among these, the funding, 
by a company, of all or part of its employees’ membership contributions to 
a sport club can benefit from tax exemptions. This is the case for example 
in Finland and Germany: 

In Finland, as indicated earlier, employers may offer to their employees a 
possibility to use sport services either free of charge or at subsidized prize: 
this activity is tax-free to the employer up to 400€/year.   

In Germany, to promote healthier journeys to work and reduce 
environmental pollution, the 1999 Finance Act introduced an annual tax 
exemption, which allows employers to loan cycles and cyclists’ safety 
equipment to employees as a tax-free benefit. 

Non-regulated initiatives can also encourage funding by private companies.  
For example, in France a “label” has been awarded to companies which 
participate in partnerships with, or co-fund, projects undertaken by 
grassroots clubs. The “image” enhancement that this creates for the 
company at local or higher levels can be an incentive for them, or for other 
firms, to increase their funding of the sport sector, at a time when increased 
attention is given to Corporate Social Responsibility.  (See for example the 
label granted by the French Swimming Federation to its corporate partners). 
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5.3.2 Restrictions on advertising and sponsoring 

With respect to companies, some restrictions also exist which potentially limit the 
revenue that could be channelled to sport in general, and to grassroots sport in 
particular.  Beyond the limitations on the sales of alcoholic beverages already 
mentioned in the section related to the fiscal framework applying to households, 
since these reduce potential revenue flows going from households to the grassroots 
clubs, three families of measures can be listed: 

a) Restrictions on advertising and sponsorship by producers of alcoholic 
beverages 

With respect to advertising of alcoholic beverages’ producers, different types of 
measures apply, the purpose of which is often to protect minors of age: 

 In certain countries, as Finland and Portugal, the marketing and sponsoring 
of alcoholic products to minors (under 18 yrs) is not authorised; 

 In Cyprus, advertising by alcohol companies is not allowed by clubs in any 
forms (on T-shirts, sport fields, etc.);  in Denmark, it is not authorized on 
sport grounds nor in sport magazines; 

 In Spain, alcoholic beverages over 20% abv cannot be advertised on TV 
since 1990. Regional governments have also imposed their own legislation.  
For example in Catalonia, alcohol advertising above 20% abv is also banned 
in streets, highways, on public transport and in cinemas, and no broadcast 
advertising is allowed before 9.30pm. There are also self-regulatory codes in 
certain regions; 

 In Austria there is a ban on the advertising of spirits on TV and radio, and on 
sponsorship of TV and radio programmes by companies primarily concerned 
in alcohol production; 

 In Belgium no commercial advertising is authorised on state TV, and there is 
a legal ban on spirits advertising on commercial TV.  Alcohol advertising on 
the radio is also prohibited.  In other media, voluntary guidelines prohibit 
the encouragement of ‘drinking to excess’ and advertisements targeted at 
the under 21 years old. 

 In Italy, Lithuania and Ireland there are restrictions on advertising by 
alcoholic beverages producers on the media, such as time slot restrictions. 

 
In addition to these legal provisions, there are a number of self-regulatory codes, as 
in Spain, Italy and the UK.  In the United Kingdom, for example, alcohol sponsorship 
cannot be aimed at youth events, and alcohol sponsorship should (voluntary) not 
appear on replica junior shirts. 
 
Concerning sponsoring by alcohol companies, the debate has been reactivated by 
ESA with a recent research72, “the objectives of which were to explore the attitudes 
towards alcohol sponsorship in view of the current uptake of self-regulatory 
measures”. Indeed, alcohol companies are very active in sponsoring, and the self-
regulatory codes and bans limit the revenue that sport clubs can generate from 
these sponsors. The impact of alcohol sponsoring on drinking behaviour is, however, 

                                                 
72 http://ec.europa.eu/health/ph_determinants/life_style/alcohol/Forum/docs/ev_20090609_co03_en.pdf  

http://ec.europa.eu/health/ph_determinants/life_style/alcohol/Forum/docs/ev_20090609_co03_en.pdf
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still the subject of debate, and it is very difficult to estimate how much more 
revenue could be generated in the absence of this self-regulated code, and what the 
side effects would be.  The fact that the debate is ongoing indicates how complex 
the issue is. 
 

b) More general restrictions on advertising 

In several countries, there are more general restrictions on advertising on certain 
media.  The relevance to grassroots sport of such measures is indirect: if broadcast 
media generate less revenue as a result of these restrictions, then they may not be 
able to pay as much for the right to broadcast sport events.  The section above 
already gave some examples of advertising limitations on television, as applying to 
alcoholic beverages.  Other restrictions have been identified in selected Member 
States.  In Belgium for example, advertising is not authorised on state TV.  In the 
Netherlands, advertising on television is only permitted in the evening after 21h.  In 
France, a recent law also limits the time frame during which advertising can be 
shown on television.   Again, the effect of these restrictions on the value of revenue 
flows that would eventually be channelled to grassroots sport is very complex to 
assess, and falls outside the scope of this study.   
 
In the case of advertising restrictions on TV or radio, the way these restrictions 
impact sport funding is very indirect: in (potentially) reducing the revenue of 
broadcasters, the latter may not generate as much income to afford to pay higher 
prices on media rights on sport events …  Furthermore, their eventual impact on the 
funding of grassroots sport is even more diluted as this impact will depend on the 
solidarity mechanisms in place as this mainly concerns high-level and professional 
sport.  The restrictions were nevertheless spontaneously mentioned by many of the 
people contacted during the course of the study, and in the questionnaires sent by 
the Eurostrategies’ consortium to the ministries in charge of sport and the sport 
organisations at the onset of the study. 
 
A possibly more relevant limitation on advertising is the prohibition of advertising in 
schools (as is the case for example in Netherlands).  In this case, the (not quantified) 
impact on grassroots sport is through potentially lower revenue from advertising 
and sponsors for those clubs which use public education facilities … 
 

c) European regulatory framework 

Finally, a number of EU Directives impact the potential revenue flows going to sport 
in general – and potentially also to grassroots sport, through solidarity mechanisms.  
Among these, a Directive often mentioned by the sport organisations interviewed in 
Phase 1 is the Tobacco Advertising Directive73, which bans all tobacco advertising 
and sponsorship on every forms of media such as the internet, television, print 
media, radio and sports events within the European Union.  Yet, the societal 
benefits derived from the implementation of the Directive outweigh the possible 
negative implications on grassroots sport.  
 

                                                 
73 EU Tobacco Advertising Directive. COM(2008) 330 final 
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The European Convention on Spectator Violence and Misbehaviour at Sport Events74 
is another example: the Convention aims to prohibit the introduction of alcoholic 
drinks by spectators into stadia; to restrict, and preferably ban, the sale and any 
distribution of alcoholic drinks at stadia, and to ensure that all beverages available 
are in safe containers.  This convention mainly aims at large events, however, not at 
amateur grassroots competitions.  Yet, it is at the origin of many of the restrictions 
imposed by Member States on alcohol consumption in or nearly sport clubs’ 
vicinities.   
 
Although this Convention was mentioned by some of the federations interviewed 
during Phase 1, it again primarily impacts high-level and professional sport.  The 
consequences for grassroots sport are mostly indirect. 
 

5.4 The regulatory environment for state lotteries, betting 
and gambling services 

This section looks at the regulatory framework for lotteries, betting and gambling 
organisations which defines the destination of funds from state lotteries and from 
betting and gambling services operators. 
 
As previously stated, many betting and gambling services (including lotteries) are 
subject to a compulsory levy.  Often, there is a Law or regulation which specifies 
both the level of the contribution (rate of tax and tax base), and the destination of 
the revenue.  In the case of state lotteries, where governments are the main (and 
sometimes the only) shareholder, there is no levy but the definition of the allocation 
of net revenues from this activity.  The table in section 4.3.3 illustrated the 
mechanisms in place. 
 
The regulatory environment is in the midst of change, however, due to the need to 
adjust to the online delivery of gambling services in many Member States.  This is 
leading to changes in regulations or to the introduction of new legislation in a 
number of countries, which will have future implications on the levels of funding of 
sport – and grassroots sport – from this source.  For example in France, the 
regulatory framework was recently modified to open the market to on-line betting 
and gambling services.  Although the Law, adopted in May 2010, mainly focuses on 
the prevention of fraud, the fight against illegal betting and, in the case of sport 
bets, the prevention of match fixing, it also includes specific measures aimed at the 
funding of good causes, among which sport75.  
 
As illustrated earlier and on the next page, the taxation systems vary across 
countries on several dimensions, making it difficult to compare the schemes 
internationally: the base on which the tax is applied (sales turnover, gross gambling 
revenue, net revenue, winnings, profits, etc.) can vary by type of product; the tax 

                                                 
74 European Treaty Series - No. 120 
75 See the Minutes of the Council of Ministers of 25 March 2009 published by the National Assembly 

(http://www.assemblee-nationale.fr/13/dossiers/jeux_argent.asp) as well as Law n° 10-476 of May 26, 2010, Article 
51.  The levy applied to sport bets is 1.3% in the first year (2010), increasing to 1.5% in 2011 and 1.8% from 2012 
onwards, to be paid to the CNDS in charge of the development of sport. 

http://www.assemblee-nationale.fr/13/dossiers/jeux_argent.asp
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rate also varies by product or market segment (for example, in France, a different 
rate is levied on state lottery products, on horse-racing and on poker; in Estonia 
there is a uniform 18% tax applying to the games of skill, passive and instant 
lotteries and games of chance which are not organised on a gambling table or 
gambling machine; a 10% tax rate applied to number lotteries; a fixed levy on 
gaming tables etc.); the tax rate can also vary based on the amount of revenue 
generated by the gambling operator (in the Czech Republic, different rates apply 
based on turnover); there are also differences across countries in the destination of 
the funds.  In addition, commercial operators can also be subject to standard 
corporation taxation, at rates which also vary across Member States. 
 
The tables on the following pages present a synthesis of the regulatory frameworks 
applying today in the different Member States, as detailed in Volume II. 
 
These tables illustrate the large variety of schemes applying across Member State, 
with different market organisations, different levy schemes, etc.   
 
As shown in the table, and in the table on the funding of sport presented in section 
4.3.3, another factor explaining differences in the relative importance of revenue 
from this source comes from the (regulated or not) allocation mechanisms which 
can define the destination (final use) of the revenue generated from the tax or levy.  
In some Member States, the revenue goes to the central government’s budget, and, 
depending on policy priorities set annually, part (or all) of it is allocated to general 
interest activities, among which sport.  In other cases, there is a regulated key.  
There are also instances in which a pre-defined, regulated, allocation rule applies to 
define the share of the revenue that is allocated to sport (see the country reports in 
Volume II).  Finally, there are instances in which the revenue is directly allocated to 
sport by the gambling operators themselves (because the sport organisations are 
the shareholders of the gambling operators or lotteries, for example, as is the case 
in the Czech Republic), in which case, the revenue allocated to sport is distributed 
on the basis of an allocation system which is internal to the sport movement. 
 
The table also recalls that there is not always a specific levy applied on state lottery 
operations: when these are state owned, indeed, the net profits of these 
organisations automatically go to the state budget.  Generally, the regulatory 
framework defines the share of the total turnover that is distributed as prize money, 
and the share that can be allocated for operating expenses, in order to guarantee a 
sufficient net revenue to fulfil the lottery’s mission of funding good causes. 
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Market status Levy Earmarked to sport

Austria
Austrial Lotteries = state monopoly (only 

one license)

3 % of the annual sales proceeds of the Austrian Lotteries are to 

be earmarked for the promotion of sport practice, minimum 

payment of € 40 million annually

Distributed according to a set formula; managed by 

Austrian Federal Sport Organisation; on average, 16.3% of 

the lotteries’ turnover has been channelled to the Austrian 

Federal Sports Organisations through this mechanism

Belgium

Lotterie nationale = state monopoly. 

Gaming operators and small lotteries also 

operate

Net profits of state lottery allocated to good causes: the national 

lottery management contract fixes the terms of calculation and 

payment of the monopoly rent, as well as the special contributions 

and percentage of pre-tax profits to be levied annually for purposes 

of public interest

27.44 % goes directly to the three communities, and 72.56 

% is allocated to the Federal Government.  Amount of the 

lottery’s revenues going specifically to sport defined 

annually. In 2008, only 3.3% of total allocated to central govt 

budget went to sport. No info available on share of 

communities' part that was allocated to sport

Bulgaria

The two operators are the Bulgarian State 

Lottery and the Bulgarian Sport 

Totalizator. Both are state entreprises. 

The two state owned operators hand their net revenue from lottery 

activities to the general government buget

Amount allocated to sport defined annually. Amount = taxes 

paid by the Bulgarian Sport Totalizer to the state budget in 

the previous year, plus 10% of the tax paid to the budget by 

other organisers of toto and loto games.  For the state 

lottery, no  allocation to sport but to other good causes

Cyprus

Only one lottery, owned and operated by 

the state. A greek operator also pays a 

fee.  Commercial betting and gambling 

authorized. Sport betting authorised in all 

disciplines but only one operator for sport 

bets on horse races

Net profits of state lottery go to a government consolidated fund 

managed by government

Share of revenue allocated to grassroots among other good 

causes not clearly identified

Czech Republic

Sazka is the national lottery company. 

Another lottery is due to receive a licence 

in 2011.  Private betting and gambling 

operators authorised subject to licence.  

More than 100 betting and gambling 

operators present in the market

Varies based on turnover between 6% and 20%: 6% for less than € 

2M, 8% for revenue less than € 4M, 10% for revenue less than € 

20M, 15% for revenue less than €40M, 20% for revenue above 

€40M.

Revenue earmarked to any type of general interest activity, 

not only sport.  Actual share going to sport depends on 

conventions between the lottery and gambling operators 

and the sport movement.  For SAZKA, share of levy going 

to sport is 100%.  For other operators can be much less, 

even zero

Denmark
Market open subject to licensing. One 

lottery operator. Several charity lotteries.

Regulated share of revenue from lotteries and gambling services 

goes to certain missions of general interest, of which a given 

percentage is allocated to sport (see text for detailed allocation 

key)

Regulated allocation key for certain sport destinations

Estonia

There have been rumours of privatising 

the state lottery, AS Eesti Loto, but not 

done yet (2011); in 2011 the Estonian 

market will be open to all international 

gaming operators who fulfill the 

requirements established by the local 

gaming authority

Uniform 18% tax applying to the games of skill, passive and instant 

lotteries and games of chance which are not organised on a 

gambling table or gambling machine; 10% tax rate applied to 

number lotteries; fixed levy on gaming tables etc.; 5% of the stakes 

of betting services

37.4 % allocated to support projects related to sports, 

science, education, children, young people, families, 

medicine, welfare, elderly persons and disabled persons; 22 

% to support Olympic preparation projects; 10 % to support 

other sport projects
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Market status Levy Earmarked to sport

Finland

Lottery licenses awarded on certain 

conditions (public purpose or charity 

objectives, among other).  Licensed 

operators exist for both and certain 

gaming markets

Tax rate of : 30% on the total value of winnings and prizes given 

out in any other lottery/competition (this applies for example to 

lotteries organised by the sport clubs themselves; 10% on the 

operator’s gross profit in lotteries organised by a single operator; 

9.5% on the operator’s gross profits derived from all the 

events;1.5% on the total sales of tickets in competitions or events 

where consumer goods are distributed as prizes, and on guessing 

games organised by not-for-profit organisations, as defined by the 

provisions of the laws governing gaming, gambling and lotteries, 

and on  the total incoming payments derived from keeping 

automated machines, giving consumer goods as prizes, available 

to the public;  5% on the total value of winnings and prizes 

distributed in a bingo game.

Regulated allocation key: 25% to sport, 9% to youth policy 

measures, 15.5% for scientific research, 38.5% to the arts 

and 10% for discretionary annual use for these purposes

France

FDJ=national monopoly, 72% owned by 

French State. PMU is another operator 

(horse betting). Market recently opened to 

other operators subject to licensing

1.8% of the revenue of the Française des Jeux goes to the 

budget of the CNDS

Germany
Regulated market, federal license 

required

The amount of the levy varies across Land, from 15% to 30 % on 

the lottery proceeds

The revenue can be used to support sport, art, culture and 

other charitable objectives (for example, to sport 

organization funding or to improve the sport infrastructure).

Greece

State monopolies: all games of chance 

must serve a charitable cause or benefit 

the state budget. Various types of 

lotteries, however

Special account receiving revenue from sport bets via state 

shareholding …

70% of sport budget is the revenue from the special 

account

Hungary

Only state-owned companies can apply 

for a lottery license through a state 

concession

12 % tax on lottery proceeds, with 50 % of the gambling tax on 

book-maker's bets, and the gambling tax on sport betting (football-

pool, etc.).  There is also a game tax on drawing games (instant 

ticket) of 30% of the monthly proceed; a game tax on lotteries of 

24% of the monthly prize-pool; a 7% tax on the monthly prize-pool 

of bingo games; and a 17% tax on the monthly prize-pool of joker 

games.  The game tax on keno is 24% of the net monthly 

proceeds. The game tax on continuously organised totalizer-type 

betting is 17% of the monthly prize-pool, and 17% of the prize-pool 

for non-continuous totalizer-type bettings. 

Ireland National Lottery company Net profits allocated to good causes

Italy
Totocalcio = national lottery. Many 

licenses awarded to private operators

The tax system distinguishes different types of games, with 

different tax rates and different tax bases applying per type of 

game.  No automatic channeling of revenue to sport - 

The revenues from betting and gambling are destined for 

public benefit purposes and for the gaming operators. The 

majority of the revenues goes to the state treasury, and a 

part goes to the Ministry of Heritage and Cultural Activities, 

the sport sector, the horse racing sector and some smaller 

cultural and social activities  
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Market status Levy Earmarked to sport

Latvia

One (state) lottery operator, plus charities 

and small operations (turnover ceiling 

imposed). A license is required to 

organise a lottery or any other form of 

gambling: there are 20 licenses at present

Net revenue of the state operator goes to sport.  Others are 

subject to a tax (10% of instant sales and 8% of lottery sales) 

which goes to the state budget

For lottery, 50% is earmarked to sport. For other gaming 

products no regulated allocation key

Lithuania

Distinction between national and local 

lotteries.  No state monopoly on national 

lotteries. Licenses required.

 5% (tax rate) of the nominal value of distributed tickets. For bingo 

and betting, the gaming tax is fixed at 15% of the total income less 

prize money

Agreements between central administration and 

federations. Two operators have sport organisations among 

their shareholders/founders

Luxembourg State lottery and other licensed operators
15% of the lottery proceeds (stakes). Broad range of activities 

authorized
For good causes

Malta

4 classes of license based on different 

games and activities but state monopoly 

on lottery

Different rates apply according to the type of gaming license.  For 

sport betting, rate of 0.5% on the gross amount of bets accepted in 

remote betting operations.

For good causes

Netherlands

National Lottery Company. Betting 

opened to commercial operators but on-

line betting prohibited. Licenses required. 

Various charity and local (occasional) 

lotteries.

19,33% tax due to the State from lottery proceeds.  By law, 

incidental lotteries must contribute a minimum of 50% of their sales 

to organisations of public benefit

State regulation defines the redistribution of this revenue to 

the sport organisations.  In the license of one of the 

organisations, it is specifically stated that the revenues are 

earmarked for sport

Poland

Private operators are authorized to 

operate in Poland subject to certain rules 

and conditions

Totalizator Sportowy has a legal obligation to pay 25% of the price 

of a given bet (number games) and 10% of the price of a 

scratching, SMS or other to the two funds which allocate the 

revenue to good causes

The funds from special fund devoted to physical culture and 

sport called Fundusz Rozwoju Kultury Fizycznej are wholly 

devoted to investments in sport and to the maintenance of 

school sport

Portugal
State monopoly (Santa Casa da 

Misericordia de Lisboa)

Set allocation key distribution all the revenue to various ministries 

and for own operations of the state lottery operator

Decreto-Lei n.º 40/2005, 17th February, defines the 

percentage that the public monopoly gives to the Instituto 

do Desporto de Portugal (IDP)
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Market status Levy Earmarked to sport

Romania State monopoly operator Net profits are allocated to good causes

60% of its net profit to finance social housing, sport halls, 

the construction of sport arenas and other types of sport 

facilities

Slovakia
Commercial betting operators authorized 

subject to licence. Lottery=monopoly ?

Sport betting is taxed at 5 % of the amount of bets (for horse 

racing where the rate stands at 1%)

50 % of the amount generated from the levy on sport 

betting is destined to sport, the rest goes to the general 

State budget

Slovenia

The national betting market is open to 

private operators: private lotteries can 

operate in the country, subject to 

obtaining a license. Online operators are 

also allowed to operate

Up to 20% of the proceeds of the ordinary lottery, and up to 

80% of the proceeds of the sport lottery. Sport 

organisations receive approximately 7% of the funds 

generated from this activity

Spain

Market opened to licensed operators.  

Various sport betting services exist, 

among which official srate betting 

schemes (including sport betting) and 

private operators

Set allocation of part of the turnover, with particular allocation key. 

Regulations organise the distribution of the revenue from sport 

betting.

1% goes to the High Sport Council which earmarks the 

revenue for non-professional soccer.  10% of the turnover 

from football betting goes to the soccer clubs which 

participate in the Professional League; this revenue is 

distributed by the Professional Soccer League

Sweden

State owned lottery. Market not open to 

private operators. Lotteries can be 

organised by not-for-profit organisations 

under certain conditions

Net profits of state operators distributed to good causes via govt 

budget

Prior to 2010, set percentage of the profit on gambling 

services is destined to the funding of sport for children and 

youth, and a set amount is distributed to the sport 

movement as general aid. Since 2010, replaced by a 

general state subsidy.

United Kingdom

Betting completely open but for lotteries a 

licence is needed -only one licence is 

granted at present ==> monopoly 

operator

15% on lottery gross profits; Horserace Betting Levy of 10%;

There is currently no statutory financial return specifically 

targeted to grassroots sport from the betting industry in the 

UK.
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5.5 Regulations applying to media rights 

The allocation of media rights’ revenue to grassroots sports is not (yet) regulated in most EU 
Member States.  Only France and Italy have voted a law that has a direct impact.  In France, 
the law defines the percentage of the rights revenues that has to be paid to CNDS (Loi Buffet, 
1999).  This Law was extended to all communication channels (mobile, internet...) in 2008.  In 
France, the sport law also gives sport organisations an “event organisers” right, as indicated 
earlier (Ownership of the right of exploitation).  In Italy, as noted earlier, part of the revenue 
from media rights is also legally channelled to grassroots clubs. 
 
As indicated in Chapter 4, media rights are normally negotiated directly between the sport 
organisers and the broadcaster.  In some countries, federations of several disciplines negotiate 
collectively, whereas in other countries/disciplines the negotiation is bilateral.  For example: 

- In Cyprus, following a decision by Cyprus’ antitrust board, each club negotiates its own 
media rights;  in Slovenia also, media rights are subject to agreements between each 
federation and the media organisations; 

- In the Netherlands, each sport competition organiser decides if it wants to unite to 
other event organisers in the same discipline to negotiate broadcasting rights 
collectively, or whether they prefer to negotiate independently; 

- In Denmark, the NOC and Sports Confederation have negotiated a media rights’ 
agreement on behalf of about 50 sport disciplines; 

- In the United Kingdom, a CCPR (Central Council of Physical recreation) Voluntary Code 
was signed by the main Rights Owners.  This Code aims to generate a funding boost to 
grassroots sport by re-investing the revenues from television broadcasting rights of 
major sporting events to community sports. 

 

The UK regulatory framework for media rights 

The UK regulatory framework for media rights is presented here in more detail, as it makes reference 
to the EU regulatory framework that also applies to media rights’ sales in other EU Member States. 

In the UK, as in other EU Member States, the main aims of UK competition law are to prohibit 
agreements or practices that restrict free trading and competition between business entities. This 
includes the repression of cartels, banning abusive behaviour by a firm dominating a market, or anti-
competitive practices that tend to lead to such a dominant position. Practices controlled in this way 
may include predatory pricing, tying, price gouging, refusal to deal and many others. It also includes 
supervising the mergers and acquisitions of large corporations, including some joint ventures. 
Transactions that are considered to threaten the competitive process can be prohibited altogether, or 
approved subject to "remedies" such as an obligation to divest part of the merged business or to offer 
licenses or access to facilities to enable other businesses to continue competing.   

These regulations of course also apply to media rights in sport: the tender process for 
Governing Bodies of sport has to be fair, offering the contract at a reasonable and affordable price.  In 
the UK, Rights Owners have, through the CCPR Voluntary Code, made a commitment to fairness in 
the tender, and to making every effort to ensure that their events receive the widest possible 
broadcast.  Compliance with these commitments is scrutinised by the Sports Broadcast Monitoring 
Committee.   

The template for selling media rights for sport in the UK is based on the European Commission’s 
2003 competition decision concerning UEFA’s media rights sales. In this decision and others (e.g. 
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Premier League76, Bundesliga77) the Commission has explicitly endorsed the notion of exclusivity, 
stating that “UEFA’s joint selling arrangement provides the consumer with the benefit of league 
focused media products from this pan-European football club competition that is sold via a single 
point of sale and which could not otherwise be produced and distributed equally efficiently78”. 

In this case there are benefits for the consumer, who does not have to subscribe to a host of media 
suppliers to follow one competition, the media supplier who can increase revenue from advertising, 
the advertisers who will have a defined target demographic and sport which can improve revenue 
through exclusivity. All these benefits are set out in more detail in the Commission’s 2003 decision.  

The fact that rights are sold nationally and not on a pan-European basis is also backed by the 
Commission in the same decision when it notes that “Media rights to football events like the UEFA 
Champions League are normally sold on a national basis. This is due to the character of distribution, 
which is national due to national regulatory regimes, language barriers, and cultural factors. The 
Commission therefore considers the geographic scope of the upstream markets for the media rights 
to be national79”. 

 

In the smaller EU Member States, the joint negotiation of media rights generally gives the 
sport movement more leverage vis-à-vis the media sector.  Nevertheless, as reported earlier, 
the bulk of the revenue from media rights is related to football and tennis. Everywhere, the 
amount that filters down to grassroots depends on solidarity mechanisms within the sport 
movement, between the professional and high-level and the grassroots level, reviewed in the 
next section. 
 

5.6 Regulations applying to solidarity between high-level and 
grassroots sport 

No national regulations orchestrating solidarity between the high-level and the grassroots level 
were identified.  In Europe, the sport movement is very autonomous and solidarity is 
organised by the sport organisations at the different levels of the pyramid, with no specific 
legal framework. 
 

5.7 Regulations applying to local authorities 

With the exception of Denmark, no specific, EU-wide or national regulation applying to funding 
of grassroots sport by the local authorities was identified, beyond the general framework 
organising the implementation of sport policy at different levels of government, as described 
in the country reports in Volume II.  The sport organisations interviewed within the context of 
this study did not point out any particular “barrier” to their funding of sport from such 
regulations. 
 

                                                 
76 European Commission (2006) COMMISSION DECISION of 22 March 2006 relating to a proceeding pursuant to Article 81 of the 
EC Treaty (Case COMP/C-2/38.173 – Joint selling of media rights to the FA Premier League 
77 European Commission (2003) Joint selling of Bundesliga media rights — first Commission decisionpursuant to Article 9 of 
Regulation 1/2003. 
78 European Commission (2003) COMMISSION DECISION of 23 July 2003 relating to a proceeding pursuant to Article 81 of the 
EC Treaty and Article 53 of the EEA Agreement (COMP/C.2-37.398 —Joint selling of the commercial rights of the UEFA 
Champions League). 
79 European Commission (2003) Paragraph (88) COMMISSION DECISION of 23 July 2003 relating to a proceeding pursuant to 
Article 81 of the EC Treaty and Article 53 of the EEA Agreement (COMP/C.2-37.398 —Joint selling of the commercial rights of the 
UEFA Champions League). 
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In Denmark, the Law on the Allocation of Financial Support to General Education makes it 
mandatory for all Danish municipalities to financially support sporting activities organised for 
children and young people up to the age of 25.  The municipalities can also choose to support 
sporting activities organised for those aged 60 and over.  The Law also makes it mandatory for 
the municipalities to let the sports club use the public sporting facilities for free as long as the 
activities are aimed at people aged less than 25 or more than 60.  Where the clubs have to use 
private sporting facilities because no public sporting facilities are available, the Law makes it 
compulsory for the municipalities to subsidise the rental cost by 65% or more. 
 

5.8 Impact of the regulatory framework on the funding of grassroots 
sport 

5.8.1 Barriers 

In the analysis, no significant regulatory “barrier” to the funding of grassroots sport was 
identified, whether at Member State or at EU level.  A number of restrictions were identified, 
such as those applying to sponsoring and advertising in the clubs’ premises on various media 
channels, along with the EU Directive on tobacco advertising: the social benefits of these 
measures, however, largely outweigh their eventual negative impact on the supply of sport 
services due to a lower level of funding. 
 
Many differences in the national regulatory frameworks were pointed out, however, among 
which the different regimes and levels of taxation of lotteries, betting and gambling operators, 
and the differences in the implementation of VAT on activities organised by the clubs, with 
not-for-profit organisations benefiting from complete exemptions in certain Member States, 
and only up to a certain revenue thresholds in other Member States.  These differences do not 
constitute barriers per se, but may be perceived as such by stakeholders in the sector. 
 
Another measure sometimes mentioned as being a “barrier” by the sport organisations is the 
need for sport clubs to be registered as not-for-profit associations or to be recognized as a 
public utility organisation in order to benefit from the (favourable) tax regime applying to 
these organisations.  Yet, the not-for-profit and public utility statuses appear to bring in 
benefits – in the form of tax exemptions and other – that far exceed the administrative burden 
of the registration procedure.  So, this obligation does not seem to be a relevant barrier. 
 
Where regulatory regimes differ and restrictions exist, the amount of the potential revenue 
loss for the grassroots sport clubs, although not easy to quantify, is nevertheless likely to be 
limited given the (low) share of the respective income sources in the grassroots clubs’ funding 
models.  Indeed, expenditures by households on alcoholic beverages in the sport club’s 
premises only account for a marginal share of the 56% revenue share of grassroots clubs’ 
income funded by households.  The bulk of households’ expenditures indeed consist in 
membership fees, sport lessons, expenditures on sporting goods and equipment, gate 
revenue, etc. 
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Differences in the regulatory frameworks applying to lotteries, betting and gambling operators 
do account for part of the cross-country differences in the contribution of this activity to the 
funding of sport, but at EU level the share of revenue going to sport in general from this source 
is only about 1.5%.  The high contribution of lotteries, betting and gambling services to the 
public sector budgets in the Scandinavian countries and in certain Eastern European 
economies, however, provides an indication of the potential resources that could be 
generated from this activity in other Member States.  
 
Finally, with respect to media rights, no particular barrier was identified.  As for revenue from 
the compulsory levies on the state lotteries and the betting and gambling operators’ activities, 
the share of rights channelled to grassroots sport depends on the allocation mechanisms in 
place within the sport movement. 
 

5.8.2 Incentives 

In parallel, a number of incentives were identified, the objectives of which are either to 
increase the level of revenue available for the sport sector (sometimes specifically to 
grassroots sport), or to increase participation rates.  Among these are tax reductions on 
sponsorships and donations, tax exemptions on household income for households practicing 
sport or contributing to the clubs as volunteers, tax reductions for companies contributing to 
their employees’ fee to sport clubs, reduced VAT rates (and in some cases VAT exemptions), 
etc.  With respect to VAT, beyond the revenue implications of applying VAT to the services sold 
by the clubs (when consumers’ willingness to pay is limited), another consequence of having to 
pay VAT on services or products sold by the clubs, from the grassroots clubs’ point of view, is 
the paperwork that this entails in a sector which highly depends on volunteer work.  

 
The table below presents a synthesis of the assessment of the incentives to the financing of 
sport that were identified.  Each “+” in the table corresponds to the existence of a given type 
of incentive.  The “+” however provide no information on the relative magnitude of the impact 
of the measure on grassroots sport funding. 
 
The presence of many “+” in the table for a given country only indicates that several 
instruments are in place, but it does not allow to conclude on the magnitude of the impact on 
the resources available for the sport clubs.  Indeed, taking the example of tax exemptions for 
volunteers, the ceilings under which these apply vary significantly across countries: clearly, the 
measure is more likely to lead to a high level of volunteering in a country where the tax 
exemption ceiling on expenses paid by the club is high, than where it is low.  Given differences 
in GDP per capita level and other country specific factors, it was indeed not possible to rank 
the measures according to the magnitude of their impact. 
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List of regulatory incentives potentially impacting revenue flows to grassroots 
sport  

 

Tax reductions 

applicable to 

grassroots sport 

organisations

VAT exemption or 

reduction (for not-

for-profit)

Tax reductions 

applying to 

donations from 

households

Tax rebates for 

households 

registered to a club

Fiscal deductions 

applying to 

volunteers

Tax rebates for 

donations/sponsori

ng by commercial 

companies

Tax rebate for 

employers' funding 

their employee's 

membership fee

Austria *
Belgium * *
Bulgaria * *
Cyprus *

Czech Republic * * * *

Denmark * * * * *
Estonia * * * *
Finland * * * * * *
France * * * * *
Germany * * * * * *
Greece * *
Hungary * * * *
Ireland * * * *
Italy * * *
Latvia * * * *
Lithuania * * * * *
Luxembourg * * * * *
Malta * * * *
Netherlands * * *
Poland * * *
Portugal * * *
Romania * *
Slovakia * *
Slovenia * * * *
Spain * * * *
Sweden * * * * *

United Kingdom * * * *

Fiscal incentives
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6. The outlook for sport’ financing 

The previous chapter has shown the structure of revenue allocated to the funding of sport in 
general in the EU, identified the key funding models for sport across the EU and analysed the 
regulatory framework applying to this sector.  It showed that the relative importance of the 
different funding sources varies across countries.  Beyond the question of the efficiency of 
different funding models, which will be analysed in Part II of this report, another major 
question arises, which is the future sustainability of the different funding models. 
 
Indeed, although historical trends in funding structures are difficult to assemble due to the 
scarcity of data, there is little doubt that the different sources of revenue have grown at very 
different rates over the past years.  Yet, future trends may differ from past trends, for a 
number of reasons ranging from demographic changes to the consequences of the recent 
economic and financial crisis on revenues and expenditures.  As a result, some of the models 
identified in Chapter 3 may be at risk. 
 
This chapter reviews the key factors which will influence the future flow of funds going from 
each type of stakeholder, to grassroots sports. 
 

6.1 Expected trend in household contributions 

As indicated earlier, households contribute to the funding of grassroots sports through the 
payment of membership fees, the purchase of goods and services (including food & drink and  
the payment of sport lessons), and the supply of work on a voluntary basis.  They also 
contribute to the sport funding model by offering paid work.   
 
The likely future trends in these major resources for the sport sector are reviewed below. 
 

6.1.1 Impact of demographic trends 

Demographic trends matter because: 

- There is a link between the population age structure, the rates of practice and the 
choice of disciplines practised; 

- The number of people of working age determines the labour supply in the economy in 
general - and in the sport sector in particular – whether this is paid work or work on a 
voluntary basis. 

 
Demographic trends also matter because they impact future trends in economic growth and in 
the general government’ financial situation, as will be reminded in the next sections. 
 
In Europe, demographic growth is slowing down, albeit at different rates across countries.  This 
slowdown has an important consequence which is a pronounced ageing process in most EU 
Member States. 
 
The table on the next page shows the projected change in the total population by country 
between 2008 and 2015. Although the total EU population is expected to increase by 2.5% in 
total between 2008 and 2015 – which corresponds to an average annual growth rate of 0.35%, 
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several Member States will see their population decrease over that time frame.  Among 
those countries are several eastern European countries such as Bulgaria, Latvia, Lithuania and 
Romania. 
 

Population growth by Member State between 2008 and 2015 

Cumulative % 

Change

Countries 2008 2015  2008-2015

Austria 8 334 325 8 569 899 2,8%

Belgium 10 656 209 11 069 711 3,9%

Bulgaria 7 642 185 7 382 440 -3,4%

Cyprus 794 576 888 003 11,8%

Czech Republic 10 345 927 10 496 514 1,5%

Denmark 5 475 791 5 591 046 2,1%

Estonia 1 338 618 1 323 261 -1,1%

Finland 5 299 772 5 428 612 2,4%

France 61 875 822 64 202 980 3,8%

Germany 82 179 136 81 857 964 -0,4%

Greece 11 216 711 11 475 669 2,3%

Hungary 10 045 398 9 964 433 -0,8%

Ireland 4 414 798 5 051 992 14,4%

Italy 59 528 974 60 928 533 2,4%

Latvia 2 269 103 2 200 033 -3,0%

Lithuania 3 365 443 3 275 272 -2,7%

Luxemburg 482 188 523 024 8,5%

Malta 410 489 420 933 2,5%

Netherlands 16 404 282 16 717 366 1,9%

Poland 38 115 641 38 068 048 -0,1%

Portugal 10 617 407 10 947 334 3,1%

Romania 21 423 356 21 102 552 -1,5%

Slovakia 5 398 755 5 426 588 0,5%

Slovenia 2 022 644 2 052 980 1,5%

Spain 45 283 259 49 381 307 9,0%

Sweden 9 182 927 9 588 259 4,4%

United Kingdom 61 270 284 63 791 983 4,1%

EU 27 495 394 020 507 726 736 2,5%

Population

 
Source: Eurostat 

 
The charts which follow show the impact of these demographic changes on the age structure 
of the population, comparing, for each country, the years 2008 and 2015.  Each figure presents 
a different group of countries.  They show that the share of individuals aged less than 25 will 
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significantly fall in several Member States, while the proportion of those aged 65 or more will 
substantially increase.   
 
At the same time, in the 55-64 years old category, in which one finds many retired people 
nowadays, the rate of participation to the labour force will rise with the increase in the 
average age of retirement.   
 
These trends have a number of implications for grassroots sports:  

 First, given that it is among the young people that the membership rates are highest, 
slower demographic growth and a reduction in the cohorts of young people means 
that, everything else being equal, clubs will increasingly compete against one another 
for members. 

 The second implication derives from the rise in employment rates amongst the 55-64 
age range population: this may lower the rate of sport practice in this age range, as it 
will reduce the time available by people in this age group to practice sport. 

 Third, the ageing process will put a burden on social security and health budgets.  The 
practice of health enhancing physical activity by all age groups can, however, help to 
limit the rise in health costs, by ensuring that the quality of life remains high through 
old age.  Yet, not all sports are as “accessible” to all age groups and/or conducive to 
enhancing people’s health and well being: in the society’s interest, it will be necessary 
to increase the practice rates of those sport disciplines best able to contribute to a 
reduction in dependency rates. This may imply a need to raise the offer of services in 
those disciplines. 

 Another aspect of demographic and societal changes is the growing competition from 
non-organized sport, and from commercial sport organisations. In the interviews 
conducted with the national sport federations, the Dutch federations for example 
insisted on the fact that the competitive framework for sport clubs has increased. This 
is not only due to the emergence of fitness and other commercial sport centers, but 
also to the massive increase in opportunities to spend one’s spare time.  Nowadays 
there are other possibilities to participate in sport that make it no longer necessary to 
join a sport club.  In addition, as highlighted by the Danish sport federations, people 
want more flexibility in their busy lives, while the sport club mainly provide a rigid 
structure for sport participation, with fixed training schedules and, for team sports, the 
need for all team members to be present in the same place and at the same time 
during the week and at weekends. 

 Finally, the changes in age structures may impact the availability of volunteer work.  
As highlighted in the 2009 Eurobarometer survey as well as in the e-consultation, and 
confirmed by the survey of grassroots clubs that will be commented upon in Part II of 
this report, the contribution of volunteers is vital to many sport clubs.  In countries 
where voluntary work is widespread, will the next generations have the same level of 
civic engagement as their elders? 

 
Although the study on volunteering in the EU shows that the trend in volunteering is still on 
the rise, a future change in trend cannot be excluded due to:  

 Ageing and slow demographic growth; 

 Increasing time pressures; 
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 Tighter regulations, applying for instance to the required qualification levels of trainers; 

 Changes in social attitudes. 
 
The latter factor (changes in social attitudes) can play either positively or negatively.  For 
example, if volunteer work is better recognised and valued, as is the EC’s objective through 
this “year of volunteering”, the number of hours offered by volunteers may increase.  But the 
opposite could happen if stress at work continues to rise and the availability of free time 
decreases, or if the fiscal incentives that are currently in place were removed as a result of 
budget constraints. 
 
At the same time, a higher proportion of professionally inactive (retired) people may choose to 
carry out voluntary work. There is thus no certainty as to the future trend in volunteer work. 
 
Should the number of volunteers or the number of hours worked by volunteers decrease, 
however, new funding sources will have to be found by the sport organisations in order to 
maintain or enhance the level of service offered. 
 
As seen earlier, the monetised contribution of volunteer work represents 37% of total 
household expenditures on sport, and 24% of the financial flows going to the funding of sport 
at EU level.  It is a major revenue source that would need to be compensated for if it started to 
decrease. 
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These changes and their implications for grassroots clubs can be summarised as 
follows: 
 

Future trends in the contribution of households 

Summary trends in terms of demographic 
change 

Consequences for the clubs 

Reduced number of young people Increased competition for members 

Less free time for the population aged 55 & 
more 

Increased demand for disciplines accessible to 
those aged 55 & more 

Changes in behaviour and values 
Increased competition from alternative practice 
modes 

Risk of a decrease in available time for 
volunteer work (in the medium and long term) 

Need to find complementary revenue sources 
to compensate eventual decreases in the 
contribution of volunteers 

 
 

6.1.2 Impact of the business cycle 

One of the results of the 2009 Eurobarometer survey, confirmed by the e-consultation 
undertaken in the first phase of the study, was that a key issue for the individuals when it 
comes to the practice of sport is the cost of the practice. 
 
The “cost of the practice” is a concept which ought to be viewed more in relative than in 
absolute terms, as the actual driver is the “affordability” of the practice: reductions in 
purchasing power, increases in unemployment or tighter credit conditions can make it more 
difficult for households to finance all the “desired” expenses, which can cause them to cut 
certain expenditures and reduce the practice of grassroots sports. 
 
Future trends in participation and in club membership rates will therefore depend on future 
trends in purchasing power.  There is already evidence that the recent economic and financial 
crisis has negatively impacted household expenditures on sport.  For example, several sporting 
goods companies have reported a reduction in the value of sporting goods sales as a result of 
the crisis: in 2009, Nike’s sales fell by 7%, Adidas’ sales dropped by 6%, and Puma’s sales fell by 
3%.  Declines were also registered in other areas, such as sportswear and footwear.  A study by 
CCPR also shows that 39% of the UK sport clubs have seen a decline in membership renewals, 
and that the clubs have suffered from a significant reduction in the number of new members: 
as a result, 40% of them have witnessed a fall in revenue from membership fees.  The 
consequences of this are potentially dramatic, as some of those clubs fear that they will have 
to close in the coming year.  To avoid such an outcome, many UK clubs reported80 cutting 
investments in coaching and staff, in kit, facilities and community initiatives, and shortening 
opening hours and training offered. 

                                                 
80 In 2009. 
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Attendance of sport events can also be impacted in business downturns: Sport + Markt 
consultancy for instance reports that, at the outset of the economic and financial crisis, 17% of 
the German respondents, and 34% of the British respondents envisaged attending fewer sport 
events in order to save money… The respondents indicated that they would rather watch the 
events on TV than go to the stadium81.  
 
Other than the monetary impacts of the crisis on household expenditures, another 
consequence of the crisis on private funding sources has been on volunteer work.  
Unemployment has indeed risen significantly in the crisis.  Although in theory the unemployed 
have more time to offer on a volunteer basis, or to practice sport themselves, in reality it is 
mainly those in employment who practice sport and contribute voluntarily some of their time 
to the sport clubs’ organisation and management82.  The unemployed prioritise the search for 
a job or working in the informal economy, rather than the practice of sport or working on a 
voluntary basis for a sport club. In the UK, where volunteer work represents a major resource 
for the sport clubs, more than one in five clubs claims to have felt a negative impact of the 
crisis on the offer of work by volunteers.  The EC Volunteering study quoted earlier also 
reports a number of countries were a decline in the number of volunteers in sport has been 
observed83.  In the survey of grassroots clubs in Part II, many clubs in the Czech Republic and in 
Spain report also a decrease in the number of volunteers, which confirms the above 
statement.  The crisis has indeed severely hit these two countries, causing sharp rises in 
unemployment. 
 
In the Netherlands, in contrast, sport clubs have hardly suffered from the consequences of the 
financial crisis. Just a few sport clubs have reported financial problems at the national crisis 
hotline for sport clubs. Most associations report a “sufficient” to “good” financial situation of 
their members. Nevertheless, only a few associations have quantitative evidence to support 
this view. 
 
In the coming years, the impact of the 2008-09 economic crisis will wane as the recovery 
unfolds.  Yet, overall growth in the EU is unlikely to recover the past growth rates. At the same 
time, public sector deficits have expanded as governments were trying to weather the effects 
of the crisis on the economy, substantially raising public debts.  These deficits will have to be 
reduced, so that the coming years will likely see further budget cuts and tax increases in most 
EU Member States.  The process has already begun, hitting household purchasing power.  As a 
result, the annual growth in real purchasing power will probably remain below 2% per year in 
most EU countries in the coming 3-4 years. 
 
For household expenditures on sport to increase substantially in a context of low demographic 
growth and moderate income growth, one will either have to see a reduction in the relative 
price of the sport practice (as compared with substitute goods and services), or a change in 
behaviour/social values, or in the diversity and quality of the offer that would raise 
households’ willingness to pay and cause them to privilege the practice of sport to other 
activities.  Such change in behaviour is possible with the growing awareness of the health 

                                                 
81 The evidence from 2009 shows that, in various sports’ disciplines, attendance and gate receipts have been stagnating at best, 
and often decreasing. There is one outstanding exception, however, which is that of the English soccer Premier League. It is, 
however, possible that this exception reflects a season tickets ratchet effect, or price decreases (in Spain, for example, ticket 
prices have been left unchanged in the Spanish league). 
82 See the Study on Volunteering in the European Union, GHK, February 2010. 
83 The countries in which the number of volunteers has decreased are in Austria, Bulgaria, Germany, Luxembourg, Latvia, 
Romania, Slovakia and Slovenia. 
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benefits of regular practice of sport and physical activity, and with the overall trend towards 
improved quality of life, but it is not a certain outcome.  
 
The table below summarises these trends and their consequences for grassroots sport clubs. 
 

Future trends in the contribution of households 

Impact of the business cycle on available 
resources 

Consequences for the clubs 

Economic volatility and cyclical downturns 
Cyclical household expenditures on sport ==> 
need to be able to adjust to temporary 
revenue shortfalls 

Slower long term economic growth 
Slow revenue growth from private 
stakeholders 

Need to reduce public deficits and public 
debts 

Potentially scarcer public subventions 

High sensitivity of budget constrained 
households to prices 

Need to keep costs / membership fees low 
and/or increase willingness to pay, for 
example through new offers 

 

6.1.3 Impact of technical progress and behavioural changes 

Technical progress modifies the way individuals practice sport.  For example, NTICs make it 
possible for individuals to practice at home with a coach located in another location, or taped. 
New games such as the WII Fit have emerged, which make it possible to practice team sports 
such as tennis in one’s living room, via a console.  These “health e-games” have already 
captured the interest and attention of many organisations outside of the gaming industry, such 
as sporting goods manufacturers, health insurers and healthcare providers.  These new 
technologies are gaining widespread acceptance across all age groups and customer segments.   
 
Given the above, it comes as no surprise that this market segment is generally perceived to be 
rapidly growing.  Hence, even if consumers become more interested in sport for health and 
well-being purposes, they may find new ways to practice sport at a lower cost, keeping their 
(budget-constrained) money for other expenditures. 
 
If this became the case, it would reduce the participation rates in traditional clubs, and/or 
the fee that individuals would be willing to pay to practice a sport within a club. 
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Future trends in the contribution of households 

Impact of the technological progress and 
changes in behaviour 

Consequences for the clubs 

Growing competition from new types of offers 
Need to adjust demand to changing demand 
patterns 

 

6.1.4 Impact of the regulatory and fiscal framework 

There are also changes in the regulatory and fiscal framework which could impact membership 
rates or the contribution of voluntary work.  Examples of such regulations were provided in 
Chapter 5.  Different types of incentives, not necessarily of a regulated nature, were also 
identified, some of which constitute “good” practices.  For example, in some German Länder, 
health insurances apply a discounted rate for those who practice a sport regularly.  In the 
future, if the economic (monetized) benefits of sport practice are better assessed84, private 
insurances could increasingly adopt a differentiated fee structure, applying lower life or 
medical insurance fees to individuals who can prove that they practice a sport regularly… 
Similarly, if the benefit of practising a sport becomes more accepted and the (positive) 
consequences on productivity confirmed, one would think that companies would 
spontaneously encourage their employees to practice a sport regularly, eventually by making 
infrastructure and equipment available to their employees, at or close to the workplace, or by 
subsidising their employee’s membership fee.  This is already the case in Finland, where the 
practice is stimulated by a tax incentive for companies.  Hence, governments can accelerate 
the process by introducing tax deductions for companies’ offering such incentives… 
 
In summary: there is room for future fiscal and regulatory framework to reduce the cost to 
individuals of practicing a sport, hence foster a rise in participation rates.  Changes in the 
regulatory environment, such as the creation of strong incentives for individuals or companies, 
could offset the negative impact of economic and demographic developments on participation 
rates and membership contributions.  However, the increase in practice rates that this would 
prompt may not be in organised sports. 

 

6.2 Expected trend in revenue from national and local governments 

6.2.1 Impact of demographic trends 

The impact of demographic trends on the potential level of funding by national and local 
governments has been discussed above, through the discussion of the public finances’ 
situation and the impact of ageing on future government outlays.  To recall, this impact is likely 
to be very negative in Europe in the coming years, given the structural increase in expenditures 
on health and pensions: in a budget constrained environment, this rise in structural 
government expenditures will squeeze out other types of expenditures, forcing governments 
to make tough choices. It is, however, not possible to anticipate which type of expenditure will 

                                                 
84 For example, what is the expected reduction in health expenditures over an individual’s life span when he/she regularly 
practices a physical activity, compared to a person of the same characteristics but physically inactive ? 
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suffer most, nor the extent to which the budget cuts may impact the funding of grassroots 
clubs’ operating expenses, or of their investments on infrastructure and facilities.  The 
decisions will vary across countries based on policy choices. 
 

Future trends in revenue from the public sector 

Summary trends in terms of demographic 
change 

Consequences for the clubs 

Ageing will put further pressure on public 
sector budgets (pensions, health, …) 

Risk of a reduction in the allocation of public 
revenue to sport 

 

6.2.2 Impact of the business cycle 

a) The impact of the recent economic and financial crisis on funding by national 
governments 

The recent economic and financial crisis has made more apparent the strong link that exists 
between the general economic situation and the budget level that can be allocated by the 
public sector (at both national and local levels) to sports in the different EU Member States. 
 
The immediate effect of the crisis has been a reduction in personal incomes and profits, hence 
in tax receipts, while social transfers have risen, in particular those linked to unemployment.  
Although it is difficult to precisely quantify the impact of the crisis on sport budgets in 2008 
and 2009, the reduction in tax receipts at national and local levels has increased the financing 
difficulties experienced by central and local governments, hence may have reduced the level of 
public support to the sport system.  This trend is underlined by several clubs in the survey 
presented in Part II of this report, notably in Spain and the Czech republic, where the crisis 
seems to have already hit public subsidies.  It is also underlined in the interviews with the 
national federations and with organisations like CNDS in France.  CNDS for example is asked to 
increase its contribution to the funding of infrastructure and facilities for high-level 
competitions (not grassroots).  Although recovery packages were put in place in many EU 
Member States to offset the negative impacts of the crisis on personal incomes and 
employment, there appears to have been little direct channelling of the recovery packages to 
grassroots sports.  On the contrary, the presidents of national Olympic committees have 
expressed their concerns about falling government support in the aftermath of the crisis. 
 
In the longer run, the public debt situation of most Member States will call for stabilisation 
policies aimed at bringing the public deficit share of GDP back to less than 3%, and the public 
debt share of GDP to less than 60%.  This is bad news for the sport budgets which seldom rank 
amongst the public sector’s top priorities. 
 
The charts on the next page illustrate the high level of indebtedness of most EU Member 
States, and the importance of the adjustments that will have to be achieved.  The movement 
has already started.  Many Member States have entered an era of budgetary austerity.  After 
Hungary, Latvia, and Romania (which had to ask support to the IMF and are therefore under a 
special austerity programme), Greece, Portugal, Ireland and Spain had to submit austerity 
budgets in order to quieten financial markets. They were followed by several other Member 
States, including Germany, the UK and France.  In these circumstances, it is difficult to see how 
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national governments could significantly increase the budget allocated to grassroots sports in 
the coming years.  It will take a strong political commitment and a much greater recognition 
than exists nowadays of the societal benefits of higher sport participation to make budget 
increases in this area possible – however necessary these will be. 
 

Public sector deficits as a share of GDP in the EU-27, in % (2009) 
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b) The impact on funding by local authorities 

Local authorities are not necessarily in a better position than central governments to raise 
expenditures on sport, as their revenue streams also depend on the business cycle. 
 
The share of local authorities’ expenditures in GDP (for all purposes) varies across the EU 
based on the level of decentralisation and on the mix of competencies of local authorities.  For 
example, it is higher in Sweden and Denmark, where local governments have the responsibility 
for health and social expenditures, and is lower in Greece and Portugal where the degree of 
decentralisation is less.  The share of local government expenditures in GDP also varies based 
on the level of government which has responsibility for education – hence which is responsible 
for the payment of wages and salaries of teachers and other personnel working in the sector. 
 
The table below shows the overall share of local governments’ expenditures in GDP (all 
expenses combined, not only those related to sport) to provide an illustration of the different 
weight of this level of administration in each member state. 
 

Share of local expenditures in GDP (for all purposes, not just sport) 

Less than 10% of GDP  
Between 10 - 20% of 
GDP  

More than 20% of GDP  

Greece (2.2%) 
Luxemburg (5.7%) 
Portugal (5.7%) 
Belgium (6.6%) 
Germany (7.4%) 
Austria (9.4%) 
UK 
France (9,8%)  

Ireland (11.7%) 
Italy (13.5%) 
Spain (14.3%) 
Netherlands (15.2%) 
Finland (17,3%)  

Sweden (23.9%) 
Denmark               (30.6%)  

   

Source: Eurostat 
 
As indicated in Chapter 8, and as will be confirmed in Part II of this report, in several Member 
States, local authorities are the main source of funding for grassroots sports, well ahead of 
central governments.   
 
Before the start of the crisis, many local authorities in the EU-27 were already indebted.  
Because of falling tax revenue (due to the effect of the crisis) while expenditures continued to 
rise (most of these are linked to investment and operating expenses on public transport 
systems as well as on education, waste collection and treatment, water networks, etc.), the 
financial situation of local authorities has worsened significantly during the crisis.  Some have 
also lost money due to ill advice on the past allocation of their (financial) assets, which 
aggravated their financial difficulties.  The prospect of rising interest rates in 2011 or after will 
only make future adjustments more difficult. 
 
In the future, many local authorities will therefore have to simultaneously reduce their deficits 
and pay a growing share of interest on their debt.  In the countries where local authorities 
have the responsibility for social expenditures or health, the burden of ageing will severely 
weigh on their ability to fund other categories such as culture and sport – unless their revenue 
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is also substantially increased.  Yet, the economic climate makes it difficult to raise local taxes, 
which means that in many Member States budget cuts will be unavoidable also at local level.  
These cuts could impact the budgets for sports:  local authorities could become more selective 
in their support and shift to project financing as opposed to granting general subsidies. The 
shift from programme financing to project financing makes it possible to keep a tight control 
on expenditures and facilitates evaluation, as indicated in the next section.  Or, they may start 
charging for the use of sport facilities which represent an important cost component that clubs 
often do not pay the full (market) price for85.  Finally, there is a risk that they would privilege 
certain disciplines at the expense of others, viewed as less popular or perceived to have a 
lower social interest.   
 
Clearly, the choices that will be made will depend upon the particular situation and policy 
stance of each local authority. 
 

Future trends in revenue from the public sector 

Impact of economic trends and the business 
cycle on available resources 

Consequences for the clubs 

    

The share of local authorities' budget varies 
across the EU due to differences in the levels of 
decentralisation 

Changes in budget priorities cannot be 
excluded 

Local government budgets also depend on the 
business cycle 

Possible increase in prices to be paid by the 
clubs for the use of public facilities 

Need to reduce public deficits and public debts 
Risks of a focus of local authorities' funding in 
favour of certain (more popular) disciplines 

 

6.2.3 Impact of technical progress and behavioural changes 

With respect to this parameter, it is mainly behavioural change rather than technical progress 
that will impact public funding of the sport system.  Given the tightened budget constraint, 
changes in behaviour are emerging with a growing emphasis on project funding as opposed to 
policy – or programme - funding (which guarantees revenue streams within a given 
programme).  In many areas of public policy, indeed, specific objectives are increasingly 
pursued through the funding of projects directly aimed at achieving given objectives: examples 
are R&D financing, or vaccination campaigns.  Other public objectives, such as education, 
however often remain financed on a “programme” basis: the level of funding is defined based 
on the means that need to be mobilised to run the programme (for example, provide English 
courses in schools in non English speaking countries), rather than based on what is felt to be 
needed to achieve the stated objective (run specific courses in colleges located in economically 

                                                 
85 See a confirmation of this in Part II of this report, based on the results of the survey of grassroots clubs. 
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distressed areas).  In the case of sport, an example of programme funding would be for 
promoting sport-for-all, whereas an example of project funding would be allocating public 
sector money to the organisation of an open tournament accessible to members and non-
members alike.  Another example of programme funding would consist of making a sport 
facility – say, a swimming pool – available at a low price to the sport club.  A project funding 
would entail a reduced price for the swimming lanes for certain categories of members, for 
example senior citizens. 
 
The financing difficulties to which governments are increasingly confronted creates incentives 
to focus on certain projects, rather than run “programmes”, the assessment of which is more 
difficult because the objectives are many and varied.  The shift to project financing is already 
visible in a number of EU Member States such as Finland, and is spreading to other countries 
across the EU.  With respect to sports, it could mean a future tendency to fund certain events 
or competitions, rather than subsidising the operating costs of a sport club.  For the clubs 
themselves, such a shift in policy means a need to “compete” against other clubs for 
government financing, and to plan events and projects well in advance in order to qualify for 
the funding.  The competences needed in order to respond to this policy shift are clearly 
different from those related to the general management of a sport club today … 
 

Future trends in revenue from the public sector 

Impact of changes in the allocation of public 
funding 

Consequences for the clubs 

Possible shift from programme funding to 
project funding 

Need for the clubs to plan ahead and bid for 
project funding; increased administrative 
burden 

  Increased competition for public funding 

 

6.2.4 Impact of the regulatory and fiscal framework 

Being on the receiving end of taxes, central governments and local authorities are obviously 
the first to be concerned by changes in the regulatory and fiscal environments.  As indicated 
elsewhere, many central and local governments will need to raise the level of taxation – 
whether through increases in direct or in indirect taxes– in the coming years, in order to 
rebalance their budgets.  Reductions in tax rates applied to sport activities are therefore 
unlikely in the coming years, unless the benefits in terms of deferred or reduced expenditures 
become a lot more obvious.  By benefit in terms of deferred expense, one means for example 
a link between the practice of sport and health expenditures over an individual’s life span.  In 
fact, it is more likely that one will see reductions in some of the advantages from which the 
clubs benefit at present – unless the value of sport practice is better acknowledged. 
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Future trends in revenue from the public sector 

Impact of the regulatory and fiscal framework Consequences for the clubs 

Budget constraints will lead to tighter fiscal 
policy stances 

Increased level of awareness of the positive 
externalities of sport and of the deferred 
(monetised) benefits of sport practice to the 
government's budgets needed 

  
Possible need to cooperate to projects aimed 
at collecting data and information for that 
purpose 

 

6.3 Expected trend in revenue from advertising and sponsorship 

With respect to this revenue source, the two key questions are the possible future trends in 
sponsorship budgets, and eventual substitution effects between marketing expenditures, 
advertising and sponsoring. 
 

6.3.1 Impact of demographic trends 

Demographic trends do not play a major role explaining trends in the budget levels allocated 
to advertising and sponsoring, or donations.  The impact of ageing on consumer choices, 
however, does have an impact on sponsors’ allocation choices: sponsors may put less 
emphasis on sport, especially grassroots sport, and prioritize other activities such as art & 
culture in order to gain visibility vis-à-vis the elder population.  Another trend is the growing 
emphasis on social and environmental projects, which improve the firms’ image, due to 
greater emphasis on social corporate responsibility. 
 

6.3.2 Impact of the business cycle 

The economic crisis has negatively impacted the turnover and profits of many traditional 
sponsors, enticing them to cut costs, among which sunk costs such as advertising and 
marketing expenditures, and sponsorship.  As indicated on the chart below, which shows the 
past trend in global sponsorship revenue, in € and US$ respectively, at global level, the 
economic crisis has interrupted the upward trend observed until 2008 (in US$ terms).  It has 
not reversed it, however: the reason is that sponsorship contracts are typically signed over a 
three to five year period.  In 2008, 43% of the sponsorships contracts were signed for a 
duration of between two and five years.  In the crisis, companies have preferred to cut the 
budgets for marketing and advertising (which are more short term expenses) rather than 
cancelling sponsorship contracts in order to avoid the negative consequences on their image. 
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World Sponsorship Rights Spend, € bn - 1987-2009  
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In the area of sport, sponsorship contracts mainly serve to finance venues and generally 
concentrate on a few key disciplines such as football, tennis, rugby, skiing, hockey and golf.  
 
In 2008, the first year of the crisis, the total number of sponsorships monitored by the World 
Sponsorship Monitor increased by 17% (in $ terms), indicating that, at least in that year, 
sponsorship was not negatively impacted by the global crisis.  Yet, sponsors and rights-holders 
of large events report greater caution in 200986.  Indeed, if large sponsors like BNP Paribas for 
the Roland Garros tennis tournament, Bouygues Telecom for cycling and sailing, and Ericsson 
for sailing for example, have maintained their level of financial involvement in 2008 and 2009, 
others have reduced their contribution.  This is the case of Northern Rock for Newcastle, of XL 
for West Ham, of Fortis & Dexia for Anderlecht, of Team Lagardère for various sports (- 30%).  
Other companies have reduced their direct support to professionals, cutting the sponsoring 
budgets or the salaries of key athletes.  This was the case for example of Rossignol for the 
French skiers87.  Note that these figures refer to world sponsoring budgets, and that it is 
difficult to single out the part of the budget that is specifically dedicated to sport in the EU.  
 
In some cases (Fortis, for example), the difficulties were so serious that it was “understood” 
(accepted by public opinion) that the sponsor could not maintain the same level of support. 
 
In other cases, sponsors have chosen to concentrate their efforts on certain (more exposed) 
athletes, clubs and events, to the detriment of grassroots sports.  This was the case of Lacoste 
for example.  Others have quit sport sponsoring altogether: examples are Vodafone for the 
cricket and horse races, Honda in the F1 competition, Royal Bank of Scotland for golf and 
tennis, Crédit Suisse in the F1 competition, Kawasaki in the moto-GP, Kodak and Ford for 
NASCAR, Air Astana in cycling, ING in the F1 competition, Suzuki and Subaru in the rallye raids, 

                                                 
86 Source: TWSM Annual Report, 2008. 
87 In the professional sports’ area, the sponsorship crisis is also illustrated by the fact that a number of sport teams and sport 

events did not find sponsors in 2009. This is the case for example of France’s fencing squad, or of the Golf Open in Russia.  
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AIG for Manchester United, Lexus for women golf, Quinn Insurance for the British golf 
Masters, etc.   
 
As a result, the ranking of sectors which are the biggest sponsors is changing: whereas the 
financial services sector and the automotive industry were amongst the biggest sponsors in 
2007, they fell in the ranking in 2008 and probably fell behind further in 2009.  New 
sponsorship contributions have partly substituted these, among which large companies from 
Asia or other emerging markets who seek to develop their “image” in western markets, as well 
as companies wanting to develop their corporate responsibility image. In fact, the trend 
towards building a community or grassroots element into sponsorships continued in 2008, as 
indicated through examples such as Sky’s partnership with the British Cycling association: the 
partnership aims at providing increased support for cycling in the run-up to the 2012 Olympic 
Games in London and beyond. To this effect, every level of sport is set to benefit from the 
investment, from the Elite Team of World, Olympic and Paralympic cyclists to British Cycling’s 
talent development programmes and grassroots initiatives in schools and local communities. 
 
In grassroots sports, clubs may have been doubly impacted by these trends: less revenue from 
large sponsors to the high-level practice means – all else being equal – potentially less “top-
down” financial solidarity in the disciplines concerned. At the same time, sponsors used to 
fund both the top and the grassroots levels have had to make choices, reducing some 
contracts to maintain others.  Often, this has been at the expense of grassroots clubs whose 
funding is thus more volatile than that of high-level sport clubs. 
 
The cancellations or cuts in the amount of sponsorship budgets only represent the tip of the 
iceberg: it is likely that more sponsors already have– and more will – reduce their contribution 
if financial difficulties persist.   
 

Future trends in revenue from sponsors 

Impact of the business cycle on sport sponsorships Consequences for grassroots clubs 

There is an impact of the business cycles on 
sponsorship spend, but with a smoothed effect due 
to the fact that most contracts are pluri-annual 

Grassroots clubs' sponsoring budgets are more 
sensitive to downturns than for elite and 
professional sport 

In difficult times, cuts in grassroots budgets take 
place even before cuts in high-level sponsorships 

There may be future changes in the types of 
disciplines that will benefit from sponsoring 

The sectoral composition of sponsors is changing.  
One will also see a growing role of sponsors from 
emerging economies 

New priorities for sponsoring emerge; in particular 
sponsors privilege project with a CSR and/or 
environmental protection dimension, as well as 
social projects.  

This entails a need for sport clubs to convey the 
right image to benefit from sponsorships (socially 
inclusive, concerned by the environment, etc…) 

The upward trend in sponsoring will  resume as the 
recovery picks up steam 

Sponsors will remain an important resource for the 
grassroots clubs 
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Yet, after the crisis, the upward trend is likely to resume, due to the fact that the key drivers 
which have pushed sponsorship to grow faster than advertising in the past continue to exist.  
As indicated in the TWSM Annual Review 2008 “In recent years, concerns about traditional 
spot advertising, coupled with growing consumer cynicism about interruptive marketing, mean 
companies pay close attention to being relevant.  Sponsorships are used to drive brand 
communication across multiple platforms – tapping into the passion and dynamism that 
defines the relationship between a sport and its fan base.” 
 

6.4 Possible future trend in revenue from media rights 

As seen in Chapter 4, in many European countries, and in many sport disciplines, the level of 
funding available for grassroots sports also depends on the amount of revenue generated by 
the sport movement from media rights on sport events.  Indeed, solidarity mechanisms within 
sport channel some of that revenue to grassroots sport, as seen in the previous chapters. 
 
In this section, we look at the possible future trend in revenue from rights of image, given 
demographic, economic, technological and other developments.  The objective is to assess 
whether a rise in revenue from this source is possible, and whether it could offset a possible 
reduction in subsidies from financially constrained national or regional governments, or lower 
expenditures by households. 
 
The future revenue streams from media rights depend on the following: 

- Trend in the value of the rights: how much will be media operators be willing to pay to 
be able to broadcast sport events?  This depends in part on future trends in their own 
revenue streams;  

- Will the future trends in the revenue generated from media rights differ significantly 
across countries, implying that certain EU Member States would be able to finance 
grassroots sports from the sole media rights more easily than others? (=”Orphan 
country” problem)? 

- Are there significant differences across disciplines, implying discrepancies in the ability 
of certain disciplines to get funding, when others are highly funded? This question is 
relevant from a public policy point of view because it is in the consumers’ interest to 
have a wide offer of sport disciplines at “fair” prices.  If certain disciplines are easily 
funded “by the market”, it is important for policy makers to know this in order to tilt 
the allocation of subsidies towards those sport disciplines that are less likely to attract 
private funding sources.  

- How much of the media rights’ revenue will be allocated to grassroots sports, as 
opposed to offsetting the costs incurred by the event organisers or going primarily to 
high-level or professional sport? 

 

6.4.1 Impact of demographic trends 

Demographic trends per se have little direct influence on the trend in the revenue from media 
rights, especially when compared with the effects of technological trends and of changes in the 
regulatory environment. Their impact is mainly indirect, since the young audiences increasingly 
watch events on different types of support (on the internet rather than on the television, for 
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example).  Behavioural changes by the new generations may thus magnify the changes 
induced by technological developments. 
 

6.4.2 Impact of the business cycle 

a) Trend in media rights’ payments 

Although there is a link between the value of media rights and the business cycle, as is the case 
with advertising revenue, the impact of the crisis on this category of company is as yet 
undetermined, for a number of reasons: 

 The reduction in advertising and sponsorship budgets may have reduced the revenue 
that TV channels get from the broadcast of sport events. The effect is not yet visible in 
the available data since most TV rights are signed on a pluri-annual basis. But there is 
early evidence of a deceleration in revenue from pluri-annual contracts for media (TV) 
channels, and there are a few examples of actual falls in TV rights’ revenues. For 
example, TF1 and Canal + have reduced the price paid to broadcast the Champions 
League (December 2008).  The same holds for Sky Italia (Murdoch) and RAI in Italy.  In 
France, the Coupe de la Ligue was not able to prolong its contract with public channels. 

 There is a possible countervailing tendency, which is the upward trend in audience 
rates for TV sport broadcasts.  This may have raised the value of the rights.  

 

Given that the impact of the recent crisis is difficult to assess due to scarcity of data, it is also 
difficult to predict the future trends in the recovery.  Although a strong growth in the value of 
broadcasting rights on sport events was observed in the past two decades due to the growth in 
TV audiences and the rise in the number of channels linked with the opening of the market 
and as part of a catch-up with trends in the US88, this rising trend may be curbed in the future 
as the gap has now largely been closed. 

 

Future trends in revenue from media rights on sport events 

Impact of the business cycle on available 
resources 

Consequences for the clubs 

Catch-up effect coming to an end  ==> the 
future growth in the value of rights will be 
more subdued 

The past growth in media rights' revenue for 
sport event organisers may not continue  

Undetermined effect of the business cycle   

 

Whichever the impact of economic developments and the business cycle on the value of media 
rights, the consequences for grassroots sports depend on the solidarity mechanisms that are in 
place.  This point was already stressed in the White Paper on Sport, which recommends to 
sport organisations to pay due attention to the creation and maintenance of such solidarity 

                                                 
88 The Economics of Television Sports Rights Europe and the US – A Comparative Analysis, by Harry Arne Solberg, norsk 
medietidsskrift, 2002. 
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mechanisms.  The White Paper recommends that, in the area of sports media rights, such 
mechanisms can take the form of a system of collective selling of media rights or of systems of 
individual selling by clubs, but in both cases linked to a robust solidarity mechanism89. 
 

6.4.3 Impact of the regulatory framework 

As indicated in Chapter 4, the organisers of sport events have certain rights, not all of which 
have a monetary value.  Among these are: 

- The right to set the level of, and collect, entry fees; 
- The right to set the rules for the competition; 
- The right to choose who will be able to view the event “on-site”, under what 

condition, and to set a price for the redistribution right (copyright); 
- The right of image, or intellectual property right on the event. 

 
In France, the law also recognizes events organisers’ rights to a “fair return” from betting 
operators when these are selling products (i.e. sport bets) based on their events90.  The French 
Law, however, mainly aims at preventing match-fixing and combating fraud, not at generating 
additional revenue for sport – even if a levy is charged on sport betting revenue and allocated 
to CNDS. 
 
For the organiser to maximise the revenue from an event, it is in its own interest to ensure the 
full integrity of the event (a biased event or an event whose outcome is known in advance 
indeed substantially reduces its “value” to viewers), and that its rights are fully respected.  An 
exception to the exclusive ownership of diffusion rights by the event organiser is the 90 
seconds image diffusion of major events during the competition which can be shown on 
general communication channels such as the TV News “in the general interest”. 
 
Logically, sport events organisers are concerned about the respect of these rights by all parties 
and at all times91. By “all parties” one means media channels, organisers of sport bets and any 
other organisations or individual undertaking “piracy” or selling “content” from these sport 
events without having acquired the rights thereto92. 
 

The revenue that the sport system will be able to generate from media rights in the future 
depends, among other, on the degree to which these rights can be respected, i.e. on whether 
the legal framework is effectively enforced, and on possible future changes in the regulatory 

                                                 
89 See the White Paper on Sport, 7 July 2007, COM(2007) 391 final page 17. 
90 In France, this right has recently been confirmed through Article 52 of the 2010 Law on Gambling and Betting, which specifies 
that sports’ betting is subject to the competition organiser’s commercial property right. The French law specifies that a 
competition organiser would have to agree that a particular operator could offer a bet on the competition, and that the organiser 
should be able to control the type of bets through the agreements with these betting operators: this can include requiring a betting 
operator who is detecting irregular betting behaviour or betting pattern to inform the organiser thereof.  The European Parliament’s 
vote on the Schaldemose report, on online gambling, in 2009, calls for solutions that take account of the financing of sport.  The 
justification for this “right” is therefore primarily to avoid fraud and match-fixing, not to generate revenue for sport.  Yet, a 
compulsory levy has been introduced on sport betting, the revenue from which is allocated to CNDS which is responsible for 
funding sport,.  The responsibility for market regulation and for ensuring compliance with the regulatory framework is that of the 
regulatory authority ARJEL. 
91 In Europe, several “sports’ rights owners” – i.e. organisers of sports events - have grouped together as a coalition named the 
Sports Rights Owners’ Coalition (SROC91). This organisation is campaigning for the creation of a clear legal framework designed 
to protect the integrity of sport and ensure a fair financial return to amateur and professional sports. 
92 Note that the property rights of sports’ events organisers differ from the rights of authors and composers in the sense that the 
value of the “event” is instantaneous, and that its rediffusion loses a lot if not all of its value given that the outcome is already 
known.  Hence the relative “cost” of piracy is greater. 
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environment.  In fact, at present, the diffusion of new (broadcast) technologies and media, 
which enable viewers anywhere in the world to watch events, is challenging the long 
recognized territorial exclusivity principle for media rights’ sales.  This principle makes it 
possible for rights owners to negotiate a different price for the right to broadcast depending 
on the broadcasters’ willingness to pay.  For example, French, Spanish or UK football fans will 
prefer to pay for a bouquet of services which includes their national competition than for one 
which doesn’t show the games.  Hence, for the channels to sell their bouquet to as many end-
users as possible, they will be willing to pay the sport organisers a high price for the right to 
broadcast. The “value” of the right to broadcast the same event in another country will, 
however, be lower because there are fewer potential viewers in those countries, and these 
viewers will not attach so much importance to the presence, or not, of the competition in their 
bouquet of services.  Hence, the “value” of the rights abroad will be less. 
 
Due to important differences in viewing preferences across the EU, due to cultural, linguistic, 
and socio-demographic factors, the “value” of a given event therefore varies across countries.   

Yet, continuing with the prior example, with the diffusion of new media communication 
technologies, a viewer in any given country can buy a (cheaper) satellite card from another 
country and view the game via satellite.  If many customers do the same, then the 
broadcasters, which are facing competition from abroad, will not be willing to pay as much for 
the broadcast rights.  The net impact on the revenues of the event organiser will depend on 
the “willingness to pay” of broadcasters on international markets.  Whether the net revenue 
will be greater or smaller than the sum of revenues collected on different territories based on 
differentiated pricing schemes is as yet undetermined.  Some event organisers (and right 
owners) fear that the final outcome will be lower net revenue93.   

In other words, the potential revenue to the sport system from media rights, depends, among 
other factors, on the degree of enforcement of laws; internal market regulations and the 
application of the territoriality principle; cultural factors, and the rate of diffusion of new 
technologies across the EU broadcast market. 

Another factor impacting the future revenue that grassroots sport clubs are likely to generate 
from media rights is the fact that all disciplines are not equal in front of media rights.  On the 
contrary, some disciplines are more likely to benefit from the organisation and real-time 
broadcast of events than other, less popular, disciplines. Think for example of tennis versus 
karate or fencing. An extreme example is that of badminton, which has to pay to be 
broadcast… The differences in the potential value of media rights across disciplines are likely to 
be magnified by the opening of the betting and gambling services markets, as some sport 
disciplines attract more players for sport bets than others: betting on football games for 
example is much more frequent than betting on the results of a swimming competition.  Inter-
discipline solidarity therefore would have to be reinforced. 

If the revenue from media rights grows slower – and possibly decreases, for certain events - 
due to structural trends such as the diffusion of technological change, piracy, or other, there is 
a risk of seeing slower growth in revenue flows from the high-level to grassroots sport.  
 

                                                 

93 Note that differentiated pricing of viewer rights at the final customer’ level is difficult to implement because of the presence of 

an intermediary between the event organiser and the final user.  Differentiated pricing can be applied by the event organiser to the 
broadcaster, and by the broadcaster to the final user, but it is not certain that this two-level price architecture will always maximise 
the potential revenue for the event organiser. 
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The Commission has already sought to address some of these issues.  Yet, the speed of change 
in the areas of telecommunications, media, betting and piracy, and the growing 
internationalisation of markets, calls for an ongoing review of the policies in place and the 
collection of update data to make it possible to assess the impact of societal changes on the 
value of media rights in all sports – including across disciplines – and not just for the major 
sport events94. 
 

6.4.4 Impact of technical progress and behavioural changes 

Piracy95 issue 
Technological and societal changes also heighten the threat of seeing revenues from media 
rights fall due to the difficulty to combat piracy.  Indeed, the development of the Internet has 
exponentially increased the potential number of suppliers of pirated digital content – many 
of whom are “individuals”: in the EU-27, there were an estimated 338 million internet users 
mid 2010, a penetration rate of close to 68% and a growth in number of users by more than 
250 % since the year 2000. 
 
Furthermore, computing power and the Internet facilitate the collection and transmission of 
digital content, and exchanges between suppliers and customers: whereas in the past it was 
already technically possible to record TV broadcasts (recordable VHS tapes came into existence 
in the mid-1970s, and moved through DVDs and hard disks), these could not be readily 
retransmitted to a large audience without access to extensive and expensive broadcasting 
facilities. Hence, piracy was restricted to serving the after-market, well after the live event had 
ended – meaning that it was less spread in the case of sport events than in the case of music, 
since sport events broadcast lose much of their value after the event is finished.  Nowadays, 
modern computers with cheap and easily fitted TV cards can capture live TV signals from 
terrestrial, cable, satellite and Internet broadcasts, and re-transmit those signals through the 
Internet for subsequent viewing or transmission. This capturing of the signal makes it possible 
to illegally distribute – in virtual real time – the pirated content in direct competition with the 
rights owners, and at the precise time when the pirated content has the greatest value96. 
 
Software capable of producing content in a form that can be streamed to other Internet 
users is readily available. 
 
The changing nature of the “pirates” – many of whom are individuals not seeking an economic 
return97 – has made the detection of fraud, and the response thereto, both difficult and costly. 
This difficulty is compounded by the fact that “pirates” operate globally, in different 
jurisdictions with different laws and regulations.  Moreover, the flexibility of digital piracy 
makes it possible to easily shift activities to markets where legal regimes are weaker.  This 

                                                 
94 It was not possible to collect comprehensive information on the value of, and trends in, media rights at EU level to better 
quantify the risks. 
95 Piracy covers the infringement of copyrighted content (such as music, films, software, broadcasting, books etc). Digital piracy 

covers the infringement of copyrighted content where the end product does not involve the use of hard media, such as CDs and 
DVDs. In economic terms, when piracy of a sport event occurs, the outcome is not only the loss of a potentially legitimate revenue 
generated on the fact that people are viewing the product albeit not paying for it, but is the reduction in the value of the “legal” 
version of the content, since those who are asked to pay for the right of diffusion will refuse to pay much if their own “client base” – 
i.e., the end viewers – have a free alternative. 
96 Source: OECD case study on sport’ piracy. 
97 Indeed they are not pursuing economic objectives but social recognition, reciprocity, or yet other motives. 
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further complicates the monitoring of piracy and enforcement of Law and increases the cost of 
fighting piracy. 
 
The rising trend in the value of rights which has been observed over the past decade, partly as 
a result of a catch-up effect with the US98, is thus likely to be difficult to sustain. 
 
Gambling rights 
The growing popularity of sport betting, also partly linked to the development of new 
technology which facilitates access to this market to new categories of consumers, increases 
the interest in the outcome of sport events.  Different forms of betting are developing, 
including “real-time” bets.  Although this could potentially increase the revenue for the sports’ 
rights owners to date, only France specifically recognizes the event organisers’ right to receive 
a fee from gambling operators who sell bets on the events that they organise.  In the recently 
voted French Law, the sporting bets’ organisers indeed have to engage in contractual 
relationships with the sport event organisers before offering any bets on their competitions.  
These contractual relationships have to be designed in such way as to ensure the protection of 
the integrity of sport, by strictly defining each party’s responsibilities in terms of prevention, 
monitoring and reaction to the risks of fraud, competition and match fixing99. It is, however, 
still too early to assess the effectiveness of the system, or to assess the impact thereof on the 
value of net revenue streams to the sport organisations.  
 
Which sports are most concerned by these developments? 
The sport disciplines most directly impacted by the rights’ issues are those which organise 
events which draw a lot of (media and other) attention.  These are mostly popular “high-level” 
disciplines such as football, cricket and basketball, as well as tennis, rugby, motorsports, 
athletics, golf and horseracing. Yet, there are also some grassroots sport events on the list, 
such as the Olympic Games, World Championships in various disciplines and city marathons.  
 

Impact of technological change Consequences for grassroots sport clubs

The growing diffusion of the Internet and new 

communication technologies make it difficult to 

continue raising the value of media rights

Slower growth in the revenue of event organisers may 

limit the amounts available for grassroots sport unless 

there is a simultaneous reinforcement of solidarity 

mechanisms …

Increased revenue from media rights to sport is 

nevertheless possible if fraud and piracy are effectively 

contained

The implication for grassroots sport however depends 

on the solidarity mechanisms that are in place

The internationalisation of broadcast content and the 

high popularity of certain sport events given world 

media coverage may divert revenue away from certain 

country-specific events or less popular disciplines 

There is a risk of seeing large disparities in revenue 

flows from media rights, to the benefit of certain 

disciplines/countries, at the expense of others which 

may have to pay for their events to be broadcast, 

reducing the potential revenue streams from the high-

level to grassroots

Future trends in revenue from media rights on sport events

 
 

                                                 
98 The Economics of Television Sports Rights Europe and the US – A Comparative Analysis, by Harry Arne Solberg, Norsk 

Medietidskrift, 2002. 
99 All Member States have anti-corruption provisions, but not as part of a contract between the sport event organiser and the 
betting organisation.  The French regulation aims to avoid that the event organiser would enter an arrangement with the gambling 
operator to maximise revenue for both from the sport’ bet. 
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6.5 Possible future trend in revenue from lotteries, gambling and 
betting operators 

6.5.1 Impact of demographic changes 

Demographic trends per se have little influence on the revenue from lotteries and gambling 
that goes to grassroots sports.  Changes in consumer behaviour and the business cycle (and its 
impact on purchasing power), however, have an impact, as will be seen further on. 
 

6.5.2 Impact of the business cycle 

In 2008 and 2009, when the business cycle turned around, so did the turnover of lotteries.  
Since then, gross gambling revenue has started to rise again, according to provisional data by 
the World Lotteries’ Association100. However, there are different patterns across countries.  
The recent trends nevertheless indicate that the sale of betting and gambling products 
behaves like any other “normal” consumer expenditure, falling in crisis periods, and recovering 
when the economic situation improves. 
 
Further improvements in the international economic situation therefore ought to lead to 
further increases in gross gambling revenue. 
 

6.5.3 Impact of the regulatory environment and of technological change 

In all EU Member States, state lotteries and, where allowed to operate, betting and gambling 
services providers, are subject to national legislation aimed at ensuring that problems such as 
gambling addiction, money laundering and fraud are minimised, and at preventing the 
development of illegal alternatives. 
 
The objective of this study is not to review the regulatory policy stance applying to these 
operators, but to look at the future revenue streams which could be generated by the sport 
sector from their activity.  The purpose, therefore, is to assess (1) the extent to which this 
market, which currently contribute approximately 1.5% of the total revenue of the sport 
system, could grow this contribution in the future as a result of regulatory changes; and (2) the 
room available for increasing revenue to sport in general, and to grassroots sport in particular, 
through reinforced solidarity mechanisms of allocation of the revenues to sport for all and to 
grassroots sport. 
 
As stated earlier, gambling services are regulated at national level.  Although there is no 
specific European legislation for games of chance as such, these services are subject to a 
number of EU directives related to money laundering101, AVMS102, UCP103, etc.  At the same 
time, Member States are adjusting their regulatory framework to the development of online 

                                                 
100  The fall in revenue is reflected by an estimated drop in revenue from compulsory levies of 8,7% in the EU-27 in 2009, after a 
5.7% growth between 2007 and 2008. 
101 Directive 2005/60/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 26 October 2005, on the prevention of the use of the 
financial system for the purpose of money laundering and terrorist financing. 
102

Directive 2010/13/EU of the European Parliament and of the Council of 10 March 2010  on the coordination of certain 

provisions laid down by law, regulation or administrative action in Member States concerning the provision of audiovisual media 
services (Audiovisual Media Services Directive. 
103 Directive 2005/29/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 11 May 2005 concerning unfair business-to-consumer 
commercial practices in the EU. 
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gambling, taking into account national fiscal and consumer priorities, subject to licence 
conditions. Future changes in the regulatory environment will directly impact the future 
revenue streams to go to sport.   

- Will the opening of national markets and the entry of new players lead to increases in 
the overall size of the market for games of chance, or will it crowd out the historical 
operators or the traditional products (hence possibly reducing the amount of funding 
channelled to grassroots sport, unless new players are forced to contribute)?   

The relevance of this question in terms of the funding of sport in general– and of 
grassroots sport in particular – is that the value of revenue generated and the 
allocation mechanisms often vary based on the nature of operators and on the types 
of products.  When the operator is a state lottery there is typically an explicit 
allocation key channelling the net revenue to good causes, sometimes specifically to 
sport.  When the market operator is a private company, often the revenue generated 
for good causes, among which sport, is associated with a levy, corporate taxation (plus 
sometimes VAT on tickets sold).  If it is a charity lottery it goes directly to the recipient 
(public purpose) organisations, and there is no regulated allocation rule.  Assuming 
that gaming products are substitutes – a not unreasonable assumption given overall 
consumer budget allocation processes – changes in the amount of revenue for 
grassroots sport can result from mere re-allocations of consumers’ expenditures from 
one type of gaming product to another, even if the overall market has remained 
constant.  Simulations would have to be conducted in order to asses, in each country, 
the impact of changes in the market share of state lotteries on total revenue to sport 
when markets start to open to new entrants. 

- Given the above, the next relevant question is: which segments of the betting and 
gambling markets are growing / will grow fastest? The question is relevant given the 
present dominance of on-line poker over sport betting for example, for which levies 
are very different than from those applied on sport betting for example.  

- Even in the absence of changes in the regulatory framework, the increase in 
competition which results from new online entrants in this market carries the potential 
of significantly reducing the overall revenue allocated to sport from this activity. The 
explanation is presented in the box below.  The question is: how will the level of 
revenue channelled to sport be impacted if competition increases? In other words, by 
how much is the increase, and under what conditions will this be successfully 
channelled to grassroots sport? 

Why would the growing share of private operators threaten the revenue going from gambling 
services operators to sport? 

The levies are most often based on gross gambling revenue (GGR), i.e. on revenue after deducting the 
players’ wins.   Increases in competition among gambling services operators will push them to maximise 
the players’ wins, as an individual will naturally select the supplier which offers the greatest possible prize.  
Therefore, if the total value of bets does not significantly increase, there is the possibility of seeing GGR 
fall, which would reduce the revenue from the compulsory levies on gambling services operators. 

 

- On which base ought levies to be applied: sport betting turnover? Gross gambling 
revenue (GGR)? Net gambling revenue (NGR)?  GGR on all games of chance?  The 
potential revenue that can be channelled to sport is very different depending on the 
choice made. 
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This may not seem to matter from the point of view of sport funding, yet if does 
impact the overall amount of revenue that can be generated for good cause in markets 
open to competition.  Indeed, different systems exist across countries: some countries 
impose rules on the share of prize money to be distributed, whereas others leave it for 
competition to decide.  When competition is at play and levies are charged on the 
basis of net revenue, the outcome for sport is likely to be less revenue. Indeed, 
increased competition means a pressure, for the operator, to raise prize money in 
order to attract more players.  This reduces the base for taxation hence the potential 
revenue available for funding good causes, among which sport.  The problem does not 
arise when levies are applied to gross sales and not to net revenue. 

- There is also the question of the treatment of direct versus indirect payments to 
grassroots sports: to compare the contributions of different products/services (state 
lotteries, commercial gambling operators, …) across Member States and operators, 
does one only take into account the compulsory levies, or does one also integrate the 
fact that the expenses of gambling services providers include the funding of sport 
through advertising and sponsorship, and possibly the payment of taxes to the state 
budget?  For example, should lotteries, betting and gambling operators be entitled to a 
tax rebate if they provide important sponsorship contracts to grassroots clubs? The 
question also applies to the conditions under which on-line operators (including 
operators based in other Member States) will be given market access once markets are 
opened: will they have to present guarantees that a certain amount of their revenue 
will be allocated to sport financing, similarly to the situation with the state lotteries 
which pay a compulsory levy? How will the diffusion rights’ situation evolve?  

The relevance of this point to the funding of sport lies in the fact that incentives thus 
created to entice those operators to fund sport beyond normal regulated mechanisms 
can be put in place to further increase the revenue to sport from this source. 

- The risk of having orphan disciplines or orphan countries: the risk materializes if large 
operators dominate the markets, or if certain more popular types of bets, channel 
more revenue to certain sport disciplines than to others, as important in societal terms 
but more difficult to organise bets on. 

Why is this a problem for grassroots funding? One can think of the distortion arising 
between two countries – say the UK and Cyprus.  UK sport could get a lot of money 
from this source in the future, while the possibility for Cyprus’ sport clubs to receive 
additional income from sport betting is smaller: indeed, even if Cypriot nationals are 
likely bet on the outcome of UK League games, it is less likely that British nationals will 
bet on the outcome of games in Cyprus.  If the revenue from the sport bet is allocated 
to the organisers of the sport event, as opposed to the being allocated based on the 
nationality of the individual who places the bet, this implies a transfer of revenue from 
a Cypriot to the UK football league, and indirectly to UK grassroots sport.  This can be 
at the expense of revenue that could have been allocated, directly or indirectly, to 
grassroots sport in Cyprus.  This example shows that there is a risk of seeing distortions 
in revenue allocated to certain Member States – and in certain disciplines - from sport 
betting, with “sport’ in the larger countries or in disciplines for which certain events 
attract a lot of media attention receiving important amounts of revenue, whereas 
there would be less revenue for sport in the smaller Member States or in disciplines on 
which it is less easy to place bets.   
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In the latter case, in referring to the “supply and demand functions” shown earlier, one 
would see that the “logical” level of public subsidy varies across sport disciplines given the 
“difference” between the individual equilibrium between supply and demand and the 
“societal” optimum … 
 

Impact of the regulatory environment and of 

technical progress
Consequences for grassroots sport clubs

Development of on-line betting and increased 

competition is underway, creating a need to review 

the regulatory stance for lotteries & gambling to avoid 

a decrease in revenue from compulsory schemes

Risk of a decrease in revenue allocated to sport 

because of the particular structure of levies and taxes 

within the different member states

Impact on grassroots depends on the allocation 

schemes and solidarity mechanisms.  Differences in the 

regulatory environments for lotteries, betting and 

gambling operators and the higher potential revenue 

from sport bets on large events, than on events taking 

place in smaller EU Member States or less popular 

disciplines, will create a need for cross-sector and cross-

discipline solidarity across the EU.

Future trends in revenue from state lotteries and betting and gambling services operators

 
 
 

6.5.4 Impact of changing societal trends and technical progress 

As indicated earlier, betting operators have an obvious interest in ensuring that the highest 
possible level of integrity is maintained.  This is also the case of sport organisations and sport 
governing bodies. To this end, a number of initiatives exist: 

o Gambling services’ operators cooperate with the European Security of Sports’ 
Association (ESSA104) founded in 2005 in order to control unusual betting models and 
spot potential fraud.  To achieve its objectives, ESSA has put in place an early warning 
system which rests on the sharing of information by its members. The system aims at 
spotting illicit practices: all operators use sophisticated statistical models, so that in 
sharing information on bets across operators, the likelihood of spotting abnormal 
transactions is much higher.  The system also entails collaboration in real time 
between ESSA and its members, and the sports’ regulators. Once a suspicious 
transaction is spotted, the regulator is immediately informed.  ESSA has already signed 
conventions with FIFA, UEFA, EPFL, FA, DFB, ATP, ITF, WTA and has close links with the 
IOC and other sports’ regulators. 

o A code of conduct is being developed in association with the EU (high level) Athletes 
Association, EGBA and ESSA in order to promote the integrity of sport practice among 
high-level sport practitioners. (CP EGBA 15/4/2010). This includes clear information to 
the sport movement in order to help it assess situations susceptible to generate 
suspicion or to encourage corruption. 

                                                 
104 The members of ESSA are: Betclic, Bet-at-Home, Boylesport, Bwin, Digibet, Expekt, Goldbet, Interwetten, 
PartyGaming, Sportingbet, StanJames, Stanleybet, Unibet and Ladbrokes. 
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Impact of changing societal trends and technical 

progress
Consequences for grassroots sport clubs

Increased diffusion of on-line products, and in 

particular of on-line sport bets, raises the risk of match-

fixing and fraud

The allocation of a rising share of revenue to the 

control of market authorisations and the prevention of 

fraud may reduce the net revenue that can be 

allocated by the gaming opertaors to sport in general, 

and to grassroots sport in particular

Authorised market operators are concerned about the 

difficulty to block market entry to illegal operators

All this makes the combat against illegal operations 

both essential and costly

Future trends in revenue from lotteries, betting and gambling services operators

  

6.6 Synthesis of possible future revenue trends for the sport system 

Summarising all of the above, the three main factors that will impact future trends in revenue 
for grassroots sports are: 

- Economic developments and their (direct and indirect) consequences on the revenue 
streams that are allocated to sport in general – and to grassroots sport; 

- Changes in the regulatory environment, notably with respect to gambling services and 
media rights; 

- The impact of technical progress. 
 
The table below summarises the analysis in this chapter by presenting a synthetic, qualitative, 
view of the direction and relative magnitude of the impact of these factors on revenue from 
different sources, and the likely trends in the medium to longer term. 
 

Summary impact of future trends on the different revenue categories 
Revenue from : Short term effect Longer term trend 

Households - + 

National budgets for sports -- - 

Local authorities’ budgets for sports -- - 

Companies (sponsorship, donations, etc.) - ++ 

Media rights = +/- 

Lotteries and other gambling services 
operators 

Undetermined +/- 

- :    Downward trend possible 

--:    Strong decrease possible 

=:    No change or stability expected 

+:    Small upward trend possible 

++:  Stronger upward trend possible 

+/-:  Impact undetermined 

Source : Eurostrategies’ consortium 
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As the table shows, there are many downward risks on several revenue streams.  If economic 
developments are likely to be the main drivers in the future, there is a potentially (negative) 
impact of technological progress.  Unless this impact is correctly anticipated and taken into 
account of through an adaptation of the regulatory framework, the impact on future revenue 
streams to sport could be significant. 
 

6.7 How to ensure sustainable funding models for grassroots sport? 

In Chapter 2, on the Economics of sport, a conclusion was that, for policy makers seeking to 
define their “sport promotion policy” the key questions are: 

• What is the socially desirable level of sport participation? How far are we from it? How 
should one value the contribution of sports to health? 

• Can sport participation across the EU be brought to socially desirable levels, and if so 
how? 

 
This list of questions can now be enhanced with another set of relevant questions for the 
future.  These concern all categories of stakeholders.  Some of the questions have found a 
preliminary answer in this chapter.  Others remain open questions.  In all cases, the list of 
questions below serves as an introduction to Part II, which looks at the situation of grassroots 
sport in selected countries and selected disciplines in more detail, in order to come to 
conclusions on the needs for the future. 
 

6.7.1 Securing revenue from households 

A first question that needs answering in order to define the future impact of economic 
developments on revenue flows from households is: how sensitive are consumers to changes 
in the cost of the practice?   
 
As seen earlier, households finance 66% of the sport system (and 56% of the grassroots’ sport 
system) through the payment of membership fees and other services, and contribute to the 
clubs’ financial equilibrium by offering unpaid work.  Although this may seem like a lot, it is still 
34% short (44% short, for grassroots sport alone) of the total costs incurred by the sport 
system.  Can the price charged to households be raised without threatening the societal 
objective of a high participation rate?  In other words, how steep is the individual demand 
curve? 
 
To assess this, it is necessary to better understand the structure of household expenditures on 
sport, and in particular to distinguish membership fees105 – the visible tip of the iceberg when 
it comes to assessing the “cost” of the practice for members – from other expenditure 
categories such as food & drink purchases in the clubhouse, the purchase of sportswear, or the 
attendance of sport events.  All of these activities indeed ought to be “profitable” per se – i.e. 
without the assistance of public subsidies or revenue from other sources106. In fact, their 
provision by the sport clubs is rather a means for them to generate revenue to cover the costs 
of the sport activities – as will be confirmed by the bottom-up analysis of the sport clubs’ 
expenditure and revenue structure in Part II of this report. 

                                                 
105 And eventually sport lessons, if social demand exceeds private demand 
106 Indeed, these activities do not generate positive externalities to society hence ought to require no subsidisation. 
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A second question is: can clubs generate more revenue and profits from these activities, for 
example by diversifying their offer, hence helping to “cross-finance” the offer of sport 
facilities, training sessions etc? 
 
We will see in the next part of this report that many clubs do this, and that this contributes to 
making their business model more effective and sustainable. 
 
A third relevant question related to the sustainability, in future years, of household’s 
contributions to the clubs’ business model is the future trend in voluntary work.  As seen in 
Chapter 4, voluntary work represents an important revenue source for the sport sector.  
Chapter 6 indicates that the future trend in volunteering may be either up- or downward 
oriented depending on the combined effect of ageing, changes in cultural preferences and 
consumer lifestyles, economic conditions and other.  It can also be influenced through 
regulatory or fiscal means.  So:  can clubs solely rely on voluntary workers, or are clubs with 
permanent staff better able to help meet societal goals such as an increased participation 
rates by the general population?  Also, can the presence of permanent staff help clubs to 
provide an offer of high quality? Can it help them to meet the needs/demands of increasingly 
demanding consumers?  A positive answer to the first question would make it possible to raise 
membership fees, or draw more members to the club because salaried staff recruited on the 
basis of a specific job description are likely to be better trained.  A positive answer to the 
second question would make it possible for the club to recruit more members thanks to longer 
opening hours, a permanent presence, a call centre etc.. 
 
Also relevant is the question of what positions do volunteers fulfil at present, what is their 
role in the club, what are the needs/skills shortages?  In other words, what type of volunteers 
should one seek to attract? What skills are needed, is training required, etc. 
 
In those countries where voluntary work represents an important resource for the sport” club, 
can the funding system survive if the contribution of voluntary work shrinks? 
 

6.7.2 Securing revenue from private stakeholders (sponsors, gambling 
services operators, etc.) 

For this resource category, relevant questions include: 
 
Given the difficulties for households and governments to raiser their level of funding of sport 
in a difficult economic environment, can other sources of funding be stimulated and/or 
mobilised in order to reduce the need for a rise in household expenditures or public 
subsidies?  Which other stakeholders should contribute to the funding of grassroots sports, 
and how can one encourage them to do so?  For example, what attracts sponsors, and can 
they make a more significant contribution to the funding of grassroots sport? Are incentives 
needed to encourage more redistribution from sponsored professional to sport to grassroots? 
 
The answer to this question depends on forthcoming changes in the allocation of marketing, 
advertising and sponsoring budgets.  These changes will have to be followed closely since not 
all of these benefit equally to the sport organisations.  If some sources of funding shrink, 
policies may need to be put in place in order to avoid a reduction in the overall funding 
available for grassroots sport.  But which type of measure appears most efficient: should 
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companies’ contributions to grassroots sport be stimulated through tax incentives for sponsors 
and donors, or in other ways107? Should there be a distinction by type of sport, or between 
sport in general and grassroots sport108? 
 
Furthermore, decisions will have to be made with respect to the market entry conditions of 
new lotteries, betting and gambling operators. For example, what compulsory levy should be 
applied, on which base should it be applied, should this be harmonized across the EU and 
should there be a specific (regulated) allocation keys defining the destination of the revenue? 
 

6.7.3 Securing revenue from the public sector 

Can public subsidisation be maintained, given the overall public financing difficulties? And, 
what are the risks associated with a decrease in public funding? 
 
A result of the analysis in Chapter 6 is that, with public sources of financing becoming scarcer,  
two main risks emerge: 

The first risk resulting from a reduction in public funding is the possibly reduced leverage 
effect of public subsidies on private financing sources.  Indeed, in case such leverage effect 
exists, a reduction in public subsidies could reduce the amount of funding available from other 
sources… 

The second risk is the consequence of a reduction in public sector funding on the sport 
sector’s ability to meet the social and societal objectives.  If it maintains less revenue from 
the public sector, can it maintain the same level of supply, or will demand be rationed? 
 
The second series of questions relates to the way public subventions ought to be allocated to 
help meet the social objective. 
 
In other words, if public funding can maintained, how would it best be allocated? And, how 
should public expenditure on sport best be implemented? 
 
In other words: 

- Should public authorities act as – or set-up - a “clearinghouse”, for example by 
collecting the revenue from compulsory levies and taxes on the lotteries, betting and 
gambling services operators before redistributing it to sport organisations, as opposed 
to letting them define the allocation of revenue based on their own criteria, by 
encouraging a direct relationship between these operators and the sport 
stakeholders?  This question is all the more relevant because private financers such as 
sponsors, betting and gambling services operators and the media tend to privilege 
certain disciplines such as football or basketball over others such as swimming or 
badminton. 

There is also a risk of their’ privileging certain countries (such as Germany, the United 
Kingdom, or France, at the expense of others such as Cyprus or Estonia) because of a 
market size (hence visibility) effect, because the larger countries have popular teams 
or athletes, or simply because they are likely to attract larger audiences; 

                                                 
107 For example, tax reductions for companies which pay part of their salaried personnel’s membership fees to a sport club? 
108 For example, greater tax exemptions if the company sponsors a grassroots club than if it sponsors a professional team? 
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The diverse national situations and the cross-country differences in regulatory 
environments can also be a cause of distortion, channelling more easily private 
funding to sport in certain countries than in others. 

- Should (public) funding be channelled via the national sport federations, or should it 
be allocated directly to the clubs – or through other channels?  

o Should one let the national federations decide the allocation of public funds, 
or should public funds be specifically channelled to certain purposes; 

o If the former option is retained, what mechanisms or regulations ought to be 
put in place in order to ensure that the federations achieve the appropriate 
balance between the funding of grassroots and that of professional sports? 

- Should public funds be allocated on a project basis, through calls for proposals (as is 
the case in the United Kingdom, and as starts to be the case in Finland and in Lithuania 
for dedicated funds), or on a programme basis? 

- What should be the criteria for qualifying for subsidies: should these mix competitive 
and social objectives? 

 
The allocation of public funds indeed needs to ensure a balance between:  

- National programmes, aimed at developing grassroots sports; 

- Funding by sport discipline, in order to foster the development of those disciplines 
considered to have the greatest “societal” impact - taking into account other funding 
sources.  This implies understanding how much revenue each discipline receives, per 
country? What are the business models per discipline and per country for grassroots 
sport specifically? 

- Funding at the national and local levels respectively: the answer to this depends on 
the institutional organisation of the country and on policy choices. 

 
Finally, if it is too difficult to maintain the level of subsidisation, for whichever reason, how can 
governments impact the funding model of clubs without paying subsidies? 
 

6.7.4 Securing revenue from solidarity mechanisms 

At present, solidarity in sport is mainly the result of voluntary actions/schemes.  Hence, a key 
question for the future is the extent to which solidarity ought to be strengthened, and if so 
how. 
 
In this area, the relevant questions are: 
 
What could be the potential contribution of solidarity payments from the high-level and 
professional sport (notably, from media and sponsoring) to grassroots sport?  Can the 
present levels be increased, and can this substitute part of the public funding?   
 
How should solidarity mechanisms be defined, eventually enhanced and enforced? 
 
What should be the appropriate redistribution system between professional sport and 
grassroots sports, knowing that high rates of grassroots practice: 
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- Allow to discover talents for high-level sports,  

- Induce a higher interest for sport events, which are also a source of revenue for 
grassroots sport clubs; 

- Raises the consumption of sporting goods and sportswear, which increases the 
turnover of the sporting goods’ industry, itself a major sponsor of sport events. 

 

6.7.5 Developing public private partnerships 

Can partnerships be developed to stabilise the resources for clubs, and if so which type of 
partnership should be prioritized?  Partnerships to increase the diversity of members?  To 
attract new financers? Other? 

 For example, in some countries one already finds interesting practices such as the 
financing of sport by health insurance companies; 

 Along the same lines, partnerships with the education system (aimed at attracting new 
members and/or share infrastructure and facilities) could be an effective way to share 
some of the costs. 

 

Before attempting to answer these questions, the next part of the study looks at the situation 
of grassroots clubs in specific sport disciplines, in a selection of Member States.  It is, indeed, 
important to analyse the present situation of grassroots clubs through a bottom-up approach 
to complement the top-down approach adopted until now and see if the funding model of 
grassroots clubs effectively approaches the general model for all sports presented earlier.  The 
bottom-up analysis in Part II will also make it possible to identify the characteristics that are 
shared by the clubs which meet a number of efficiency and sustainability criteria. 
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Part II - Analysis by sport disciplines 
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7. Selection of key disciplines and Member States 

The objective of Part II is to undertake a bottom-up analysis of the funding models of 
grassroots clubs by focusing on a few countries and disciplines representative of the different 
models identified for sport in general.  This part also characterises the funding models of the 
grassroots clubs and ranks them based on a number of efficiency criteria using econometric 
modelling techniques.  The “efficiency” is assessed by measuring (i) the absolute level of 
participation in the relevant discipline, based on membership; (ii) the growth in the level of 
participation of that discipline; (iii) the average membership fee (=the cost per practitioner); 
(iv) the diversity of members (age, gender, disability); (v) the ability to attract private funding 
sources; (vi) the sustainability of funding sources. 
 
All the results presented in Part II rely on the results of the survey of grassroots sport clubs and 
interviews with representatives of sport organisations in various Member States, through a 
bottom-up approached aimed at complementing the top-down approach adopted in Part I. 

7.1 The countries selected 

The countries were selected in such way as to cover the different sport funding models 
identified in Part I of this report.  To cover as varied a list of situations as possible, we chose at 
least one country per group, in addition to the two “special cases” identified in Chapter 4 of 
Part I. 
 

The grouping of countries per funding model 

 

 Countries  Countries selected for the grassroots 
club’ survey 

Group 1 Austria, Belgium, Cyprus, 
Denmark, Finland, Germany, 
Ireland, Luxembourg, the 
Netherlands, Sweden 

Denmark, Germany, the Netherlands 

Group 2 Italy, Greece, Malta and Spain Spain 

  

Group 3 Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, 
Lithuania, Portugal, Romania, 
Slovenia, Slovakia 

Lithuania 

Group 4 Bulgaria, Czech Republic, 
Poland 

Czech Republic 

  

Specific 
Models 

United Kingdom United Kingdom 

France France 

Source: Eurostrategies, Amnyos, CDES, Deusche Sporthochschule Köln 

 
The eight countries retained for the in-depth analysis are: 
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7.1.1 Group 1 countries 

Germany was considered interesting in view of its decentralized administrative 
organisation.  Indeed, the Länders are autonomous concerning sport.  
 
Denmark was also chosen to represent the situation of the Scandinavian countries, 
characterised by high membership rates and a high contribution of volunteers. 
 
The Netherlands was also included in the sample. The country is known for its high 
density of sport clubs and for its pro-active sport policy. As a result, both the sport 
participation rate and the membership rate are well above the European average.  As 
elsewhere, most clubs depend on volunteers. 
 
In the Netherlands, the local authorities are the “facilitators” of sport.  They provide 
sport facilities at a reasonable cost to the clubs, as will be seen later, and increasingly 
involve the sport clubs in the definition of their sport policy: many municipalities call 
on sport clubs to fulfil a more central role in society and to undertake activities that 
are beneficial for the society as a whole, even outside the boundaries of the sport club. 

 

7.1.2 Group 2 countries 

There were several candidate countries in this group.  Spain was retained in view of its 
large size, and of its interest given the fact that the governance of sport is organised at 
provincial level.  
 
Spain has a lower membership rate than the countries in Group 1, and a lower 
participation rate to sport in general109. The contribution of voluntary work to the club 
is also less than in group 1. 
 

 

7.1.3 Group 3 countries selected 

In this group, public expenditures on sport are not very high but remain a major source 
of revenue for the sport organisations.  The rate of effort of households is variable, 
participation and membership rates are comparatively low and voluntary work is not 
very important. 
 
The availability of data was an important criterion for the country selection in Group 3. 
Lithuania was deemed interesting, even if the analysis of the funding schemes was 
difficult because of the predominance of multi-sports clubs. 

 

7.1.4 Group 4 countries  

This group of countries includes Member States with lower expenditures on sport by 
both households and the public sector.  Revenue from state lotteries, betting and 
gambling contributes a comparatively higher share of the total revenue allocated to 
the sport system than elsewhere. 
 

                                                 
109 Based on the Eurobarometer Survey, 42% of the population admits “not” practising sport regularly. 
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The Czech Republic was selected, in view of the fact that the level of direct public 
financing is similar to that in Group 3 countries, but the contribution of voluntary work 
is much higher than in the other countries in Group 3. 

 

7.1.5 Other countries selected 

In addition to these five countries, we surveyed grassroots clubs in the three countries with a 
“specific” funding-model, namely France, the United Kingdom and the Czech Republic: 
 
In the United Kingdom, household contributions account for a similar share (of roughly 30%) 
of the total clubs’ revenue as in the other countries, but the share of public subsidies, whether 
from local, regional or national authorities, is lower than elsewhere.  The clubs are also 
comparatively more reliant on volunteers (there are 21 volunteers per club on average, 
according to the CCPR Survey of Sports Clubs undertaken in 2009) than in the other countries, 
and clubs are also more reliant on relationships with other organisations to have access to 
playing facilities. 
 
In France, public funding is very important, much higher than in the Group 1 countries, 
whereas the contribution from households is low compared to the other Member States with 
a similar level of GDP per capita.  
 
In summary, the countries in which the survey was conducted are: 

 The Czech Republic 

 Denmark 

 France 

 Germany 

 Lithuania 

 The Netherlands 

 Spain 

 The United Kingdom 
 

7.2 The disciplines selected 

The selection of disciplines to be surveyed in the eight countries selected was done in three 
steps: 

 Inventory of potential sport disciplines; 

 First selection of a few sport disciplines, based on a number of characteristics, among 
which the rate of practice across the EU;  

 Selection of “popular” sports amongst this list, in order to ensure a good response rate 
in the countries selected. 
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The same four disciplines were retained in all the Member States surveyed in order to allow 
cross-country comparisons.  In addition, a fifth discipline was selected everywhere, but not the 
same discipline in all eight countries.  In fact, two disciplines were selected and only one of 
these was covered in each country, based on membership. 

 

7.2.1 The selection criteria 

The table shows the key disciplines practiced across the EU.  The number in each box gives the 
ranking of the discipline in each country, based on the number of practitioners.  Depending on 
the country, the top 5 or the top 10 disciplines110.  Although the table presents all the sports 
reported in each Member State, there is no major difference in the final selection of disciplines 
whether one takes into account only the top 5 disciplines or a mix of the top 5 and top 10 
sport disciplines. 
 

Top disciplines practiced in the EU-27 
AU DK ES FN FR DE HG IRE IT LA LI LX NL POL POR RO SLO SP SW UK

"Pétanque" 10
Badminton 3 7
Basketball 3 5 3 3 3 1 2 5 3 3 2
Bowling 3
Bowls 4
Boxing 9
Canoe & kayak 9
Chess 7
Cricket 8
Cross country skiing 9
Equestrian Sports 4 8 3 6 9 5
Fishing 4 9
Floorball 2 2
Football 1 1 1 5 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 2
Gaelic football 3
Golf 2 7 6 4 3 6 4 2 1
Grass hockey 9
Gymnastics 2 2 4 2 7 4 5 4
Handball 5 5 7 2 5 10 8 2 6 8 8
Hockey 5 7
Ice skating 7
Ice-hockey 1 6
Indoor football 6
Judo 9 4 9 6 9 9
Kick-boxing 5
Martial Arts 8 3 8
Motorcycling 7
Mountain and climbing
Orienteering 10
Pigeon breeding 5
Quilles 5
Roller Skating 10
Rugby 8 2 5
Sailing 9
Shooting 10 4 3 9 7
Sportive Dancing 4
Squash & racketball 10
Swimming 4 5 4 4 8 7 6
Table Tennis 8 4 6 3
Tennis 6 7 2 3 5 5 6 2 10 8 1 3
Track & Field 4 5 6 2 3 10 4 7 10 3 3 9
Volleyball 6 3 2 4 7 9 2 4 4
Winter sports 8
Wrestling 10 10 10 5
Yoga 5  

Source: Eurostrategies, Amnyos, CDES, Deusche Sporthochschule Köln based on the questionnaires sent to the Ministries in charge of sport and 
the NOCs in each country 

 

The first selection of potential sport disciplines included those disciplines that appeared at 
least 4 times in the 10 most practised/popular sports in each country.  Thirteen disciplines 
stand out: Football (Soccer) – Track & fields (Athletics) - Swimming - Gymnastics – Basketball - 
Judo – Horse-riding - Tennis - Golf - Handball – Wrestling – Shooting – Volley. 

                                                 
110 Based on data availability: indeed, in several Member States, only the top 5 disciplines were provided by the sport 
organisations and/or the Ministries in charge of sport. 
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The analysis was done across the entire EU and not only in the 8 selected Member States, in 
order to retain disciplines that were fairly popular across the EU. 
The next step consisted in defining a set of criteria that would lead to the selection of 
disciplines that would eventually be retained. 
 
The following criteria were used: 

- Individual or collective sport; 

- Practices with varying degrees of technicality; 

- The participation and membership rates; 

- The motivation to practice (competition, leisure,…); 

- The potential to attract different categories of members (women, disabled, seniors, 

children and youth, different social categories, overweight people, etc.); 

- The cost of the practice (for the individuals, and for the clubs); the latter was assessed 

based on: 

o the need for specific infrastructures; 

o the need for equipment (material, sportswear,…); 

- The cultural dimension of the practice; 

- The potential to create jobs; 

- Social aspects and externalities: health, well being, social inclusion, insertion. 

These criteria were grouped in three main categories. 

a) The sport dimension 

o C1 – the characteristics of the discipline: is the discipline considered a collective or an 
individual sport, is it mainly practiced in the framework of clubs to participate to 
(amateur) competitions, or for leisure; does it allow (or not) different modalities of 
practice. This sport dimension also relates to the type of relationship between the 
individuals and their club, and to different costs of practice. 

o C2 –the popularity of the sport in the country considered.  A high level of participation 
creates a threshold effect, which makes it possible (at least in theory) to spread the costs 
of the infrastructure (for example, the sport ground) and services across a larger base.  
Popular disciplines also mean a high mobilization potential for public and private sources 
of funding (subsidies, sponsorship, patronage and donations, contribution of volunteers, 
etc).  High participation rates also allow more relevant cross-country comparisons. 

b) The social dimension 

o C3 – the characteristics of the practitioners constitute a third criterion, given the study 
objectives: at least some of the disciplines selected ought to be open to participants of all 
ages, of various socio-professional categories, accessible to the disabled, etc. 

o C4 – the social utility of the discipline also constitutes an interesting criterion. It 
integrates, in addition to objective data (educational character, environment impact, etc.), 
the question of the motivation of the participants, and the individual goals that they 
pursue (leisure, heath & well being, etc.). 
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c) The economic dimension 

o C5 – the cost of the practice constitutes a fifth criterion; it reflects the cost of the facilities 
used (stadium, swimming pool, etc.) and the cost of the equipment and/or material 
needed to practice each discipline (sportswear, rackets, balls, goals, nets, bicycles, etc.). 

o C6 – the type of offer of the discipline: do they organize high-level competitions in this 
discipline? Are solidarity mechanisms in place, whose effect can be measured? 

 

7.2.2 Selection of disciplines according to the above criteria  

Among the first list of 13 disciplines, the following six were retained based on the above 
selection criteria: Football, Basketball, Tennis, Swimming, Gymnastics and Track & Fields. 
These six disciplines represent different economic models, making it possible to take into 
account a wide range of social aspects, as follows:. 

o Football (Soccer) 

- Highly popular (sports dimension – C2) and universality in men’s audiences (social 
dimension - C3); this is the sport most played in Europe, ranking at the top of the list in 
26 countries out of 27 (Lithuania is the only exception – with Basketball ranking first).  

- Strong social utility (social dimension – C4). 

- Representative of competitive team sports (sports dimension – C1) and of a mutualised 
funding model, supported by the authorities because it is played by lots of people and is 
relatively cheap (economic dimension C5). 

- The competition from other suppliers (i.e. clubs not affiliated to the national federation) 
is limited (economic dimension – C6). 

- Access to information is easy given the high number of football clubs across the EU. 

o Basketball 

- Indoor team sport (sports dimension – C1). 

- Very popular all over Europe (sports dimension - C2), and the first female team sport 
(social dimension - C3). 

- Since it requires a small number of players, it is also present in rural areas, and is 
popular in socially disadvantaged urban areas (social dimension – C4). 

- The funding model is quite similar to that of football (soccer) in that the practice is quite 
cheap for the players (economic dimension – C5).  Since the 1990s, there is a growing 
competition amongst equipment suppliers (economic dimension – C6) which keeps 
equipment costs low for the clubs. 

o Tennis 

- Individual sport which enables a broad competitive practice (sports dimension – C1) and 
is suitable for different categories of practitioners (age, gender… ) (sports dimension - 
C2). 

- The cost of the practice for individuals is highly variable, as it depends on the structure 
of the club (economic dimension- C5). 
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- The federations are subject to competition from private (commercial) offers (economic 
dimension – C6). 

- Infrastructure/facilities are often private (economic dimension). 

- The club’s legal status differs from that for other sports, hence inclusion of this sport 
discipline makes it possible to examine different funding models, from associative 
organisations to commercial structures. 

- A priori, this discipline is less socially inclusive (social dimension – C4). 

- In the category of individual instrumented sports, it is the most popular in Europe, 
ahead of golf, sailing or horse-riding (sport dimension – C2). 

o Swimming 

- Individual Olympic sport (sports dimension – C1), very popular and practiced as much 
outside the clubs as within the framework of clubs (sports dimension - C2). 

- Concerns a wide diversity of people: from young children to elderly people, men and 
women, accessible to the disabled, etc. (social dimension - C3). 

- The swimming practice is highly recommended for health enhancement (social 
dimension – C4). 

- It is a rather accessible sport for members (economic dimension – C5), although the 
sport requires big facilities. Different forms of practice compete against one another to 
get access to time slots and swimming lanes. 

- The link with local authorities is interesting: these often own and operate the swimming 
pools. 

o Gymnastics 

- Very popular, practiced all over Europe (sports dimension - C2) both in the East and in 
the West.  Also a popular Olympic sport. 

- The practice can take different forms, as it groups several disciplines (as is the case for 
athletics and swimming) (sports dimension – C1). 

- Aimed at a diversified membership base (wide age range; high female participation; 
accessible to the disabled, among other). Also, people who practise gymnastics have 
different motivations (social dimension - C3). 

- It is generally considered to be a healthy sport in the service of well-being, hence with a 
high social utility (social dimension – C4). 

- The cost of the practice is moderate (economic dimension – C5) even if it requires 
expensive facilities in some cases (apparatus) and highly qualified personnel / coaches, 
for safety reasons. 

- The clubs’ funding models vary depending on the type of practice: for example, 
gymnasts’ motivations are taken into account in Germany whereas in Spain it is the 
competitive practice which is given priority by the clubs’ members. 

- The competition from non-organised practices and commercial offers is rising (economic 
dimension – C6). 
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o Track & fields  

- Competitive, Olympic individual sport (sports dimension – C1). 

- Very popular (sports dimension – C2) even if it is often practiced on an autonomous 
basis outside the scope of clubs (jogging). 

- The membership base is, a priori, not highly diversified (social dimension - C3) (age, 
motivation, intensity of practice).  

- There are different funding models across countries, reflecting different organisational 
schemes of the clubs (depending on the integration or not of leisure practices within the 
clubs). 

- The grassroots sport clubs affiliated to the national federations compete with other 
suppliers, and with from self-organized practices (economic dimension – C6). 

- The cost of the practice is low for the individuals, in particular for racing: this sport does 
not require sophisticated facilities and can be practiced outside the stadiums or in 
multifunctional stadiums (economic dimension – C5). 

- High social utility (social dimension – C4): this sport is popular and easy to implement. 

- But the practice is difficult to analyse because of the high number of sub-disciplines 
subject to different obligations (jump or throw do not require the same facilities). 

 

The following four sports were retained for further analysis in all the selected countries: 

 Football (Soccer) 

 Basketball 

 Gymnastics 

 Tennis. 

 

In addition, Track & field was analysed in the Czech Republic, Denmark, Lithuania and the 
United Kingdom. Swimming was retained in France, Germany, the Netherlands and Spain. 

 

List of countries and disciplines selected 

Country Sports 

Czech Republic  football, tennis, basketball, gymnastics and track and field 

Denmark  football, tennis, basketball, gymnastics and track and field 

France  football, tennis, basketball, gymnastics and swimming 

Germany  football, tennis, basketball, gymnastics and swimming 

Lithuania  football, tennis, basketball, gymnastics and track and field 

The Netherlands  football, tennis, basketball, gymnastics and swimming 

Spain  football, tennis, basketball, gymnastics and swimming 

United Kingdom  football, tennis, basketball, gymnastics and track and field 
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8. Bottom-up analysis of the funding models for 
grassroots sport 

In Part I, the key sport financing models were identified through a top-down approach that did 
not make it possible to single out the revenue flows exclusively allocated to grassroots sport. 
 
In this chapter, we analyze the structure of the grassroots clubs’ revenues and expenditures 
across disciplines in the eight selected Member States, through a bottom-up approach, and 
seek to identify the factors which explain a “more” or “less” efficient funding model. 

8.1 The survey of grassroots clubs 

The analysis per discipline is based on a large survey of grassroots sport clubs launched in May 
2010 and closed on September 1, 2010.  The disciplines surveyed in each Member State are 
listed below. 
 
In all the countries, the grassroots clubs were invited by the national federation to respond to 
the questionnaire that was put on-line by the study team.  The questionnaire is presented in 
Annex 5.  In France, a sample of clubs was constituted based on criteria aimed at ensuring the 
representativeness of the survey. Only the clubs in the sample were invited to respond to the 
survey.  In the other countries, all clubs affiliated to the federation were informed about the 
survey and invited to respond. 
 

Methodological note 
In order to allow cross-country comparisons All the data presented in this section were 
corrected for differences in purchasing power parities. 
 
In Germany and the United Kingdom, where clubs had recently been asked to respond to 
another survey, the response rate to the Eurostrategies’ survey was low.  This was 
compensated by using, wherever possible, the results of the most recent national surveys: in 
Germany, this is the 2009 Sport Development Report’ survey.  In the United Kingdom, it is the 
CCPR’s 2009 Sports Club Survey. 
 
Due to a translation problem, the number of high level practitioners reported by the clubs in 
France applies to members involved in competitions in general (i.e. including amateur 
competitions), whereas in the other countries it applies to those who are effectively involved 
only in high level competitions. 
 
The comparison of the average size of the clubs which responded to the survey with that 
reported by other sources, including the federations themselves, shows a slight bias towards 
larger clubs in the survey. The fact that it is rather the larger clubs which responded is probably 
due to the time and resources needed to answer to the survey. 
 
In the Netherlands, the gymnastics federation was not able to contribute to the study given the 
work needed in preparation for the World Gymnastics Championships this Autumn.  
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The econometric analysis 
In order to identify the key factors which explain the differences between funding models 
across countries / disciplines, Eurostrategies has applied multidimensional analysis techniques 
to the survey’s panel data (using probit/logit models). 
 
Logistics regression models were estimated on dichotomic and polytomic ordinates in order to 
identify the causalities between variables. 
 
The models make it possible to simultaneously identify all the relationships that can exist 
between a given “dependent” variable (the variable one seeks to explain, for example the 
likelihood for a club to receive revenue from public sources) and  the characteristics of the clubs 
in the survey database.  The model’s selection method makes it possible to rank the 
explanatory variables in descending order, based on their “explanatory power” i.e. by 
statistically comparing the clubs which share the same characteristics.  The model takes into 
account all the crossed effects of explanatory variables in order to single out the effect of each 
– all other things being equal – and to retain in the model only those variables with the highest 
explanatory power. 
 
In the analysis, we calculated all the odds ratios. These measure “risk” in a statistical sense.  
The odd ratio explains the probability of an event, based on two different values of a given 
explanatory factor: for example, the probability to receive funding from sponsors based on the 
employer status of the club. The analysis of the odd ratios makes it possible to assess both the 
direction and the relative importance of a given explanatory factor. 

 
 
The table below presents the number of clubs which responded to the survey in each Member 
State.  To avoid biases in the results, multi-sport clubs were treated as a discipline per se.  Yet, 
when a multi-sport club responded only for the discipline for which it was surveyed (and not 
for all disciplines), it was treated as a “unisport” club.   
 

Total number of responses by discipline and by country 
Czech 

Republic
Denmark France Germany Lithuania

The 

Netherlands
Spain

United 

Kingdom
Total

1- Football 50 89 64 2 13 98 95 58 469

2- Basketball 13 20 82 1 10 22 96 5 249

3- Gymnastics 7 23 81 4 1 82 58 256

4- Swimming 10 58 31 70 169

5-Tennis 22 17 61 7 2 128 76 313

6-Track and Field 7 15 23 1 10 1 57

7-Omnisport 113 75 76 50 0 24 116 5 459

Total 222 239 445 65 36 303 535 127 1972  
Source: Survey undertaken by Eurostrategies, Amnyos, CDES and Sportshochschule Köln, 2010 

 
 
Annex 5 presents an analysis of the general survey results, with an overview of the responses 
of the clubs, an analysis of the past trends in membership as reported by the respondents in all 
the countries and disciplines surveyed, an analysis of the perceived barriers to membership 
growth by the clubs, as well as the activities that the clubs organize for specific categories of 
the population, and the types of partnerships that they have put in place in order to stabilize – 
and in some cases grow – their overall revenue, or their membership base. 
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The analysis detailed in Annex 5 leads to the following conclusions in terms of membership 
trends and barriers to a growth in membership: 

- The practice of sport by those aged 18 or below has increased, whereas the membership 
rate of those aged 60 and above tends to decrease; 

- Football remains popular and highly practiced within the organized sport movement, 
whereas tennis and swimming are increasingly practiced outside the formal club structure; 

- Concern over health and well-being is the main reason underlying the rise in membership; 

- The shortage of trainers and coaches is perceived to be an important barrier to the growth 
in the number of members; another barrier to growth in membership is lack of time by 
members: as a result, the members choose between disciplines instead of practicing 
various disciplines; 

- The two main threats perceived by the clubs for the coming years are the trend in 
subsidies from local authorities, and the business cycle: indeed, the economic crisis is 
perceived as having an important impact on membership; the sport clubs hope that the 
end of the crisis will raise membership rates again. 

 
Given the above, the preferred formula to increase membership in the coming years appears 
to be the development of activities for specific age groups. 
 
The clubs acknowledge that the above risks could be reduced through the development of 
partnerships with the education system or with companies (employers of future members…), 
but they consider this difficult to do.  Hence, they will rather focus on a diversification of their 
membership base by developing activities for different types of publics. 
 
The econometric analysis of the data that was conducted, however, made it possible to 
single out the characteristics of the clubs that are associated with a rise in their membership 
base.  These characteristics are: 

- The “maturity” of the clubs, as indicated by their year of creation; 

- Whether or not they employ salaried personnel: indeed, clubs with at least one salaried 
person are more likely to see membership grow; 

- Trends in the membership fee level: interestingly, clubs which have grown in numbers of 
members over the past 6 years have often raised, not reduced, their membership fee level. 

 
The survey also shows that: 

- Large clubs have more diversified membership bases, a factor which is positively 
correlated with a growth in membership: the well established clubs which have stabilized 
their membership base need to organize activities for new member categories in order to 
grow their membership; 

- a club which receives public financing has more opportunities to organize activities for a 
diversified population base than those not receiving public subsidies; 

- Football clubs are less likely to organize activities for special groups of population than 
gymnastics, track & field or swimming clubs. 

 
The location of the club or the level of the membership fee, however, do not (statistically) 
explain a more or less diverse membership base. 
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With respect to the support obtained from partnerships, the key findings are that: 

- Frequent partnerships with, and support from, high-level clubs within the same discipline, 
and across disciplines, for swimming and gymnastics clubs; 

- Low visibility (at the grassroots level) of the top-down solidarity efforts reported by high-
level and professional football organisations: only 5% of the football clubs report 
benefiting from support from professional/high-level clubs, compared to 10% for 
basketball and swimming clubs. 

 

These results constitute a starting point for the analysis which follows, which seeks to identify 
the criteria, or characteristics, that grassroots sport clubs ought to aim for in order to have 
more a sustainable funding base, and post increases in membership (or a high number of 
members).  

A first important question is the impact of the membership fee level on membership and 
participation.  This is the subject of the next section. 

 

8.2  Membership fee level 

 

The key findings of this section are that: 

- A majority of clubs apply differentiated membership fees, based on different 
characteristics of the participants (age, income, other); 

- The practice of football is generally less expensive than that of swimming of gymnastics; 

- In a large majority of clubs, the membership fees have not been modified significantly in 
the past 6 years, despite rising costs; 

- There is no correlation between the level of the membership fee and the size of the club; 
yet, the average cost per member decreases with the club size, indicating that large clubs 
can benefit from economies of scale, as a large size makes it easier to diversify the 
activities offered hence generate revenue complementary to the membership fees; 

- A club which has a stable membership base is more likely than the others to charge a low 
membership fee. 

 

a) Level of the membership fee 

The average annual membership fee charged by grassroots sport clubs varies across 
disciplines and across countries, even after having been corrected for differences in PPP.  In 
Germany, where the average membership fee is comparatively high for football and tennis, 
this masks important variations across member categories, as indicated in the 2009/2010 
Sport Development Survey.  In fact, the standard deviation is very high, as shown in the table 
below.  Half of the sport clubs charge a maximum annual fee of € 25 for children, € 30 for 
adolescents, € 56 for adults and € 100 for families111. Taking demographic developments and 
the financial situation of households into consideration, sport clubs also offer special fees for 
seniors and the socially deprived or unemployed.  Finally, some clubs do not charge admission 

                                                 
111 Source: 2009/2010 Sport Development Report. 



Study on the funding of grassroots sports in the EU 

Volume I of the Final report 

©Eurostrategies - June 2011 171 

fees for new members: this is the case of 70% of the sport clubs regarding children, 
adolescents, seniors and families, and of 88% of the clubs for socially deprived/unemployed 
members. 
 
In the UK, membership fees also vary by category of members.  The average subscription fee 
for adults in 2008 was £70 (about € 84.5), whilst junior subscriptions were at £46 (€ 55.4). 
Social membership fees average £13 a year (€ 15.7). 
 
The average fee also reflects differences across member categories in the other countries.  Yet, 
the clubs were asked to report the “average annual membership fee” and not to detail the 
whole fee structure. 
 
Comparing membership fees across disciplines within a given country, one finds that the 
practice of football is generally less expensive than swimming or gymnastics. 
 

In the table below, the average fee is reported only for those country/disciplines for which 
there were more than 50 responses.  Extreme values (some of which were reported in Spain, 
where some very high annual fees were quoted in a few clubs) were eliminated to avoid 
biases. 
 
 

Membership fee structure across countries and disciplines (€ per annum) 

Czech 

Republic
France Germany

1 The 

Netherlands
Spain

United 

Kingdom
2 Total

Average 33 61 134 90 201 47 106

Standard deviation 40 29 847 33 160 nc 135

Median 20 57 50 90 183 nc 76

Average ns 66 92 ns 334 114 181

Standard deviation ns 23 70 ns 183 ns 225

Median ns 61 88 ns 315 ns 100

Average ns 96 212 106 173 118 133

Standard deviation ns 61 725 33 201 ns 176

Median ns 78 140 90 101 ns 94

Average ns 131 83 ns 213 62 144

Standard deviation ns 52 123 ns 143 187 140

Median ns 131 49 ns 210 19 118

Average ns 127 84 ns 283 139 237

Standard deviation ns 47 188 ns 157 ns 390

Median ns 126 50 ns 267 ns 158

Average ns ns 53 ns ns 22

Standard deviation ns ns 40 ns ns ns

Median ns ns 43 ns ns ns

1: Data from the 2009 Sport Development Report

2: Data for all disciplines but Gymastics recalculated by Eurostrategies based on the CCPR 2009 Survey of Sports Clubs

ns not significant

nc non communicated

Tennis

Gymnastics

Swimming

Track & Field

Football

Basketball

 
 
 
The majority of clubs which responded to the survey have not significantly modified their 
membership fee over the past 6 years.  Fear of losing members probably explains the 
remarkable stability of the membership fee over time. 
 
Given the earlier finding that large clubs are more likely to organize activities for diversified 
categories of members, an interesting question is whether large clubs are able to charge lower 
membership fees. 
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The survey results, however, show no correlation between the level of the membership fee 
and the size of the club.  
 
If there is any pattern in the data presented in the chart below, it is a positive correlation 
between the membership fee and the club size for basketball and tennis: in those two 
disciplines, the larger the club the higher the average membership fee.   
 
For football and track & field, the membership fee is roughly the same irrespective of the club 
size.  For gymnastics, the average annual membership fee tends to decrease with the size of 
the club. 
 
An interesting finding, however, comes from the analysis of the average cost per member by 
club size.  The graph shows a negative correlation between the average cost per member and 
the size of the club for all disciplines but track & field and possibly tennis, and indicates that 
the larger clubs are more likely to have diversified sources of incomes than the smaller clubs – 
as will be confirmed later: the larger the club, the lower the average cost per member.  This 
confirms the existence of economies of scale … 
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b) Statistical analysis of the features of clubs with a low membership fee 

Below, we define as a “low membership fee” a fee which is € 100 per annum or less (PPP 
adjusted). 
 
The characteristics shared by clubs are, in decreasing order of importance: 

- The country: Dutch and French clubs charge comparatively lower fees than the clubs 
from other countries.  In the Netherlands, the clubs are 2.5 times more likely to charge 
a low membership fee than a French club, 7 times more likely to charge a low fee than 
a Czech or Lithuanian club, and 25 times more likely than a Spanish club : indeed, only 
5% of the clubs in the Netherlands charge a fee over 200 € per year, whereas this is the 
case of 57% of the Spanish clubs; 

- The trend in the number of members in the club: a club which has a stable 
membership base is more likely than the others to charge a low membership fee.  
When the membership base varies over time, either upwards or downwards, the 
likelihood of charging a low membership fee is lower.  In other words, membership 
stability allows clubs to stabilize their funding model and charge low fees. 
 
In fact, the statistical results indicate that a club with a stable membership base is 50% 
more likely to charge a low membership fee than a club whose membership base is 
either increasing or decreasing.  This can be explained by the fact that, when demand 
increases, i.e. when many new members join, clubs have to adapt their offer 
accordingly, for example by recruiting staff and/or by increasing their expenditures on 
sporting goods, or on facilities (swimming lines, sport grounds, etc.). This raises their 
costs and forces the club to raise their membership fee.  Also, a rise in membership 
reduces the clubs’ fear of losing members once demand increases, so the clubs are 
probably less wary of charging a higher fee. 



Study on the funding of grassroots sports in the EU 

Volume I of the Final report 

©Eurostrategies - June 2011 174 

On the contrary, a drop in membership does not necessarily imply an equivalent drop 
in the level of supply, hence the clubs have to raise the membership fee in order to 
cover their costs despite the lower membership base. 
 

- The employer status of the club: interestingly, clubs which have salaried personnel 
are more likely to charge a low membership fee: indeed, a club which has permanent 
staff has 40% more probability to charge a low membership fee than a club which only 
relies on volunteer work.  Being an employer is indeed usually associated with a strong 
local base and diversified revenue sources, which makes it possible for those clubs to 
charge low fees.  It also makes it possible to be more present for membes 
(permanence, phone line, office space, etc.); 

 
- Whether the facility used by the club is owned or rented: clubs which benefit from 

facilities made available free of charge or at a low cost by the local authorities or by a 
private stakeholder are more likely to charge a low membership fee.  On the contrary, 
clubs owning the facilities that they use are (statistically significantly) less likely to 
charge a low membership fee. 
 
A club which does not pay for the facilities that it uses (i.e. benefits from subsidized 
facilities) indeed has, all else being equal, 80% more probability to charge a low 
membership fee than a club which owns its infrastructure, or than a club which rents 
its infrastructure at market price112.  
 

- The discipline considered: tennis and gymnastics clubs are more likely to charge a low 
membership fee than those from other disciplines: surprisingly, all else being equal, a 
tennis club is twice more likely than a basketball club to have a low membership fee, 
and has 1.5 times more probability than a football club and 10% more probability than 
a gymnastics club to charge a low fee.  This is explained by the fact that the high 
membership fee charged by tennis clubs is explained by the higher share of clubs 
owning their own facility than in other sport disciplines.  Tennis clubs which benefit 
from facilities made available free of charge indeed apply a low membership fee. 

 
- The location of the club in an urban or rural area: contrary to what one might expect, 

clubs located in urban areas are more likely to have a low membership fee than 
clubs in rural areas.  Indeed, a club located in an urban area has, all else being equal, 
35% more probability to have a low membership fee than a club located in a rural 
area: it is, indeed, easier for urban clubs to attract new members, hence they can 
spread the costs over a broader membership base.   

 
Variables which do not explain, or which have a limited impact on, the level of the membership 
fee are: 

- Whether the club receives revenue from (other) private sources; 
- Whether the club receives revenue from public sources; 
- The presence of other revenue sources for the club; 
- The number of members (yet, as seen above, the trend in membership matters…); 
- The level of competition in which the main team plays; 
- The year of creation of the club; 

                                                 
112 There is little difference in the membership fees charged by clubs that are respectively owning or renting the facilities that they 
use. 
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- The density of population in the area in which the club is located; 
- The social sensitivity of the area in which the club is located; 
- Whether the clubs organizes, or not, commercial activities beyond the provision of 

sport activities; 
- Whether the club organizes or not activities for specific categories of members. 

 
It is particularly interesting to find that the location of the club does not explain differences in  
the levels of membership fees. 
 
An important point, confirmed by the analysis presented earlier, is that a low membership fee 
does not necessarily lead to a rise in membership.  There is, indeed, no correlation between 
the rise in the number of club affiliates and the level of the membership fee. 
 
The table below presents the average membership fee charged by the clubs which respectively 
report a large increase, an increase, no change or a decrease in membership.  The first line in 
the table shows the average membership fee in each discipline, for reminder.  No clear pattern 
emerges: the clubs which report large increases in membership over the past six years are not 
necessarily those which charge low membership fees. 
 
 

Link between the trend in membership and the average membership fee (€ per 
annum) 

Trend in the number of 

volunteers
Football Basketball Tennis Swimming Gymnastics Track & Field

Average for 

all disciplines

Average membership fee 101 176 123 188 144 74 135

Large increase 113 108 145 153 113 81 120

Increase 96 215 97 206 143 80 136

No change 120 158 142 183 165 56 146

Decrease 69 165 105 184 132 69 120

Sport discipline

 
 

In summary: 

To be able to charge low membership fees, clubs: 

- Have to reach a certain degree of maturity, enabling them to have a stable membership 
base; 

- Have salaried personnel (which usually goes along with a certain professionalization, 
and/or a permanent presence); 

- Typically benefit from facilities priced below market level. 
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8.2.2 Trend in the membership fee 

Given the continued growth in costs, one would expect sport clubs to have increased their 
average membership fee over the past 6 years in order to avoid moving into deficit.  Yet, a 
majority of clubs report a stability or an increase in the average membership fee over the 
past six years (period 2002 to 2008).  The graphs showing the trend in membership fee are 
presented per discipline later.  As reported earlier, the clubs were wary of raising the 
membership fee for fear of losing members.  
 
Many football and basketball clubs even report having lowered their average membership fee 
in the past 6 years.  This may be linked to the fact that these two disciplines have been better 
able than the others to attract new members as well as private sponsors and donors. Hence, 
they were able to cover the rise in costs by increasing the number of affiliates.   
 
The statistical analysis of the survey data referred to earlier brought another result.  Indeed, a 
positive correlation was found between the trend in the membership fee and the growth in 
membership: a rise in membership fee often occurs in those clubs which also report a rise in 
their membership base: having an influx of new members, clubs are less fearful of losing 
members than those in which the number of members stagnates or decreases.  
 
In summary: 

- No correlation was found between the level of the membership fee and the club size; 

- There is, however, a positive correlation between the trend in the membership fee 
and the trend in the number of members: clubs with a growth in membership have 
increased (and not decreased) their average annual fee in the past 6 years; 

- Clubs with permanent staff are more likely to charge a low membership fee – despite 
their higher cost structure: these clubs are indeed better able to attract new members 
and to diversify the sources of revenues than those which solely rely on voluntary 
work; 

- A stability in the number of members over time allows clubs to stabilize their funding 
model and charge low fees. 

 

8.2.3 Revenue structure 

The average revenue per member varies more across countries than the membership fee.  
What explains the difference in the average revenue per member across clubs is the 
contribution from other expenditures by households (i.e. other than the membership fee, 
namely sport lessons, sale of food & drink in the clubhouse, purchases of sporting goods sold 
by the clubs, etc.) as well as public subsidies (from the national and local level), transfers from 
the federations, sponsorship and donations, and “other” revenue sources (such as own, local 
lotteries, foundations and charities). 
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The key findings of this section are that: 

- In the EU, two thirds of the sport clubs’ budgets are funded by the members themselves, 
through membership fees and other expenses (paid lessons for example);  

- Local authorities and national governments fund 18% of the grassroots clubs’ budgets; in 
addition to this, sport clubs benefit from an important in-kind resource from the local 
authorities, which is the use, often below market price, of the facilities; 

- The national federations only contribute approximately 2% of the clubs’ budgets; this 
includes the funds filtering down from the professional and high-level, to the grassroots 
level; 

- It is often the case that government subsidies compensate a low direct contribution by 
members – but not necessarily a low membership fee;  

- National and local governments do not privilege certain disciplines over others when 
awarding funds to the grassroots clubs; 

- Funding from sponsorships, patronage or private donations only accounts for a significant 
part to the grassroots clubs’ budgets for football and, to a lesser extent, for basketball and 
for athletics clubs. 

- Sponsors and donors are more likely to support clubs which receive public subsidies than 
other clubs.  They also typically fund clubs with an “average” membership fee, and stay 
away from clubs with very low membership fees. 

 

Below, we look at the relative weight of these different revenue sources. 
 

a) The relative contribution of different revenue sources 

In the sport disciplines/countries surveyed, two thirds of the sport clubs’ budgets are funded 
by the members themselves.  As indicated on the chart on the next page, individuals – i.e. the 
club members and their relatives - contribute 63% of the total revenue of the grassroots sport 
clubs’ surveyed.  The remaining 37% comes from local and national governments, from private 
companies (through sponsorship contracts, donations or other) and from other sources 
(including own or local lotteries, foundations, and charity funds).  Although not identical to the 
breakdown of revenue by main source of funding presented in Part I, these figures are 
consistent with the results of the “top-down” analysis which relied on data from the ministries 
in charge of sport, the national Olympic committees and/or the members of ENGSO. 
 
In fact, in the survey, all disciplines and countries combined, the relative share of household 
expenditures (63%) in the grassroots clubs’ budgets is higher than that estimated share of 
revenue going to grassroots sports presented in Part I (56.3%).  The higher share observed 
here is partly explained by the weight of the wealthier member states in the survey panel 
(compared to the EU as a whole), and by the fact that in these countries households spend 
significant amounts on sport.  Differences are also partly accounted for by the fact that only 
certain disciplines are taken into account in the survey of clubs.  Another finding is that the 
share of public funding in the survey of grassroots clubs is 18% (sum of national and local 
authorities’ funding), i.e. less than half of the 40% estimated to be allocated to grassroots 
sport by national and local authorities in the “top-down” analysis presented in Part I.  Again, 
the difference may be partly explained by the choice of disciplines, among which football, 
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which receives proportionately more funds from private sources than other disciplines.  
However, part of the difference is also accounted for by the share of revenue allocated to 
grassroots sport by national and local authorities which remains in the federations in order 
to cover their operational expenses, or which is used to fund the maintenance and 
development of infrastructure used by the clubs and not paid for all full price/cost by the 
clubs.  Indeed, the services provided by the federations to the grassroots clubs are themselves 
funded from revenues reported as being allocated to “grassroots sport” by the national and 
regional authorities. 
 
The funding from the federations to grassroots clubs represents 2% of their revenue.  This 
includes the financial flows channeled through solidarity mechanisms.  Sponsorship, patronage 
and private donations account for 9% of the revenue – compared with 6.9% for sport as a 
whole in the top-down analysis, but only 2.2% for grassroots sport only.  Note that it is not 
from the same source, however, since grassroots clubs mainly benefit from the support of 
local sponsors.  The difference nevertheless indicates that the sponsorship figures identified 
through the top-down analysis underestimate the total value of sponsorship contracts that 
local grassroots clubs benefit from. 

Members

63%

Public funding

18%

Federations

2%

Sponsorship & 

patronage

9%

Other

8%

Revenue breakdown by source, (2008, in %)

Source: Eurostrategies’ consortium, based on the survey of grassroots clubs 

 
Another difference comes from the “other revenue” category, which represents 8% of the 
total revenue in the survey of grassroots clubs.  This category includes revenue going to the 
clubs but not allocated specifically by the clubs to one of the different categories proposed in 
the survey. 
 

b) Contribution of members to the clubs’ budgets 

The breakdown of members’ contributions between membership fees, food & drink, entry fees 
at events, sport lessons and sporting goods, varies across Member States and disciplines. 
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The direct contribution from members is highest for tennis, and lowest for basketball and track 
& field.  For swimming and gymnastics, the share of members’ contributions is close to the 
average for all disciplines. 
 
Where members’ contributions account for a low share of the total revenue, it is because the 
clubs benefit comparatively more than the others from complementary funding sources such 
as government subsidies, revenue from sponsorship and/or from other sources. 
 
In the case of tennis, gymnastics, and swimming, membership fees represent more than 55% 
of the total club revenue.  For tennis, the share is higher than 70% in Germany and Spain, and 
is equal to 55% in the Netherlands, and 50% in France.  For gymnastics, membership fees 
represent more than 70% of the total club revenue in the Czech Republic, Spain and Germany, 
compared with 45% in France.  For swimming, the share of membership fees in the total club’ 
revenue is greater than 65% in all countries surveyed but the Czech Republic and Spain. 
 
Where the membership fees contribute to a small share of the clubs’ total revenue, this is 
often complemented by other direct payments by members. Indeed, members also pay 
lessons and goods and services sold by the clubs. 
 
Both football and tennis clubs generate a significant share of their revenue from food and 
drink sales. Tennis and gymnastics clubs complement their funding by providing lessons or by 
renting their facilities. 
 

c) Public subsidies’ contribution to the clubs’ resources 

The bulk of public subsidies received by the clubs come from local authorities (municipalities 
and/or regions): more than 80% of the clubs which responded to the survey report having 
received subsidies from the local authorities (over and above in-kind support such as free 
access to the facilities).  It is in the UK that the proportion of clubs claiming not to have 
received funding from the local authorities is highest. 
 
On average, local authorities and national governments fund 18% of the grassroots clubs’ 
budgets.  This share varies across countries and disciplines, however.   
 
Basketball and athletics are the two disciplines most reliant on public funding.  Tennis and 
football are the least reliant.  Football, which does not charge a high membership fee as seen 
earlier, indeed receives revenues from other sources. 
 
The chart below compares the contribution of public subsidies and federation’ funding across 
disciplines.   
 
As illustrated, there is no obvious relationship between the size of the club and the 
contribution of public revenue to the overall budget: the share is stable across club sizes for 
basketball and swimming.  It decreases with club size for tennis and football, indicating that 
the share of public subsidies is higher for small clubs than for large clubs.  And, it increases 
with track & field, where the share of public revenue is greater for large clubs than for clubs 
with 200 members or less. 
 



Study on the funding of grassroots sports in the EU 

Volume I of the Final report 

©Eurostrategies - June 2011 180 

0%

5%

10%

15%

20%

25%

30%

35%

Total Football Basketball Tennis Swimming Gymnastics Track &

Field

Public Funding

Federation's funding

Share of public subsidies and federation’ funding in total revenue by discipline 

(in %)

 
 

0%

5%

10%

15%

20%

25%

30%

35%

40%

Less than 100 members 100-200 members 200-400 members More than 400 members

Football Basketball

Tennis Swimming

Gymnastics Track & field

Share of revenue from public sources by discipline and club size (in %)

 
Across countries, it is in Spain, the Czech Republic and the Netherlands that one finds most 
clubs reporting a fall in public subsidies over the past years.  Yet, everywhere, the public 
sector’s share of total revenue decreases over time. 
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Across disciplines, it is the gymnastics and swimming clubs which report a decrease in public 
subsidies.  The downward trend is also pronounced for track & field, a discipline which is highly 
reliant on public subsidy – as seen earlier.  In the case of tennis, the proportion of clubs 
reporting a fall in public subsidies is higher than that reporting a rise in public subsidies.  
Lithuanian basketball clubs are the only ones to report in majority a rise in public sector 
funding over the past years. 
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d) Link between public subsidy and members’ contributions 

It is often the case that government subsidies compensate a low direct contribution by 
members – but not a low membership fee. In other words, public subsidies come in where 
clubs are not able to get sufficient amounts of money from their members, taking into account 
all sources of revenue from the members, i.e. sport lessons, food & drink, entry fees at events, 
etc… 
 
The chart below shows the average level of subsidy per member across disciplines, based on 
the average membership fee level. The graph shows that it is only for swimming that the level 
of public subsidy is high when the membership fee is low.  In the other disciplines, the 
relationship is less obvious.  If anything, the level of the public subsidy per member rises with 
the membership fee… 
 
In other words, the public subsidy is not used by the club to charge a low membership fee. 
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Looking at the contribution of public subsidies to the clubs’ revenue across countries, one also 
finds that this is highest where the members’ contributions (and not the membership fee) are 
low. Public subsidies are needed when the clubs are not able to generate enough revenue 
from other sources than the membership fee – for example, are not able to generate profits 
from the organisation of sport or non-sport events, etc.  In Lithuania, for example, members’ 
contributions account for a comparatively low share of the total revenue of the clubs, so that 
the public subsidy has to make up for a large part of the remainder.  In the Netherlands, 
Germany and the UK, where members contribute the bulk of the clubs’ revenue, the relative 
share of the public subsidy is lower.   
 
In the Czech Republic, the public subsidy is more important than the individual membership 
fee in all sports but gymnastics113.  This reflects the particular cost structure of the Czech clubs, 
most of which own their facilities, hence receive direct financial assistance from the local 
authorities to help cover the costs of the facility.  In the other countries, this expenditure is not 
visible since the clubs’ infrastructure is often owned by the local authority.  It is therefore the 
local authority which supports the bulk of the maintenance and operating costs.  France and 
Spain are in an intermediate position.  In those two countries, where the clubs’ members 
contribute approximately 60% of the total revenue of the clubs, public subsidies account for 
respectively 27% and 19% of the total. 
 

                                                 
113 For gymnastics, membership fees alone account for 70% of the clubs’ revenue. 
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As illustrated, the higher the members’ overall contribution to the clubs’ revenue, the lower 
the contribution of public subsidies. 



Study on the funding of grassroots sports in the EU 

Volume I of the Final report 

©Eurostrategies - June 2011 184 

The same relationship between members’ contributions and public revenue applies across 
disciplines.  Track & field relies comparatively more than the other disciplines on public 
revenue, whereas tennis is mainly funded through members’ contributions, with little public 
revenue.   
 
Again, football stands out as an exception given the comparatively high share of revenue from 
other sources. 

e) Econometric analysis of the features of clubs receiving public subsidies 

The analysis of the characteristics of clubs benefiting from public subsidies shows the 
following: 
 
61% of the clubs in the survey sample received revenue from public sources in 2008-2009. 
 
The variables which influence the level of public funding are (in decreasing order of 
importance): 
 

 The country considered: The share of French and Spanish clubs receiving public 
funding is higher than in the other countries.  Dutch and UK clubs are less likely than 
the others to receive revenue from public sources.  This confirms the country 
groupings that were made initially. 

Everything else being equal, a French club is 8 times more likely than a Dutch club, 5 
times more likely than a Czech or Lithuanian club and 1.5 times more likely than a 
Spanish club to receive revenue from public sources,. 

 Whether the club receives revenue from private sources: all else being equal, the 
perception of revenue from private sources (notably from sponsorship, patronage and 
donations) increases the probability to receive public revenue by a factor of 12.   In the 
survey sample, 88.5% of the clubs which received revenue from sponsors or donors 
also received revenue from public sources, whereas only one third of the clubs which 
did not receive any revenue from sponsors or donor received public subsidies; 

 The level of the average annual membership fee: clubs which charge a membership 
fee that is less than € 100 per annum are more likely to benefit from public subsidies.  
Charging a membership fee greater than € 100 per annum reduces the likelihood of 
receiving revenue from public sources: it is possible that the clubs which charge high 
membership fees are better able to cover their costs, hence - all else being equal – do 
not request public subsidies.  Also, a non-eligibility to public subsidies may force the 
clubs to charge higher membership fees; 

 The number of residents in the vicinity of the club: clubs located in areas that are not 
very populated are more likely to receive revenue from public sources than those 
located in highly populated areas.  Thus, a club located in an area with less than 
100,000 inhabitants has twice more chances to receive public subsidies than a club 
located in a highly populated area (i.e. in areas of more than 100,000 inhabitants). The 
less densely populated the area, the higher the probability of receiving public 
subsidies.  The population size beyond which the probability changes dramatically is, 
indeed, 100 000.  This reflects a policy objective in rural and little populated areas; 

 The employer status of the club: clubs which employ salaried personnel are more 
likely to receive revenue from public sources.  A club which has salaried staff has 50% 
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more probability to receive revenue from local or national governments than a club 
which only employs volunteers; 

 The ownership status of the clubs’ facilities: clubs which rent the facilities that they 
use are more likely to receive public revenue than those which either have access to 
the facility free of charge or at a low cost, or which own the facility. In fact, the clubs 
which own the infrastructure that they use are less likely to receive public subsidies. 
 
All else being equal, clubs which rent the facilities that they use have 60% more 
probability to receive revenue from public sources than the clubs which own their 
facilities, and 15% more probability than a club which benefits from facilities made 
available free of charge or at a low cost by a local authority or a private stakeholder. 

 

 The number of members in the club: clubs with more than 100 members have 60% 
more probability to receive public subsidies than a club with less than 100 members. 
 

It is interesting to note that the sport discipline is not a statistically significant factor, meaning 
that the likelihood of receiving revenue from public sources is the same irrespective of the 
discipline: national and local governments do not privilege certain disciplines over others 
when awarding funds to the grassroots clubs. 
 
The variables that were tested but have only a limited impact or no impact at all on the 
award of public subsidies are: 

 The sport discipline concerned; 

 The clubs’ location in an urban or rural area; 

 The level of competition of the clubs’ main team; 

 The trend in the average membership fee; 

 The year of creation of the club; 

 The location of the club in a socially disadvantaged area or not; 

 The trend in the membership base; 

 Whether the club organizes (or not) activities for specific categories of population. 
 
In particular, the employer status of the club and the level of competition at which the clubs’ 
best team plays do not explain the likelihood of receiving revenue from public sources.  There 
appears to be no discrimination between the clubs playing in high level amateur competitions 
and purely amateur clubs.  Similarly, the location of clubs in a rural or urban area is not a 
relevant factor.  The population density in the area is, however relevant. 
 
Furthermore, the trend in the membership fee has no impact on the probability to receive 
public subsidies.  What matters is the level of the fee. 
 
Finally, and somewhat more surprisingly, the fact that the club organizes – or not – activities 
for special population groups does not per se influence the probability to receive public 
funding. 
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In summary: 

 There are important country differences in the relative importance of public funding; 

 “Money attracts money”: this finding is confirmed by the fact that the clubs which attract 
private financing sources beyond members’ contributions are also those which receive 
public financing: revenue from public sources exerts a strong lever effect on private 
financing sources; 

 Clubs located in areas with less than 100,000 residents, and charging a low membership 
fee, are more likely to receive revenue from public sources: government policy helps to 
keep prices low for clubs in rural areas; 

 There is a link between the employer status of the club and the award of public subsidies: 
often, revenue from public sources helps to finance permanent staff for the club.  

 

 

f) Contributions from sponsoring, patronage and private donations 

More than half (51%) of the clubs which responded to the survey have received revenue from 
sponsorship, patronage and donations in 2008-09. 
 
The contribution of sponsorship, patronage and private donations also varies across Member 
States: it is significant in Germany and the Netherlands, as well as in Lithuania, where 
basketball attracts sponsors in view of its popularity.  Elsewhere, the share is low.  
 
This form of funding is only significant for football and, to a lesser extent, for basketball and 
for athletics clubs.  For football, revenue from sponsorship, patronage and private donations 
accounts for an average 18% of the clubs’ total revenue.  For basketball and athletics, the 
share is close to 11%.  The average for all disciplines is 9.5%.  The other disciplines receive very 
little direct revenue from sponsors or donors. 
 
There is no clear link between the contribution of sponsors or donors to the clubs’ revenue 
and the size of the club, except for basketball, where large clubs receive more revenue from 
sponsors.   
 
Over time, the revenue from sponsorship, patronage and private donations has increased for 
basketball, but remains stable for football where about as many clubs report an increase in this 
source of revenue as a decrease. 
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g) Econometric analysis of the features of clubs receiving revenue from sponsors and 
donors 

The variables which influence the likelihood for a club to receive revenue from sponsors are as 
follows (in descending order of importance): 
 

- The country: everything else being equal, clubs in the Netherlands are much more 
likely to benefit from revenue from sponsors than Spanish or French clubs.  A Dutch 
club indeed has four times more chances of receiving revenue from sponsors than a 
Spanish or French club.  The clubs from Denmark, Germany and the UK are in 
comparison much less likely to receive revenue from sponsors or donors: only 10% of 
them receive revenue from this source. 

This is another example of the dominance of the country factor over the discipline, 
when it comes to distinguishing funding models. 
 

- The diversity of funding sources (except sponsoring/donations): this is the second 
most important factor explaining the likelihood for a club to receive revenue from 
sponsors.  Indeed, a diversity of funding sources tends to increase the clubs’ financial 
stability, which may have a positive impact on sponsors confidence in the club.  
Another possible explanation is that a diversity of funding sources is often a feature of 
wealthier clubs – which attracts sponsors based on a logic that “money attracts 
money…”  The survey indicates that a club which has at least five sources of funding 
in addition to sponsorship is six times more likely to benefit from revenue from 
sponsors and donors than another club. 

 
- The average membership fee:  – all else being equal – clubs with a membership fee 

(adjusted for PPP) between € 50 and € 100 are 75% more likely to receive revenue 
from sponsors than clubs with a membership fee above € 200, and 30% more likely 
than a club whose membership fee is between € 100 and € 200 per annum.  They also 
have 20% more probability to attract sponsors and donors than a club with a 
membership fee less than € 100.  In other words, sponsors fund clubs with an 
“average” membership fee, but stay away from clubs with very low membership fees 
(either because they are not profitable, because they are too small, or because they 
have enough resources from other sources to offset costs). They also tend to stay 
away from clubs with high membership fees (as these may not need sponsors). 

 
- The number of members (= the size of the club): all else being equal, including the 

average membership fee, sponsors prefer large clubs: a club with more than 300 
members for example has – everything else being equal – 2.5 times more probability 
to receive money from sponsors than a club with less than 100 members, and 20% 
more chances than a club having between 100 and 300 members. 
 
This result is not surprising: it is logical for a sponsor or a donor to prefer a large club 
than a small club as it gives it more visibility.  For sponsors, the return on investment is 
clearly potentially larger with a big club.  For donors too, the visibility effect is relevant, 
albeit less so. 
 

- The discipline considered: looking across disciplines, football clubs attract more 
sponsors than the clubs from other disciplines: all else being equal, a football club is 
twice more likely than a gymnastics club to receive revenue from sponsors, and 2.5 



Study on the funding of grassroots sports in the EU 

Volume I of the Final report 

©Eurostrategies - June 2011 189 

times more likely than a tennis, swimming or track & field club.  The likelihood to 
receive revenue from sponsors falls significantly for tennis, swimming and track & field 
clubs. 
 
It is interesting to stress that this variables only comes in fifth position amongst those 
which impact the most the likelihood to receive revenue from sponsors or donors.  It is 
also surprising that tennis ranks in the list of three disciplines which have least 
probability to receive revenue from (local) sponsors: this shows that the funding 
pyramid that one sees at the top level – with a high share of media rights and 
sponsorship going into high-level tennis – is not replicated at the grassroots level. 
 

- The club’s location (in an urban or rural area): contrary to what one might think, clubs 
located in rural areas are more likely to receive revenue from sponsors than those 
located in urban areas.  This reflects a “proximity” effect, and the (close) links between 
the clubs’ management, and members and local stakeholders (such as local grocery 
stores, the company for which a members’ father or mother works, etc.). 
 
This, again, confirms that the logics at work at the high-level do not necessarily apply 
to the grassroots level. 
 

- The funding of the club through public subsidies: the availability of public subsidies 
increases the probability for a club to attract sponsors (again, money attracts money 
…): this may reflect the fact that clubs receiving revenue from public sources are 
perceived as meeting a number of criteria such as social responsibility, a sound 
management, a diversified offer or other criteria likely to reassure private investors.  
This lever effect of public financing is certainly an interesting factor for the future. 
 
The associations which receive public subsidies are indeed typically those which have 
reached a certain level of maturity (three years of existence, a reasonable number of 
affiliates, a balanced budget, an explicit development programme, a strong local base, 
etc…). 
 

In contrast, the following factors do NOT play a significant role in explaining the presence of 
sponsorship revenue: 

- The employer status of the club; 
- The level at which the club plays (local, regional, national or international 

competitions); 
- The trend in the membership fee; 
- The year of creation of the club; 
- The presence of the club in a socially distressed area; 
- The ownership status of the clubs’ facilities; 
- The number of residents in the clubs’ vicinity; 
- The trend in membership. 

 
In other words, clubs with a salaried resource are not more (nor less) likely to receive revenue 
from sponsors than clubs solely relying on voluntary work.  Somewhat more surprisingly, the 
likelihood of receiving revenue from sponsors depends more on the size of the club than on 
the level of competition in which the clubs’ team plays, or the clubs’ maturity (measured by 
the number of years of existence of the club): most sponsors or donors which support local 
grassroots clubs are indeed essentially local stakeholders. 
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Finally, it appears that the financial support received from sponsors is not linked with the 
ownership status of the infrastructure.  Private stakeholders can help a club to have access to 
facilities for its activities, but this does not come to the detriment of financial support. 
 

In summary: 

- Sponsors and donors privilege clubs with diversified revenue sources, a moderate 
membership fee, many members and support from the public sector. 

- Grassroots football and basketball clubs attract private stakeholders such as sponsors and 
donors. Other disciplines primarily rely on their members, either through the payment of 
membership fee or expenditures in the clubhouse, during events organized by the club or 
other. 

 

h) Other funding sources 

“Other” funding sources account for the remaining 8% of the clubs’ budgets. This includes the 
revenue from local lotteries, albeit very few clubs singled this out in the revenue breakdown 
provided.  Hence, part of the 8% “other” revenue includes public subsidies, members’ 
contributions and sponsorship or donations not explicitly singled out by the clubs (i.e. 
calculated by difference by Eurostrategies, based on the other data supplied by the clubs). 
 

i) Factors explaining a diversity of funding sources for the clubs: econometric analysis 

Given the different factors likely to impact the future revenue trends, with demographic and 
societal changes impacting future trends in revenues from members, the public finance 
situation impacting future subsidies from national and local governments, and the business 
cycle influencing all of these, as well as revenues from sponsors or donors, it is interesting to 
analyse which clubs are able to have diversified sources of funding: this can, in fact, ensure 
more stable revenue streams than a high reliance on only one or two revenue sources. 
 
Here, we consider that the clubs which have a diversity of funding sources are clubs whose 
revenue comes from at least five sources among the following possibilities: 

- Membership fees,  
- Public subsidies,  
- Transfers from the federation,  
- Sponsorship, patronage and private donations,  
- Food & drink sales,  
- Services sales (lessons, rental of facilities…),  
- Sale of goods and services during sport events,  
- Sales of sporting goods,  
- Other (including lotteries, foundations, etc. …). 

 
38.5% of the clubs which responded to the survey meet this criteria. Among them: 

 99,7% charge a membership fee; 

 96% benefit from public subsidies; 

 92% receive revenue from sponsors or donors; 

 74% benefit from other funding sources (lotteries, foundations, …); 

 68% benefit from revenue from food & drink; 

 68% benefit from revenue collected during sport events; 
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 63% receive revenue from the sale of services (sport lessons, rental of the facilities 
and/or of equipment, etc.); 

 57% receive financial support from their federation; 

 47% receive revenue from the sale of equipment and/or from merchandising. 
 
The variables which positively influence the diversity of funding sources are (in decreasing 
order of importance): 

 The country: French clubs are much more likely to have diversified funding sources 
than the clubs from other countries.  All else being equal, Danish, German, English and 
Spanish clubs are less likely to have diversified funding sources than the French clubs.  
A French club is indeed three times more likely than a Dutch club to have diversified 
funding sources, six times more likely than a Spanish club and 10 times more likely 
than a club from the UK; 

 

 The average membership fee: clubs charging a membership fee that is € 100 or less 
(adjusted for PPP) have a much greater probability of having a diversified revenue 

structure114.  In fact, to be able to set a low membership fee, clubs need to have 
additional (complementary) funding sources.  In contrast, clubs with a membership fee 
above € 200 have a significantly lower probability of having diversified revenue 
sources. 

 
A club whose average annual membership fee is less than € 100 has 60% more 
probability to have diversified funding sources than a club whose membership fee is 
between € 100 and € 200, and two times more probability than a club whose 
membership fee is greater than € 200; 

 

 The number of members: Being a large club significantly increases the probability of 
having diversified revenue sources: a club with more than 300 members has 3 times 
more chances to have diversified funding sources than a club with less than 100 
members. Similarly, small clubs have a much lower probability to have diversified 
revenue sources; 

 

 The sport discipline considered: being a gymnastics, swimming or track & field club 
significantly increases the probability to have diversified revenue sources.  
Interestingly, being a football club reduces the likelihood of having diversified revenue 
sources: all else being equal, a football club has 2,5 less chances than a gymnastics 
club to have diversified funding sources, and 4 times less chances than a track & field 
or swimming club.  This may be explained by the fact that football clubs generate 
enough revenue from membership fees, public subsidies and sponsors & donors to 
make it necessary for them to generate revenue from the provision of lessons, the sale 
of equipment and sporting goods, or the rental of the clubs’ facilities; 

 The employer status of the club: a club which employs salaried staff has 65% more 
probability of having diversified sources of income than the other clubs – all other 
things being equal: in the UK, the CCPR survey indicated that the paid functions in the 
clubs were often related to the sale of food and beverages, and general catering 
services.  It is therefore not surprising to see that the permanent staff would be 
associated with revenue from these sources.  More generally, the presence of a 

                                                 
114 Based on the definition given above, i/e/ at least five revenue sources among the list presented to them. 
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permanent resource makes it easier for the club to organise diversified activities, 
hence to generate revenue from various sources. 

 

 The density of population in the municipality considered: clubs located in rural areas 
are more likely to have diversified funding sources than clubs located in urban areas.  
The probability difference is 50%.  In fact, in the survey database, one third of the 
clubs in urban areas have diversified funding sources, whereas this is the case of 47% 
of the clubs in rural areas115; 

 

 The level of competition in which the clubs’ main team plays: having a team in 
international competitions significantly increases the likelihood to receive revenue 
from various sources.  In fact, a club whose team plays at national or international 
level has 75% more chances to have diversified revenue sources than a club whose 
teams play at local level.  Note that a club playing at regional level has the same 
probability of having diversified revenue sources than clubs whose team plays at 
national or international level … 

 

 The trend in the membership fee: interestingly, there is a positive link between a rise 
in membership fee and the probability to have diversified revenue sources:  the clubs 
which have raised their membership fee over the past 6 years are also those which 
have diversified funding sources … 

 
The variables which have a limited or no impact on the diversity of funding sources are: 

 The year the club was created; 

 The location of the club in a socially disadvantaged area; 

 The ownership status of the club’s facilities; 

 The number of residents in the club’s vicinity; 

 The trend in the number of members. 
 

In summary: 
 
The success factors that enable clubs to have stable revenue streams include: 

- Being a large club; 

- Participating to competitions at regional, national or international level; 

- Having a full time person on staff; 

- Charging a low membership fee; 

- Being located in a rural area. 
 
The clubs with diversified revenue sources are less vulnerable to changes in the business 
environment than the other clubs. 
 

 

                                                 
115 Note that the clubs which did not respond to the question about the location are considered to be in socially sensitive areas … 
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8.2.4 In-kind contributions to the grassroots clubs: availability of facilities 

Beyond the monetized public subsidy, many clubs benefit from facilities that are made 
available free of charge or at a low cost by the local authorities or by a private company.  
This is the case of more than two thirds of the clubs which responded to the survey.  It is 
particularly frequent for football, basketball and track & field.  It is less true for tennis: in this 
discipline, many sport clubs rent the facilities that they use from other organisations, including  
from private companies. The same applies to swimming clubs. 

 

The key findings of this section are that: 

- In all countries and disciplines, many clubs benefit from the use of sport facilities that are 
made available to them below market prices, either by local authorities or by private 
stakeholders; 

- The financial difficulties to which local authorities are confronted in many EU regions and 
municipalities may lead to a progressive increase in the fee charged to the clubs for the 
use of the facilities.  The grassroots clubs will have to find other sources of revenue to 
compensate this.  

 

 
There are two exceptions to this: the Netherlands and the Czech Republic.  In the Netherlands, 
a higher proportion of clubs than in other countries rent the facility that they use “at market 
price”.  Local authorities provide the sport facilities for the sport clubs at a reasonable fee.  
However, there is a difference between sports in the percentage of the actual cost a sport club 
has to pay.  Tennis clubs for instance pay a much bigger part of the costs, sometimes up to 
95% of the true costs, while football clubs only pay a small part, in general about 10%.  The 
sport clubs using sport halls or swimming pools generally pay more for their facility because 
these facilities are more expensive to maintain than the sport fields.  
 
In the Czech Republic, as indicated earlier, many clubs own their facility. This impacts the 
average cost per member, which is much higher in the Czech Republic than in the other 
Member States. 
 
In Germany, 58% of the clubs use public sport facilities116.  The share of clubs using public 
facilities is decreasing, however. 
 
In the UK, the CCPR Survey of Sports Clubs indicates that 33% of the clubs use public 
space/facilities to play, participate or train, 68% hire a facility, 29% lease a facility and 23% 
own the facility at which to play, participate or train.  The percentages add to more than 100 
as more than one answer was possible.   
 
This has important implications for the future.  Given the likely rise in the cost of using 
facilities presently made available free of charge, clubs will need to raise more revenue.  
Indeed, the financial difficulties that the local authorities are bound to experience as 
national governments seek to reduce the total public sector deficits across the EU may lead 
to an upward trend in the rental cost of the facility. 
 

                                                 
116 Source : 2009/2010 Sport Development Report, Germany. 
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An interesting example is that of Denmark, where, as noted earlier, clubs receive funding from 
the local authorities based on the membership structure.  A given amount is given to the club 
based on its membership structure. Typically, it is more interesting for clubs to have young and 
senior members, than members in the 18-60 age range.  Yet, with the growing financial 
constraints to which they are subject, some municipalities are beginning to charge the clubs 
for the facilities: in some way, they are recuperating some of the money that they handed out.  
Clearly, there is a risk here: municipalities in poorer areas are indeed likely to experience more 
financial difficulties than those in wealthier areas.  Hence, there is a risk of seeing the “net” 
transfer from the municipalities to the sport clubs fall in poorer areas, whereas it would 
remain constant in the wealthier regions. 
 
The chart below shows the share of public revenue in the total revenue received by clubs 
based on the ownership status of the facilities. 
 
It shows that the clubs which rent the facility that they use at “market price” receive 
comparatively little public subsidies, whereas the clubs which own the facilities generally 
receive “some” revenue from the public sector (often from the municipality in which the club 
is located).  The same applies to the clubs which benefit from facilities made available free of 
charge or at a low fee by the local authorities or by a private owner: in all cases, the public 
sector still helps the club by providing direct (monetized) subsidies. The amount of public 
subsidies ranges between 15% and 30% of the clubs’ total revenue depending on the 
discipline. There is one exception, which is basketball, where the share of public subsidies is 
very high for those clubs which rent the facility from a private owner. 
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Asked about the past trend in the cost of facilities, it is mainly in the Czech Republic that one 
finds many clubs complaining about a strong rise in this cost item.   
 
Still, more than one tennis club in two across the EU reports a rise in the cost of using the 
facility over the past years: tennis clubs are indeed more numerous in owning their facility or 
renting it, than the clubs from other disciplines. 
 
A rise in the cost of the facility is also a key trend in the Netherlands, the UK and Denmark, in 
particular for gymnastics and track & field.  There are fewer complaints for football. 
 
The table below provides indications of the relative costs of investment and maintenance of 
infrastructure per discipline. 
 
The range which is shown for the different types of follow-up costs reflects different planning 
fundamentals.  The lower initial value is that which is generated when including the 
contribution of volunteers.  Although the numbers apply to Germany, one sees the potential 
weight of this cost component in the clubs’ balance sheet – notably of the investment 
component – should clubs have to pay the full price for this. 
 

Sample costs associated to the facilities used by different disciplines 

Sports facilities Investment costs Annual Follow-up costs 

Sports ground 

(68 x 105 m) 

250.000 € 2.750 € - 17.500 € 

Gym 

(15 x 27 m) 

650.000 € 8.150€ - 45.000 € 

Tennis court 22.500 € 4.600 € 

Changing room 65.000 € 3500 € - 9.000 € 

Indoor tennis courts 

(3 fields) 

700.000 € 50.000 € 

Indoor riding arena 

(ca. 20 x 40 m; without 

stable) 

175.000 € 4.000 € 

Small playing field (covered 

with ash) 

(20 x 40 m) 

27.500 € 1.750 € 

Small playing field (covered 

with synthetic material) 

(20 x 40 m) 

75.000 € 800 € 

Source : Germany Sport University Cologne, based on data from the Federal Institute of Sports Science and the Federal Ministry of the Interior 
and Sports, Rhineland-Palatinate 

 
As seen earlier, through the statistical analysis, the need for clubs to rent the facilities forces 
them to charge a higher membership fee. 
 
Owning one’s infrastructure, however, does not necessarily lead to a higher contribution of 
revenues from food & drink sales to the clubs’ total revenue: the club house can indeed also 
be “rented” by the club during its activities. 
Interestingly, in the Czech Republic, and to a lesser extent in Spain, having access to a facility 
made available free of charge or at a low cost by a private stakeholder generally comes with a 
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higher share of revenue from sponsors and donors (45% instead of 22% usually in the Czech 
Republic, and 14% instead of 8% in Spain). 

 

8.2.5 In-kind contributions to the grassroots clubs: contribution of volunteers 

The contribution of volunteers makes it possible for the clubs to avoid having to recruit (more) 
staff, hence to pay (more) wages and salaries.  The presence of volunteers varies a lot across 
countries and disciplines based on cultural factors as well as on national regulations related to 
the minimum qualification levels of the managers and trainers. 
 

The key findings of this section are that: 

- Although 62% of the sport clubs report a stability or a rise in the number of volunteers, 
38% report a decrease in volunteering.  Fortunately, the number of hours worked per 
volunteer remains on the rise; 

- The decline is particularly pronounced in Spain and in the Czech Republic, two countries  
hard hit by the recent economic crisis. 

 

 
 
As discussed earlier (in Part I), this resource is, however, at risk.  In the survey, 38% of the 
grassroots clubs surveyed report a decline in the number of volunteers in the past years.  
This is more than the share of clubs which report either a rise or a substantial rise in the 
number of volunteers (29%). 
 
This result is broadly consistent with that reported in the EU study on volunteering, with 30% 
of the respondents to GhK survey reporting a decrease in the number of volunteers, 41% 
reporting a stable number of volunteers and 25% reporting a rise in the number of volunteers 
working in sport organisations.   
 
In this study, the decline in the number of volunteers is reported by a large number of clubs in 
most disciplines: it is in particular true of basketball clubs, but also tennis, track & field and 
swimming clubs.  The only discipline for which the balance of clubs reporting respectively an 
increase or a decrease in the number of volunteers is close to zero is football.  Even so, this is 
not the case in Germany, the Netherlands and Spain, where even football clubs report a 
decline in the number of volunteers. 
 
The decline in volunteering appears to be particularly pronounced in Spain and the Czech 
Republic. This may reflect the depth of the economic and financial crisis in these two countries, 
which led, amongst other, to a steep fall in incomes and a rise in unemployment.  Again, this 
underlines the impact of the business cycle on the resources of grassroots clubs. 
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There is a positive correlation between the trend in the number of volunteers and the 
average number of hours worked per volunteer. 
Contrary to what one might expect, the downward trend in the number of volunteers is not 
aggravated by a decline in the number of hours worked by the volunteers.  Indeed, as the table 
below indicates, 6% of the clubs report a large increase in the number of volunteers, and 23% 
report a rise in the number of volunteers.  Among the 6% of the clubs which report a rise in the 
number of volunteers, 65% (i.e. 3.9% of all grassroots clubs which responded to the survey) 
report a large increase in the number of volunteers also report a large increase in the number 
of hours worked per volunteer, and 31% (i.e. 20.1% of the grassroots clubs) report an increase 
in the number of hours worked per volunteer: globally, this means that 97% of the clubs which 
report a large increase in the number of volunteers also report an increase in the time worked 
per volunteer.  Similarly, of the 23% of the clubs which report an increase in the number of 
volunteers, 15% (i.e. 3.5% of all grassroots clubs) also report a large increase in the number of 
hours, and 56% (i.e. 13% of all grassroots clubs) report an increase in the number of hours 
worked per volunteer.   
 
Eventually, only 38% of the clubs which responded to the survey report a decrease in the 
number of volunteers.  Among these, only 30% (i.e. 11.4% of all the grassroots clubs which 
responded to the survey) also report a decline in the number of hours worked by the 
volunteers. The others indicate that the number of volunteer hours has increased, partly 
compensating for the decrease in the number of volunteers. 
 

Correlation between the trends in the number of volunteers and the trend in the 
number of hours worked per volunteer  

Large 

increase in 

number of 

volunteers

Increase in 

number of 

volunteers

No change in 

number of 

volunteers

Decrease in 

number of 

volunteers

Large 

Decrease in 

number of 

volunteers

Total

Large increase in hours 

worked by volunteers
65% (1) 15% 7% 7% 0% -

Increase in hours worked by 

volunteers
31% 56% 29% 54% 0% -

No change in hours worked by 

volunteers
3% 24% 54% 9% 0% -

Decrease in hours worked by 

volunteers
0% 6% 9% 30% 0% -

Large Decrease in hours 

worked by volunteers
0% 0% 0% 0% 0% -

Number of clubs reporting a 

given trend in number of 

volunteers

118 454 651 749 - 1 972

Share of responses 6% 23% 33% 38% - 100%

Share of clubs 

respectively 

reporting an 

increase, no change 

of a decrease in the 

average working 

time per volunteer

(1): 65% of the clubs which report a large increase in the number of hours worked by volunteers also report a large increase in the 

number of volunteers  
 
One of the problems reported by the national sport federations which were interviewed 
during the study is the difficulty for grassroots clubs to find volunteers with the necessary 
competences and qualifications to undertake the management tasks that are required of the 
club: accounting, tax reports, etc… In those areas, clubs will probably have to rely increasingly 
on salaried staff, which will raise the clubs costs. 
 
For example, in France, different studies have shown a growing difficulty to recruit volunteers 
for the managerial functions: President, treasurer, secretary.  In contrast, it is relatively easy to 
find volunteers for the other functions, indicating that the « volunteering crisis » is more a 
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question of skills adjustment and difficulties in finding people with the adequate skills, than a 
societal trend per se. 
 
In Germany, there are an estimated 1.85 million central volunteers working for the sport clubs, 
850 000 of which are on the board level and 1 million on the execution level, i.e. occupying 
functions such as coaches, instructors, referees and officials.  Yet, the 2009 Sport Development 
Survey shows that between 2007 and 2009 the number of central volunteers on the board 
level has significantly declined, whereas the number of volunteers on the execution level has 
increased.  In fact, one in ten German clubs has an “existential” problem related to the 
recruitment and retention of volunteers, compared with only 5% if the clubs which report that 
the recruitment and retention of members and coaches as well as the financial situation of the 
club reflects an existential problem…The inadequacy of the skill mix may explain the apparent 
contradiction between the trend in volunteer work indicated in the Volunteering Study and 
that reported in the survey presented here: the overall decrease in the number of volunteers 
reported by the clubs may be the net result of a rise in certain categories such as at the 
execution level, and a fall in others, notably at management or board level.   
 
In Denmark, the sport movement considers that the main recruitment challenges for clubs is 
not to find volunteers, but to find volunteers able to fulfil the more complex managerial tasks 
including marketing, accounting, etc. 
 
In the United Kingdom, the Survey of Sports Clubs undertaken in 2009 also indicates a high 
reliance of clubs on volunteers: on average, each club has 21 volunteers!  The small numbers 
of paid staff are mainly used for bar and catering, maintenance and grounds, and coaching. 
 
The number of volunteers in the UK seems to be on the rise, albeit only slightly.  Yet, there too, 
many of the open comments by the clubs in the CCPR survey were that one of the clubs’ 
biggest challenges is attracting and retaining volunteers. 
 

In summary: 
In the five disciplines analyzed here: 

- Four of them (football, basketball, tennis and gymnastics) have an « average » rate of 
attractiveness for volunteer workers; 

- For a majority of clubs, a rise in the number of volunteers goes hand in hand with a rise in 
the number of hours worked per volunteer; 

- For a minority of club s, a rise in the number of volunteers has to be offset by a rise in the 
number of hours worked per volunteer. 

 

 

8.2.6 Cost structure 

The chart below illustrates the cost structure of the clubs in the survey.  On average, 
expenditures on wages and salaries account for 28% of the total costs of clubs.  This reflects 
the trend towards increased professionalization of the clubs’ staff, even at the grassroots level: 
sport associations view this as a necessary development in order to serve the needs of 
increasingly demanding sport consumers, as well as of demanding municipalities117.   The 

                                                 
117 Interviews of national sport federations in the Netherlands. 
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analysis of the trends in membership also showed that the presence of salaried staff helps to 
attract new members and to diversify revenue sources.   

 

The key findings of this section are that: 

- For the sport clubs, the average “production” cost – i.e. the average cost per member of 
organizing the sport activities, vary across disciplines: they are comparatively lower for 
tennis and track & field, and higher for the other disciplines surveyed;  differences in the 
average cost per member across countries and disciplines often reflect differences in the 
ownership status of the facility, and whether the club pays (or not) the market price for 
the rental of the facility; 

- In the survey, 50% of the football and swimming clubs, 67% of the tennis clubs and 70% of 
the gymnastics clubs own or rent their facility at market price; 

- Human resources account for roughly 30% of the grassroots clubs’ expenditures.  Travel 
costs account for 8% of the clubs’ budget, expenditures on sport facilities account for 14% 
of total costs, and payments to the national federation account for 13% of the total; 

- Costs have been rising over the past years; this increase has been met not by raising the 
membership fee, but by increasing revenue from other sources, notably by diversifying the 
services offered to members, and putting emphasis on sponsorships, patronage and 
private donations, and on public support. 

 

 
Payments to the national federation account for 13% of the clubs’ total expenditures.  
Expenditures on sporting goods, balls, etc. account for 11% of total costs, and travel expenses 
for an average of 8% of total costs.   
 
Note that the “other” category includes all the expenses not classified elsewhere by the clubs: 
the category therefore contains wages & salaries as well as travel, equipment purchases and 
expenditures on the facility that were not singled out by the clubs. 
 
In the UK, the CCPR reports that 80% of the clubs’ costs comprises staff and volunteer 
expenses, premises, cost of sales (bar, catering, vending, merchandise) and sport related costs 
such as transport, kit, equipment and fees to coaches.   
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The average expenditure per member varies across discipline and across countries.  It is not 
necessarily identical to the average revenue per member since some clubs are reporting 
surpluses and others deficits. 
 
The chart on the top of next page compares the average cost per member across disciplines. 
On average, this varies between € 220 and € 330.  The cost per member is close to the average 
for all disciplines in football and basketball.  It is a little higher for swimming, and much lower 
for tennis. 
 
The following chart compares the breakdown of costs across disciplines by main expenditure 
category.   
 
Three disciplines have a higher cost structure: football, tennis and swimming.  For tennis and 
swimming, the reason is the comparatively higher cost associated with the maintenance of the 
facilities.  For football, the main reasons for the higher average cost are a comparatively high 
payment to the federation, high expenditures on sporting goods, and, again, high expenditures 
on the facilities.   
 
The cost of human resources also varies across disciplines.  It is higher for swimming, where 
qualified coaches are required, and lower for athletics. 
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a) Trend in the overall budgets of the clubs 

In all the countries and disciplines, costs have increased in the past 6 years.  The trend in costs 
per discipline are illustrated in the following sections of this report. 
 
The upward trend is particularly notable for gymnastics, due to the rising equipment costs, and 
is also significant in the case of football and basketball.  The other disciplines also report a 
rising trend, but with fewer clubs reporting a “high increase” in costs over the period 2002-08. 
 
The average expenditure per member (corrected for PPP) is similar across countries, except in 
the Czech Republic where it is higher than elsewhere.  As indicated earlier, differences in the 
average cost per member across countries and disciplines often reflect differences in the 
ownership status of the facility, and whether the club pays (or not) the market price for the 
rental of the facility. In the Czech Republic, where most clubs own the infrastructure, the cost 
of maintaining this falls on them, which explains the higher “visible” cost per member: in that 
country, the share of expenditures on facilities is, at 30%118, well above the EU average of 14%.  
 

The example of the Czech Republic 
 
The chart on the situation in the Czech Republic shows the higher share of expenditures on facilities 
by the clubs which rent the facility than by the clubs which own the facilities that they use, or which 
benefit from a facility made available at a “low” cost by a private owner. 
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118 One exception in the Czech Republic is for the gymnastics clubs, where the average cost of the facility is low. As a 
result, the average cost per member in that discipline is more in line with that in other countries. 
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b) Human resource costs 

An important source of difference in the average expenditure per member is the employer 
status of the clubs.  Wages and salaries account for an average 28% of the clubs’ total 
expenditures.  These expenditures include both the salaries of employees and payments to 
volunteers (reimbursement of travel costs, premiums, other).  Indeed, volunteers can receive 
some form of remuneration, up to a certain level defined by the country’ fiscal framework. 
 
The tasks fulfilled by the salaried staff vary across clubs.  Some are “executional” tasks, as 
indicated above in the section on trends in volunteer work, whereas others are managerial 
tasks.  The positions that need to be filled indeed include coaches, instructors, managers, 
youth officers, exercise leaders, referees/officials, among other.  Some are also related to the 
training and education of employees and volunteers.  Finally, clubs can employ interns. 
 
The Czech, Danish and Dutch clubs which responded to the survey are less likely to employ a 
salaried person than the clubs of other countries.  It is in Spain and France (mainly for clubs 
with more than 100 members) that one finds the highest share of clubs with a salaried person, 
and the likelihood grows with the club size. 96% of the French clubs with more than 400 
members have at least one full time equivalent. 
 
In Germany, the Sport Development Report indicates that close to one third of the sport clubs 
employ staff members for a fee, and a little under 5% of the sport clubs employ paid 
executives.  One third of the sport clubs have a person responsible for the training and 
education of volunteers and of the paid staff.  And, in almost one club in four a training and 
education concept has been implemented.  The average budget allocated to these training 
programmes is € 946119. 
 
The discipline in which one finds the highest share of employers is tennis.  The share is also 
higher than average for gymnastics (notably in France and Denmark).  In comparison, “only” 
25% to 30% of the basketball clubs employ salaried staff, and the share is even lower for track 
& field (except in France, where 30% of the clubs employ salaried staff).   
 
In basketball, most of the clubs which employ a salaried person have between 200 and 400 
members, whereas in the other disciplines it is mainly the clubs with more than 400 members 
which can afford a salaried person. 
 
Generally speaking, the threshold above which clubs have at least one full-time-equivalent 
seems to be 200 members. 
 

                                                 
119 Source : 2009/2010 Sport Development Report, Germany. 
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More and more clubs are recruiting staff.  The trend is fairly recent (it started in the past 10-15 
years) and remains strong.  As shown earlier, indeed, the presence of FTE tends to raise the 
number of members in the club.  This is also illustrated in the table below where one sees that 
the number of members increases more frequently in those clubs which post at least one full 
time equivalent, than in clubs with no full time equivalent(s). 

 

Share of clubs reporting a large increase, an increase, no change or a decrease in 
membership based on the number of FTE staff 

 

Trend in the number of members
No full-time 

equivalents 

1 full-time 

equivalents 

2 full-time 

equivalents 

3 full-time 

equivalents 

4 or more full-

time 

equivalents 

Large increase 10 16 20 15 14

Increase 35 45 34 33 43

Large increase + Increase 45 61 55 48 56

No change 36 28 39 39 39

Decrease 19 11 7 13 5

Total 100 100 100 100 100  
 
Across countries, France and Spain have many clubs which employ permanent staff. In the 
Netherlands, clubs rather rely on volunteer work.  Germany appears to be in an intermediate 
situation. 
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c) The cost of using the facility 

In the Czech Republic, 38% of the football clubs, 47% of the tennis clubs and 28% of the track 
& field and gymnastics clubs own their facility.   
 
In Germany, 58% of the clubs use public sport facilities120.  The other clubs either own or rent 
the facility121.  44.5% of the clubs which use public sport facilities do not pay any charge for this 
or have to offer some kind of service in exchange for the use of the public facility. 45% of the 
clubs pay usage fees. 
 
In the UK, the CCPR Survey of Sports Clubs indicates that 33% of the clubs use public 
space/facilities to play, participate or train.  Amongst the 67% of the clubs which hire a facility, 
half hire this from a local authority, a quarter from a school, college or university, one in ten 
from a private organisation, 6% from a charity or trust and one in ten from another type of 
provider.  Hence, even in the UK, the role of the public sector in making facilities available to 
the clubs is very important. 
 
In the Netherlands, the municipalities are big investors in sport.  Most of their investment 
relates to sport facilities: these absorb about 80-90 % of the € 1.2 bn that the government 
invests in sport.  The sport clubs pay the municipalities a reduced fee to use the sport facilities.  
The sport associations are in most cases satisfied with the contribution of municipalities to 
grassroots sport.  Nevertheless, they emphasize that, in several municipalities, the space 
available for sport is not sufficient for the clubs’ activities. Or they indicate that the fees for 
sport facilities are too high for the clubs, especially for swimming and indoor sports like 
basketball and gymnastics122. Nevertheless, the sport movement recognizes that in most cases 
the municipalities do whatever is possible within their power to contribute to grassroots sport, 
among others because sport has become an important policy instrument. 
 
In the survey, 50% of the football and swimming clubs, 67% of the tennis clubs and 70% of the 
gymnastics clubs own or rent their facility at market price.   
 
In the case of tennis, the share of clubs which own the facility that they use – hence which pay 
operating and maintenance costs - is higher than average.  This is also the case in the UK: 
although few UK clubs responded to the survey, the CCPR survey confirms that a high share 
(59%) of tennis clubs in that country own their facility.  The share is lower for the other 
disciplines: it concerns 17% of the football clubs, 5% of the athletics clubs and 6% of the 
basketball clubs, 9% of the gymnastics clubs and none of the swimming clubs.  In comparison, 
90% of the UK basketball and swimming clubs hire the facilities that they use, whilst more than 
three quarters of the clubs in athletics use public space facilities. 
 
The result is widely differing shares of expenditures on the facilities across clubs, across 
countries and across disciplines. 
 
As seen earlier, when the facility is made available to the club free of charge or at a low fee, 
the monetary cost to the members is lower. 
 

                                                 
120 Source : 2009/2010 Sport Development Report, Germany. 
121 In 2007, 42.3% of the German clubs owned the facility that they use. 
122 Result of interviews of the national sport federations in the Netherlands. 
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d) Transport 

A third factor explaining differences in the average cost per member across countries and 
disciplines is transport costs.   
 
Travel accounts for close to 20% of the total costs of track & field clubs, and for close to 10% of 
the costs of swimming, gymnastics and basketball clubs. 
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The cost of travel is relatively high in all disciplines but tennis, where most of the 
“competitions” are between members of the same club. 
 
It is in the Czech Republic that transport costs are comparatively highest, and in France for 
swimming and track & field.  In these clubs, the participation to competitions makes it 
necessary to travel over long distances.  The comparatively high cost of travel in the Czech 
Republic may reflect the fact that costs have been converted into purchasing power parities, 
yet travel costs are fairly homogeneous across countries due to the high weight of fuel prices.  
All else being equal, travel by car or bus thus accounts for a higher share of household and 
clubs’ incomes in the Czech Republic than in the other Member States.  It also reflects the fact 
that the clubs have to organize the transport of their members, as the car ownership ratio is 
lower in the Czech Republic than elsewhere, which leads to a visible expense for the club 
whereas elsewhere it is an “invisible” expense for the club since the cost is borne by the 
members. 
 

e) Payments to the national federation 

Interestingly, the payments made by the clubs to the national federation also represent a 
significant share of the total expenses of the clubs.  These payments are made in exchange for 
services provided by the national federations to the clubs (organisation of competitions, for 
example) and also comprise the payment of fines.  In some countries and disciplines, the 
payments to the federation also include the cost of insurance, paid by the national federation.  
In Denmark, the chart below shows the downward trend in the membership rate in Denmark 
after 2006, when the gymnastics federation transferred to the clubs the responsibility of 
insuring their members, which raised the visible cost to members. 
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The share of fees paid to the national federation ranges between 10% and 20% of the clubs’ 
total costs in all countries but the Czech Republic, where the share is much lower.  

f) Purchases of sporting goods 

With the exception of swimming, expenditures on sporting goods account for 9% to 12% of the 
clubs’ total expenditures. 
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The share of sporting goods in total expenditures varies across disciplines.  It is lowest for 
swimming, and highest for tennis, gymnastics and athletics. 
 

8.2.7 Analysis of the clubs whose financing structure appears to be most 
efficient 

Having reviewed the trend in membership and the different funding models across countries 
and disciplines, and having identified the key features of the clubs which respectively receive 
revenue from diversified sources, increase their membership, and charge a low membership 
fee, one might wonder which clubs combine all the criteria associated with what one would 
consider an “effective” funding structure. 
 
By effective funding structure, we mean identifying the clubs which, simultaneously: 

- Have seen their membership base grow over the past 6 years; 

- Charge a low membership fee (i.e. a membership fee less than  € 100 per annum); 

- Receive revenue from private sources other than their members and their members’ 
relatives; 

- Organize specific activities for at least three categories among the following: children, 
women, senior citizens, disabled people, people from socially distressed areas and 
other specific categories of members. 

 
Across the survey base, 128 clubs meet all these criteria simultaneously.  This represents 7% of 
the respondents. 
 
The main features shared by these 128 clubs are as follows : 

 Half (48%) are from France – compared to a share of French clubs in the survey set of 
23%.  The Danish and Spanish clubs appear underrepresented in this category. 

 Half of the clubs (50%) are either football or basketball clubs: this proportion is, 
however, about the same as in the whole data set (46%). 

 A third of the clubs were created before 1945 (33%), compared with a share of clubs 
created before 1945 of 25% in the whole survey sample. 

 More than half (52%) of the clubs are located in areas with less than 10,000 
inhabitants, whereas in the survey sample the share of clubs located in such areas is 
only 31%. 

 More than one in six clubs (17%) is located in a socially sensitive area (compared with 
a share of 1 in 10 in the whole sample). 

 More than half (53%) of the clubs have diversified revenue sources (membership 
contributions, public subsidies, transfers from the federation, sale of food & drink or 
services, gate revenue and other), compared with a share of only 27% of the total 
survey sample.  

 83% of these clubs have more than 100 members (compared with 67% in the whole 
survey sample).  The average number of members per club is 331 (compared with 277 
in the whole survey sample). 

 
Among the 253 clubs which meet the main two of the above criteria (being French and having 
diversified revenue sources beyond sponsorship, patronage and private donations, lotteries 
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and other), 15,4% meet “all” the efficiency criteria.  In the survey database, the share of clubs 
among the 1700 remaining clubs which meet all the criteria is only 5.4%. 
 
The features which impact financing from sponsors or donors are (in decreasing order of 
importance): 

 The country of location of the club: as indicated above, French clubs are three times 
more likely to have an efficient funding structure – based on the above criteria – than 
Spanish clubs, and 75% more likely than a club from the Netherlands, the Czech 
Republic or Lithuania; 

 

 Diversified revenue sources (beyond sponsorship, patronage and donations, local 
lotteries, charities and other): receiving revenue from various sources significantly 
increases the likelihood of meeting the above « efficiency » criteria.  A club which has 
at least five sources of revenue other than sponsorship, patronage and donations as 
twice more probability to meet the above « efficiency » criteria; 

 

 The social sensitivity of the area in which the club is located: clubs located in socially 
sensitive areas (or reported as such by the clubs themselves) have 2.6 times more 
chances to meet the « efficiency » criteria than a club not located in such an area; 

 

 The number of members: having more than 100 members doubles the likelihood of 
meeting the « efficiency » criteria.  A club with 300 members or more has 10% more to 
meet the efficiency criteria than those which have between 100 and 300 members.  
Similarly, clubs with less than 100 members are less likely to meet all the “efficiency” 
criteria; 

 

 The population in the geographic area covered by the club: everything else being 
equal, clubs located in areas with less than 10 000 inhabitants are three times more 
likely to meet the efficiency criteria than clubs located in areas with 50 000 inhabitants 
or more, and twice more likely than clubs located in areas with 10 000 to 50 000 
inhabitants. 

 
The variables that were found to have a limited impact on the efficiency of the funding 
model are: 

 The sport discipline considered; 

 Whether the club is located in a rural or urban area; 

 The employer status of the club; 

 The level of the club’s main team; 

 The sale of food & drink; 

 The year of creation of the club; 

 The ownership status of the infrastructure. 
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9. Results by discipline 

This section presents the survey results per discipline. 
 
 
 
 
 

Methodological note on the club’ survey by discipline 
 
In Germany, the data comes from the 2010 German Sport Development Report, due to the low 
response rate to the Eurostrategies’ survey. 
 
The graphs showing the rates of practice across Member States in each discipline are taken 
from the answers by the ministries in charge of sport and the NOCs of each country to the 
questionnaire sent by Eurostrategies in Phase 1 of the study.  Cross-country comparisons are 
not reliable due to potentially different sources for the original data. 
 
All the other data presented in the following sections comes from the Eurostrategies survey of 
sport clubs. 
 
In the UK, very few clubs answered the questions related to the revenue and expenditure 
structures, which makes it impossible to draw conclusions on the revenue and cost structure in 
this country. 
 
 



Study on the funding of grassroots sports in the EU 

Volume I of the Final report 

©Eurostrategies - June 2011 213 

9.1 Football 

9.1.1 Key features 

Football is the most practiced sport in nearly all EU countries.  It is also the discipline that 
generates the biggest financial flows, due to the high popularity of the high-level sport. 
 
The chart below presents the average membership rates across Member States, ranked in 
descending order.  The figures, calculating by dividing the number of reported members of 
football clubs divided by the total reported membership base in organised clubs, are based on 
the responses to the questionnaires sent to the National Ministries in charge of sport, and on 
data from the sport organisations.  In some Member States, as Poland, the rates of 
participation are particularly high, possibly reflecting discrepancies in the two sources used, or 
indicating not the sole members of clubs but the total number of regular practitioners. 
 

Football: rates of practice per country 
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 Source : Questionnaires sent to the National Ministries in charge of sports 

 
The charts on the next page present an overview of the survey results for unisport football 
clubs.  
 
Few Lithuanian football clubs responded to the survey.  In fact, Lithuania is the only EU country 
in which football is not the most popular sport: the most popular sport in Lithuania is 
basketball.  Another point is that, even for football, there is no” organized club” culture, so to 
speak: people come to play football three times a week, and then decide to set up a club in 
order to take part in competitions.  In other words, formal organisations are established with 
the sole purpose of participating in tournaments. As a result, there is some confusion between 
the notions of “club” and “team”: often, clubs are simply “teams”. 
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Another consequence of this fairly informal club structure in Lithuania is that there is no 
“traditional” sport club organisation and management structure, as happens elsewhere.  If 
people get together only for occasional competitions, the club is not registered at all.  There 
are, however, a few clubs set up at community level, e.g. Gargždai Football Club. 
 
With the exception of Lithuania and Germany, roughly half of the clubs which responded to 
the survey are located in rural areas. The distribution of football clubs across rural and urban 
areas is similar to that of other disciplines, except in Denmark where the share of respondents 
in rural areas is higher for football than in the other disciplines.  
 

The Czech (68 %) and French (65 %) clubs are mainly located in municipalities with less than 
10 000 inhabitants.  In fact, in the Czech Republic, nearly every village has a football club.  
Spain follows with 45 % of the clubs in small areas. In Lithuania, on the contrary, clubs are 
mainly located in large agglomerations: 62 % are located in areas of more than 100 000 
inhabitants. The Dutch clubs are more evenly distributed. 
 

a) Number of members, composition of membership and changes therein 

It is in the Netherlands that the number of members per club appears to be highest, at close to 
500.  In Denmark, football clubs have more than 300 members per club on average.  In the 
Czech Republic, France, Germany the number is close to 250, and it falls under 200 in Spain 
and the UK.  In Lithuania, because of the specific features of football clubs mentioned above, 
clubs only have around 50 members. 
 

Most football players are boys/men.  The share of girls/women is low, as illustrated on the 
chart which shows the total number of members reported by the clubs that responded to the 
survey, and the number of women and high level competitors in the clubs’ membership base.  
Girls/women account for 7 to 10% of the membership base in Lithuania, the Netherlands, 
Spain and the United Kingdom, and for 4% in France and 3% in the Czech Republic.  In 
Denmark, the figure rises to 21%. The share of high level competitors varies between 5 and 
15% in all countries but France, where a broader interpretation of “high level competitors” 
was given by the clubs (the question referred to the number of members entering 
competitions). 
 
With the exception of Lithuania and the Czech Republic, in all the other countries, a majority of 
football clubs report an increase – and in some cases a large increase - in the number of 
members over the last six years.  Less than 15% of the clubs report a decrease or a large 
decrease in membership over the past six years. 
 
In most countries, the membership fee has remained stable over the past six years, or has 
increased a little.  The proportion of clubs reporting a reduction in the average membership 
fee is less than 5%. 
 

 



Study on the funding of grassroots sports in the EU 

Volume I of the Final report 

©Eurostrategies - June 2011 216 

Over the last 6 years, how has membership evolved?

Football

Large 

increase
Increase No Change Decrease

Large 

Decrease

Total number of members 11,8 44,1 30,8 12,0 1,3

Number of women 13,9 25,3 47,1 9,7 3,9

Number of high level competitors 3,4 19,5 64,3 4,4 8,4

Number of members under 18 years old 12,5 49,9 27,7 8,9 0,9

Number of members between 18-60 2,6 26,9 42,7 26,5 1,3

Number of members over 60 0,0 4,8 55,3 18,1 21,9  

 

What are the main factors that are unfavourable to the increase in the number of members?

Main reason 

(1)

Second 

reason (2)

Third reason 

(3)

Loss of interest in sports by the population 27,5 9,0 17,2

Inadequate access to facilities 12,5 5,7 3,2

Lack of trainers and/or leaders 19,0 14,2 8,3

Political or legal framework 3,1 3,5 3,4

Unattractive offer 1,0 3,3 2,3

Time constraints for the members 6,2 18,5 11,5

Increase of membership fees 3,4 3,8 6,3

Competition from other sports in the area 16,6 26,4 14,4

Competition from commercial sport clubs in the same discipline 2,9 10,4 20,4

Decrease in club practice in favor of non-organised sports 2,9 3,8 9,2

Other 4,9 1,4 3,7  

 

What are the main factors that would be likely to lead to an increase in the number of members?

Football

Main reason 

(1)

Second 

reason (2)

Third reason 

(3)

Increased interest in health/fitness 28,1 7,8 9,1

Better access to facilities 13,9 8,0 8,6

Quality of trainers and/or leaders 17,3 15,8 10,7

Success of national athletes or teams in international competitions 2,4 4,3 22,2

Club sucess in regional or national competitions 9,6 14,5 11,5

The quality of the clubs development programme 13,2 22,0 14,1

Educational dimension 4,8 17,3 6,8

Attractive membership frees 5,8 8,8 12,3

Other 4,8 1,8 4,7  

 

Do you benefit from support ? 

From the national federation From the professional /high level clubs
% of reponses % of reponses

Football Football

Financial support 27% Financial support 1%

Provision of sporting goods 3% Provision of sporting goods 0%

Provision of sport facilities 2% Provision of sport facilities 1%

Staff provision 2% Staff provision 0%

Other 3% Other 2%

No 66% No 95%

Note : a total different from 100% is possible since several responses can be given  
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Czech 

Republic
Denmark France Germany* Lithuania Netherlands Spain

Food and drink sale 26,3% 53,8% 94,9% 18,2% 0,0% 89,5% 94,7%

Product sale 2,6% 39,7% 54,2% 1,0% 0,0% 36,4% 92,6%

Service sale (courses, 

lessons) to the local 

population

7,7% 5,8% 17,0% 0,3% 0,0% 5,7% 55,3%

Service sale (courses, 

lessons) to companies
5,4% 7,2% 2,2% n.a. 0,0% 6,8% 38,3%

Organisation of sports 

events
69,8% 50,0% 96,8% 28,7% 53,8% 78,0% 97,9%

Organisation of non-sport 

events
47,4% 63,4% 85,7% 18,8% 7,7% 34,8% 5,3%

Equipment and Facilities 

rental
57,4% 8,7% 14,0% n.a. 7,7% 14,6% 7,5%

Other 6,7% 24,6% 13,8% n.a. 9,1% 9,2% 0,0%

What type of commercial activities do the clubs undertake ? Football

% of clubs with undertake commercial activities
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b) Organisation and services offered 

In Denmark, France, Germany and The Netherlands, all the clubs which responded to the 
survey are not-for-profit associations.  In Spain, the Czech Republic, the United Kingdom and 
Lithuania there are other legal structures, yet not specified.  The Czech Republic is the only 
country in which some of the football clubs which responded to the survey are commercial 
enterprises: indeed, in this country, a few 2nd league (professional) clubs have responded to 
the survey, because they also have grassroots teams (youth, amateur). Because of tax laws, 
they tend to have two legal entities, but probably just one accountant who is the person who 
responded to the survey. 
 
In all the Member States surveyed, football clubs generate revenue from a variety of sources 
beyond membership contributions.  These include the sale of food & drinks and other 
products, the rental of sport facilities and the organisation of sport and non-sport events.  It is 
in Spain that the generation of revenue from service sales is most widespread. 
 
In addition to the regular training, games and tournaments, many clubs organise a wide range 
of activities, for different purposes.  Education and social integration are most commonly cited 
as the objectives of specific projects.  Environmental protection is also mentioned by a 
significant share of the clubs in Lithuania, France, the Netherlands, the Czech Republic and the 
UK. 
 

9.1.2 The funding model for football across Member States 

a) Key revenue sources 

It is in the Netherlands that the average revenue per club is highest: this is probably related to 
the fact that it is in this country that clubs are generally larger. Spain comes second.  In the 
Czech Republic, the average revenue (and expenditure) per club is also comparatively high, 
reflecting the different ownership structure of sport facilities: many clubs own their facilities. 
 
The average revenue per member varies across countries, even after having been corrected for 
differences in purchasing power parities. It is relatively high in Spain, the Czech Republic and 
Germany, at over € 300 per capita (PPP adjusted), and is comparatively low in France where 
membership fees are low and so is the contribution of sponsors. 
 
A striking difference between the revenue structure of football clubs and that of other sport 
disciplines is the high share of revenue from sponsors and donors.  This may be explained by 
the social and educative actions of the clubs.   
 
Looking at the breakdown of revenue by main category, one finds that the share of 
membership fees varies significantly across countries, from 6% in the Czech Republic to 43% in 
Spain.  Revenue from public sources (both central and local governments) represents between 
20% and 30% of the total revenue generated in all countries but the Netherlands and 
Germany, where it is lower.  In the Czech Republic, the high share of clubs owning their 
facilities – hence paying the full price for them – is partly offset by comparatively higher 
(visible) public subsidies than in the other countries. 
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In the Czech Republic, one third of the clubs’ revenue comes from sponsorships, patronage or 
donations. The share is also high in Spain.  The other Member States have a more traditional 
revenue structure, with the bulk of the funding coming either from membership fees or from 
the public sector. 
 
The high number of young players, many of which from economically distressed areas, who 
practice football also explains the comparatively high share of revenue coming from the public 
sector. 
 
In the Netherlands, the share of public subventions in the football clubs’ total revenue is lower 
than in France, the Czech Republic or Spain: Dutch clubs appear to be less vulnerable to an 
eventual decline in public financing than in the other countries.   
 
The funding by federations indicated on the chart reflects solidarity mechanisms. 
 
Finally, football clubs receive significant amounts of revenue from betting and gambling 
services’ operators and from “other” sources (revenue not specified elsewhere). 
 

The trend in revenue from public sources is mostly increasing in all Member States surveyed.  
However, a significant share of the clubs surveyed report a decline in the revenue from public 
sources over the last 6 years.  This is particularly the case in Spain, where close to 90% of the 
clubs report a “decrease” or a “significant decrease” in revenue from public sources over the 
period 2002 to 2008.  In Denmark, the Netherlands and the UK, close to 30% of the clubs 
either report a decrease or a substantial decrease in revenue from public sources. 
 
The trend in revenue from sponsorship, patronage and donations, which as we saw is an 
important revenue source for the football clubs, is on the rise in 30% or more of the clubs in 
the Czech Republic, Denmark, the Netherlands and the United Kingdom, and in 23% of the 
clubs in France.   In Spain, the trend is primarily downward. 
 

In comparison, the revenue generated from the organisation of events and from the sale of 
sporting goods and/or services is mostly stable everywhere.  The share of revenue from the 
sale of food & beverages is also either stable or slightly increasing. It is in the Czech Republic 
and in Spain that one sees a higher proportion than average of clubs reporting decreases in the 
revenue from food & beverages sales, or from the sale of services, in the past six years.  This is 
probably due to the worsened economic climate of the past 2 years. 
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Another important resource for the clubs is the contribution of voluntary work.  Two charts 
respectively present the trend in the number of volunteers working for the clubs between 
2002 and 2008, and the trend in the average working time per volunteer.  As one sees, with 
the exception of Spain, a majority of clubs report an increase or a significant increase in the 
number of volunteers over the past years.  The proportion of clubs reporting either a decrease 
of strong decrease in the number of volunteers is nevertheless also high, ranging between 42% 
in the Netherlands, 35% in France, 24% in the Czech Republic, 20% in Denmark and 14% in the 
United Kingdom.  In Spain, it is as high as 90%. 
 
The average working time of the volunteers is generally on the rise or stable.  The proportion 
of clubs reporting a decrease in the average time spent by volunteers for the clubs is less than 
20% in the Czech Republic, France and the Netherlands, and less than 10% in Denmark, Spain 
and the UK. 
 

b) The main sources of expenditures 

The average expenditure per club is highest in the Netherlands (where clubs are large) and 
Spain, and lower in the Czech Republic and France.   
 
Note that the UK and Danish clubs have not provided information on their expenditure 
structure. 
 
On the expenditure side, the three main cost items are organisational expenditures and 
expenditures on equipment and facilities.  Expenditures on wages and salaries are generally 
less important for football clubs than for other disciplines because the management of the 
practice is not heavily regulated.  This makes it possible to rely more on (unpaid) voluntary 
contributions (for swimming, trainers have to be licensed). 
 
In Lithuania, equipment and facilities of secondary schools are used by the clubs, which keeps 
costs down. In Vilnius, for example, there is no suitable infrastructure for football, and no 
place where stadiums could be built.  There are, however, examples of good practices in the 
regions where local authorities construct and maintain sport facilities. For instance, Simnas 
Municipality submitted an application for a cross-boarder cooperation project and built two 
stadiums with Community and national funds. 
 
The expenditure component which accounts for the bulk of the difference between cost 
structures across countries is wages and salaries.  In Spain and the Netherlands, a 
comparatively higher share of the clubs are employers – implying a higher degree of 
professionalization of staff. 
 
Another key cost component for the clubs – at least in France, Germany, the Netherlands and 
Spain, is the payment to the federation: this corresponds to affiliation fees, along with the 
payments of penalties, etc.  Next come the purchase of sporting goods and equipment made 
available to the members, followed by travel expenses (to and from the competitions).  Travel 
costs do not seem to constitute a major expense, except in the Czech Republic.  In this country, 
some of the clubs which answered to the survey are playing in the 2nd league, not just in local 
leagues.  So, the survey includes clubs whose players get compensations for travel costs. This 
is, however, not the case of players at grassroots level. 
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What will be the impact of the following trends in the next 5 years ?

(% of responses)

Football

Very impact 

negative 

Rather 

negative 

impact 

No impact 

Rather 

positive 

impact 

Very positive 

impact 

Legislative framework 8 52 35 5 0

Policy framework 8 31 31 28 1

Trend in State funding 26 41 26 6 1

Trend in local authorities funding 19 55 14 11 1

Trend in commercial funding 23 40 20 16 1

Trend in the attractiveness of the sports 

discipline considered
3 13 35 45 4

Trend in the members' purchasing power 5 50 32 12 1

Trend in the contributions from the governing 

body (financial, human, equipment …)
6 39 40 13 1

Trend in non organised practice of sport 5 36 52 7 0

Trend in the economic environment (crisis, 

trend in market structures…)
32 40 24 4 0

Trend in the practice of other sports by your 

members
3 45 47 5 0

Trend in the cost of equipment 8 60 27 5 0

Trend in voluntary work 15 34 18 30 3

Trend in the cost of human resources 15 44 36 4 0

Access to facilities 10 40 34 13 3

Trend in mobility / transport 5 44 44 5 2  

 

What could your club do to increase its membership ?

(% of responses)

Football

Positive 

impact and 

likely to be 

done

Positive 

impact but 

difficult to 

do

No impact
Negative 

impact

Give priority to greater success in competitions 34,36 31,52 31,99 2,13

Develop partnership with educational 

establishments
19,77 56,28 23,72 0,23

Develop partnership with other clubs to create new 

sports services
11,75 56,22 27,19 4,84

Develop activities targeted at specific age groups 43,47 28,98 27,32 0,24

Develop specific activities related to gender 37,53 23,28 38,24 0,95

Develop sport activities with community goals 41,04 26,88 31,21 0,87

Develop health related sports activities 33,49 28,77 37,03 0,71

Other 5,29 6,88 86,77 1,06  

 

What could your club do to increase its own resources ?

(% of responses)

Football

Positive impact and 

likely to be done

Positive impact 

but difficult to do
No impact

Negative 

impact

Attract volunteers 21,9 72,7 5,1 0,2

Increase the price of the membership fee 18,6 23,5 11,7 46,2

Develop services for the local population 30,7 37,7 31,2 0,5

Develop services for tourists 3,1 34,0 58,2 4,8

Develop services for companies 27,8 28,7 40,9 2,6  
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9.2 Basketball 

9.2.1 Key features 

The practice of Basketball has evolved very differently across countries over the past decades.   
In many EU Member States, basketball is on the list of the five most practised sports.  It is 
number one in Lithuania, yet basketball does not have the same media coverage as football, 
tennis or formula 1 car racing.  It is still a highly popular sport: the performance of the 
European teams in the World basketball championship or during the Olympic Games has 
contributed to keep up the population’s interest in this discipline.  
 

Basketball: rate of practice per country 
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Source : Questionnaires sent to the National Ministries in charge of sports 

 
The charts on the next page present the survey results. 
 
In all countries, most of the clubs which responded to the survey are located in urban areas. 
The distribution of basketball clubs across rural and urban areas therefore differs from the 
“average” distribution of sport clubs, with comparatively few clubs in rural areas. 
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a) Number of members, composition of membership and changes therein 

It is in the Czech Republic that the number of members per basketball club is highest, a little 
over 250.  In the other countries, the average number of members per club in the survey 
hovers between 150 and 180.  The Lithuanian clubs appear to be comparatively small in size.   
 
As in other disciplines, the average number of members per club in the survey is higher than 
the figure published by the national federations, indicating that it is the bigger clubs which 
responded to the survey. 
 
The table below compares the average number of members per club in the official figures with 
the results of the survey. 
 

 

Number of 

members 

Number of 

club 
Number of members per club 

Results – official federation data 
Survey 

result 

Average for all 

disciplines 

France 455 116 4 392 103.6 150 92.5 

Czech 

Republic 
32 631 426 76.6 250 

n.c. 

Denmark 9 801 124 79.04 140 n.c. 

Germany 190 882 2 360 80.88 135.6 n.c. 

Spain 366 994 30 076 12.02 175 35.9 

 
 
In the Czech Republic and Denmark, about one third of the basketball players are girls/women.  
The share of women is higher in France, at 36%, and is close to 25% in the Netherlands and 
Spain.  In the UK, only 15% of the players are girls/women.  It is in Lithuania that one finds the 
highest proportion of female players, at 60%. 
 
The proportion of members involved in high level competition is usually a little less than 10%.  
As for the other disciplines, the number reported for France applies to the number of 
members involved in competitions in general, as opposed to the high level competitors only. 
 

With the exception of the Czech Republic and Denmark, the proportion of clubs reporting an 
increase in the number of members over the past 6 years is higher than the proportion of clubs 
reporting a decrease in membership.  In the UK and France, basketball has become more 
popular in recent years, whereas in Lithuania, where the participation rate is already very high, 
membership has remained stable. 
 

Given an average participation rate which is on the rise in most clubs, and an average 
membership fee which has either increased a little (in some case, a lot) or remained stable, the 
revenue generated by basketball clubs from their members has tended to increase in the past 
6 years. 
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Over the last 6 years, how has membership evolved?

Basketball

Large 

increase 
Increase No change Decrease 

Large 

decrease 

Total number of members 10,4 39,0 32,0 16,5 2,2

Number of women 5,4 36,0 38,3 17,6 2,7

Number of high level competitors 8,0 24,1 52,7 14,3 0,9

Number of members under 18 years old 10,9 38,0 36,2 12,2 2,6

Number of members between 18-60 3,1 32,6 49,6 12,9 1,8

Number of members over 60 0,0 1,5 81,4 11,8 5,4  
 

What are the main factors that are unfavourable to the increase in the number of members?

Basketball

Main reason 

(1)

Second 

reason (2)

Third reason 

(3)

Loss of interest in sports by the population 10,0 6,9 8,3

Inadequate access to facilities 5,9 5,1 4,9

Lack of trainers and/or leaders 20,8 9,7 11,8

Political or legal framework 1,8 4,6 2,5

Unattractive offer 1,8 2,3 1,5

Time constraints for the members 19,9 13,0 8,8

Increase of membership fees 19,0 18,5 7,4

Competition from other sports in the area 15,8 32,4 8,3

Competition from commercial sport clubs in the same discipline 2,3 4,6 21,1

Decrease in club practice in favor of non-organised sports 1,8 1,9 22,5

Other 0,9 0,9 2,9  

 

What are the main factors that would be likely to lead to an increase in the number of members?

Basketball

Main reason 

(1)

Second 

reason (2)

Third reason 

(3)

Increased interest in health/fitness 22,3 25,9 5,6

Better access to facilities 5,3 3,4 5,1

Quality of trainers and/or leaders 14,1 20,0 41,3

Success of national athletes or teams in international competitions 21,4 13,2 6,6

Club sucess in regional or national competitions 10,7 9,3 11,2

The quality of the clubs development programme 13,6 16,1 10,2

Educational dimension 7,3 5,9 9,7

Attractive membership frees 4,9 5,4 9,2

Other 0,5 1,0 1,0  

 

Do you benefit from support ? 

From the national federation From the professional /high level clubs
% of reponses % of reponses

Basketball Basketball

Financial support 38% Financial support 5%

Provision of sporting goods 4% Provision of sporting goods 0%

Provision of sport facilities 1% Provision of sport facilities 0%

Staff provision 2% Staff provision 2%

Other 4% Other 2%

No 57% No 91%

Note : a total different from 100% is possible since several responses can be given  
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b) Organisation and services offered 

In all the countries surveyed, most of the clubs which responded to the survey are either not-
for-profit associations (100% of the respondents in the Czech Republic, Denmark, France, 
Lithuania, Germany and The Netherlands).  A few clubs report “another” legal form (in the UK, 
half the clubs claim to have another legal status than that of an association).  
 
In most countries, the main revenue sources for the clubs are food & drink sales, and revenue 
generated from the organisation of sport events (tournaments or competitions).  Many clubs 
also sell sporting goods and equipment.  In Denmark, France, the Netherlands, Spain and the 
UK clubs are also involved in the organisation of non-sport events in order to complement 
their revenue. 
 

9.2.2 The funding models for basketball across Member States 

a) Key revenue sources, including solidarity mechanisms 

It is in the Czech Republic that the average revenue per club (corrected for PPP) is highest, 
followed by Spain: this partly reflects the fact that the average size of clubs in this country is 
larger.  It also reflects the fact that many clubs in the Czech Republic own their facility.  Hence, 
the revenue collected has to cover higher expenses than in other countries.   
 
For France, data from the Ministry in charge of sports indicates an average revenue per club of 
€ 30 549 (STAT-Info, avril 2006123).  The survey data indicate a revenue per club of € 36 000 in 
2008-2009, i.e. two years after. The survey results are thus representative of the situation in 
France. 
 
The average revenue per member varies significantly across countries.   

 
The breakdown of revenue by source shows a widely varying share of membership fees in the 
total clubs’ revenue across countries: the share of membership fees ranges between 20% in 
the Czech Republic and France, and 70%-80% in the Netherlands and Germany.  Public funding 
(including both central government’ and local governments’ funding) is the main revenue 
source in the Czech Republic and France, and the second most important revenue source in 
Spain.  In all countries, revenues from sponsorship, patronage and donations account for close 
to 20% of the total revenue.  Contrary to the situation for tennis and football, revenue from 
the sale of goods does not really constitute a significant revenue source for the basketball 
clubs.  Lotteries and “other” sources contribute between 5 and 10% of the total revenue of the 
clubs. 
 
The revenue structure per member confirms the above picture, with varying shares of 
membership fees and of public sector revenues.  One of the items that seems to explain the 
higher than average revenue per member in the Czech Republic than in the other countries is 
the relatively important contribution from products and services sales during sport events. 
 
Public subsidies to grassroots basketball clubs seem to be broadly stable in most clubs and 
Member States surveyed.  As for football and tennis, a majority of Spanish clubs report a 
decrease in public sector funding in the past 6 years.  In the Czech Republic, however, where 
public revenue is reported as decreasing in the other disciplines, this is not the case for 

                                                 
123 http://www.sports.gouv.fr/IMG/pdf/STAT-Info_n_06-05_avril_2006_-_Le_budget_des_associations_sportives.pdf consulté le 16/9/10 

http://www.sports.gouv.fr/IMG/pdf/STAT-Info_n_06-05_avril_2006_-_Le_budget_des_associations_sportives.pdf
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basketball clubs. Only France and the Netherlands see some clubs declaring a large decrease in 
public subsidies.  In Lithuania, public subsidies have increased in all clubs surveyed. 
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Czech 

Republic
Denmark France Germany* Lithuania Netherlands Spain

United 

Kingdom

Food and drink sale 0,0% 42,1% 61,8% 0,8% 0,0% 14,3% 83,9% 40,0%

Product sale 18,2% 27,8% 35,3% 0,0% 0,0% 10,0% 81,6% 60,0%

Service sale (courses, 

lessons) to the local 

population

20,0% 5,9% 15,4% 9,6% 0,0% 13,6% 21,6% 60,0%

Service sale (courses, 

lessons) to companies
0,0% 5,9% 0,0% n.a. 0,0% 0,0% 58,6% 0,0%

Organisation of sports 

events
63,6% 47,4% 92,4% 27,4% 33,3% 38,1% 90,7% 60,0%

Organisation of non-sport 

events
0,0% 22,2% 71,6% 23,0% 0,0% 11,1% 65,5% 20,0%

Equipment and Facilities 

rental
20,0% 0,0% 4,7% n.a. 0,0% 5,6% 73,3% 0,0%

Other 20,0% 20,0% 4,5% n.a. 0,0% 13,3% 20,0% 20,0%

What type of commercial activities do the clubs undertake ? Basket

% of clubs with undertake commercial activities
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The trend in revenue from sponsorship, patronage and donations, which accounts for 10 to 
20% of the clubs’ revenue, is either stable or on the rise in most countries.  It increases rapidly 
in the Netherlands, Spain and the United Kingdom, at least for some clubs.  In Lithuania, the 
trend is more worrying, as all the clubs which answered to the survey report a decline in 
revenue from sponsorship, patronage and donations. 
 
Most clubs report “stable” overall budgets between 2002 and 2008.  The two countries where 
many clubs’ budgets have been squeezed – possibly as a result of the crisis – are the Czech 
Republic and Spain, and to a lesser extent Lithuania and Germany. In the Czech Republic, 
municipalities have given the priority to the support of teams involved in high(er) level 
competitions: indeed, there are teams from relatively small cities/villages which play in the 
first two leagues. Another explanation is the financial crisis, which has caused many sponsors 
to cut or not renew the sponsorship contracts.  With respect to Spain, the main factor 
explaining the budget decline is the fall in members’ contributions. The revenue generated by 
the clubs from events (notably, ticketing) and from the sale of food, beverages and sporting 
goods and/or of services (such as courses and lessons) is broadly stable.  Only in the Czech 
Republic and France do some clubs (about 15% in the Czech Republic, 10% in France) report 
decreases in the revenue from the sale of food and beverages, or from the sale of services. 
 
A final (important) revenue source for the clubs is the contribution of voluntary work.  
Whereas in France, Lithuania and the United Kingdom, there are more clubs reporting an 
increase or no change in the number of volunteers than of clubs reporting a decrease in the 
number of volunteers, in the Czech Republic and the Netherlands more than one club in two 
reports a decrease in the number of volunteers.  In Spain, close to 80% of the clubs report a 
decrease in the number of volunteers, clearly a worrying pattern, especially given that in this 
country the number of hours worked by the volunteers has also decreased.  
 
Elsewhere, a consequence of the reduction in the number of volunteers has been a rise in the 
average working time of the volunteers.  
 

b) The main sources of expenditures 

On the expenditure side, the three main sources of expenditures of basketball clubs are 
expenditures on facilities and equipment, wages & salaries and travel.  The share of 
expenditures on wages and salaries, however, varies substantially across countries depending 
on the employer status of the clubs.  The share is higher in France and Spain, and lower in the 
Netherlands and the Czech Republic. 
 
The share of expenditures on facilities in total costs also varies a lot across countries.  In France 
and Spain, the clubs benefit from access to facilities owned by local authorities or by a private 
stakeholder free of charge or at a low cost.  In the Czech Republic and the Netherlands, this 
does not appear to be the case as this source of expenditure accounts for more than 20% (in 
the Czech Republic), and more than 50% (in the Netherlands) of total costs.  
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Another key expenditure component is the payment made by the clubs to the national 
federation: this corresponds to their affiliation fee.   
 

Finally, the share of transport costs also varies across countries, being relatively high in the 
Czech Republic and France. 
 
Hence, for basketball clubs, the three expenditure components which explain the difference in 
cost structures across countries are wages and salaries, and expenditures on facilities and 
transport.    
 
Compared to other disciplines, expenditures on the purchases of sporting goods do not 
constitute a major cost. 
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What will be the impact of the following trends in the next 5 years ?

(% of responses)

Basketball

Very negative 

impact 

Rather 

negative 

impact

No impact

Rather 

positive 

impact

Very positive 

impact

Legislative framework 5 59 33 3 0

Policy framework 7 20 29 43 0

Trend in State funding 14 62 19 3 2

Trend in local authorities funding 15 67 9 7 2

Trend in commercial funding 10 56 20 13 1

Trend in the attractiveness of the sports 

discipline considered
3 9 23 61 4

Trend in the members' purchasing power 4 63 24 8 1

Trend in the contributions from the governing 

body (financial, human, equipment …)
8 53 27 11 0

Trend in non organised practice of sport 6 49 38 7 0

Trend in the economic environment (crisis, 

trend in market structures…)
41 38 18 3 0

Trend in the practice of other sports by your 

members
4 59 31 5 1

Trend in the cost of equipment 6 63 28 4 0

Trend in voluntary work 13 28 16 40 4

Trend in the cost of human resources 7 61 30 3 0

Access to facilities 6 57 22 13 3

Trend in mobility / transport 7 54 33 5 1  

 

What could your club do to increase its membership ?

(% of responses)

Basketball

Positive 

impact and 

likely to be 

done

Positive 

impact but 

difficult to 

do

No impact
Negative 

impact

Give priority to greater success in competitions 49,3 23,5 24,9 2,3

Develop partnership with educational 

establishments
28,1 64,7 6,7 0,4

Develop partnership with other clubs to create new 

sports services
21,8 60,5 15,0 2,7

Develop activities targeted at specific age groups 58,9 20,5 20,5

Develop specific activities related to gender 46,7 15,9 36,0 1,4

Develop sport activities with community goals 46,0 21,0 29,5 3,5

Develop health related sports activities 44,7 18,1 34,9 2,3

Other 7,1 8,9 82,1 1,8  

 

What could your club do to increase its own resources ?

(% of responses)

Basketball

Positive impact and 

likely to be done

Positive impact 

but difficult to do
No impact

Negative 

impact

Attract volunteers 18,4 78,1 3,1 0,4

Increase the price of the membership fee 13,9 21,1 6,7 58,3

Develop services for the local population 42,1 30,3 27,6

Develop services for tourists 3,7 38,1 53,5 4,7

Develop services for companies 38,1 24,2 35,3 2,3  
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9.3 Tennis 

9.3.1 Key features 

Tennis is also a widely practiced individual sport in Europe. In France, for example, more than 
1.1 million people hold a license.  These are members of some 8 515 clubs affiliated to the 
Fédération Française de Tennis (FFT).  At the European level, the estimated number of 
practitioners is 27 million.  Among these, about half (12 million) have a license, and the 
number of clubs is close to 38 000. The country with the largest number of practitioners is 
Germany, followed by France. 
 
The chart below presents the estimated rates of practice per country. The graphs on the 
following pages present the survey results. 
 
 

Tennis: rate of practice per country 

5,1%

3,8% 4,1%

2,5%

7,1%

5,8%

2,3%
1,7%

14,4%

1,6%
2,4%

8,8%

3,2%
4,1%

2,8%
1,6%2,0%

0%

1%

2%

3%

4%

5%

6%

7%

8%

9%

A
u

st
ri

a

C
yp

ru
s

C
ze

ch
 R

ep
u

b
lic

D
en

m
ar

k

E
st

o
n

ia

F
ra

n
ce

G
er

m
an

y

Ir
el

an
d

It
al

y

L
at

vi
a

L
u

xe
m

b
u

rg N
L

P
o

la
n

d

P
o

rt
u

g
al

R
o

m
an

ia

S
p

ai
n

U
n

it
ed

 K
in

g
d

o
m

 
Source : Questionnaires sent to the National Ministries in charge of sports 

 
In Lithuania, the management of tennis as a sport at the national level has not been very 
organised in the past 20 years.  The federation initiated activities but neither built relationship 
with clubs, schools, local authorities, nor developped infrastructure.  Before 2010, only ten 
clubs were registered, however there was no information on how many members the clubs 
had, what infrastructure they possessed, etc.  Only a year ago did the organisational structure 
of this sport start to develop under the new administration.  More trust between the 
federation and the clubs ensued.  There is a prevailing belief in Lithuania that tennis is mainly a 
commercial and elite sport, which is henceforth mainly intended for people with above-
average income.  This has led to a lack of differentiation between the commercial and non-
commercial character of tennis.  Yet, all existing clubs are grassroots clubs and people who 
want to compete in tournaments have to become members of the clubs.  The perception of 
the club as an organisation with identification elements is, however, missing. 
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In most Member States surveyed, tennis clubs are primarily located in urban areas.  It is in 
France that the proportion of tennis clubs in rural areas is highest. 
 

a) Number of members, composition of membership and changes therein 

As for football, it is in the Netherlands that the average number of members per club is 
highest, at close to 500.  In Denmark, tennis clubs are also fairly large, with more than 300 
members per club on average.  These figures are very similar to the average size of football 
clubs.  
 
In the Czech Republic, France, Spain and the UK, the average number of members per club in 
the survey data varies between 120 and 250.  This indicates a slight upward bias in the survey 
data, in that it is mainly the medium and large-sized clubs which responded to the survey. 
 
 

Members per 

club 
France Denmark Spain 

Czech 

Republic 
Germany Netherlands 

National 

federation 

data 

134 161 95 70 161 396 

Survey data 195 324 409 120 206 493 

 

The proportion of female players is much higher than for football.  It is close to one third in the 
Czech Republic, Denmark and France, and is more than 40% in Germany and the Netherlands.  
The share of high level competitors is generally low, however, with a figure for France which is 
not comparable to that of the other countries due to the way the question was phrased in the 
French questionnaire, where reference was made to “number of competitors” whereas in the 
other languages the questionnaire referred to the number of “high level competitors”. 
 
In all the countries surveyed, there are more clubs reporting an increase in membership than 
clubs reporting a decline in membership.  The rise in membership is particularly significant in 
France, where 22% of the clubs report a “strong increase” in membership between 2002 and 
2008.  In the Czech Republic, Denmark, and the Netherlands, more than one club in five 
reports a fall in membership over the six-year period.  Generally speaking, the proportion of 
clubs reporting a fall in membership is higher for tennis than for the other disciplines covered 
in this study. 
 
The average membership fee has remained stable in most countries over the past six years, or 
has increased a little.  The proportion of clubs reporting a reduction in the average 
membership fee is very low and these clubs are all located in Spain. 
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Over the last 6 years, how has membership evolved?

Tennis

Large 

increase
Increase No Change Decrease

Large 

Decrease

Total number of members 7,7 23,5 43,2 22,3 3,2

Number of women 3,9 22,4 50,0 21,1 2,6

Number of high level competitors 3,4 15,2 66,2 12,1 3,1

Number of members under 18 years old 10,1 25,5 39,5 21,9 2,9

Number of members between 18-60 3,9 28,7 36,2 30,0 1,3

Number of members over 60 0,7 20,4 39,8 26,0 13,2  

 

What are the main factors that are unfavourable to the increase in the number of members?

Tennis

Main reason 

(1)

Second 

reason (2)

Third reason 

(3)

Loss of interest in sports by the population 44,8 6,9 8,3

Inadequate access to facilities 7,0 4,4 2,5

Lack of trainers and/or leaders 6,3 10,2 5,4

Political or legal framework 1,7 1,8 3,7

Unattractive offer 0,3 8,7 2,5

Time constraints for the members 17,5 17,8 24,0

Increase of membership fees 1,7 6,9 4,1

Competition from other sports in the area 13,6 30,5 12,4

Competition from commercial sport clubs in the same discipline 1,4 3,3 18,6

Decrease in club practice in favor of non-organised sports 4,2 6,5 12,4

Other 1,4 2,9 6,2  

 

What are the main factors that would be likely to lead to an increase in the number of members?

Tennis

Main reason 

(1)

Second 

reason (2)

Third reason 

(3)

Increased interest in health/fitness 47,1 7,4 8,4

Better access to facilities 6,2 7,4 5,7

Quality of trainers and/or leaders 9,4 12,9 14,1

Success of national athletes or teams in international competitions 2,2 1,6 23,8

Club sucess in regional or national competitions 2,5 6,3 5,3

The quality of the clubs development programme 15,6 19,5 15,4

Educational dimension 3,3 28,9 6,6

Attractive membership frees 11,2 14,1 16,3

Other 2,5 2,0 4,4  

 

Do you benefit from support ? 

From the national federation From the professional /high level clubs
% of reponses % of reponses

Tennis Tennis

Financial support 5% Financial support 0%

Provision of sporting goods 11% Provision of sporting goods 1%

Provision of sport facilities 2% Provision of sport facilities 1%

Staff provision 1% Staff provision 1%

Other 12% Other 1%

No 73% No 98%

Note : a total different from 100% is possible since several responses can be given  
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b) Organisation and services offered 

In Lithuania, all the tennis clubs which responded to the survey are commercial organisations.  
In the other countries, not-for-profit associations largely dominate the sample, with a few 
“other” legal statuses. 
 
Grassroots tennis clubs generate revenue from a variety of sources. Beyond the members’ 
contributions, they perceive revenue from the sale of food, beverages and other products, as 
well as from the organisation of lessons. Generally speaking, the organisation of sport and 
non-sport events and the provisions of tennis lessons generates a greater share of the tennis 
clubs’ revenue than for football.  The rental of facilities only contributes to a significant share 
of the revenue in the Czech Republic, France and Spain.  Elsewhere it appears to be marginal. 
 
Key objectives of the specific projects undertaken by the tennis clubs are health, education 
and social cohesion.  Environmental protection is also mentioned by some of the clubs in 
Denmark, France and Spain. 

 

9.3.2 The funding models for tennis across Member States 

a) Key revenue sources, including solidarity mechanisms 

The average revenue per member varies across countries, even after having been corrected for 
differences in purchasing power parities.   
 
It is in Spain, the United Kingdom and the Netherlands that the average revenue per club is 
highest: in the Netherlands and Spain, this probably reflects the large average size of the clubs 
which responded to the survey.  In Spain, the high average revenue per member is also 
explained by the comparatively high membership fee. 
 
The revenue breakdown shows a highly variable contribution of membership fees to the clubs’ 
revenue. The share is above 50% in all countries but the Czech Republic.  In the Czech Republic, 
the main revenue source is public subsidies.  In France, public subsidies also represent a 
significant revenue source (over 15% of total revenues).  Elsewhere, revenue from public 
sources only provides a marginal contribution.  
 
Sponsors and donors are large contributors in the Czech Republic and in the Netherlands. 
 
The popularity of tennis also allows grassroots clubs to generate important amounts of 
revenue from their members in the form of lessons, sale of food and beverages, participation 
to events etc.   
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Czech 

Republic
Denmark France Germany* Lithuania Netherlands Spain

Food and drink sale 26,3% 18,8% 52,9% 23,8% 0,0% 79,8% 90,7%

Product sale 12,5% 25,0% 36,2% 28,8% 100,0% 12,9% 90,7%

Service sale (courses, 

lessons) to the local 

population

61,1% 25,0% 86,4% 5,0% 100,0% 33,9% 97,3%

Service sale (courses, 

lessons) to companies
41,2% 18,8% 20,5% n.a. 0,0% 8,9% 94,6%

Organisation of sports 

events
77,8% 37,5% 91,2% 3,3% 100,0% 67,5% 100,0%

Organisation of non-sport 

events
35,3% 0,0% 55,8% 18,8% 100,0% 13,1% 5,4%

Equipment and Facilities 

rental
77,8% 0,0% 36,2% n.a. 0,0% 1,0% 84,9%

Other 0,0% 6,3% 7,1% n.a. 0,0% 2,2% 0,0%

What type of commercial activities do the clubs undertake ? Tennis

% of clubs with undertake commercial activities
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The revenue from members (i.e. the total membership revenue generated by the clubs) has 
increased in the past six years, offsetting the rise in costs.  Very few clubs report a decrease in 
the revenue from members. Most report either a stable figure over the past 6 years, or an 
increase. The rate of growth in revenue from members is highest in France, the Netherlands 
and Denmark. 

The revenue from public sources is mostly stable in most countries.  It has increased in the 
past six years in the Czech Republic, France and Denmark, in respectively 20%, 55% and 25% of 
the clubs surveyed.  In the Czech Republic, some municipalities seem to have taken a growing 
interest in tennis, as reported by the CTA, which would explain the rise in funding from local 
authorities.  However, everywhere, a significant share of the clubs report a decrease or a large 
decrease in public revenue.  This is the case in particular in Spain and in the Czech Republic – 
the same two countries in which such a trend was already identified by football clubs.  In 
Denmark, France and the Netherlands, around one third of the clubs report either a decrease 
or a substantial decrease in revenue from public sources. 
 
Considering the changes in all the revenue sources, the total budgets of the grassroots tennis 
clubs have been either increasing or broadly stable in the past 6 years, in all the countries 
surveyed. In Lithuania, where most of the clubs surveyed are commercial entities, the budgets 
have risen  in all the clubs over the past six years.  In Spain, where contributions from 
members are reported to have decreased, the clubs have nevertheless been able to maintain 
their overall budgets unchanged by diversifying their offer. 
 
Another important resource for the clubs is the contribution of voluntary work.  The two 
graphs presenting the trend in volunteer work indicate a decrease in the number of 
volunteers, except in Lithuania.  The trend is particularly pronounced in Spain and the Czech 
Republic, but is also noteworthy in France and the Netherlands.  This seems to indicate that 
the worsening labour market situation is associated with a decrease, rather than an increase, 
in the offer of free time for sport clubs.  As in the case of football, there have also been 
increases in the average number of hours worked per volunteer. 

 

b) The main sources of expenditures 

On the expenditure side, the three main cost items are wages and salaries, expenditures on 
sport facilities and expenditures on sporting goods.  Wages and salaries are also a significant 
cost item in Spain and France, where the clubs have permanent staff.  It is much lower in the 
other Member States. 
 
Two cost components explain the differences in the average expenditure per member across 
countries: these are wages and salaries, and expenditures on sport facilities.  Where sport 
facilities are made available at a low price by a local authority, the share of this budget 
component is lower than in those countries where the clubs are commercial enterprises and 
own their own infrastructure.  
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In Spain, the average expenditure per club is about the same as in the other countries.  
However, because the average number of members per club is relatively low, the overall 
expense per member is much higher than in the other Member States. 
 
In all countries, payments from the clubs to the national tennis federation account for 8%-10% 
of total expenditures.  Travel expenses are also an important expenditure component in the 
Czech Republic, Spain and France. 
 
In the Czech Republic, expenditures on sport facilities represent a major expense.  This is 
explained by the fact that assistance provided by the public sector does not consist of free (or 
low-cost) access to public facilities. 
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What will be the impact of the following trends in the next 5 years ?

(% of responses)

Tennis

Very negative 

impact 

Rather 

negative 

impact

No impact

Rather 

positive 

impact

Very positive 

impact

Legislative framework 6 48 41 4 1

Policy framework 6 23 39 33 0

Trend in State funding 16 43 34 7 1

Trend in local authorities funding 16 50 22 11 2

Trend in commercial funding 11 44 33 10 2

Trend in the attractiveness of the sports 

discipline considered
1 12 31 55 1

Trend in the members' purchasing power 2 56 29 11 1

Trend in the contributions from the governing 

body (financial, human, equipment …)
1 36 42 20 1

Trend in non organised practice of sport 1 39 47 13 #N/A

Trend in the economic environment (crisis, 

trend in market structures…)
28 47 20 3 0

Trend in the practice of other sports by your 

members
3 58 38 1 1

Trend in the cost of equipment 1 51 46 2 #N/A

Trend in voluntary work 9 38 19 32 2

Trend in the cost of human resources 5 51 43 1 1

Access to facilities 3 33 48 14 2

Trend in mobility / transport 0 36 56 6 1  
 
What could your club do to increase its membership ?

(% of responses)

Tennis

Positive 

impact and 

likely to be 

done

Positive 

impact but 

difficult to 

do

No impact
Negative 

impact

Give priority to greater success in competitions 11,03 25,86 33,45 29,66

Develop partnership with educational 

establishments
20,75 58,16 20,75 0,34

Develop partnership with other clubs to create new 

sports services
9,97 51,89 36,43 1,72

Develop activities targeted at specific age groups 58,31 25,08 16,61

Develop specific activities related to gender 41,49 15,60 40,43 2,48

Develop sport activities with community goals 40,67 17,16 40,67 1,49

Develop health related sports activities 37,10 26,15 36,75

Other 3,45 6,03 89,66 0,86  
 
What could your club do to increase its own resources ?

(% of responses)

Tennis

Positive impact and 

likely to be done

Positive impact 

but difficult to do
No impact

Negative 

impact

Attract volunteers 14,9 72,8 11,9 0,3

Increase the price of the membership fee 19,0 20,0 11,3 49,7

Develop services for the local population 34,0 29,3 35,0 1,7

Develop services for tourists 31,5 20,5 43,8 4,1

Develop services for companies 33,0 33,0 31,0 3,1  
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9.4 Gymnastics 

9.4.1 Key features 

The European Gymnastics Union registers more than 10 000 000 practitioners of different 
specialties within this discipline, ranging from Olympic sports to gymnastics for all (artistic men 
and women gymnastics, rhythmic gymnastics, trampoline, acrobatic sports, sportive aerobics 
and gym for all). 
 

Gymnastics: rate of practice per country 
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Source : Questionnaires sent to the National Ministries in charge of sports 

 
Most gymnastics clubs are located in urban areas.  There are very few clubs among the 
respondents which are located in areas of less than 10,000 inhabitants. 
 

a) Number of members, composition of membership and changes therein 

In France and the Czech Republic, the average number of members per club is close to 250.  It 
is lower in Lithuania and Spain, at around 150. 
 

Most gymnasts are girls/women.  Contrary to the other disciplines covered in this study, 
gymnastics is predominantly a female sport.  Girls/women account for close to 90% of the 
gymnasts in the Netherlands, and for more than 60% in France, Spain and the United Kingdom.  
The lower figure in the Czech Republic mainly reflects a sample bias.  Indeed, official statistics 
state that 74% of the members are girls/women124. 
 
The share of high level competitors is below 5% in most countries except the Czech Republic, 
where it is 7%, and France where the figure represents the percentage of the members which 
enter into competitions and not the share of “high level competitors”. 

                                                 
124 The Czech Gymnastics federation indeed reports a total of 7782 members, of which 5733 are women or girls. 
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With the exception of Lithuania, in all the other countries, the gymnastics clubs report an 
increase – and in some cases even a large increase - in membership over the last six years.  
There is no country in which more than 10% of the clubs report a decrease in membership : 
gymnastics is, and seems to remain, a popular sport discipline. 
 
There is an exception, however, in Denmark.  Membership to the Danish Gymnastics 
Federation dropped dramatically in 2006 after the national gymnastics’ federation decision, in 
2005, to let the clubs pay for their insurances.  This is illustrated on the following chart. 
 

Membership in the Danish Gymnastics Federation 
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Source: Danish Gymnastics Federation 

 
The membership fee has either remained stable or increased in all the countries and clubs 
covered.   
 

b) Organisation and services offered 

In all countries but Spain and the UK, the clubs which responded to the survey are not-for-
profit associations.  In Spain, 5% of the respondents claim to have “another” status than that 
of an association or a commercial enterprise. 
 
Gymnastics clubs generate revenue from a diversity of sources.  Beyond membership fees, all 
clubs generate revenue from commercial activities, the most common being the organisation 
of events, and the provision of lessons to individual members or to companies.  The events 
that are organised are both sport-and non-sport related.  The rental of equipment and of the 
clubs’ facilities also generates complementary revenue for the clubs. Compared to the other 
disciplines covered in this study, the percentage of clubs which draw revenue from the 
provision of services is high for gymnastics. 
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The main objectives of the specific projects organized by the gym clubs are health & well-
being, education and social cohesion, in that order.  Environmental protection is also 
mentioned as a key objective by a few clubs in France and Spain. 
 

9.4.2 The funding models for gymnastics across Member States 

a) Key revenue sources, including solidarity mechanisms 

The average revenue per member varies across countries, even after having been corrected for 
differences in purchasing power parities.  Membership fees and public subsidies together 
account for close to 90% of the total revenue per member.  
 
It is relatively high in France and Spain, at around € 170 per capita (PPP adjusted). This is much 
lower than for other disciplines considered in this study. 
 
In the Czech Republic and Spain, sponsorship, patronage and donations contribute to a 
sizeable share of the total revenue of the clubs (more than 5%).  In France, the complementary 
revenue sources are more diversified. Revenue sources important to other disciplines, such as 
revenue from (own, local) lotteries or from contracts with sponsors, account for a very small 
share of the total revenue of gymnastics clubs.   
 

In the Czech Republic, Denmark and France, more than 30% of the clubs surveyed report a 
decline in public sector revenue over the period 2002-2008.  In Spain, half of the clubs 
complain of the same trend. Yet, the overall budgets of the gymnastics clubs remained broadly 
stable in most countries.  The decline in public subsidies was offset by increases in the 
membership fee and the growing popularity of a discipline which attracts more members each 
year.  The revenue generated by the clubs from the organisation of events (notably, ticketing) 
and from the sale of food, beverages and sporting goods and/or services has been either 
stable or slightly rising. 
 
A final (important) resource for the clubs is the contribution of voluntary work.  The total 
number of volunteers has remained rather stable in the Czech Republic and Denmark. In 
France, close to 40% of the clubs indicate a fall in the number of volunteers.  In Spain, the 
share of clubs reporting a decline in the number of volunteers is 43%.  This has been partly 
offset by an increase in the average working time of those volunteers still helping the clubs. 
 

b) The main sources of expenditures 

On the expenditure side, the three main cost components are wages and salaries, travel and 
the purchase of equipment.  The breakdown of expenditures, however, varies significantly 
across countries based on the typical “financing model” of the clubs.  In France and Spain, 
where the clubs employ permanent staff, wages and salaries represent an important 
expenditure category.  In the Czech Republic, travel is a major expenditure category.  In all 
countries, the purchase of equipment also accounts for a higher proportion of expenses than 
for other sport disciplines. 
 
The average expenditure per member varies across countries in a way which chiefly reflects 
the level of professionalisation of the staff : average expenditures per member are higher in 
France and Spain than in the other countries.  Indeed, in these other countries, the 
contribution of volunteers is more important.  This provides an indication of the growth in 
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revenue that will be necessary in the other countries if the number of volunteers continues to 
decrease. 
 
Over the last 6 years, how has membership evolved?

Gymnastics

Large 

increase
Increase No Change Decrease

Large 

Decrease

Total number of members 17,3 36,9 34,1 8,4 3,2

Number of women 11,3 33,9 46,0 7,3 1,6

Number of high level competitors 6,2 27,9 54,0 9,3 2,7

Number of members under 18 years old 15,0 35,0 40,2 7,7 2,0

Number of members between 18-60 3,8 14,2 44,4 18,8 18,8

Number of members over 60 0,5 7,8 49,5 12,1 30,1  
 
What are the main factors that are unfavourable to the increase in the number of members?

Gymnastics

Main reason 

(1)

Second 

reason (2)

Third reason 

(3)

Loss of interest in sports by the population 32,5 5,3 9,5

Inadequate access to facilities 13,7 8,3 5,8

Lack of trainers and/or leaders 21,4 21,5 16,4

Political or legal framework 1,3 2,2 7,4

Unattractive offer 1,3 13,6 2,1

Time constraints for the members 10,7 12,7 15,3

Increase of membership fees 5,1 12,3 6,9

Competition from other sports in the area 7,7 13,6 14,3

Competition from commercial sport clubs in the same discipline 3,4 4,8 17,5

Decrease in club practice in favor of non-organised sports 0,9 3,5 2,6

Other 2,1 2,2 2,1  
 
What are the main factors that would be likely to lead to an increase in the number of members?

Gymnastics

Main reason 

(1)

Second 

reason (2)

Third reason 

(3)

Increased interest in health/fitness 31,7 6,5 9,4

Better access to facilities 12,9 7,8 5,4

Quality of trainers and/or leaders 20,8 15,5 10,3

Success of national athletes or teams in international competitions 6,7 15,5 12,3

Club sucess in regional or national competitions 6,3 12,1 13,3

The quality of the clubs development programme 6,3 11,2 14,3

Educational dimension 8,3 19,0 21,7

Attractive membership frees 4,2 12,1 12,3

Other 2,9 0,4 1,0  
 

Do you benefit from support ? 

From the national federation From the professional /high level clubs
% of reponses % of reponses

Gymnastics Gymnastics

Financial support 23% Financial support 0%

Provision of sporting goods 5% Provision of sporting goods 0%

Provision of sport facilities 1% Provision of sport facilities 3%

Staff provision 3% Staff provision 1%

Other 11% Other 1%

No 77% No 95%

Note : a total different from 100% is possible since several responses can be given  
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Czech 

Republic
Denmark France Germany* Lithuania Spain

United 

Kingdom

Food and drink sale 16,7% 22,2% 53,7% 12,1% 0,0% 15,4% 0,0%

Product sale 16,7% 13,3% 43,9% 10,4% 0,0% 3,8% 33,3%

Service sale (courses, 

lessons) to the local 

population

28,6% 23,5% 59,1% 12,8% 0,0% 54,5% 66,7%

Service sale (courses, 

lessons) to companies
16,7% 6,3% 3,7% n.a. 0,0% 0,0% 0,0%

Organisation of sports 

events
66,7% 35,3% 87,5% 31,1% 100,0% 96,3% 100,0%

Organisation of non-sport 

events
0,0% 33,3% 48,5% 25,2% 0,0% 7,6% 33,3%

Equipment and Facilities 

rental
16,7% 6,3% 16,4% n.a. 0,0% 7,7% 33,3%

Other 16,7% 13,3% 5,3% n.a. 0,0% 0,0% 0,0%

What type of commercial activities do the clubs undertake ? Gymnastics

% of clubs with undertake commercial activities
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* The figures for Germany are from the Sport Development Report 2009/2010 
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What will be the impact of the following trends in the next 5 years ?

(% of responses)

Gymnastics

Very negative 

impact 

Rather 

negative 

impact

No impact

Rather 

positive 

impact

Very positive 

impact

Legislative framework 6 61 29 3 0

Policy framework 5 28 42 24 0

Trend in State funding 17 61 17 4 1

Trend in local authorities funding 19 59 10 10 3

Trend in commercial funding 12 44 35 8 1

Trend in the attractiveness of the sports 

discipline considered
4 34 19 35 8

Trend in the members' purchasing power 6 54 25 14 3

Trend in the contributions from the governing 

body (financial, human, equipment …)
6 42 30 20 2

Trend in non organised practice of sport 7 42 43 7 0

Trend in the economic environment (crisis, 

trend in market structures…)
39 38 17 5 0

Trend in the practice of other sports by your 

members
3 49 42 7 0

Trend in the cost of equipment 10 67 20 3 0

Trend in voluntary work 9 22 28 36 5

Trend in the cost of human resources 10 61 26 3 1

Access to facilities 8 45 27 16 5

Trend in mobility / transport 5 43 44 7 1  

 

Gymnastics

Positive 

impact and 

likely to be 

done

Positive 

impact but 

difficult to 

do

No impact
Negative 

impact

Give priority to greater success in competitions 19,8 27,2 45,3 7,8

Develop partnership with educational 

establishments
34,0 57,8 7,8 0,4

Develop partnership with other clubs to create new 

sports services
19,6 55,0 21,7 3,8

Develop activities targeted at specific age groups 64,7 20,3 14,5 0,4

Develop specific activities related to gender 50,2 18,1 29,5 2,2

Develop sport activities with community goals 43,9 29,4 25,2 1,4

Develop health related sports activities 50,2 29,6 19,7 0,4

Other 6,1 27,3 63,6 3,0  

 

What could your club do to increase its own resources ?

(% of responses)

Gymnastics

Positive impact and 

likely to be done

Positive impact 

but difficult to do
No impact

Negative 

impact

Attract volunteers 28,1 64,3 6,4 1,2

Increase the price of the membership fee 14,3 24,5 8,6 52,2

Develop services for the local population 50,6 28,4 20,2 0,8

Develop services for tourists 3,0 12,8 79,1 5,1

Develop services for companies 5,1 22,0 69,9 3,0  
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9.5 Swimming 

9.5.1 Key features 

Swimming is the second sport most watched on television during the Olympic Games, just 
after Track & field (8h58 / 13h54 during the year 2004).  Yet, swimming achieves this 
performance only during the Olympic competition, i.e. every four years.  Apart from this, 
swimming does not draw a lot of media attention.  Moreover, it cannot give a high visibility to 
sponsors because there is no regular championship in Europe.  As a result, income from media 
rights or marketing only accounts for a low share of the total revenue available for the 
swimming federations.  Furthermore, contrary to others sports, swimming does not lend itself 
to sport betting.  This impacts the overall amount of money available for grassroots clubs 
through top down solidarity mechanisms. 

 

Swimming: rate of practice per country 
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Yet, swimming presents an advantage: its practice favours well-being and health.  This is why it 
concerns a wide public, of all ages.  At the same time, some sponsors see swimmers as a 
potential community of consumers.  They expect the federal movement to bring them 
business.  

The charts on the next pages present the results of the survey of grassroots clubs.  With the 
exception of Denmark, most of the clubs which responded to the survey are located in urban 
areas.  With the exception of France, where 30% of the clubs are in areas of less than 10,000 
inhabitants, in the other countries less than 10% of the respondents are located in an area 
with less than 10,000 inhabitants. 
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Over the last 6 years, how has membership evolved?

Swimming

Large 

increase
Increase No Change Decrease

Large 

Decrease

Total number of members 9,1 35,2 33,3 20,0 2,4

Number of women 3,7 26,5 51,9 16,0 1,9

Number of high level competitors 3,8 25,9 53,8 14,6 1,9

Number of members under 18 years old 5,6 40,1 38,9 14,2 1,2

Number of members between 18-60 3,8 22,6 52,2 17,6 3,8

Number of members over 60 1,3 5,9 70,4 17,8 4,6  

 

What are the main factors that are unfavourable to the increase in the number of members?

Swimming

Main reason 

(1)

Second 

reason (2)

Third reason 

(3)

Loss of interest in sports by the population 9,9 5,2 6,8

Inadequate access to facilities 14,2 7,1 2,7

Lack of trainers and/or leaders 38,3 7,7 9,5

Political or legal framework 1,9 5,2 3,4

Unattractive offer 0,6 2,6 1,4

Time constraints for the members 11,7 16,1 7,5

Increase of membership fees 5,6 11,0 7,5

Competition from other sports in the area 11,1 33,5 20,4

Competition from commercial sport clubs in the same discipline 0,6 6,5 28,6

Decrease in club practice in favor of non-organised sports 1,2 3,2 7,5

Other 4,9 1,9 4,8  

 

What are the main factors that would be likely to lead to an increase in the number of members?

Swimming

Main reason 

(1)

Second 

reason (2)

Third reason 

(3)

Increased interest in health/fitness 20,1 3,2 8,0

Better access to facilities 7,5 33,5 5,3

Quality of trainers and/or leaders 17,0 13,5 37,3

Success of national athletes or teams in international competitions 32,7 8,4 11,3

Club sucess in regional or national competitions 7,5 11,0 8,7

The quality of the clubs development programme 8,2 13,5 10,7

Educational dimension 0,0 9,0 9,3

Attractive membership frees 5,7 6,5 9,3

Other 1,3 1,3 0,0  

 

Do you benefit from support ? 

From the national federation From the professional /high level clubs
% of reponses % of reponses

Swimming Swimming

Financial support 43% Financial support 8%

Provision of sporting goods 1% Provision of sporting goods 0%

Provision of sport facilities 2% Provision of sport facilities 1%

Staff provision 2% Staff provision 0%

Other 9% Other 1%

No 45% No 90%

Note : a total different from 100% is possible since several responses can be given  
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Czech Republic France Germany* Netherlands Spain

Food and drink sale 0,0% 44,9% 6,8% 19,4% 86,8%

Product sale 0,0% 58,8% 8,0% 0,0% 88,2%

Service sale (courses, 

lessons) to the local 

population

77,8% 33,3% 54,8% 33,3% 68,7%

Service sale (courses, 

lessons) to companies
0,0% 0,0% n.a. 3,4% 50,0%

Organisation of sports 

events
60,0% 73,2% 11,4% 55,2% 96,9%

Organisation of non-sport 

events
11,1% 34,1% 13,9% 20,7% 16,4%

Equipment and Facilities 

rental
0,0% 2,6% n.a. 0,0% 71,6%

Other 12,5% 12,5% n.a. 3,8% 50,0%

What type of commercial activities do the clubs undertake ? Swimming

% of clubs with undertake commercial activities
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a) Number of members, composition of membership and changes therein 

The average number of members per club hovers around 300-420.  The share of women 
among the members is the second highest of all disciplines covered in this study, after 
gymnastics. 
 
The popularity of the sport is, however, less than for gymnastics.  A greater proportion of 
swimming clubs report a decrease in the number of members between 2002 and 2008 than for 
other disciplines.  In the Netherlands, close to half of the clubs report a decrease in 
membership over the past six years.  In the Czech Republic, the figure is 40%, and in Spain 
20%. 
 
Possibly as a result of the decrease in the number of members, the average membership fee 
charged by the clubs has increased over the past 6 years – and in some cases even strongly 
increased. 

b) Organisation and services offered 

Nearly all the clubs which responded to the survey are not-for-profit associations.  In the 
Netherlands, 3% of the clubs report having “another” legal status than an association are, 
however, not commercial enterprises. 
 
All the clubs run commercial activities beyond the practice of sport.  The most common activity 
is swimming lessons. Another activity frequently mentioned is the organisation of sport and 
non-sport events, and the sale of sportswear.  These activities generate revenue that usefully 
complements that obtained from the membership fees.  
 
Most clubs also offer specific activities, run for different purposes.  Education and social 
integration are most commonly cited objectives of these specific projects.  Environmental 
protection is also mentioned by a few clubs in France and Spain. 

9.5.2 The funding models for swimming across Member States 

a) Key revenue sources, including solidarity mechanisms 

The total revenue per member varies across countries, even after having been corrected for 
differences in purchasing power parities.  It is in the Czech Republic that the average revenue 
per club is highest. 
 
The two main sources of income for the clubs are revenues from members and public sector 
subsidies.  These two revenue sources account for 90% of the clubs’ total revenues in France 
and the Netherlands.  The figure is lower in the Czech Republic (65%), thanks to revenue 
coming in directly from the national federation, and from sponsors or donors.  In Spain, the 
contribution of members and public subventions together account for 80% of the total 
revenue of the clubs.  The sale of swimming lessons accounts for another 15% of the total 
revenue. 
 
Compared with the other sport disciplines covered in this report, swimming clubs attract very 
little money from sponsors (except in the Czech Republic) and from own lotteries or sport 
betting. In the Czech Republic, the revenue generated by the clubs from the sale of food & 
beverages is also comparatively low. The contributions of sponsors and donors and the funding 
from the federation raise the average revenue per member, as the normal membership 
contribution and the public sector subsidy are roughly at the same level as in other countries. 
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In France, the Netherlands and Spain, more than 70% of the clubs report stable or rising public 
subsidies.  In the Czech Republic, only 40% of the clubs report a stable or increasing public 
support, whereas 60% of the clubs report a decline in the public sector’s contribution.  In the 
Netherlands, close to 15% of the clubs also report a “large decrease” in the public sector 
contribution over the past six years. 
 
The result of these different trends is that the budgets of the clubs have either remained 
stable or slightly increased over the past 6 years: the reduction in the number of members 
reported by some clubs has clearly been compensated by increasing and diversifying the clubs’ 
offer, thereby generating other sources of income.  Indeed, the share of revenue generated by 
the sale of services has increased, and so has the average price of the events organised by the 
clubs.  This has helped compensating the decrease in direct revenue from membership fees.  
The revenue from product sales is also reported to have significantly increased in most 
countries. 
 
Another important resource for the clubs is the contribution of voluntary work.  Most clubs 
appear to have been able to retain, and in some cases increase, the number of volunteers.  In 
Spain, the number of volunteers working in swimming clubs has also increased, a trend which 
contrasts with that observed in other disciplines.  Problems exist in the Czech Republic, 
however, where half of the clubs having responded to the survey report a decrease in the 
number of volunteers. 
 
The average working time of volunteers is often on the rise. The financial difficulties of the 
swimming clubs linked to the relative reduction of the number of members seem to have been 
handled at least in part through an increase in the contribution of volunteer work. 
 

b) The main sources of expenditures 

On the expenditure side, the three main sources of expenditures are wages and salaries, travel 
and expenditures on the facilities (operational costs and maintenance).  As for the other sport 
disciplines, the differences across countries mainly reflect differences in the employer status of 
the clubs.  In most countries, swimming coaches have to have minimum qualification levels in 
order to guarantee the safety of the members. This implies a higher degree of 
professionalization than in other sport disciplines, and the need for clubs to hire permanent 
staff. 
 
The average expenditure per club is high in the Czech Republic and relatively low in Spain. The 
expenditure component which explains the differences across countries is the share of wages 
and salaries.  In France and Spain, a higher share of the resources used by the clubs are 
salaried workers. 
 
Expenditures on the facilities account for a very large share of total costs in the Czech Republic 
and the Netherlands.  This is not so much the case in France, where the facilities are often 
made available to the clubs by the local authorities. 
 
Other key sources of expenditure – at least in the Czech Republic, France and Spain, are travel 
expenses and the purchase of sporting goods and equipment made available to the members. 
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What will be the impact of the following trends in the next 5 years ?

(% of responses)

Swimming

Very negative 

impact 

Rather 

negative 

impact

No impact

Rather 

positive 

impact

Very positive 

impact

Legislative framework 5 65 26 4 1

Policy framework 7 27 20 44 1

Trend in State funding 17 62 15 3 3

Trend in local authorities funding 17 61 12 8 3

Trend in commercial funding 10 58 24 6 3

Trend in the attractiveness of the sports 

discipline considered
2 8 22 62 6

Trend in the members' purchasing power 5 64 18 11 1

Trend in the contributions from the governing 

body (financial, human, equipment …)
6 45 32 14 3

Trend in non organised practice of sport 5 52 39 3 0

Trend in the economic environment (crisis, 

trend in market structures…)
42 34 17 7 1

Trend in the practice of other sports by your 

members
3 59 35 3 0

Trend in the cost of equipment 5 60 33 2 0

Trend in voluntary work 15 27 18 35 4

Trend in the cost of human resources 6 68 22 5 0

Access to facilities 12 50 24 10 4

Trend in mobility / transport 4 46 42 7 1  

 

What could your club do to increase its membership ?

(% of responses)

Swimming

Positive 

impact and 

likely to be 

done

Positive 

impact but 

difficult to 

do

No impact
Negative 

impact

Give priority to greater success in competitions 15,38 12,82 30,77 41,03

Develop partnership with educational 

establishments
16,56 63,06 19,11 1,27

Develop partnership with other clubs to create new 

sports services
15,58 52,60 30,52 1,30

Develop activities targeted at specific age groups 61,15 19,11 18,47 1,27

Develop specific activities related to gender 43,51 20,13 35,71 0,65

Develop sport activities with community goals 41,83 29,41 28,76

Develop health related sports activities 56,77 21,29 21,29 0,65

Other 11,11 8,33 75,00 5,56  

 

What could your club do to increase its own resources ?

(% of responses)

Swimming

Positive impact and 

likely to be done

Positive impact 

but difficult to do
No impact

Negative 

impact

Attract volunteers 20,8 66,7 10,7 1,9

Increase the price of the membership fee 17,6 23,3 7,5 51,6

Develop services for the local population 42,7 33,8 22,9 0,6

Develop services for tourists 36,4 13,2 47,0 3,3

Develop services for companies 37,7 24,7 35,1 2,6  
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9.6 Track & field 

9.6.1 Key features 

Track and field is a popular sport in Europe, even though the number of members of clubs 
stagnates in many countries, and sometimes decreases.  Indeed, demand is evolving towards a 
“leisure” practice model, outside the scope of clubs. Yet, the discipline’s popularity is apparent 
when one considers the media attention drawn during the Olympic Games or World 
Championships.  
 

Track & Field: rate of practice per country 
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Source : Questionnaires sent to the National Ministries in charge of sports 

 
In Lithuania, 20% of the clubs affiliated to the national federation responded to the survey, 
which implies that the numbers presented are representative of the total situation.  In the 
other countries, the response rates were lower. The clubs which responded are rather medium 
and large size clubs, as indicated in the table which compares the average number of members 
per club in the survey with the figure from the national federation. 

 
Country Total clubs Number of 

members 

Average 

number of 

members 

Survey result 

– average 

number of 

members per 

club 

France 2 047 193 454 95 178 

Czech Republic 301 33 324 111 252 

Denmark 240 35 125 146 164 

Germany 7 835 891 006 114 211 
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Most of the track & field clubs are located in urban areas. It is only in France and Lithuania that 
one finds a significant number of clubs in areas with less than 10,000 inhabitants. 

a) Number of members, composition of membership and changes therein 

It is in the Czech Republic that the number of members per club is highest, at close to 250.  
This is a remainder of the socialist period.  Indeed, to practice athletics it is, for most 
modalities, necessary to have a stadium. The large club tradition is also a remainder from the 
socialist period. In Denmark and France, track & field clubs are also fairly large, with 
respectively 160 and 175 members per club on average.  
 

The gender distribution of track & field club members is fairly homogeneous.  In France and 
Denmark, nearly half of the practitioners are girls/women.  The figure is lower in the Czech 
Republic. 
 
The share of high level competitors varies between 5 and 15% in most countries except France, 
where a broader interpretation of “high level competitors” was given by the clubs (the 
question referred to the number of members entering competitions). 
 
In all countries, a majority of track & field clubs report either a stability or an increase – and in 
some cases a large increase - in the number of members over the last six years.  Everywhere 
but in Denmark, less than 20% of the clubs report a decrease in membership over the past six 
years. 
 
The membership fee has either remained stable or has slightly increased over the past six 
years.  

b) Organisation and services offered 

In the Czech Republic, France and Spain, all the clubs which responded to the survey are not-
for-profit associations.  In the Netherlands, a very small proportion of clubs report having 
another legal structure. 
 
As for other sport disciplines, track & field clubs complement the revenue generated from 
their regular activities with revenues generated from different types of commercial activities.  
The most frequent “other” commercial activity is the organisation of events.  Another source 
of revenue is the rental of equipment or of the facilities.  Compared to other disciplines, the 
sale of “services” such as lessons appears to be less frequent. 
 
Health and social cohesion are the two main purposes of the clubs’ specific projects. 

9.6.2 The funding models for track & field across Member States 

a) Key revenue sources, including solidarity mechanisms 

The total revenue per member varies across countries, even after having been corrected for 
differences in purchasing power parities. 
 
In France, the average revenue reported by the clubs which responded to the survey is higher 
than that reported by the Ministry in charge of sports for 2006.  In that year, the Ministry 
indicates that the average revenue per club was € 30 459, whereas the survey provides a figure 
of more than 43 000€: this, again, reflects the fact that it is mainly the larger clubs which 
responded to the survey. 
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Czech 

Republic
Denmark France Germany* Lithuania

United 

Kingdom

Food and drink sale 0,0% 9,1% 57,9% 3,5% 0,0% 0,0%

Product sale 0,0% 18,2% 0,0% 4,3% 0,0% 0,0%

Service sale (courses, 

lessons) to the local 

population

0,0% 0,0% 23,5% 6,4% 0,0% 0,0%

Service sale (courses, 

lessons) to companies
0,0% 0,0% 6,3% n.a. 0,0% 0,0%

Organisation of sports 

events
66,7% 63,6% 95,0% 50,5% 20,0% 0,0%

Organisation of non-sport 

events
0,0% 27,3% 47,1% 22,8% 0,0% 0,0%

Equipment and Facilities 

rental
16,7% 18,2% 12,5% n.a. 0,0% 0,0%

Other 20,0% 28,6% 0,0% n.a. 0,0% 0,0%

What type of commercial activities do the clubs undertake ? Track & field

% of clubs with undertake commercial activities
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The main two sources of revenue for the clubs are the members’ contributions and public 
sector subsidies.  In the Czech Republic, income received directly from the federation also 
accounts for a significant part of the overall revenue. 

 
The share of revenue from sponsors and donors is interesting, as is the relatively small 
contribution of the sale of services, such as lessons or training courses. 
 
Looking at the revenue structure per member, one finds, as for swimming, that the main 
difference between the average revenue per member in France and the Czech Republic is the 
“other” revenue category.  In the Czech Republic, this mainly consists of revenues received to 
cover maintenance and operating costs. 
 
The high contribution of lotteries to the funding of track & field clubs in the Czech Republic is 
consistent with the fact that many sport clubs in the eastern European countries rely on 
lotteries to finance their activities. Athletics ranks relatively high in the list of sports for 
distributing lottery money through the CSA. 
 
The trend in revenue from public sources is upward oriented for 15% to 30% of the clubs 
surveyed.  For another 40% or so, it is considered to be broadly stable.  In the Czech Republic, 
however, as much as 60% of the clubs report a fall in the average public sector contribution in 
the past six years.  In the Netherlands, 15% of the clubs complain of a large decrease in the 
public sector subsidy level, but the majority of clubs report an increase or a stable subsidy 
level. 
 
As a result of these trends, the overall budgets for track & field clubs are quoted to have 
increased or strongly increased in a majority of cases, or to have remained stable. In Denmark 
(15%) and France (5%), some clubs nevertheless report decreasing budgets. 
 
The revenue generated by the clubs from the organisation of events (notably, ticketing), from 
the sale of services and/or from the sale of food and beverages, along with the diversification 
of the clubs’ activities, have made it possible to stabilise or even increase the clubs’ overall 
revenue. 
 
Another important resource for the clubs is voluntary work.  In all countries the number of 
volunteers has either increased or remained stable.  Still, between one third and 40% of the 
clubs report a reduction in volunteer work, a trend which will need to be compensated if 
revenues from other sources do not rise. 
 
Possibly due to the relative difficulty in finding enough volunteers, the average working time of 
the volunteers is on the rise for most clubs. It is, however, downward oriented in Denmark in 
nearly one third of the clubs. 
 



Study on the funding of grassroots sports in the EU 

Volume I of the Final report 

©Eurostrategies - June 2011 273 

0%
10%
20%
30%
40%
50%
60%
70%
80%
90%

100%

Czech Republic France Germany*

Membership fees Public funding

Funding by federations Sponsoring and patronage

Food & drink Services sales: lessons, rental of premises, etc.

Sale of products and services during sport events Product sales

Other sources of funding (lotteries, foundations, charity funds)

Average revenue structure, as a % of the total - Track & Field

* The figures for Germany are from the Sport Development Report 2009/2010. Public subventions are merged with membership fees    
 

0%
10%
20%
30%
40%
50%
60%
70%
80%
90%

100%

Czech Republic Denmark France Germany* Lithuania United Kingdom

Large increase Increase No change Decrease

Trend in the track & field clubs' overall budget between 2002 and 2008

* The figures for Germany are from the Sport Development Report 2009/2010 

 

0%
10%
20%
30%
40%
50%
60%
70%
80%
90%

100%

Czech Republic Denmark France Germany* Lithuania United Kingdom

Large increase Increase No change Decrease Large decrease

Trend in public sector revenue going to grassroots track and field clubs

* The figures for Germany are from the Sport Development Report 2009/2010 
 



Study on the funding of grassroots sports in the EU 

Volume I of the Final report 

©Eurostrategies - June 2011 274 

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90%

100%

Czech Republic Denmark France Germany Lithuania United Kingdom

Large increase Increase No change Decrease Large decrease

Trend in revenue from sponsoring and patronage (track and field)

 

0%
10%
20%
30%
40%
50%
60%
70%
80%
90%

100%

Czech Republic Denmark France Germany* Lithuania United Kingdom

Large increase Increase No change Decrease Large decrease

Trend in the number of volunteers (track and field)

* The figures for Germany are from the Sport Development Report 2009/2010 
 

0%
10%
20%
30%
40%
50%
60%
70%
80%
90%

100%

Czech Republic Denmark France Germany* Lithuania United Kingdom

Large increase Increase No change Decrease Large decrease

Trend in the average working time of volunteers (track and field)

* The figures for Germany are from the Sport Development Report 2009/2010 
 



Study on the funding of grassroots sports in the EU 

Volume I of the Final report 

©Eurostrategies - June 2011 275 

b) The main sources of expenditures 

On the expenditure side, the main cost components are wages and salaries, travel and 
expenditures on facilities – at least in those countries where these are not made available to 
the clubs free of charge or at a low cost by the local or national government authorities. 
 

The average expenditure per member is presented in France, Germany and the Czech 
Republic.   The main difference between the two countries is the “other” expenditure 
category, which includes costs not classified elsewhere by the clubs. 

0

50

100

150

200

250

300

Czech Republic France Germany*

Other
Payments to the federation - affiliations, penalties, etc
Travel expenses
Sport facilities expenditures
Purchase of sporting goods - balls, etc
Human resources - wages, payroll

Average expenditure per member, in €, PPP adjusted - Track & Field

* The figures for Germany are from the Sport Development Report 2009/2010 
 

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90%

100%

Czech Republic Denmark France Germany* Lithuania United Kingdom

Yes No

Is the club an employer ? (track and field)

* The figures for Germany are from the Sport Development Report 2009/2010 

 

The high share of travel in total costs is logical given that the practice of track & fields involves 
a lot of travel to and from competitions.   
 
The highest relative share of expenditures on equipment is observed in the Czech Republic: the 
numbers are indeed adjusted for PPP, yet in the Czech Republic, the equipment acquired 
typically comes from abroad hence is probably purchased at international prices.  The higher 
share thus reflects that, by Czech living standards, the cost of equipment absorbs a higher 
share of the clubs’ revenues than elsewhere.  
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9.7 Multi-sport clubs 

9.7.1 Key features  

In several Member States, the clubs which responded to the survey were multi-sport clubs.  
Hence, the information provided was not solely linked to the key discipline for which they 
were being surveyed, but covered a broader spectrum.  In order to avoid to bias the numbers 
presented earlier – notably in terms of financial revenue and costs – the multi-sport clubs were 
excluded from the information presented previously, and are treated here as a special 
category. 
 
The chart presents the number of multi-sport clubs which responded to the survey in each 
Member State. 
 
Most multi-sport clubs are located in urban areas, as indicated on the next page.  Still, the 
density of multisport clubs is higher than that of unisport clubs in areas with less than 10,000 
inhabitants. 
 

a) Number of members, composition of membership and changes therein 

It is in Denmark and the Netherlands that the average number of members per club is highest: 
it is close to 500 in Denmark, and is about 350 in the Netherlands.   

 
 

With the exception of the Netherlands, more than 80% of the multisport clubs which 
responded to the survey indicate a rise or a stability in membership over the past six years.  In 
the Netherlands, a higher proportion of clubs than elsewhere report a large decrease in 
membership over the period. 
 

b) Organisation and services offered 

In all the Member States considered, multisport clubs generate revenue from commercial 
activities.  They also run specific projects, for purposes indicated in the attached figure. 

 

9.7.2 The funding models for multi-sport clubs across Member States 

a) Key revenue sources, including solidarity mechanisms 

The diversity of multi-sport clubs across countries makes it irrelevant to compare any financial 
statistics about expenditure or revenue structures.   
 
The charts presented therefore mainly relate to the qualitative questions in the survey. 
 
The geographic distribution of multi-sports clubs is not significantly different from that of uni-
sports clubs.  The number of members has, however, tended to increase in this category, in 
contrast with the results posted by some of the uni-sports clubs. 
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Czech 

Republic
Denmark France Germany Lithuania Netherlands Spain

United 

Kingdom

Food and drink sale 16,7% 46,0% 61,2% 52,5% 0,0% 81,0% 83,5% 50,0%

Product sale 3,6% 12,5% 57,4% 11,8% 0,0% 20,0% 77,5% 33,3%

Service sale (courses, 

lessons) to the local 

population

22,4% 11,1% 58,2% 40,0% 0,0% 25,0% 65,7% 66,7%

Service sale (courses, 

lessons) to companies
14,3% 12,7% 7,7% n.a. 0,0% 0,0% 55,4% 33,3%

Organisation of sports 

events
68,3% 41,9% 97,2% 62,9% 33,3% 85,7% 96,2% 75,0%

Organisation of non-sport 

events
42,4% 57,4% 59,7% 44,4% 0,0% 35,0% 31,7% 75,0%

Equipment and Facilities 

rental
52,5% 12,7% 13,0% n.a. 0,0% 5,0% 64,4% 33,3%

Other 16,7% 31,1% 9,5% n.a. 0,0% 5,0% 60,0% 0,0%

What type of commercial activities do the clubs undertake ? Multisports

% of clubs with undertake commercial activities

 
 

 
In most Member States, the trend in revenue from public sources is reported as either stable 
or decreasing.  Between 5%-10% of the clubs even report a strong decline in the total revenue 
provided by the public sector over the past six years.   
 
The trend in the clubs’ overall budget is on the rise for nearly half the clubs in all the Member 
States covered, and for close to 80% of the clubs in Denmark.  
 
Many clubs also report a decline in the revenue received from sponsors and donors.  
 

b) The main sources of expenditures 

On the expenditure side, the three main cost components are organisational expenditures, 
infrastructure maintenance, equipment and travel.  The share of expenditures on wages and 
salaries varies based on the employer status of the clubs. 
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The figure above shows the proportion of clubs in the sample which report having salaried 
staff.  This influences the relative share of human resources’ costs across countries. 
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1. Summary and conclusions 

Grassroots sport125 is an important activity in Europe because of its contribution to the EU 
economy and the value it renders to society as a whole.  As highlighted in the European 
Commission’s White Paper on Sport126 of July 2007, sport activities generate numerous 
benefits to society.  Increased recognition of the benefits of a regular practice of physical 
activity, and of sport, especially in an organised framework, has made the development of 
grassroots sport a major policy objective in many Member States. 
 
The number of people who regularly practice physical activity and sport varies across countries 
in Europe.  Participation rates are above-average in the Scandinavian countries, and are low in 
the southern and eastern Member States.  The objective of raising sport participation rates 
across the EU is thus an ambitious one. 
 
One of the biggest challenges to the future development of the sector is financial: grassroots 
sport relies on a variety of funding sources which are not all growing at a rapid rate.  The 
recent economic and financial crisis will impact on the future trends in resources.  The 
regulatory framework and technological changes may also impact key funding sources. 
 
Although the grassroots sport sector differs from other economic sectors on many counts, 
including its general public interest mission, the study indeed shows that it responds to 
economic forces just like any other sector.  Demographic trends, changes in the business cycle, 
in the competitive environment and in the regulatory framework all influence the 
development, and the performance, of grassroots sport clubs. 
 

Perception of the challenges facing grassroots sport by different types of 
stakeholders 
The e-consultation and interviews with representatives of the sport movement undertaken in 
the first months of 2010 indicate that the sport clubs, the national sport federations, the sport 
practitioners and other “funders” of the sport system are well aware of the current challenges 
facing grassroots sport.  In many countries, public expenditure growth will be constrained by 
the fragile state of public finances.  Household expenditures on sport will also be constrained 
by the expected slow growth – and in some cases the fall – in personal disposable incomes.  
And companies, which are facing heightened competition in world markets, are reconsidering 
their investment priorities, putting more emphasis on “social” projects and on corporate social 
responsibility – currently more centred on environmental protection – than on activities like 
sport.  These factors will impact the future trend in revenue available for grassroots sport. 
 
Another more structural challenge facing grassroots sport is demographic change.  According 
to the 2009 Eurobarometer survey127, it is the young people who are most likely to practice 
sport within the context of a club: 22% of those aged between 15 and 24 are members of a 
sport club, whereas for those between 55 and 69 years-old the membership rate is only 9%.  

                                                 
125 In this study, “grassroots sport” covers all sport disciplines practiced by non-professionals and organised on a national level 
through national sport. The definition thus excludes individuals who spend the bulk of their time practicing sport, or who take the 
bulk of their revenue from the practice of sport. 
126 European Commission White Paper on Sport, 11 July 2007, COM(2007) 391 final 
127 The 2009 Eurobarometer survey was conducted between October 2 and October 19 by TNS Opinion & Social for the 
European Commission.  It covers the 27 EU Member States and its results were published in March 2010 (Eurobarometer Special 
334). 
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Ageing in Europe will therefore reduce the number of potential new sport club members, due 
to the smaller young-age cohorts.  At the same time, the demand from the older population is 
changing: grassroots sport club s are finding it difficult to retain the 55+ age category as these 
presently prefer to practice physical activity outside the organized sport’ system. 
 
Yet, for the clubs and their members, it is not so much these demographic trends that are the 
most pressing source of concern: 

 for the individuals (sport practitioners) who responded to the e-consultation, the two 
main “barriers” to sport participation are the lack of time and cost; 

 for the grassroots clubs and the national sport federations, the cost for the participant 
is perceived to be the main barrier (by 22% of respondents).  This is followed by the 
quality and availability of infrastructures (by 13% of respondents).   

 
Further analyses in this study confirm that insufficient infrastructures and human resources 
represent barriers to the development of sport participation across the EU. 
 
With respect to the main resources which sport clubs report being able to rely upon, the 
contribution of voluntary work appears to be an essential resource for grassroots clubs.  In the 
survey of grassroots clubs which complements the views expressed in the e-consultation, the 
contribution of volunteers was mentioned more frequently as an important source of “in-kind” 
revenue than the availability, free of charge or at a low cost, of public or privately owned sport 
facilities. 
 
Many respondents to the e-survey expressed concerns about the future funding of grassroots 
sport.  They notably drew attention to the following factors: 

 State funding is shrinking and tends to focus on elite (high-level) sport: many 
respondents to the e-consultation, and many representatives of the federations 
interviewed during the study, feel that the added value of grassroots sport is not 
recognized enough in public policies;  

 Because grassroots sport is highly reliant on local authorities’ funding, the financial 
difficulties to which local authorities are faced may lead to a cyclical reduction in public 
subsidies, threatening the viability of certain grassroots clubs; 

 If public funding is reduced, clubs will have to raise their membership fees, which 
would lead to a reduction in participation rates; the study, however, shows that other 
resources could be mobilized to avoid such an outcome; 

 There is insufficient solidarity between media-exposed disciplines and other 
disciplines, and between professional and amateur sport within the same discipline; 

 The future trend in voluntary work is a source of preoccupation for some clubs; some 
of the volunteers working today may not easily be replaced in the next 10 years. 

 

The revenue allocated to sport in the EU-27 
Five funding sources account for the bulk of resources going into the sport system.  These 
are:  

o Household expenditures; 

o Public sector subventions coming from the national, regional and local levels; 
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o Sponsorship, patronage and donations; 

o Revenue from levies and charges on state lotteries, betting and gambling operators, 
often channelled via the state or regional authorities’ budgets, or via special funds set 
up to finance general interest activities, among which sport; 

o Revenue from media rights to sport event organisers, part of which can be channelled 
to grassroots clubs via top-down solidarity within the sport movement. 

 
In addition to these revenue sources, sport organisations benefit from two types of in-kind 
resources.  The first, already mentioned above, is the contribution of voluntary work.  The 
second is the use, free of charge or at costs below market price, of infrastructures and facilities 
made available by state and/or local authorities, or by private companies. 
 
For the year 2008, the estimated total budget of the sport system (high-level and grassroots 
combined) in the EU-27 amounted to € 153.8 bn, of which:  

 € 101.0 bn are paid by the households themselves; 

 € 26.0 bn come from local authorities (regions, municipalities, etc.); 

 € 10.7 bn come from national government budgets (this includes € 2.1 bn from 
lotteries, betting and gambling operators channelled to sport via state budgets); 

 € 10.5 bn come from companies, mainly through sponsorships & donations;  

 € 5 bn come from media rights; 

 € 0.2 bn come from compulsory levies on the revenues generated by state lotteries, 
betting and gambling services’ operators: this is the part of the revenue that is 
allocated directly to the sport organisations, without transiting through the central 
government’s budget or funds created by the public authorities; 

 € 0.4 bn come from other sources, including EU funding.  

In addition to this, sport organisations benefit from the economic equivalent of € 28.4 bn from 
voluntary work, which represents a complementary funding of 18.4%.  Including the 
contribution of voluntary work, the overall budget of the sport system was € 182.2 bn in 2008. 
 
In the above figures, household expenditures on sport refer to all household expenditures on 
sport, i.e. including certain expenditures on goods and services not provided by sport 
organisations, but by sporting goods and sportswear producers, along with other goods and 
services purchased from commercial organisations.  It therefore slightly over-estimates the 
actual figure. 

 
The revenue allocated to grassroots sport in the EU-27 
The value of financial flows specifically allocated to grassroots sport in the EU-27 is estimated 
at € 71.7 bn in 2008, i.e. 46.6% of the revenue allocated to the sport system as a whole.  
Including the monetized contribution of voluntary work, the total budget for grassroots sport 
is equivalent to € 97.2 bn. 
 
This figure was calculated by looking at the shares of expenditures by all categories of 
stakeholders contributing to the funding of sport in general, which are reported to be 
specifically allocated to grassroots sport.  Comprehensive figures were not available for all 
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categories of stakeholders in all countries, so this overall estimate for the EU-27 is based on 
the data for those countries for which information was available128.   
 
Of the total budget for grassroots sport129: 

 households contribute € 40.4 bn (56.3% of the total budget for grassroots sport),  

 local authorities contribute € 23.4 bn (a budget share of 32.6%),  

 national governments (via the funds channelled from lotteries and other budget 
allocations) contribute € 5.3 bn (7.4% of the total), 

 sponsors contribute € 1.6 bn (2.2% of the total), 

 revenue from media rights allocated to grassroots sport represents € 0.5 bn (0.7% of 
the total), 

 the revenue from the compulsory levies on state lotteries, betting and gambling 
operators that is channelled to grassroots sport as opposed to all-sport is estimated, 
through this top-down approach, at € 1.1 bn (2.2% of the total budget for grassroots 
sport), 90% of which is channelled via government accounts; it was not possible to 
identify precisely the revenue going to sport from the sport organisations’ own 
lotteries, and from occasional, regional and local lotteries.  

 
The bulk of the difference between the € 71.7 bn budget for grassroots sport and the € 153.8 
bn budget for all sports, comes from households expenditures on sport not specifically related 
to the active practice of grassroots sport: in fact, 60% of household expenditures on sport130 
are associated with the purchase of sporting goods, equipment and sportswear (which account 
for roughly half of consumers’ total expenditures on sport), the purchase of tickets to attend 
high-level and professional games, expenditures on TV sport channels, sport’ betting, etc.   
 
The relative contribution of media rights to grassroots sport is also only a fraction of the 
revenue generated for all sport, given that the bulk of the revenue remains at the top 
(professional and elite sport) level. 
 
Finally, in many Member States, funding from the state budget primarily focuses on high-level 
sport and the promotion of the country’s image on the international sport scene.  This limits 
the amount of funding available for grassroots in budget constrained environments.  In 
contrast, local governments’ funding mainly goes to grassroots sport, either through direct 
funding of club projects or through the financing of infrastructure and facilities used by the 
clubs. 

The typical funding models  
Four funding models were identified, along with two special cases.  They mainly differ in terms 
of the relative importance of private and public funding sources, of the relative contribution of 

                                                 
128 For example, with respect to the breakdown of household expenditures, detailed information was provided for selected EU 
Member States, allowing extrapolations at the EU level.  With respect to the revenue from the compulsory levies on the lotteries, 
betting and gambling operators, certain countries have regulated allocation keys defining the share that is allocated to grassroots 
sport, or provide figures on the past allocation of funds.  In Finland, for example, each sport organisation receiving funding from 
the lotteries, betting and gambling operators must allocate 75% of the revenue to grassroots activities (50 youth+25, adult sport) 
and 25% to high-level sport.  In France, approximately 60% of the revenue distributed by CNDS, the organisation which receives 
the revenue from the levies on the lottery operations andf from the tax on media rights, to sport in 2008 was allocated to the 
development of sport-for-all, through the support of local associations, employment, training and special publics; 31% was 
allocated to equipments (grassroots and high-level).  In Spain, 1% of the total revenue from sport betting goes to the High Sport 
Council which earmarks the revenue for non-professional soccer. 
129 Excluding the monetized contribution of voluntary work. 
130 As defined based on national accounts’ data. 
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voluntary work and of the level of revenue per capita allocated to grassroots sport.  These four 
models are: the Northern and Western European countries’ model, which relies on 
comparatively high levels of funding by households and the public sector, and significant 
contributions by volunteers.  The Mediterranean model, where the contribution of 
households is significant but the level of public sector support is low.  The Rainbow model, 
which sees modest funding by both households and the public sector, and a low contribution 
of voluntary work.  And, the BCP model, which sees even lower levels of funding by both 
households and the public sector, and a public sector contribution mainly funded from the 
compulsory levy on lotteries, betting and gambling organisations.  Finally, the structure of 
funding in France and the UK stands out, with a high level of public sector funding per capita in 
France, and a low level of public sector funding per capita in the UK.  
 
Given these different funding models across the EU, five questions arise: (1) are there 
regulatory barriers to the funding of grassroots sport, and if so which are they; (2) do 
differences in the regulatory frameworks explain differences in funding schemes; (3) how 
sustainable are the different revenue streams; (4) do the different funding schemes explain 
the differences in sport participation rates and trends across countries and disciplines, and the 
differences in the structure of the offer and in the nature of practitioners; (5) how effective are 
the different models in achieving the societal objectives of increased membership rates at low 
costs to members, and a diversified offer.  
 

The regulatory framework 
The review of the regulatory frameworks across the EU does not provide evidence of a clear 
causal relationship between the regulatory frameworks and the different funding schemes.  
 
Different types of regulations and laws impacting on the financing of grassroots sport were 
identified.  The first category is the fiscal framework applying to grassroots sport 
organisations.  The second applies to individuals, whether to promote direct funding of sport 
by individuals (donations), to promote voluntary work, or to create incentives to sport 
participation.  The third type of regulation applies to companies.  As is the case for individuals, 
some legal provisions can encourage donations and sponsorship by companies, whereas 
others may limit the revenue flows through specific regulations applying to certain products or 
activities (alcohol advertising for example).  The fourth type of regulation is the regime for 
state lotteries, betting and gambling services operators.  The fifth category applies to media 
rights and to solidarity mechanisms.  The sixth applies to solidarity mechanisms within the 
sport movement, and the last category applies to local authorities. 
 
In the analysis, no significant regulatory barriers to the funding of grassroots sport were 
identified, whether at Member State or at EU level.  A few restrictions were identified, 
applying to sponsorship and advertising on certain media, to the sale of alcoholic beverages on 
club premises, and to the EU Directive on tobacco advertising.  The social benefits of the last 
two measures, however, largely outweigh their possibly negative impact on the flow of funds 
for the supply of sport services.  Furthermore, the amounts involved are small: spending by 
households on alcoholic beverages at sport clubs make up only a marginal part of the 56% 
revenue share of grassroots clubs’ budget funded by households.  The bulk of households’ 
expenditures consist of membership fees, sport lessons, expenditures on sporting goods and 
equipment, gate revenue, etc. 
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One measure possibly viewed as a “barrier” by sport organisations is the need for sport clubs, 
the vast majority of which are not-for-profit associations, to be recognized (or registered) as a 
“public utility” association (in Portugal, there is even a “sport public utility” status) in order to 
benefit from the more favourable tax regimes.  Yet, even if the registration process entails a 
cost, the not-for-profit, public utility, status brings in benefits – in the form of tax exemptions 
and others – that far exceed the administrative burden of the registration procedure.  So, this 
obligation does not appear to be a significant barrier to the funding of grassroots sport. 
 
The review of the regulatory framework, however, also highlighted many differences in the 
types of benefits that clubs can benefit from, and characterized these benefits across 
countries.  For example, in some countries (Germany, Hungary, Luxembourg, Ireland, for 
example) the fiscal framework entails lower taxes on income generated by the clubs (or lower 
taxes on some categories of income), reductions in property tax, in capital transaction tax, in 
payroll taxes and/or in local taxes; reduced social security contributions, etc.  In other 
countries (for example Finland and Portugal), only a few of these exemptions apply, or they 
only apply to certain sources of revenue, such as services rendered to members, or the rental 
of facilities. 
 
With respect to VAT, Article 132 of the VAT Directive131 states that activities in the “public 
interest”, such as the supply of services closely linked to sport or physical education, can be 
exempt from VAT.  Although most Member States apply the principle of VAT reductions and 
exemptions in this area, the concrete application varies widely across countries: 

 In many countries (for example Denmark, Cyprus or Germany), there are revenue 
thresholds above which the exemption no longer applies; yet, these thresholds vary 
widely across countries.  Furthermore, the existence of these thresholds implies a 
“disincentive” for clubs to grow, due to the extra costs and work burden for volunteers 
that could result from exceeding the threshold; 

 In other countries, as in Estonia and Lithuania, certain conditions apply which limit the 
VAT exemption to certain activities; 

 In still other countries, such as Portugal and the Czech Republic, there is no VAT 
exemption.   

 
These differences in schemes may be perceived as barriers in those countries where no 
exemption applies, or where the exemption is less comprehensive that in neighbouring 
Member States. 
 
There are also specific regulations – often fiscal incentives – applying to donations (by 
individuals and companies), sponsorships or advertising expenditures.  Tax exemptions on 
donations for example were identified in Denmark, Estonia, France, Germany, Hungary, 
Ireland, Latvia, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Portugal, Slovakia, Slovenia, Spain and the UK.  
In some cases there are limits on the amount or share of the donation which can be tax 
exempt, or on the type of recipient that enables the donor to benefit from the exemption.   
 
Other types of incentives include, for example, the special tax provision applying to individuals 
who work in the sport sector as a secondary activity, or the fact that in Finland employers can 
subsidise their employee’s membership fee and get a tax refund: this reduces the cost for 
members and potentially increases sport participation. 
 

                                                 
131 Directive 2006/112/EC of 28 November 2006 on the common system of value added tax 

http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=CELEX:32006L0112:EN:NOT
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With respect to the revenue from lotteries, betting and gambling services, differences in 
regulatory schemes across countries account for part of the differences between Member 
States in the contribution of this activity to the funding of sport.  Typically, operators pay 
levies, taxes, fees to the state budget to contribute to the funding of general interest activities. 
 The state decides how this revenue is spent, sometimes with explicit allocation keys targeting 
part of it specifically to sport (mostly to the sport federations/associations).  The budget 
allocation keys can go as far as specifying which share of the revenue channelled to sport is to 
be spent on infrastructure development, high-level sport or other. But most often, it is the 
sport federations/associations which decide, according to their internal rules, the amounts 
allocated to the different sport discipline, and which part is allocated to grassroots sport as 
opposed to high-level sport.  Therefore, the amount of revenue from lotteries, betting and 
gambling services allocated to grassroots sport in each country depends on four families of 
factors: 

- The total revenue generated by betting and gambling operators in each country (which 
depends on the propensity to engage in games of change in each country, on the 
average level of income per capita in the country and on the available offer of services 
in each country – which partly depends on the degree of openness of the market); 

- The tax rates, levies and other fees applied to the lotteries, betting and gambling 
services operators, and the tax base on which these rates apply; 

- The share of the revenue from these which is effectively allocated to sport, as opposed 
to other good causes; 

- Within this, the share that is allocated to grassroots as opposed to other types of 
expenditures, such as the construction and maintenance of facilities, the funding of 
high-level sport, etc.  Often, this last allocation is done by the sport 
federations/associations based on the sport movement’s own priorities.   

 
The review of the regulatory environments per country details the different schemes that exist 
across the EU, and the way the revenue from the compulsory levies or charges are channelled 
both across countries, and within a given country (for example based on the nature of the 
operator: a state lottery or a commercial gambling operator?).  Although these differences do 
not create barriers per se to the funding of sport, they influence the overall amount of revenue 
that is eventually channelled to sport in general, and to grassroots sport in particular. 
 
In the study, the high contribution of state lotteries and betting and gambling to the public 
sector budgets in the Scandinavian countries and in certain eastern European economies 
provides an indication of the potential resources that could be generated from this activity in 
other Member States.  Yet, the high level of the revenue allocated to sport from this source in 
Scandinavia is not only explained by the regulatory framework for gambling services operators, 
as this does not differ significantly from that in other countries.  Other factors play a role, such 
as the (higher than average) level of personal incomes in the countries132. 
 
With respect to media rights, no regulatory barrier to the funding of grassroots clubs from this 
source was identified.  As with revenue from levies on state lotteries and betting and gambling 

                                                 
132 The amount of revenue per capita generated by the compulsory levies on the state lotteries, betting and gambling operators 

and identified as being channelled to (all-) sport ranges between less than € 1 per annum in countries like Greece, Slovakia or 
even Belgium, and more than €18 per annum in Denmark and Finland.  The share of revenue from this source in the total budget 
for sport is less than 0.5% in Greece, Belgium, Romania and Luxembourg, when it is 6.5% in Portugal, 7.1% in Denmark, and 
23% in Poland.  The high figure in Poland is explained by the low contribution to the funding of sport of revenue from other 
sources.  The average contribution for the EU as a whole is 1.5% of the total budget for sport (high-level and grassroots 
combined). 
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services, the share of media rights revenue channelled to grassroots sport depends on 
allocation mechanisms in place within the sport movement. 
 
In these two areas, the need for effective solidarity mechanisms between top-level sports and 
the grassroots level appears to be relevant. 
 

Good practices and incentives 

Although no significant barriers to the funding of grassroots sport were identified, a number of 
regulatory and fiscal incentives were identified whose aim is either to increase the level of 
revenue available for the sport sector (sometimes specifically for grassroots sport), or to 
increase participation rates.  Again, the mechanisms vary across countries.  They can entail tax 
reductions on sponsorship and donations, tax exemptions and tax credits for households 
practicing sport or contributing to clubs as volunteers, and tax reductions for companies 
contributing to their employees’ membership fee to sport clubs.  Some of these incentives, 
such as the tax incentive to companies which subsidise their employees’ membership fees (in 
Finland), or the provision of family allowances (in Latvia) and income tax rebates to households 
where at least one person is member of a sport club (in Malta), constitute examples of “good 
practices” that could be adopted elsewhere in order to raise the level of funding available for 
grassroots sport or to diversify funding sources. 
 
In addition to these regulatory mechanisms, other (non-regulated) “good practices” were 
identified that help to raise the resources flows for grassroots sport.  These are not linked to 
particular aspects of the regulatory environments, but show what can be done to support the 
funding of grassroots sport: 

- Preferential premiums for health insurance based on the membership or regular 
practice of a sport activity (as in Germany and Belgium); 

- Creation of a “label” for companies which participate in partnerships with, or co-fund, 
projects undertaken by grassroots clubs (as in France). The “image” enhancement that 
this creates at local or higher levels can be a stimulus for companies to increase their 
funding of the sport sector, at a time when increased attention is given to Corporate 
Social Responsibility (CSR). 

 

Future sustainability of revenue streams 
It is important to identify funding models that appear to be efficient on present criteria, but 
that are also sustainable. The following factors impacting future revenue streams were 
identified: 

 The business cycle will be the main driver of change on household expenditures, but 
also on the level of revenue coming from companies (sponsorship, donations) and 
from the public sector (due to the need to rebalance the public sector accounts); 

 Demographic factors will impact demand both quantitatively and qualitatively; 

 Technological change and the diffusion of the new technologies carry the potential to 
reduce future revenue to sport from media rights and gambling services.  The impact 
on certain high-level disciplines could limit the resources available to grassroots sport 
through internal solidarity mechanisms.  In the extreme, it could lead to a reversal of 
the direction of flows.  This would be the case if the national federations had to use 
the revenue generated at the grassroots level to fund the training of high-level 
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athletes or their participation in high-level events, as is the case for example of a 
discipline like gymnastics; 

 In a resource constrained environment, there is a real risk that the diffusion of on-line 
betting will further increase market audiences for certain disciplines/competitions at 
the expense of others for which sport bets are less easy to organise.  This could slow 
the revenue growth of those disciplines that attract small(er) audiences. This poses the 
question of solidarity mechanisms across disciplines; 

 There is also a risk of seeing certain countries receive less money for sports funding, 
either because they are smaller countries (with smaller audiences), and/or because 
they attract less public and media attention than the large countries’ clubs and sport 
events (for example, a Grand Chelem tennis tournament is bound to attract more 
revenue from media rights and sport’ betting than a tennis tournament in a small EU 
Member State such as Estonia or Latvia, hence more potential revenue for the 
grassroots tennis clubs of the major countries - including revenue generated from on-
line sport bets placed by Latvian and Estonian residents who, by betting on the major 
events, are funding grassroots sport in the larger country.  In other words, the popular 
sport events – typically from larger EU Member States – will be funded by residents 
from smaller and often poorer countries if solidarity is limited to top-down within a 
country).  This could be particularly harmful to the level of sport participation 
throughout the EU, since the levels of funding are already linked to the general wealth 
level of the countries.   

 
The consequences of the above trends for grassroots clubs are: 

 Potentially scarcer public subsidies, and/or changes in budget priorities unfavourable 
to sport; 

 Increased competition for public funding; 

 Risk of focus by budget-constrained local authorities on certain (more popular) 
disciplines; 

 Possible increases in the price to be paid for the use of public sport equipment, 
facilities and infrastructures by the grassroots clubs and their members; 

 Cyclical expenditures on sport (from both households and from companies, quicker to 
reduce sponsorship contracts with grassroots clubs than with high-level sport clubs), 
requiring clubs to be able to adjust to or shield against temporary revenue shortfalls; 

 Increased competition for members, including from other practice modes, and an 
increased demand for disciplines accessible to senior citizens; 

 A need to keep costs and membership fees low, or to increase willingness to pay, for 
example through new service offerings; 

 Changing sponsorship patterns: new priorities emerge with greater emphasis on 
corporate social responsibility, environmental aspects and social projects. There are 
also changes in the nature of sponsors, with the growing interest in the EU market 
from companies in emerging economies, and more restraint from the banking sector; 

 Potentially slower revenue flows from media rights to professional and high-level 
sports, limiting the amounts reaching grassroots sport through solidarity mechanisms; 
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 Risks of large disparities in revenue flows from this source, both across countries and 
across disciplines; 

 
 
Trends in participation rates and membership by category of practitioners 
Having identified the key funding models and the possible future trends in revenue streams, 
the study focused on selected countries and disciplines in order to gain a better insight into the 
revenue streams going specifically to grassroots sport, as opposed to sport in general. 
 
Eight Member States were selected to cover a variety of funding models: the Czech Republic, 
Denmark, France, Germany, Lithuania, the Netherlands, Spain and the United Kingdom. 
 
The sport disciplines were chosen on the basis of (i) the level of participation of individuals in 
each discipline and each Member State; and (ii) characteristics aimed at ensuring a large 
diversity of situations: individual and team sports; cost of practice; requiring or not individual 
equipment; requiring or not dedicated sport facilities; accessible to diverse categories of 
population – including the disabled.  In each country, five disciplines were surveyed.  Four 
were covered in all countries: football, basketball, gymnastics and tennis.  A fifth discipline was 
selected in each country: track & field for the Czech Republic, Denmark, Lithuania and the 
United Kingdom. Swimming was chosen for France, Germany, the Netherlands and Spain.  The 
aim was to make it possible to compare the financing structures of sport clubs across 
countries, whilst also taking into account national characteristics in the practice of sport. 
 
The analysis per discipline was based on a large survey of grassroots sport clubs carried out 
between May and September 2010.  In the eight countries surveyed, grassroots clubs were 
invited by their national federation to respond to the questionnaire put on-line by the study 
team.  Close to 2,000 clubs responded to the survey.   
 
The results were grouped according to the diagnosis of the present situation on the one side, 
and likely future trends on the other. 
 
The majority of clubs which responded to the survey report an increase, in the past six years, 
in the practice of sport by those aged 18 or below.  In contrast, the membership rate of those 
aged 60 and above tends to decrease as this age group increasingly practices a physical activity 
outside the club structure.  According to the clubs, concern over personal health and well-
being is the main reason for the observed rise in membership.  But the growing interest in 
sport is causing a shortage of trainers and coaches, which constitutes a barrier to the growth in 
the number of members.  The growth in membership is also viewed by many clubs to be 
hampered by staff shortages, and by lack of time for members, which causes them to choose 
between disciplines instead of practicing several disciplines within the club.  This underlines 
with force the relevance of the recently launched EU 2011 – Year of Volunteering Programme. 
 
In terms of membership trends across disciplines, the data from grassroots clubs confirms the 
continued high popularity of football, which attracts ever growing numbers of members as it is 
primarily practiced within organised sport structures.  In contrast, tennis and swimming, two 
disciplines which are increasingly practiced outside the formal club structure, are reporting 
slower growth in membership.  
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The survey also confirms the prime importance of local authorities in the funding of sport 
clubs’ activities.  Across the survey sample, 17% of clubs own the facilities that they use, 19% 
rent these at market prices, 59% use facilities made available free-of-charge or at a low cost by 
a local authority, 2% use facilities made available free of charge or at a low cost by a private 
owner.  The remaining 3% report “other” situations. 
 
Sport facilities are expensive to maintain, as confirmed by the difference between the cost 
structure of clubs in the Czech Republic, for example, where a high proportion own their 
facilities and other Member States where clubs do not pay for the facilities they use. The 
financing difficulties which local authorities are likely to experience in coming years as a result 
of the economic and financial crisis may prompt them to raise the price clubs pay for the use 
of the facility. 
 
In addition the following could be observed: 

 No correlation was found between the level of membership fee and the club size, but 
there is a (negative) correlation between the average cost per member and the size of 
the club. This was true for all disciplines.  It implies that economies of scale occur when 
large clubs organize diversified activities for  their members (better use of playing 
areas, equipment and facilities, for example); 

 Clubs with a growth in membership have raised – and not lowered – their average 
annual fee in the past six years: thus higher fees do not deter new members; 

 Clubs with permanent staff are more likely to charge a low membership fee – despite 
their higher cost structure: these clubs are better able to attract new members and to 
diversify the sources of revenues than those which solely rely on voluntary work; 

 Stable membership numbers over time allow clubs to consolidate their funding model 
and charge low fees: this reflects the maturity of clubs, and their established place in 
their local environment; 

 If the presence of at least one full-time equivalent salaried staff tends to raise the 
number of members in the club, the cost of this first resource is significant, and often  
funded from the public subsidy received;  

 The level of support from the public sector is independent of the size of the club – 
except for tennis.  In general, public subsidies exert a strong leverage effect (“money 
attracts money”):  the clubs which attract private funding (beyond members’ 
contributions) are those which receive public financing; 

 Government support typically helps clubs: 

o to keep prices low in rural areas, where new members are more difficult to 
attract than in densely populated, urban areas; 

o to finance permanent staff; 

o to organise diversified activities. 
 
The analysis therefore shows that other factors than the funding model to which the Member 
State (or sport discipline) belong explain the relative effectiveness with which grassroots clubs 
finance their operations and attract new members. 
 
Across disciplines, the following results emerged: 
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 The cost structures vary across disciplines, but the average cost per member is fairly 
homogeneous across disciplines; 

 Football is more easily funded from other sources than households and public support 
than other disciplines.  These “complementary” funding sources include sponsors, 
donors, or other top-down solidarity mechanisms. 

 
Possibly as a result of differences in the relative ability of disciplines to raise revenue from 
complementary sources, the contribution of public subsidies to club resources varies across 
disciplines: it is lowest for tennis, highest for track & field. 

With respect to the contribution of voluntary work, the survey confirms its importance to the 
stability and sustainability of the grassroots clubs’ financial situation.  Yet, 38% of the 
grassroots clubs surveyed indicated that the number of volunteers has decreased in the past 
years: this result may be influenced by the fact that the survey was conducted in the summer 
of 2010, shortly after the economic and financial crisis.  This still this leaves 62% of the clubs 
surveyed reporting either stable or rising volunteer work.  For a majority of the clubs, the 
increase in the number of volunteers took place alongside a rise in the number of hours 
worked per volunteer. 
 
A final, important, result from the grassroots clubs survey is the breakdown of clubs’ cost 
structure.  Only visible costs were reported133.  This shows that the main cost component is 
human resource costs (28% of the total), followed by sport facilities (14%), payments to 
federations (13%), the purchase of sport equipment and balls (11%) and travel expenses (8%).  
Other miscellaneous expenses make up the difference. 
 
It therefore appears that payments from the grassroots clubs to their federations (13% of 
their budget) account for a lot more than the revenue going from the federations to the 
clubs (which represent 2% of the grassroots clubs’ revenue).  The difference represents the 
payment by the clubs of services provided to them by the federations, and in some cases 
insurance payments for the members: on average, at EU level, the solidarity mechanisms 
channelling resources from media rights, sport betting and even national governments to the 
grassroots clubs via the sport federation do not fully fund the services provided by the 
federations to their member clubs. 
 
The comparison of the composition of grassroots clubs’ revenues in the survey with the 
estimated breakdown resulting from the top-down analysis confirms this.  63% of the revenue 
of the clubs’ surveyed comes from members’ contributions (compared with 56.3% in the top-
down analysis), and only 18% comes from the public sector (compared to 40% in the top-down 
analysis).  Although the differences may be explained by the incomplete country and discipline 
coverage in the survey, it also reflects the fact that a significant, albeit not quantified, part of 
the revenue allocated from public authorities to grassroots sport covers the operating 
expenses of the federations (which provide services to the clubs) and the maintenance and 
construction of facilities: this revenue is therefore not reported in the grassroots’ clubs budget.   
 

Strengths and weaknesses of the funding models 

The second major set of conclusions refers to the relative strengths and weaknesses of the 
funding models across the EU.  

                                                 
133 In other words, the contribution of volunteers and the subsidised prices for facilities are not accounted. 
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The analysis of the relative effectiveness of each model, and of their strengths and 
weaknesses, was done on the basis of three criteria: 

- The level of sport participation (the number of club members); 

- The cost to members/practitioners; 

- The trend in participation. 

Ranking of the models in terms of participation levels 

The level of participation was measured using the membership rates reported in the 2009 
Eurobarometer survey. 

Conclusions from top-down and bottom-up approaches are that the level of economic 
development of the country (measured by GDP per capita, adjusted for differences in PPP), is 
the main explanatory factor for differences in levels of expenditures per member across the 
EU. The level of GDP impacts on both the participation rates and the ability of clubs to benefit 
from more diversified and therefore more sustainable funding. 

Countries with a high level of economic development can afford to spend more on sport in 
nominal terms – from both private and public sources – and are thus able to achieve higher 
participation and membership rates.  In spending more, they contribute to the funding of a 
higher level of service offer.  The “effort” required to attain this level is affordable. Indeed, 
sport club members in wealthier EU countries do not allocate a large share of their disposable 
income to sport.  

Countries with a lower level of GDP per capita have funding models that are similar in 
structure to those of the northern and core continental countries, but at lower levels of 
funding – which leads to lower participation rates. 

The table below recalls the key features of each funding model and summarises their strengths 
and weaknesses. 

 

Ranking of the models in terms of membership 
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Models
Public 

funding

Household 

expen-

ditures

Voluntary 

work 

contrib.

Share of 

levy on 

state 

lotteries & 

other 

betting and 

gambling

Member-

ship rate
Strengths Weaknesses

Group 1: the Northern and Western 

countries' model
+++ +++ +++ +/- > 15%

Diversified sources of 

funding / High level of 

offer

Group 2: the Mediterranean countries' 

model
++ ++ ++ +/- 4-8%

Reasonably diversified 

sources of funding

Insufficient overall funding 

leads to high price and 

squeezed-out demand

Group 3: the Rainbow model ++ + + +/- 2-10%
Policy awareness of the 

positive externalities 

associated to sport

Low awareness of the 

benefits of sport by 

population / high reliance 

on (constrained) public 

resources

Group 4: the BCP model + + +++ ++ 4-8%

Low level of funding by 

households / high reliance 

on compulsory levies on 

gambling services' 

operators

United Kingdom ++ +++ +++ + 0,09

Solidarity schemes offset 

comparatively low level of 

public funding

Low level of offer despite 

high price paid by 

practitionners

France +++ +++ +++ + 18%

Well funded model / high 

level of offer / low price to 

member

Low willingness to pay of 

households ==> high 

reliance on public-funded 

offer

+++ : High

++ : Moderate

+ : Low

+/- : Variable across the group

Effectiveness in termes of sport membership rates

  
 
 
Ranking of the models in terms of the cost to members  

The cost per member largely depends on the level of national GDP per capita.  At a given 
membership rate, the “effort” per member, as a share of their disposable income devoted to  
sport on an average annual GDP per capita level134, is more than twice as high in the 
Mediterranean countries as in northern and western European countries. 

The membership fee is comparatively low in countries where local authorities heavily support 
the clubs, as in the Czech Republic, France or the Netherlands. 

The analysis also indicates that low membership fees are generally observed in clubs which 
have a diversified offer of services (including multi-sport clubs), and which benefit from 
diversified sources of funding (as opposed to relying essentially on revenue from members 
and/or local authorities).  Low fees and diversified funding sources are associated with 
increases in the number of members, making it possible for clubs to benefit from economies of 
scale.  A priori, this would point to a higher ranking of the Northern and Western European 
countries (Group 1) and of the Mediterranean countries (Group 2).  Yet, as seen above, the 
actual “price” also depends on the level of supply, and on households’ willingness to pay for 
these services.  Other factors contributing to low membership fees and not identified in the 
funding models as defined are the creation of partnerships with other stakeholders to attract 
new members. 

 

Ranking of the models in terms of membership growth 

                                                 
134 An overestimation of the actual figure, given that all household expenditures were attributed to the members of sport clubs, 
when naturally some non-members also spend on sport. 
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Membership growth depends on the demographic structure in each country and its future 
evolution.  The results of the survey show that the level of the membership fee does not, per 
se, impact on the trend in membership.  What influences membership growth is whether the 
club organises diversified activities, and whether it has at least one salaried staff person.  
Other factors which attract new members are activities for diversified groups, and the 
development of partnerships with other organisations.  The contribution of public funding is 
also important.  The clubs which benefit from public funding are more likely to organise 
activities for diversified categories of members, and the presence of public subsidies creates a 
leverage effect on other funding sources. 

Given the above, the funding models that are most likely to foster increases in the number of 
members are those which: 

- Generate high levels of revenue, enabling clubs to employ a salaried person; 

- Involve public funding; 

- Rely on diversified funding sources. 

Applying these criteria to the four country groups plus France and the United Kingdom, it 
appears that, beyond the “wealth” (GDP per capita) effect, the groups most likely to see higher 
membership rates are the Northern and Western European economies, followed by France, 
the Mediterranean economies and the Rainbow economies, in that order.  In the last group, 
the (financially constrained) public sector contribution is not sufficient to enable the clubs to 
diversify their offer or develop new offers.   

In the UK, the situation is different as the sport system relies more on private stakeholders, 
and the leverage effect of public funding is less important.  A larger amount of sponsorship and 
well-structured top-down solidarity between high-level and professional sport and the 
grassroots level compensate for the potentially negative impact of low public subsidies on 
membership growth.  The combined effect is such that the average “cost” to members of 
practicing sport is no higher in the UK than in the Group 1 countries.   
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2. Implications for policy makers and for the sport 
organisations 

Given the above findings, five key objectives have to be met to ensure the sustainable funding 
of grassroots sport within the EU: 
 

1. Secure, increase and diversify the revenue sources allocated to sport in general, and 
to grassroots sport in particular: given the upward trend in costs (due to inflation on 
wages & salaries, equipment and facilities costs), increases in revenue are necessary in 
order to make it possible for sport clubs to offset these costs without reducing the 
volume or quality of their service offer.  Meeting this objective calls for a need to 
continue, and preferably reinforce, incentives for private stakeholders to fund 
grassroots sport.  The diversification of revenue sources, especially in countries where 
the public sector contribution is already high and susceptible to future constraints, is 
important to ensure the sustainability of funding; 

2. Further promote and enhance financial solidarity between the professional and/or 
elite (high-level) sport, and the grassroots level, and within the sport movement in 
general.  This solidarity needs to be organised both within and across disciplines.  
Solidarity may also need to be developed across countries given the potentially highly 
different trend in revenue from media rights and sport betting channelled to sport in 
countries in which certain disciplines attract a lot of (international) media attention, 
therefore diverting resources away from the same discipline in countries in which the 
discipline attracts less media attention135.  Mechanisms to ensure that revenue 
allocated to grassroots sport effectively flow all the way down to the grassroots level 
also have to be reinforced; 

3. Promote and support voluntary work: this is an important resource for clubs.  
Although there does not appear to be a shortage of goodwill nor of volunteers, there is 
a need in some instances to adapt the skills of volunteers to present (and future) club 
requirements; 

4. Recognize the interest of grassroots sport in all public policy areas; 

5. Improve the evidence-base relating to grassroots sport participation and funding: 
there appears to be a need to increase the transparency, and to organise the 
monitoring, of the financial flows associated with grassroots sport.  Indeed, in the 
framework of this study the compilation of accurate data relating to all the funding 
sources, and the separation of financial flows to sport in general and to grassroots in 
particular, was very difficult.  The funding challenges ahead for many clubs deserve a 
closer analysis of the links between revenue flows and different factors impacting 
them.  

 

Below, we detail these objectives. 

 

 

                                                 
135 In addition to the tennis example provided earlier, one could think of sport betting on football games in Spain or the UK 
attracting generating media rights revenue from Cyprus, Romania or Bulgaria, implying that the citizens from these countries are 
effectively funding Spanish and UK football instead of funding football in their own countries. 
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1. Securing revenue sources allocated to sport 
Several types of measures can help secure (and raise) the revenue allocated to sport.  Among 
these are: measures focused on increasing revenue from members; measures aimed at 
diversifying and improving the quality of the offer; and, promoting partnerships with new 
typed of stakeholders. 
 
Increasing the revenue from members 

Raising the revenue generated from households to better fund the sport system implies: 

- Increasing the number of people who practice sport within the organised system: 
this goal can be achieved through the recruitment of at least one permanent staff by 
the club, as indicated by the results of the study.  This should be a priority funding area 
for local authorities; 

- Improving the willingness to pay for the services: this is typically linked to the 
perceived benefits.  Making the benefits of organised sport practice more obvious 
would raise the willingness to pay of existing and future club members; 

- Increasing the average fee for members: although individuals already contribute to 
the bulk of the revenue generated by sport clubs, they still only cover about two thirds 
of the costs they generate.  Differentiated pricing – already applied by many clubs - 
could be enhanced.  Applying differentiated prices and reviewing the conditions under 
which different fees ought to be applied, could help raise revenue without turning 
away existing members.  The differentiation can be based on household income, on 
the composition of the household, on the age or on the employment status (student, 
retired, employed/unemployed), as is already the case in several countries/clubs. It is 
also possible to devise a fee structure to take into account the level of the member’s 
contribution to the club, whereby voluntary workers would pay a lower fee than 
members which do not contribute “time” to the club. 

 
Diversify, and improve the quality of, the offer 

Linked to the previous point is the need for clubs to adapt their service offer in the face of an 
increasingly demanding membership base, in terms of practice schedules, individualised offers, 
etc. 
 
In the survey, a majority of clubs recognized that one way to increase future revenue and 
membership would be to reach out to different categories of members: for some clubs, 
women were the primary target.  For others, senior citizens or residents of poor areas were to 
be focused upon.  In nearly all cases, children were also a key target.  The diversification of 
members also appears like a good objective given the analysis of the quantitative information 
on clubs’ financial structures, which indicates that the clubs with more diversified members 
and offering diversified categories of services attract more members and benefit from more 
stable (i.e. less dependent on the business cycle) resources… 
 
Examples of new types of offers that could be developed include: 

- Joint language and sport classes; 

- Team competitions between companies; 

- Sport & school projects; 

- Etc. 
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Promote partnerships with new types of stakeholders 

If the benefits of a regular practice of sport were better recognised, it might also be easier for 
clubs to develop partnerships with different types of stakeholders. 

In the survey, many clubs said the development of partnerships with the educational system or 
with companies could help them raise their membership and generate more revenue.  Yet, 
they typically considered this “difficult to do”.   

Promoting and facilitating such partnerships would make it possible to share costs and 
generate economies of scale.  Such partnerships have already been established by several 
municipalities across the EU, with the aim of facilitating the organisation of sport events or 
attracting sponsors.  

Along the same lines, partnerships with social and health insurance organisations could be 
supported / fostered. 

 

2. Reinforcing and extending solidarity mechanisms 
Another objective of stakeholders in this sector ought to be the promotion and reinforcement 
of solidarity mechanisms. 
 
These have to be reinforced, and in some cases created: 

- From the high level to the grassroots level, for example by making sure that a certain 
share of the revenue from sponsorship contracts, media rights’ payments or sport 
betting revenue generated at the top level are passed down, to the grassroots level ; 

- Across disciplines: the revenues from media rights136 primarily benefit football, 
basketball and tennis. The IOC also channels part of its revenues to grassroots 
disciplines. Yet, the study shows that the amounts involved are small.  Revenues from 
sponsors also primarily go to certain disciplines.  Given the different abilities of 
individual disciplines to generate these kinds of revenues, it appears necessary to 
reinforce solidarity across disciplines to ensure that those disciplines that receive less 
media attention, or that do not attract many sponsors, can still receive adequate 
funding.  It is in the consumers’ interest – and in the interest of society - to make it 
possible for consumers to choose across a wide range of disciplines.  This entails a 
responsibility for policy makers to ensure that there is a diversified offer at 
competitive prices. 

- Across Member States: the objective of solidarity mechanisms organised on a trans-
national basis would be to compensate the disparities which arise from the fact that 
highly popular disciplines and/or professional (or elite) sports in certain countries can 
generate more revenue from top-down solidarity mechanisms than in countries where 
these same disciplines are less popular.  Reinforced trans-national solidarity would 
lower the barrier to sport funding created by differences in levels of economic 
development across the EU.   

Also, not all countries provide precise guidelines on the allocation of public financial support to 
grassroots sport, and not all countries have clear mechanisms defining how the subventions 
received are to be allocated at the grassroots level.  A debate on those issues, and on ways to 
ensure that the revenue flows to those areas of grassroots sport which most need it, needs to 

                                                 
136 And, in the future, possibly also from sport bets, if other Member States follow the example of France. 
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take place amongst all the stakeholders involved, in order to identify appropriate mechanisms.  
The answers may depend on the institutional organisation of the different countries. 

Once solidarity mechanisms are reinforced, another objective to ensure the sustainable future 
funding of grassroots sport is to secure the revenues generated from high-level and 
professional sport events.  Indeed, as seen earlier, significant changes to these may arise in 
areas such as media rights and betting. 
 
Among other, there is also a need to ensure that the revenue flows to high-level and 
professional sport will not be negatively impacted by future changes in technologies or in the 
regulatory framework. Some of these funds are currently channelled to grassroots sport 
through solidarity mechanisms. Less funding to high-level activities would mean less money 
filtering down to grassroots. 
 
As this study indicates, there are risks to media rights revenues from piracy, illegal 
webstreaming and the territoriality of media rights.  These could slow revenue flows partly 
destined for grassroots.  Similarly, future trends in revenue from betting and gambling, and in 
particular sport betting, may impact on the revenue channelled to grassroots sport from this 
source.  Ex-ante analyses of the effects of envisaged regulatory changes on grassroots sport 
funding will be important to assess the potential consequences on the sector.  

 

3. Promote volunteer work & offer training 

Volunteer work is an important resource for grassroots clubs.  Although volunteering per se is 
not threatened, there is some concern about the availability of volunteers in managerial 
positions, and in functions which require specific qualifications such as accounting.  The 
shortage of volunteers in these areas may explain the relatively high percentage of clubs who 
still claim to have difficulties in attracting or retaining enough volunteers. 
 
In the context of the EU’s new competence in the field of sport, in which voluntary activity is a 
recognised component, the promotion and support of volunteering in Europe is an important 
pillar of EU action in the sport sector. 

 

4. Recognize the interests of grassroots sport in all public policy areas 

At present, public money allocated to sport comes from national sport ministries or from the 
budget for sport and culture of local authorities.  Recognising sport as a service to society 
would justify funding sport from other budgets, such as education, health or even small and 
medium sized enterprises.  Contributions to sport funding from other budget lines could help 
clubs to diversify their offer and reach out to new categories of members, to the benefit of all, 
and would contribute to creating new types of partnerships as previously mentioned. 

The integration of grassroots sport into other policy areas, recognising sport as being of “public  
interest”, and undertaking systematic ex-ante analyses prior to implementing fiscal or other 
regulatory policy changes, would also help ensure the future sustainability and growth of this 
sector.  

The recognition of the general public interest of grassroots sport, for example by educating 
youth through sport, would create incentives for public authorities at every level (Member 
States, local authorities and EU) to take the social benefits into account to further develop 
incentives for sport (e.g. tax benefits).  Such recognition is particularly important in the present 
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context of tight budget constraints and austerity programmes aimed at reducing public sector 
debt across the EU. 

 

5. Improve the evidence-base relating to grassroots sport participation and funding 
More concrete measurements of the benefits and savings for society as a whole from higher 
participation rates in sport activities are needed.  The literature on the potential (quantitative) 
reductions in health expenditures linked to the regular practice of sport remains patchy, as is 
the literature on the (monetary) benefits companies can expect from encouraging the practice 
of sport by their employees137.  It also makes it difficult for public stakeholders to measure the 
savings that can be generated from an allocation of tax money to support of the sport system, 
as opposed to financing social insurance. 
 
Across the EU, there are examples of actions being taken in this area.  One is the reduction in 
health insurance premiums in Germany, conditional on proof of regular practice of a sport.  If 
the benefits to individuals and to society were better measured, it would be possible to 
introduce such schemes elsewhere, with a net benefit for all. 
 
In areas such as education and social inclusion, the quantification of benefits is more difficult.  
But a collection of examples of good practices could raise the awareness of these benefits, and 
incite a wide range of stakeholders, including firms seeking to enhance their corporate social 
responsibility image, to support the sector. 
 
The sport movement has a major role to play here, alongside the other stakeholders. One can 
reasonably assume – and the responses to the e-survey confirm this – that the sport 
movement is best positioned to measure and publicise the benefits of its activities to society.  
The European Union also has a role to play, particularly given its new competence in the field 
of sport. The EU can promote the societal function of sport in Europe by making this a 
cornerstone of the future EU funding programme for sport. The EU should also mainstream 
sport initiatives within the whole range of its funding programmes (Structural funds, Progress, 
Lifelong Learning, Youth, Europe for Citizens, Health, etc.).   
 
Measuring the benefits of sport and the positive externalities it can generate is a task for 
Member States’ statistical offices and Eurostat. They should collect more consistent and 
internationally comparable information to make such measurements possible.  The EU Expert 
Group on sport statistics is one step in the right direction.  Synergies could be sought with 
international bodies like the World Health Organisation or UNESCO to set up internationally 
comparable information bases. 

 

                                                 
137 These benefits translate into increased productivity, reduced absenteeism, more effective team working and increased 
employability, which is also a benefit to society as a whole. 
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1. List of persons interviewed  

 
 

Country 
/region 

Organisation 
Contact 
person 

Interviewer 

Europe Comité International Olympique  Guy DRUT BIPE Edwige Avice 

Europe 
EU Committee of the Regions, 
Commission EDUC  

Elisa BOELMAN BIPE Edwige Avice 

Europe 
Federation International Basketball 
Associations  
(FIBA) 

Yvan  MAININI CDES 
Fabien Hoëppe,  
Sabine Chavinier-
Réla 

Europe 

 

European Association Sport 
Employment 
EASE 

Marie BARSACQ CDES 
Fabien Hoëppe 
Sabine Chavinier-
Réla 

Europe 

European Association Sport 
Employment  
EASE 

Emilie COCONNIER CDES 
Didier Primault 
Sabine Chavinier-
Réla 

Europe 

UEFA 
 

Michel PLATINI, 
President 

BIPE Edwige Avice 

Europe 

UEFA -bureau européen de 
Bruxelles 

Julien ZYLBERSTEIN CDES 

Didier Primault,  
Jean-Jacques 
Gouguet, 
 Sabine Chavinier-
Réla, 
 Prune Rocipon 

Europe 

Fede Euro Golf 
John C. 
STROJOHANN 

CDES 
Didier Primault,  
Sabine Chavinier-
Réla 

Europe 

Union Européenne de 
Gymnastique 
 (UEG) 

Georges GUELZEC CDES 
Didier Primault,  
Sabine Chavinier-
Réla 
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Europe 

Fédération Européenne de 
Natation 
 (FEN) 

Laszlo  
SZAKADATI 

CDES 
Didier Primault 
Jean-François 
Brocard 

Europe 

UniEuropa 
Bernadette SEGOL 
 Marjolein 
OORSPRONG 

CDES 

Didier Primault 
Jean-Jacques 
Gouguet,  
Sabine Chavinier-
Réla 

Europe 

The European Lotteries Rupert HORNIG BIPE 
Elisabeth 
Waelbroeck 
Rocha 

Europe 

Union Européenne de 
Gymnastique 
 (UEG) 

Georges  
GUELZEC 

CDES 
Didier Primault,  
Sabine Chavinier-
Réla 

Europe 

Fédération Européenne de 
Natation 
 (FEN) 

Laszlo  
SZAKADATI 

CDES 
Didier Primault 
Jean-François 
Brocard 

Europe 

UniEuropa 
Bernadette  SEGOL 
 Marjolein 
OORSPRONG 

CDES 

Didier Primault 
Jean-Jacques 
Gouguet,  
Sabine Chavinier-
Réla 

Europe 

The European Lotteries Rupert HORNIG BIPE 
Elisabeth 
Waelbroeck 
Rocha 

Europe 

The European Lotteries Risto NIEMINEN BIPE 
Elisabeth 
Waelbroeck 
Rocha 

Europe 

World Lottery Association 
Jean M. 
JORGENSEN 

BIPE 
Elisabeth 
Waelbroeck 
Rocha 

Europe 

Remote Gambling Association 
Manuel 
ESPARRAGO 

BIPE 
Elisabeth 
Waelbroeck 
Rocha 

Europe 

Remote Gambling Association Jason FOLEY TRAIN BIPE 
Elisabeth 
Waelbroeck 
Rocha 
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Europe 

European Sponsorship Association  

Helen DAY 

 
 
 
BIPE 

 
 
Elisabeth 
Waelbroeck 
Rocha 

Europe 
SROC Mathieu MOREUIL BIPE 

Elisabeth 
Waelbroeck 
Rocha 

Europe 
EGBA Sigrid LIGNE BIPE 

Elisabeth 
Waelbroeck 
Rocha 

Europe 
European Charity Lotteries Alexandra KRIJGEL BIPE 

Elisabeth 
Waelbroeck 
Rocha 

 
Belgium Université Libre de Bruxelles 

Jacques 
POORTMANS 

BIPE Edwige Avice 

 
Belgium Université Libre de Bruxelles Nathalie GUISSARD BIPE Edwige Avice 

 
Belgium Université Libre de Bruxelles 

Jacques 
DUCHATEAU 

BIPE Edwige Avice 

Czech 
Republic 

Elite athletics club  
(board member and economic 
expert) 

Nesvera MARTIN   Sandrine Poupaux 

Czech 
Republic 

Czech basketball federation 
(Economic consultant) 
university sports center (director) 

Briza ZDENEK   Sandrine Poupaux 

Czech 
Republic 

CSTV regional department 
(Director) 
local football club (board member) 

Holub VLITEZSLAV   Sandrine Poupaux 

 
Czech 
Republic 

 
Czech rhythmic Gymnastics 
association (President) 
the Gymnastic club in Bruno 
(manager) 

 
Blanka  
MLEJNKOVA 

  
 
Sandrine Poupaux 

Czech 
Republic 

Czech Tennis Federation (Economic 
director) 
the Prague tennis club (board 
member) 

Letal JAN   Sandrine Poupaux 

Czech 
Republic 

Czech Sports Association Jan BOHAC   Sandrine Poupaux 

France ARJEL 
Jean-François 
VILOTTE 
President 

BIPE Edwige Avice 

France 
Centre National pour le 
Développement du Sport (CNDS) 

Raymond-Max 
AUBERT 
President 

BIPE 
Elisabeth 
Waelbroeck 
Rocha 

France 
Ancien Ministre de la Jeunesse et 
des Sports 

Jean-François 
LAMOUR 

BIPE Edwige Avice 

France 
Comité National Olympique et 
Sportif Français (CNOSF) 

Denis MASSEGLIA BIPE Edwige Avice 

France 
Fédération Française d'Athlétisme  
(FFA) 

Jean GRACIA 
Christian 
ROGGEMANS 

CDES 

Jean-François 
Brocard  
Sabine Chavinier-
Réla 

France 
Fédération Française de Basket-
Ball  
(FFBB) 

Yvan  MAININI CDES 
Didier Primault,  
Fabien Hoëppe 

France 
Fédération Française d'Escrime  
(FFE) 

Frederic  
PIETRUSKA 

CDES 
Didier Primault, 
 Fabien Hoëppe 

France Française des Jeux 
Blanchard-Dignac 
Président 

BIPE Edwige Avice 

France Fondation du Sport français 
Jean-Paul  
CLEMENCON 

CDES 
Didier Primault,  
Sabine Chavinier-
Réla 

France Havas Sport Entertainment Lucien BOYER BIPE 
Edwige Avice 
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France 
Ligue de football amateur 
 (LFA) 

André  PREVOSTO CDES 
Didier Primault,  
Sabine Chavinier-
Réla 

France 
Ligue de football professionnelle   
(LFP) 

Arnaud  ROUGER CDES 

Didier Primault, 
 Jean-Jacques 
Gouguet, 
 Sabine Chavinier-
Réla, 
 Fabien Hoëppe 

France 
Fédération Française de 
Gymnastique  
(FFG) 

Pierre Henri  
BOURLIER 

CDES 
Didier Primault,  
Sabine Chavinier-
Réla 

France 
Fédération Française de Natation 
 (FFN) 

Louis-Frederic 
DOYEZ 

CDES 

Jean-Jacques 
Gouguet 
 Sabine Chavinier-
Réla 

France 
Fédération Française de Tennis  
(FFT) 

Fabrice  BOUVET CDES 

Jean-François 
Brocard 
Sabine Chavinier-
Réla 

France 
Consultant, ancien de la Française 
des Jeux 

Christian KALB CDES 

Didier Primault 
Jean-Jacques 
Gouguet,  
Sabine Chavinier-
Réla 

France  
Fédération Française de Golf  
(FFG) 

Françoise PAPEZ  
Gérald SELLIER 

CDES 
Jean-François 
Brocard 

Germany DOSB Andreas KLAGES 

German Sport Université 
Cologne 
Institute of Sport Economics 
and Sport Management 

Christoph Breuer 

Germany 

Freiburger Kreis (advisory board) 
Landessportbund NRW (advisory 
board) 
Federal Institute of Sports Science 
(former member of staff) 

Georges ANDERS 

German Sport Université 
Cologne 
Institute of Sport Economics 
and Sport Management 

Christoph Breuer 

Germany Funhrungsakademie des DOSB Veronika RUCKER 

German Sport Université 
Cologne 
Institute of Sport Economics 
and Sport Management 

Christoph Breuer 

Germany 

Institute of European Sport 
Development  
and Leisure Studies - Germain 
Sport University Cologne 
 (Lecturer) 

Karin PETRY 

German Sport Université 
Cologne 
Institute of Sport Economics 
and Sport Management 

Christoph Breuer 

 
Germany 

Landessportbund NRW Rolf MEIER 

German Sport Université 
Cologne 
Institute of Sport Economics 
and Sport Management 

Christoph Breuer 

Germany 
Parliament Landtag NRW 
(member) 
Landessportbund NRW 

Wolfgang  ROTH 

German Sport Université 
Cologne 
Institute of Sport Economics 
and Sport Management 

Christoph Breuer 

Lithuania 
Lithuanian track-and field 
federation 

Nijole 
MEDVEDEVA 

Lithuanian Academy of 
Physical  Education 

Vilma Cingiene 

Lithuania Lithuanian basketball federation 
Mindaugas 
BALCIUNAS 

Lithuanian Academy of 
Physical  Education 

Vilma Cingiene 

Lithuania Lithuanian soccer federation 
Edvinas EIMONTAS  
Vaidotas  
RASTENIS 

Lithuanian Academy of 
Physical  Education 

Vilma Cingiene 

Lithuania Lithuanian gymnastics federation 
Algimantas  
GUDISKIS 

Lithuanian Academy of 
Physical  Education 

Vilma Cingiene 

Lithuania Lithuanian tennis union Ramunas  RUMSAS 
Lithuanian Academy of 
Physical  Education 

Vilma Cingiene 

Lithuania 
Lithuanian National Olympic 
Committee 

Arturas 
POVILIUNAS 
Vytautas 

Lithuanian Academy of 
Physical  Education 

Vilma Cingiene 
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 ZUBERNIS 

Lithuania 
Sport Ministry - International Co-
operation 
(Chief Specialist) 

Sigitas STASIULIS 
Lithuanian Academy of 
Physical  Education 

Vilma Cingiene 

Lithuania 
Sport Ministry - Youth Physical 
Education 
 (Chief Specialist) 

Inga GERULSKIENE 
Lithuanian Academy of 
Physical  Education 

Vilma Cingiene 

Lithuania 
Sport Ministry  
Head of Physical Education 
Strategy Division 

Milda 
LAURUTENAITE 

Lithuanian Academy of 
Physical  Education 

Vilma Cingiene 

Lithuania 
Sport Ministry 
Head of Sport strategy division 

Aivaras 
SALAMAKINAS 

Lithuanian Academy of 
Physical  Education 

Vilma Cingiene 

Lithuania 
State Department of PE and Sports  
under the Lithuanian Government 

Klemensas  
RIMSELIS 

Lithuanian Academy of 
Physical  Education 

Vilma Cingiene 

Monde 
International Athletic Associations 
Federation  
(IAAF) 

Jean POCZOBUT CDES 

Jean-Jacques 
Gouget,  
Sabine Chavinier-
Réla 

 
Netherlands 

 
NBB (Basketball association) 

 
Martin HO SUI 
SANG 

 
W.J.H. Mulier Institute 

 
Remco Hoekman 

Netherlands KNVB (Football association) Ruud BRUIJNIS W.J.H. Mulier Institute Remco Hoekman 

Netherlands KNGU (Gymnastic association) Jaap WALS W.J.H. Mulier Institute Remco Hoekman 

Netherlands KNZB (Swimming association) Marcel de VISSER W.J.H. Mulier Institute Remco Hoekman 

Netherlands KNLTB (Tennis association) 
Klaas  FRANKEN 
Martin VAN 
WERVEN 

W.J.H. Mulier Institute Remco Hoekman 

Netherlands Ministry of Sport 
Dorien HOPPENER 
Peter de KLERK 
& Ed KLUITERS 

W.J.H. Mulier Institute Remco Hoekman 

Netherlands 
NOC*NSF  
(Dutch Olympic Committee & 
Dutch Sport Federation) 

 Henk SMIT W.J.H. Mulier Institute Remco Hoekman 

Spain 
Valencia Université (professeur) 
Fédération Espagnole d'Athlétisme 
(vice-président) 

Vicente ANO 

Institut Nacional d'Educació 
Física de Catalunya 
Generalitat de Catalunya 
Adscrit a la Universitat de 
Barcelona et Universitat de 
Lleida 

Andreu Camps I 
Povill 
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Spain 
Fédération espagnole de 
badminton 
(président) 

David CABELLO 

Institut Nacional d'Educació 
Física de Catalunya 
Generalitat de Catalunya 
Adscrit a la Universitat de 
Barcelona et Universitat de 
Lleida 

Andreu Camps I 
Povill 

Spain 
Fédération espagnole de basket-
ball 
(relations externes) 

Carmen RUIZ 

Institut Nacional d'Educació 
Física de Catalunya 
Generalitat de Catalunya 
Adscrit a la Universitat de 
Barcelona et Universitat de 
Lleida 

Andreu Camps I 
Povill 

Spain 
Fédération espagnole de 
Gymnastique (président) 

Xavi MARC 

Institut Nacional d'Educació 
Física de Catalunya 
Generalitat de Catalunya 
Adscrit a la Universitat de 
Barcelona et Universitat de 
Lleida 

Andreu Camps I 
Povill 

Spain 
Fédération espagnole de natation 
(secrétaire général via un 
président de club) 

Cesar BARRAGAN 

Institut Nacional d'Educació 
Física de Catalunya 
Generalitat de Catalunya 
Adscrit a la Universitat de 
Barcelona et Universitat de 
Lleida 

Andreu Camps I 
Povill 

Spain 
Fédération espagnole de tennis 
(président) 

Andres SANZOL 

Institut Nacional d'Educació 
Física de Catalunya 
Generalitat de Catalunya 
Adscrit a la Universitat de 
Barcelona et Universitat de 
Lleida 

Andreu Camps I 
Povill 

Spain Athletic Club Segre (président) Ramon FARRUS 

Institut Nacional d'Educació 
Física de Catalunya 
Generalitat de Catalunya 
Adscrit a la Universitat de 
Barcelona et Universitat de 
Lleida 

Andreu Camps I 
Povill 

Spain Avocat spécialisé en droit du sport 
Juan ANTONIO 
LANDABEREA 

Institut Nacional d'Educació 
Física de Catalunya 
Generalitat de Catalunya 
Adscrit a la Universitat de 
Barcelona et Universitat de 
Lleida 

Andreu Camps I 
Povill 

Spain Club Deportivo Tortosa (président) Joaquin RAMBLA 

Institut Nacional d'Educació 
Física de Catalunya 
Generalitat de Catalunya 
Adscrit a la Universitat de 
Barcelona et Universitat de 
Lleida 

Andreu Camps I 
Povill 

Spain 
Comité Olympique Espagnol 
(secrétaire général) 

Victor SANCHEZ 

Institut Nacional d'Educació 
Física de Catalunya 
Generalitat de Catalunya 
Adscrit a la Universitat de 
Barcelona et Universitat de 
Lleida 

Andreu Camps I 
Povill 

Spain 
Conseil Supérieur du Sport (vice-
directeur Sport) 
CSD Ministry Sport 

Marta CARRANZA 

Institut Nacional d'Educació 
Física de Catalunya 
Generalitat de Catalunya 
Adscrit a la Universitat de 
Barcelona et Universitat de 
Lleida 

Andreu Camps I 
Povill 

Spain 
L'Esport de la Catalogne 
(secrétaire générale) 

Anna PRUNA 

Institut Nacional d'Educació 
Física de Catalunya 
Generalitat de Catalunya 
Adscrit a la Universitat de 
Barcelona et Universitat de 
Lleida 

Andreu Camps I 
Povill 
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Spain 
Ligue professionnelle de basket-
ball - ACB 
(Secrétaire générale) 

Esther QUERALTO 

Institut Nacional d'Educació 
Física de Catalunya 
Generalitat de Catalunya 
Adscrit a la Universitat de 
Barcelona et Universitat de 
Lleida 

Andreu Camps I 
Povill 

Spain 
Observatoire de l'Esport 
(directrice) 

Nuria PUIG 

Institut Nacional d'Educació 
Física de Catalunya 
Generalitat de Catalunya 
Adscrit a la Universitat de 
Barcelona et Universitat de 
Lleida 

Andreu Camps I 
Povill 

Spain 
Real Club Deportivo Mallorca SAD 
(président) 

Llorenç SERRA 
FERRER 

Institut Nacional d'Educació 
Física de Catalunya 
Generalitat de Catalunya 
Adscrit a la Universitat de 
Barcelona et Universitat de 
Lleida 

Andreu Camps I 
Povill 

Spain 

Service International du Conseil 
Supérieur du Sport 
(vice-directrice) - CSD Ministry 
Sport 

Belen  LARA 

Institut Nacional d'Educació 
Física de Catalunya 
Generalitat de Catalunya 
Adscrit a la Universitat de 
Barcelona et Universitat de 
Lleida 

Andreu Camps I 
Povill 

Spain 
Sport Consultant 
FC Barcelona (manager) 

Feancesc 
SOLANELLAS 

Institut Nacional d'Educació 
Física de Catalunya 
Generalitat de Catalunya 
Adscrit a la Universitat de 
Barcelona et Universitat de 
Lleida 

Andreu Camps I 
Povill 

Spain Sports Consultant Jordi VINYES 

Institut Nacional d'Educació 
Física de Catalunya 
Generalitat de Catalunya 
Adscrit a la Universitat de 
Barcelona et Universitat de 
Lleida 

Andreu Camps I 
Povill 

Spain Sports Consultant Manolo IBERN 

Institut Nacional d'Educació 
Física de Catalunya 
Generalitat de Catalunya 
Adscrit a la Universitat de 
Barcelona et Universitat de 
Lleida 

Andreu Camps I 
Povill 

Spain 
Université de Malaga - fiscalité du 
sport 

José LUIS  
CARRETERO 
LESTON 

Institut Nacional d'Educació 
Física de Catalunya 
Generalitat de Catalunya 
Adscrit a la Universitat de 
Barcelona et Universitat de 
Lleida 

Andreu Camps I 
Povill 

Spain 
Université Juan Carlos I Madrid 
Real Federacion Espanola de 
Futbol (legal advisor) 

Emilio  GARCIA 
SIVIERO 

Institut Nacional d'Educació 
Física de Catalunya 
Generalitat de Catalunya 
Adscrit a la Universitat de 
Barcelona et Universitat de 
Lleida 

Andreu Camps I 
Povill 

Spain 
Université Juan Carlos III Madrid 
Ligue de Football Professionnel 
(legal advisor) 

Miguel GARCIA 
CABA 

Institut Nacional d'Educació 
Física de Catalunya 
Generalitat de Catalunya 
Adscrit a la Universitat de 
Barcelona et Universitat de 
Lleida 

Andreu Camps I 
Povill 

Spain 
Université Pompeu Fabra 
(professeure) 

Julia BOSCH 

Institut Nacional d'Educació 
Física de Catalunya 
Generalitat de Catalunya 
Adscrit a la Universitat de 
Barcelona et Universitat de 
Lleida 

Andreu Camps I 
Povill 
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2. Glossary 

CNDS  Centre National pour le Développement du Sport 
 
Donations Financial gifts without an expectation of economic return 
 
ESA European Sponsorship Association 
 
EU European Union 
 
FAFA Fonds d’Aide au Football Amateur 
 
FAI Fonds d’Aide à l’Investissement 
 
FFF Fédération Française de Football 
 
Gambling services Cover any service which involves wagering a stake with 

monetary value in games of chance, including lotteries and 
betting transactions.  UEFA given discipline, in organized or 
non-organized settings 

 
GGR Gross gambling revenue 
 
Grassroots sport  Covers all sport disciplines practiced by non-professionals and 

organised on a national level through national sport’ 
federations. In the above definition of “grassroots sports”, 
“non-professionals” are individuals who neither spent the bulk 
of their time practicing sport, nor take the bulk of their 
revenue from the practice of sport. Yet, the practice of 
grassroots sports does include amateur competitions. 

 
LFP Ligue de Football Professionnel 
 
Local authorities Are meant as including both the municipalities and the regions 

(the Länders in Germany, the Communidades Autonomas in 
Spain, etc.). 

 
Membership rate Share of persons who are members of a club affiliated to a 

federation 
 
MEPs Members of European Parliament 
 
National sport’ federations” Federations which are members of an international or 

European federation 
 
NGR Net gambling revenue 
 
NOC National Olympic Committee 
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Participation rate Share of the population practicing a sport or a physical activity 
for at least three days a week, during at least 30 minutes 
continuously in any one session 

 
Patronage Money awarded without seeking a return on investment.  Can 

also be donations. 
 
PPP Purchasing power parities 
 
Rate of practice Share of the population which practices a sport “regularly” 
 
RGA Remote Gambling Association 
 
SPL Scottish Premier League  
 
Sponsorship Money granted with some benefits expected 
 
Sport activity "Sporting Activities" refer to a small part of the sport sector.  

This category includes sport facilities such as swimming pools 
and professional sport organisations.  The EU Working Group 
‘Sport and Economics’ has termed this category the ‘statistical 
definition of sport’. It does not include, in this report, the 
industries which produce goods that are necessary to perform 
sport. Besides sport facilities, this classification includes, for 
example, manufacturing of sport shoes and tennis rackets. The 
latter definition is referred to as the ‘narrow definition of 
sport’. In addition, the so-called ‘broad definition of sport’ 
includes not only the statistical definition and the narrow 
definition, but also relevant parts of the industries for which 
sport is an important input for their production processes, e.g. 
television broadcasting." 

 
Volunteering Defined as volunteering to support sport for at least one hour 

a week 
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3. The questionnaire of the e-consultation 
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4  Results of the e-consultation 
 

 

number of 

answers 

individuals 238 

representative of a sport club 171 

representative of a federation 135 

representative of an other institution 73 

 

 

Individuals 
 

What barriers do you encounter in your practice of sport? 

 

  % 

Lack of time 53% 

Cost 26% 

There are no barriers 8% 

Inadequate opening hours/schedule 4% 

Poor access to infrastructures 3% 

No club in my neighbourhood 3% 

Other (health…) 2% 

Total  100% 

 

According to you, what are the main 3 resources of your club (rank from 1 to 3, 1 being 

the most important) 

 

  % 

Membership fees  38% 

Voluntary work  31% 

Local authorities funding  12% 

Private funding : sponsoring  8% 

Revenue from the organisation of sport 

or non sport events  4% 

Other : donation, sale of products 

(beverages, merchandising...)  7% 

Total  100% 
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According to you, what are the main 3 resources your club SHOULD have (rank from 1 

to 3, 1 being the most important) 

 

  % 

Local authorities funding 31% 

Membership fees 20% 

Voluntary work 19% 

Private funding : sponsoring 14% 

Revenue from the organisation 

of sport or non sport events  7% 

Other public funding 6% 

Other (donations….) 3% 

Total 100% 

 

 

Clubs and federations 
 

 

What are the barriers on development of grassroots sport? (2 maximum)? 

 

 % 

Cost for the participant 25% 

Quality or availability of 

infrastructures 22% 

Inadequate schedules 16% 

Lack of equipment 13% 

Distance from city 

centre/transportation problems 10% 

Lack of human resources 7% 

Other (lack of communication, poor 

access to sponsors…) 8% 

Total 100% 

 

 

How important is voluntary work in your organisation (only one answer)? 

 

 % 

Essential 75% 

Important 20% 

Of low importance 3% 

Not important at all 2% 

Total 100% 
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According to you, what are the main resources of your club/federation (rank by order of 

importance, 1 being the most important) 

 

  

A person in 

charge of a 

federation 

A person in 

charge of a 

sport club Total 

Voluntary work  46% 47% 46% 

Membership fees  12% 16% 14% 

Local authorities funding  11% 19% 15% 

Other public funding 14% 4% 8% 

Private funding : sponsoring  4% 6% 6% 

Revenue from the organisation of sport or 

non sport events  7% 5% 6% 

Other public funding 5% 4% 4% 

Total 100% 100% 100% 

 

 

According to you, what SHOULD be the main resources of your club (rank by order of 

importance, 1 being the most important) 

 

  

A person in 

charge of a 

federation 

A person in 

charge of a 

sport club 

Total 

général 

Voluntary work  22% 36% 30% 

Local authorities funding  25% 21% 23% 

Other public funding 16% 10% 13% 

Private funding : sponsoring  14% 11% 12% 

Membership fees  9% 9% 9% 

Revenue from the organisation of sport or 

non sport events  9% 8% 8% 

Other public funding 5% 4% 5% 

Total 100% 100% 100% 

 

 

Other institutions 
 

What kind of institution 

 

Associations 26 

Government 16 

Local authority 9 

Enterprises 2 

Other 17 
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According to you, what are the main resources of grassroots sport (rank by order of 

importance, 1 being the most important) 

 

  % 

Local authorities funding  42% 

Voluntary work  24% 

Other public funding 14% 

Revenue from the organisation of sport or non sport 

events  7% 

Membership fees  4% 

Other : donation, sale of products (beverages, 

merchandising...)  8% 

Total 100% 

 

 

According to you, what SHOULD be the main resources of grassroots sport (rank by 

order of importance, 1 being the most important) 

 

  % 

Local authorities funding  43% 

Voluntary work  27% 

Other public funding  9% 

Revenue from the organisation of sport or non sport 

events  7% 

Membership fees  4% 

Other : donation, sale of products (beverages, 

merchandising...)  9% 

Total 100% 
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Final questions 
 

What are the main consequences of financial crisis on grassroots sport? (rank by order 

of importance, 1 being the most important consequence according to you)? 

 

 

A person in 

charge of a 

federation 

A person in 

charge of a 

sport club 

A 

representative 

of another 

institution An individual Total 

Reduction of State funding 33% 25% 32% 33% 30% 

Reduction of sponsoring 35% 33% 30% 25% 30% 

Reduction of local authorities' 

funding 8% 11% 15% 15% 13% 

Reduction in the number of low-

income practitioners 12% 7% 7% 15% 11% 

Reduced number of practitioners 8% 12% 11% 10% 10% 

Less voluntary work 5% 11% 5% 3% 6% 

 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

 

 

What should be the main objective of public sport policies? (one answer only) 
 

 individuals 

representative 

of a sport 

club 

representative 

of a 

federation 

representative 

of an other 

institution Total 

Competition/high level sport 

practise 6% 13% 16% 7% 10% 

Health 44% 24% 32% 39% 35% 

Leisure 14% 12% 12% 14% 13% 

Education 11% 18% 9% 11% 13% 

Social cohesion 25% 33% 31% 29% 29% 

 

What should the revenue from lotteries and sport betting be used for ?  
 

 

A person in 

charge of a 

federation 

A person in 

charge of a 

sport club 

A 

representativ

e of another 

institution 

An 

individual Total général 

Funding grassroots sport through 

clubs 24% 54% 38% 44% 41% 

Funding grassroots sport through 

federations 42% 6% 24% 13% 19% 

Funding sport facilities 10% 15% 14% 21% 16% 

Funding sport events 9% 8% 8% 10% 9% 

Promoting sport towards 

population 5% 8% 11% 4% 6% 

Giving better preparation to top 

level athletes 9% 4% 3% 5% 5% 

Theses revenues must not finance 

sport at all 2% 1% 1% 2% 2% 
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Detecting and training young 

talents 0% 1% 0% 0% 1% 

Allowing professional clubs to 

attract the best athletes and 

sportswomen  0% 2% 1% 0% 1% 

Total général 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

 

What should the revenue from broadcasting and other rights' be used for ?  
 

 

A person in 

charge of a 

federation 

A person in 

charge of a 

sport club 

A 

representati

ve of 

another 

institution 

An 

individual 

Total 

général 

Funding grassroots sport through 

clubs 17% 45% 31% 38% 35% 

Funding sport events 26% 13% 14% 16% 17% 

Funding grassroots sport through 

federations  33% 5% 14% 15% 16% 

Funding sport facilities 2% 15% 16% 15% 12% 

Giving better preparation to top 

level athletes 16% 11% 16% 9% 12% 

Promoting sport towards population 5% 9% 7% 3% 6% 

Allowing professional clubs to 

attract the best athletes and 

sportswomen 0% 2% 1% 2% 2% 

Detecting and training young talents 2% 0% 0% 1% 1% 

 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
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5. The questionnaire of the survey of sport clubs 

 

QUESTIONNAIRE ON SPORT FUNDING IN EUROPE  
 
The European Commission has launched a study on the funding of grassroots sports in the 27 
Member States. The study aims to analyse the barriers to sport funding and to identify ways to 
strengthen the development of grassroots sport across the European Union. 
 
This survey represents the main phase of the study: it will cover six sports disciplines in eight 
Member States. Your national federation has given its support to the study. 
 
All information will remain confidential and will be treated anonymously. 
We thank you for your contribution to this survey. 
 
The questionnaire must be sent back to (national expert) before the 10th of July 2010. 
 

 

FRAMEWORK / CONTEXT 
 

Q1. For what discipline have you received this survey? 

 Football  Basketball  Gymnastics 

 Swimming  Tennis  Track and field 

 
Q2.  In what year was your club created?  

 
Q3.  What is your club’s legal status?  

 Association   Commercial enterprise  Other 

 
Q4.  How many inhabitants are there in the municipality where your club is located?  

 Less than 
10,000 

 From 10,000 to 
50,000 

 From 50,000 to 
100,000 

 More than 
100,000 

 
Q5.  In what type of area is the club located?  

 Rural   Urban 

 

If it is an urban area, is the club established in a socially 
disadvantaged area138? 

 
 

                                                 
138 a socially disadvantaged area can be defined by a high rate of unemployment, a high rate of poverty, a high crime rate, 

 

      

 Yes  No 

 Multi-sports   Unisport 
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 Is it a multi-sports or a unisport club?  

If it is multi-sports, what are the main disciplines? 

 Football  Basketball  Swimming  Gymnastics 

 Tennis  Track and 
field 

 Other  

 
MEMBERS 
 

Q6.  How many members are there in your club? 

 2008/2009 2005/2006 2002/2003 

Total (all sections – for multisports club only)                   

Total of members (for the sports discipline 
concerned) 

                  

Number of women (for the sports discipline 
concerned) 

                  

Number of high level competitors(for the sports 
discipline concerned) 

                  

 
Q7. Over the last 6 years, how has membership evolved?  

 Large 
increase 

Increa
se 

Stabilisati
on 

Decreas
e 

Large 
decreas
e 

Total number of members      

Total number of women      

Total number of high level 
competitors  

     

The number of members under 18      

The number of members between18 
and 60  

     

The number of members over 60       
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What are the three main factors that are unfavourable to the increase of the numbers of 
members? Sort in ascending order (1 : main reason) 

Loss of interest in sports by the population       

Inadequate access to facilities       

Lack of voluntary trainers and/or leaders       

The political or legal framework,       

The unattractive offer       

Time constraints for the members       

Increase of membership fees       

Competition from other sports in the area       

Competition from commercial sport clubs in the same discipline       

Decrease in club practice in favour of non-organised sports practice        

Other / Specify :             

 
What are the three main factors that would be likely to lead to an increase in the 
numbers of members? Rank in ascending order (1 : main reason)  

 

Increased interest in health/fitness       

Better access to facilities        

Quality of voluntary trainers and/or leaders       

Success of national athletes or teams in international competitions       

Club success in regional or national competitions       

The quality of the club’s development programme       

Educational dimension        

Attractive membership fees       

Other / Specify :             

 
Q8. Over the last 6 years, how has voluntary work evolved?  

 

 

Large 
increase 

Increase Stabilisa
tion 

Decreas
e 

Large 
decreas
e 

In terms of number of 
volunteers 

     

In terms of average 
working time per volunteer 
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RESOURCES  
Q9. Is the main sports facility used by the club: 

 
Owned by 
the club 

 
Rented by 
the club 

 Provided for free 
or at low cost by a 
local authority 

 Provided for free 
or at low cost by a 
private owner 

 Other 
situation 
specify :  
      

 
Q10.  Is the club an 

employer? 
 

If yes, how many employees are there, in full-time equivalents139?  

 Total 

Total number of employees        FTE 

Share of publicly-funded employment (assisted employment 
schemes)  

      % 

 
Q11. Over the last 6 years, how has the number of employees evolved?  

 Large 
increase 

 Increase  
Stabilisation 

 Decrease   Large 
decrease 

 
Q12. Does the club have a commercial activity?  

Food and drink sale  Yes  No 

Product sale  Yes  No 

Services sale (courses, lessons) to the local 
population 

 Yes  No 

Services sale (courses, lessons) to companies  Yes  No 

Organisation of sports events  Yes  No 

Organisation of non-sports events  Yes  No 

Equipment renting out  Yes  No 

Other , specify        Yes  No 

 
Does the club have a club house ?  

 
Q13. What is the average membership fee in 

2008-2009  
 
Q14. Over the last 6 years, how has it evolved?  

 Large 
increase 

 Increase  
Stabilisation 

 Decrease   Large 
decrease 

 
Q15. Do you have different fees per type of participant?  

If yes, what defines the amount of the fee? 

 the sports’ 
discipline 

 the type of 
activity 
(leisure or 
competition) 

 the age 
based 

 the 
members’ 
income (ability 
to pay) 

 Other 
specifiy : 
      

                                                 
139 Formula: total of hours worked by all the employees per week / average working week in Europe, i.e. 39 hours.  

 Yes  No 

 Yes  No 

      

 Yes  No 
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What are the revenues of your club? Please provide the data for 2008-2009. If you do not 
have data for previous years, indicate the trend for each type of funding.  

 

For multi-sports clubs, please provide separate data for the discipline considered in this 
survey. If you do not have this information, give the global information. 

 data are only for the sports discipline considered   data are for all the club 
 
 

 

 

2008 
- 09 

2005 
- 06 

2002 
- 03 

If you do not have the figures 
corresponding to 2002-2003 / 2005-2006, 
indicate the trend between 2002 and 
2008 : + / = / - 

 Large 
incre
ase 

Incre
ase 

Stabilisa
tion 

Decre
ase 

Large 
decre
ase 

1 - Global budget                        

2 - Membership fees                        

3 - Public funding                        

4 Federation’s funding                        

5 – Sponsoring, 
patronage, private 
donations 

                       

6 - Food & drink                        

7 - Services sales 
(outside membership) 
: lessons, renting 
premises and / or 
facilities 

                       

8 - Products and 
services sales during 
sport events: 
participation fee, 
ticketing, etc. 

                       

9 - Product sales 
(outside events) 

                       

10 - Other funding 
(lotteries, foundations, 
charity funds) 
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Q16. Concerning the following types of funding : 

 Did you receive public 
funding in 2008-2009 

Amou
nt 

Evolution between 2002 et 2008 

Larg
e 
incr
ease 

Incr
ease 

Stab
ilisat
ion 

Decr
ease 

Larg
e 
decr
ease 

 
Yes No, but 

it was 
asked 

Not 
aske
d 

From the 
municipality 

              

From other local 
authorities (region)* 

              

From the State               

From the Lottery               

 
Q17. Do you benefit from incentives provided by the legal framework ? 

 

 

No Yes, related to 
the status of 
non profit 
organisation 

Yes, related to 
other 
criterion 

Yes, but not 
related to any 
status or 
criterion 

VAT reduction/exemption     

Other tax incentive     

Payroll tax 
deduction/exemption 

    

Incentives for volunteers      

Other / Specify           

 
Q18.  Concerning private and public funding : 

Are they determined by the club’s 
status?  

 All  Some  No 

Are they pluriannual?   All  Some  No 

 

Do public 
funding 
finance? 

 Only 
projects  

 
Mostly 
projects  

 Projects 
and running 
costs  

 Mostly 
running 
costs  

 Only 
running 
costs  

Do private 
funding 
finance? 

 Only 
projects  

 
Mostly 
projects  

 Projects 
and running 
costs  

 Mostly 
running 
costs  

 Only 
running 
costs  
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Q19. What are your club’s expenditures? 

 200
8 - 
09 

200
5 - 
06 

200
2 - 
03 

If you do not have the figures 
corresponding to 2002-2003 / 2005-2006, 
please indicate the trend between 2002 
and 2008 

Large 
increa
se 

Increa
se 

Stabili
sation 

Decre
ase 

Large 
decrea
se 

Total of expenditures                        

Human resources : 
wages, payroll 

                       

Sporting goods: balls, 
etc. 

                       

Sport facilities 
expenditures 

                       

Travel expenses                        

Payments to the 
federation: affiliations, 
penalties, etc. 

                       

Other / specify :                              

 
Q20. Do you benefit from support:  

From the national 
federation 

 
Financial 
support 

 Provision 
of sporting 
goods,  

 Provision 
of sport 
facilities 

 Staff 
provision 

 Other / 
specify :       

 
No 

From professional / 
high level clubs  

 
Financial 
support 

 Provision 
of sporting 
goods,  

 Provision 
of sport 
facilities 

 Staff 
provision 

 Other / 
specify :       

 
No 

From other sport 
sections within your 
club (for multi-
sports clubs) 

 
Financial 
support 

 Provision 
of sporting 
goods,  

 Provision 
of sport 
facilities 

 Staff 
provision 

 Other / 
specify :       

 
No 

  
Q21.  In general, in your club, you would say that: 

 The practice in competition 
contributes to the funding of the non 
competitive practice 

 The non competitive practice 
contributes to the funding of the 
practice in competition 

 Each practice 
mode is self-
financing 
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ACTIVITIES 
 

Q22. At which level of championship does the best team of your club play?  

 Local  Regional  National  International 

   
Q23. Do you run specific activities for special groups of the population?  

 

Disabled people  Yes  No 

Women  Yes 
 No 

Residents of socially disadvantaged area 
 Yes 

 No 

Seniors  Yes  No 

Children  Yes  No 

Other audiences: specify ;        Yes  No 

 
Q24. Do you run specific projects with the following purposes: 

 Here, by “project” we mean an action implemented to develop the practice of 
sport. Competitions that are organised by non governing bodies should not be 
included.  

 For the purpose of this survey, “partnerships” concern the organisation of the 
activity, outside funding and the provision of equipment and/or personnel  

 

Health  Yes  No 

Social cohesion / integration  Yes  No 

Environmental protection  Yes  No 

Education  Yes  No 

 
Q25. Who are your partners in the specific activities and projects?  

Clubs from your federation (1)  Yes  No 

Clubs from other federations (2)  Yes  No 

High level clubs from your federation (3)  Yes  No 

High level clubs from other federation(s) (4)  Yes  No 

State / Local authorities (5)  Yes  No 

Companies (6)  Yes 
 No 

Educational institutions (7)  Yes  No 

Hospital/health centres or health insurances (8)  Yes  No 

Other , specify        Yes  No 

I- FUTURE PROSPECTS 
 

Q26. According to you, what impact will have the following trends in the next 5 
years?  

 

 Very 
negative 
impact 

Rather 
negative 
impact 

No 
impact  

Rather 
positive 
impact 

Very 
positive 
impact 

Legislative framework      

Policy framework      
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Trend in State funding      

Trend in local authorities funding      

Trend in companies funding      

Trend in the attractiveness of the sports 
discipline considered 

     

Trend in the members’ purchasing power      

Trend in the support from the supervisory 
federation (financial, human, equipment, ...) 

     

Trend in non organised practice of sport      

Trend in the economic environment (crisis, 
trend in market structures...) 

     

Trend in the practice of other sports by your 
members 

     

Trend in the cost of equipment      

Trend in voluntary work      

Trend in the cost of human resources      

Access to facilities      

Trend in mobility /transport      

 
Q27. What could your club do to increase its membership ?  

 Positive 
impact 
and likely 
to be 
done  

Positive 
impact 
but 
difficult 
to do  

No 
impact  

Negative 
impact 

give priority to greater success  in competitions     

To develop partnership with educational 
establishments 

    

To develop partnership with other clubs to create new 
sports services 

    

To develop  activities targeted at specific age groups     

To develop specific activities related to gender     

To develop sports activities with community goals     

To develop health-related sports activities      

Other , specify           
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What could your club do to increase its own resources ?  

 Positive 
impact 
and likely 
to be 
done  

Positive 
impact 
but 
difficult 
to do  

No 
impact  

Negative 
impact 

attract volunteers     

increase the price of the membership fee     

develop services for the local population     

develop services for tourists     

develop services for companies     

Other , specify           

 
Q28. What would be the impact of the following actions that could be decided by 

authorities ? 

 Positive 
impact and 
likely to 
happen  

Positive 
impact but 
unlikely to 
happen 

No 
impa
ct  

Negativ
e impact 

To develop fiscal incentives for not-for-profit 
organisations 

    

To increase funding for projects in favour of specific 
populations 

    

To increase funding for projects in favour of health     

To increase funding for high level sport     

Other , specify           

Do you want to validate your response? 
 
 
We thank you for your time taken to answer this survey. The results will be available in 2011 
on the European Commission website. If you wish to be informed of the results please supply 
your email 
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6. Key survey results 

This annex presents summary results of the survey of grassroots clubs. 
 

Average size of the clubs 
The size distribution of the clubs which responded to the survey is presented on the 
following chart.  Among the 1962 clubs, of which 1544 unisport clubs, 30% have less than 
100 members, 26% have between 100 and 200 members, 25% have between 200 and 400 
members and 19% have more than 400 members. 
 

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

Football Basketball Tennis Swimming Gymnastics Track & Field Total

More than 400

200-400 

100-200 

Less than 100

Distribution of clubs by size

 
 
Looking at the distribution of clubs across disciplines, one finds that there are few very 
large140 basketball and track & field clubs in the sample.  45% of the track & field clubs which 
responded to the survey have less than 100 members, and 25% have between 100 and 200 
members, making a total of 69% of the clubs with less than 200 members.  For basketball, 
the share of clubs with less than 100 members is only 30%, but that of clubs with 100-200 
members is, at 41%, well above that observed in the other disciplines.  In both cases, 70% of 
the clubs have fewer than 200 members, compared with less than 60% of small and medium 
sized clubs in the other disciplines. 
 
The size distribution of clubs across countries shows a high proportion of large clubs among 
the respondents in the Netherlands.  In the other countries, the share of large, medium and 
small clubs is more balanced.  In Lithuania, more than 80% of the respondents have less than 
100 members, a figure reflective of the average club structure in that country. 
 
Across disciplines and across countries, the average size of the clubs which responded to the 
Eurostrategies survey is 260 members per club, which indicates that it is rather the larger 
clubs which responded to the survey.  As illustrated above, the variation around the average 
is large, however, with several small and very small clubs operating alongside very large 
clubs. 
 

                                                 
140 Where « very large » clubs are defined as clubs with more than 400 members. 
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Distribution of grassroots clubs by club size and by country

 
 
 
In the United Kingdom, where few clubs (and, among these, mainly gymnastics clubs) 
answered to the survey, information on the average size of clubs is available from the 
CCPR survey of sport clubs.  The survey reports an average 117 adult members and 107 
junior members per club – making a total of 224 members per club on average.  This figure 
is biased upwards due to the overrepresentation of the (larger) CASC and Clubmark clubs 
in the survey. 
 
In Germany, the average size of clubs varies between 81 for basketball, and 113 for track 
& field, and 260 for football. 

 

o Trend in membership and barriers to membership 
growth 

The analysis of the clubs’ responses leads to the following conclusions in terms of membership 
trends and barriers to a growth in membership: 

- The practice of sport by those aged 18 or below has increased, whereas the membership 
rate of those aged 60 and above tends to decrease 

- Football remains popular and highly practiced within the organized sport movement, 
whereas tennis and swimming are increasingly practiced outside the formal club structure 

- Concern over health and well-being is the main reason underlying the rise in membership 

- The main barrier to the growth in the number of members is perceived by the clubs to be 
the shortage of trainers and coaches 

- The two main threats perceived by the clubs for the coming years are the trend in 
subsidies from local authorities, and the business cycle 
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- Developing activities for specific age groups is the preferred formula to increase 
membership in the coming years 

 

 The clubs’ responses 

The practice of sport by those aged 18 or below has increased, whereas the membership rate 
of those aged 60 and above tends to decrease 
Over the past six years (between 2001/02 and 2007/08), most clubs have seen increases in 
membership, notably from young people (aged 18 or below)141.  The membership rate of those 
aged 60 and above is, however, often falling, a trend which contrasts with the perception of 
high rates of practice of physical activities and/or sport by senior citizens.  In the 
Eurobarometer survey, for example, one third of those aged 55-69, and 22% of those aged 70 
and above, report practicing a physical activity “regularly” or “with some regularity”.  This 
indicates that many of those aged 18-60, and even more of those aged 60 and above, mainly 
practice a physical activity or a sport discipline outside the organized sport movement. 
 
A special case worth mentioning is that of Denmark, presented in the box below.  
 
The case of Denmark 

 
As indicated in the section on Denmark in Volume II, the Danish Law on the Allocation of Financial Support 
to General Education makes it mandatory for all Danish municipalities to financially support sporting 
activities organised for children, young people and citizens aged 60 and over, and to provide sport clubs 
with an access to sporting facilities at low cost. 
 
Partly thanks to this, the membership rate of those aged 12 or less has increased in the past years. This 
trend has been observed in all disciplines but gymnastics.  An interesting finding is, however, the sharp 
drop in membership rates once children reach the age of 12.  After this drop has occurred, the participation 
rate of those aged 12 or more remains more or less unchanged.  In fact, the number of members aged 12 
to 18 has remained stable between 2006 and 2010. 
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Several reasons have been suggested by the Danish sport federations and other stakeholders in Denmark 
to try to explain this sharp fall in the rate of practice of sport within a sport clubs beyond the age of 12.   

                                                 
141 This finding is consistent with that observed in the CCPR survey of sport clubs in the UK, where a majority of clubs report 
stable numbers of adult members, and where 39% of the clubs post a growth in the number of junior members, compared 
with only 10% reporting a contraction in the number of junior members. 
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Among these are the following: 

- Until the age of 12, children often practice several sports, but after that they usually privilege only one 
sport discipline for their teenage years;  this is consistent with the Eurobarometer finding that the 
number of disciplines practiced decreases with age; 

- Many children stop practicing a sport beyond the age of 12 because of time constraints: they lack 
flexibility in the clubs when it comes to training and match schedules; 

- Many children over 12 years of age cease to practice sport because they find that the coaches and 
trainers do not show enough interest in their life outside the sport club, and that the trainers and 
coaches are more interested in winning than in providing fun, social, sporting activities for the youth; 

- Many children over 12 years of age stop due to the way of dividing the children into first, second and 
third teams: the children are separated from their best friends, who are often the most important 
reason why they ever got engaged in sport/  Not being able to have fun with your best friend because 
he or she is playing on a different team is a demotivating factor which takes more relevance beyond 
the age of 12. 

 
This feature of youth participation to grassroots clubs in Denmark may also apply to other countries, 
although the survey can provide no evidence of this as the questions relating to the age of members only 
referred to members aged between zero and 18 years old… 

 

 
A second finding is that football remains popular and highly practiced within the organized 
sport movement, whereas tennis and swimming are increasingly practiced outside the clubs ’ 
structures. 
Across disciplines, it is for football that the share of clubs reporting an increase in the number 
of members is highest: 11.8% of the clubs report a large increase in membership, and 44% 
report an increase in membership over the past six years, compared with only 13.3% reporting 
either a decrease or a large decrease in membership142.  
 
For swimming and tennis, the proportion of clubs reporting an increase or a large increase in 
membership is respectively 44.3% (for swimming), and 31.2% (for tennis).  However, in both 
these disciplines, more than one club in five claims to have seen a decrease or a large decrease 
in the number of members over the past 6 years.  This contrasts with the rising trend in the 
practice of both tennis and swimming for the population as a whole: people are increasingly 
practicing the sport “on their own”, i.e. outside the scope of a sport club. 
 
Concern over health and well-being is the main reason underlying the rise in membership 
In all disciplines but swimming, concern over health and fitness is the most important factor 
explaining the interest in sport and the rise in the membership rate.  Interestingly, for 
swimming, the main reason for registering in a club appears to be the success of national 
athletes or of the national (or local) team(s) in international competitions, and (ex aequo) the 
access to facilities, and not health & fitness.  Indeed, swimming can be practiced on one’s own: 
the main reason for individuals to join a club is either to have access to the facility (if 
membership is compulsory) or to enter  swimming competitions. 
 
For a large number of football, gymnastics and swimming clubs, the quality of the trainers and 
coaches is the second most important reason for the growth in membership.  For basketball, 
the success of the national athletes in international competitions is the second most important 
factor explaining the growth in membership, after health and fitness.   
 

                                                 
142 The comprehensive data is presented in the sections analysing the results per discipline. 
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The third most often quoted reason explaining the rise in membership is the quality of the 
clubs’ development programs. 
The main barrier to the growth in the number of members is perceived by the clubs to be the 
shortage of trainers and coaches 
Even before the inadequate access to facilities or competition from commercial offers, it is the 
shortage of trainers and coaches which stands out as the main barrier to a rise in membership: 
this is notably the case for gymnastics and swimming, where respectively 42.9% and 46% of 
the clubs report difficulties in accepting new members due to a shortage of trainers and 
coaches.  It is also true for more than 30% of the football and basketball clubs.  
 
The second and third most often quoted barriers to a growth in membership are competition 
from other sport disciplines in the same geographic area, and time constraints for the 
members.  It is interesting to note that, although clubs mention competition from other sport 
disciplines as a key factor hindering membership growth, less than 10% of the clubs mention 
the competition from commercial offers in the same discipline as a key barrier to a growth in 
membership. 
 
The two main threats perceived by the clubs for the coming years are the trend in subsidies 
from local authorities, and the business cycle 
In all the disciplines surveyed, the two factors perceived to have the most negative impact in 
the coming years are the trend in funding by local authorities, and the impact of the economic 
crisis.  90% of the clubs mention these as the main two threats.  The (negative) future trend in 
national (as opposed to local) government subsidies is also perceived as a major threat by 70% 
to 80 % of the clubs.   
 
Interestingly, for tennis clubs, the main fear is the trend in the business cycle and not the trend 
in public subsidies.  This is explained by the fact that tennis clubs depend less on public 
subsidies than the other disciplines, and their membership growth is also less dynamic than for 
the other disciplines.  Tennis mainly relies on private funding sources such as membership 
contributions, revenues from lessons, sales of food and drink, and from facilities made 
available by private organisations.  “Only” 65% of the tennis clubs mention the decrease in 
public funding by local authorities as a key threat for the future, compared with 74% for 
football, 82% for basketball and 78% for swimming and gymnastics. And, “only” 59 % of the 
tennis clubs mention the decrease in subsidies from national governments as a major threat. 
 
For football, basketball and gymnastics clubs, two other sources of concern are the trends in 
commercial funding and in the cost of equipment.  For gymnastics and swimming, the cost of 
human resources also comes up as a major concern, reflecting the high reliance of these clubs 
on qualified trainers and coaches. 
 
For basketball, swimming and tennis, lack of time by members and competition from other 
sport disciplines are also reported as important threats. 60% of the clubs fear a “negative” or 
“very negative” impact of these two factors on their activity.  Football and gymnastics clubs  
are less concerned by this factor, although about half of the clubs still mention it as a risk. 
 
The lower ranking of the lack of time by members than the trend in subsidies or the business 
cycle is interesting to highlight as it contrasts with the results of the Eurobarometer survey and 
the results of the e-consultation undertaken by the study team at the onset of the study: in 
these two surveys, the respondents were individuals, whereas here only clubs were surveyed.  
It is possible that clubs underestimate the “time constraints” for members, or that the depth 
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of the crisis altered (temporarily?) their situation to the point that economic (financing) 
constraints take precedence over societal patterns (lack of time, competition from other 
leisure activities). 
 

Football Basketball Tennis Swimming Gymnastics Track & Field

Loss of interest in sports by the population ** *** ***

Inadequate access to facilities *

Lack of trainers and/or leaders * *** ***

Political or legal framework

Unattractive offer

Time constraints for the members * * *

Increase of membership fees **

Competition from other sports in the area *** *** ** ***

Competition from commercial sport clubs in the 

same discipline

Decrease in club practice in favor of non-

organised sports

Other

Overview of the main threats

 
 
Developing activities for specific age groups is the preferred formula to increase membership 
in the coming years 
In all disciplines, more than 60% of the clubs consider that the development of activities for 
specific age groups would have a positive impact on membership, and that this is likely to be 
done.  Developing activities related to gender generally comes in as a second action “likely to 
be done” in order to raise membership.  This is followed – at least for gymnastics and 
swimming clubs – by the development of health related sport activities. 
 
Clubs recognize that developing partnerships could help raise membership, but consider it 
difficult to do. 
 
Among the options that are believed to have a positive effect on membership but that clubs 
consider difficult to put in place, the most often quoted one is the development of 
partnerships with educational establishments: depending on the sport discipline, 55% to 65% 
of the clubs recognize that this would have a positive effect on membership, but consider that 
it is difficult to develop such partnerships.  Only 37,2% of the clubs in the sample have already 
developed such partnerships. 
 
Partnering with other clubs in order to develop new offers is also deemed as potentially 
favorable to a growth in membership, but it is again considered “difficult to do”. 
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In summary: 

- Sport practice outside the organized sport movement seems to be developing, especially 
for those aged 18 and over; 

- The economic crisis is perceived as having an important impact on membership; the sport 
clubs hope that the end of the crisis will raise membership rates again; 

- Membership growth is viewed by a large number of clubs to be hampered by staff 
shortages and by the lack of time by members, which causes them to choose between 
disciplines; 

- The clubs acknowledge that this trend could be counteracted by developing partnerships 
with the education system or with companies (employers of future members…), but they 
consider this difficult to do.  Hence, they will rather focus on a diversification of their 
membership base by developing activities for different types of publics. 

 Factors explaining a rise in membership: econometric analysis 

Eurostrategies applied econometric techniques143 to the survey data to identify the 
characteristics of the clubs which have experienced a rise in membership over the past 6 years.   
 
The analysis shows that, beyond a country and discipline effect, three main factors explain a 
rise in membership across the survey sample: the year of creation of the club, the employer 
status of the club and the trend in the membership fee. 
 
All else being equal, the year of creation of the club significantly influences the trend in 
membership: clubs created after 1996 have 60% more probability to have seen the number of 
members increase between 2002 and 2008 than those created between 1946 and 1975, and a 
25% higher probability of seeing a rise in membership than the clubs created before 1945.  
This is logical given that the more recently created clubs are more likely to be in a growing 
phase than the older, more mature, clubs.   
 
Another important – and potentially more useful – factor explaining the rise in membership 
between 2002 and 2008 is the employer status of the club.  Everything else being equal, a club 
with at least one salaried person has 58% more probability to have seen membership increase 
over the 6 year period considered, than a club which only relies on volunteer work.  The 
presence of permanent staff indeed makes it possible to have a call service, and is usually also 
associated with an office space which gives the association a “physical” presence/permanence 
beyond the provision of training sessions. This facilitates the recruitment of new members.  
Clubs with permanent staff may also have a higher degree of professionalism than those which 
solely rely on volunteer work. 
 
There is also a positive correlation between the clubs posting a rise in membership and the 
membership fee: the clubs which have seen a rise in membership are more likely to have seen 
in parallel a RISE in the membership fee.  In economic theory, this paradoxical result is referred 
to as a “snob” effect, or a Veblen effect.  Yet, in the case of grassroots sport, it may simply 
reflect the fact that with low average membership fees, the membership fee level does not 
significantly influence the decisions to join – or not - a club.  This explanation is consistent with 
the observation that membership fees are usually stable in time, and only represent a very low 
share of total consumer expenditures on sport. Hence, (small) variations in price do not 

                                                 
143 Estimation of a probit/logit model. 
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significantly impact demand.  This also means that the clubs’ fear that increases in 
membership fees would lead to a fall in membership is not justified.  It may also be the case 
that what the data reflects is that when membership grows the club is better able to raise its 
membership fee … 
 
Finally, there are clear differences in the trend in membership across disciplines and across 
countries.  The likelihood for a club to see a rise in membership is much higher if it is a football 
club.  On the contrary, the probability for a club to have seen a rise in membership over the 
past 6 years is – all else being equal – comparatively low for tennis, track & field and 
swimming.   
 
Of course, one has to take into account the fact that the period covered in the survey (2001/02 
to 2007/08) hosted a football World Cup in Europe (Germany, 2006) and European 
Championships that attract ever increasing media coverage.  The findings nevertheless confirm 
the fact that tennis, swimming and athletics clubs are increasingly competing against individual 
practices and commercial offers. 
 
The country effect is also significant: all else being equal, British and French clubs have more 
frequently posted increases in membership over the past 6 years than the Czech, Lithuanian or 
Dutch clubs.  A British club has three times more chances to have seen membership grow in 
the past 6 years than a Danish or German club, and 5 times more chances than a Czech or 
Lithuanian club. 
 
Having detailed the variables which explain growth in membership, it is interesting to list the 
variables which have no (statistically significant) impact on the trend in membership (either 
upward or downward): 

 The size of the municipality in which the club is based; 

 Whether the club is located in an urban or rural area; 

 Whether the club is located in a poor area or not; 

 Whether the club owns or rents its infrastructure; 

 The average membership fee; 

 Whether the club receives, or not, public subsidies; 

 The level of competition in which the best team in the club plays. 
 
Among these variables not explaining trends in membership, the most interesting is probably 
the level of the membership fee: what the result indicates is that the level of the fee does not 
explain the trend in the number of members … As indicated above, the fact that the annual fee 
is often low implies that it is not a key decision factor for joining (or not) a club.   
 
The fact that the location of the club is irrelevant indicates that the trend in membership has 
been equivalent across geographic areas.  Programmes aimed at increasing participation of the 
residents of poorer areas or focused on social inclusion have not (yet) born fruit. 
 
Also, the allocation of public subsidies does not by itself guarantee a rise in membership rates: 
it takes some of the other factors (the “right” discipline, cultural/country effects and the 
presence of permanent staff) to attract more members.  When public subsidies are allocated in 
order to help to fund a permanent person on staff, this is captured by the employer status of 
the club which was clearly identified as relevant. 
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In summary, the variables explaining a rise in a clubs’ membership base are: 

- The “maturity” of the club, as indicated by its year of creation; 

- Its status as employer: clubs with a salaried person are more likely to see membership 
grow; 

- Trends in the membership fee level: interestingly, clubs with increases in numbers of 
members over the past 6 years have often raised, not reduced, their membership fee 
level… 

 

o Activities organised for specific categories of the 
population 

Given that many clubs envisage to develop activities for special categories of population in 
order to increase their membership base, it is interesting to look at the share of clubs which 
already organize activities for special population groups. 
 
As will be seen later, some of these activities are organized by the club itself, whereas others 
are organized in partnership with other stakeholders such as the education system or private 
firms.  
 

Based on the survey of sport clubs, one finds that: 

- Large clubs have more diversified membership bases; 

- A diversified membership base is positively correlated with a growth in membership:  the 
well established clubs which have stabilized their membership base need to organize 
activities for new member categories in order to grow their membership; 

- a club which receives public financing has more opportunities to organize activities for a 
diversified population base than those not receiving public subsidies; 

- Football clubs are less likely to organize activities for special groups of population than 
gymnastics, track & field or swimming clubs; 

- The location of the club or the level of the membership fee do not (statistically) explain a 
more or less diverse membership base; 

 

 
Everywhere, clubs increasingly organize activities for non-members, such as the provision of 
sport lessons.  These activities generate additional revenue for the clubs, and sometimes 
account for a significant share of the clubs’ budgets, as will be seen later.  The projects 
organized primarily target children, women and people aged 60 and over, in that order.  There 
are, of course, differences across disciplines: for basketball, track & field and gymnastics clubs, 
women are the main target.  For swimming and, to a lesser extent, tennis clubs, it is the senior 
population which is the prime target.   
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Looking at the projects or activities primarily aimed at the disabled, one finds that the share of 
clubs organizing such activities is generally low.  It is higher in France, the Netherlands and 
Spain.  Below, we analyze the frequency of offers for special groups of population144.   
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 Activities for children 

Most of the clubs surveyed organize activities for children: this is the case of 82% of the clubs 
which have 100 members or less (i.e. the “small” clubs), and of 92% of the clubs with more 
than 400 members (i.e. the very large clubs). 

                                                 
144 The answers analysed in this section as those given to question “Do you run specific activities for 

special groups of the population” (Q25). 
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In all the disciplines, the share of clubs organizing activities for children increases with the size 
of the club.  Interestingly, it is for football that one finds the smallest proportion of clubs with 
activities for children: indeed, only 66% of the football clubs with 100 members or less offer 
activities for children, compared with 77% of the small athletics clubs, 82 % of the small tennis 
clubs, 84% of the small basketball clubs and over 90% of the small gymnastics and swimming 
clubs.  Once the football club has more than 100 members, however, the likelihood of its 
offering activities for children increases significantly: indeed, more than 90% of the football 
clubs with 100 members or more offer activities for children. 
 

 Activities for women 

In comparison, the proportion of clubs organizing activities for women is much lower.  Only in 
Denmark do clubs systematically offer activities for women.  This is consistent with a finding of 
the Vocasport Study145, that the practice of sport by women is highly variable across Member 
States: for women, the rate of practice is very high in the Scandinavian countries, where it 
sometimes exceeds that of men.  In the southern Member States the rate is comparatively 
low.  The high proportion of football clubs which responded to the survey may explain the high 
proportion of male-only clubs in the survey. 
 
As is the case for children, small clubs (with less than 100 members) are less likely to offer 
activities for women than the larger clubs.  Less than one third of the football clubs with 200 
members or less have offers for girls/women.  The proportion of those having between 200 
and 400 members is 54%, and this rises to 67% once the football club has more than 400 

                                                 
145 « Améliorer l’emploi dans le domaine du sport en Europe par la formation professionnelle –La formation et l’enseignement 
professionnel dans le domaine du sport dans l’Union européenne : situation, tendances et perspectives », a study by EZUS Lyon 
and EOSE (European Observatoire of Sport Employment) within the context of the Vocasport project, supported by the European 
Commission, DG Education and Culture. 
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members.  For basketball, less than one in two of the clubs with less than 400 members 
organize activities for women.  Gymnastics clubs are more likely to offer activities for women, 
with 60% of the clubs having between 100 and 200 members doing so, and 90% of those 
having between 200 and 400 members.  Interestingly, in the case of swimming, it is rather the 
smaller clubs which organize activities for girls/women.  In swimming, the share of clubs with 
activities for girls/women decreases with the size of the club.  One should, however, note that 
the bulk of swimming clubs are small or medium sized clubs, hence have a high share of 
women among their members.  
 
One explanation for the higher female participation rate in large clubs may be that women are 
more at ease to practice an individual sport in a large club than in a small, predominantly male, 
club. 
 

 Activities for seniors 

Only one third of the clubs which responded to the survey specifically organize activities for 
senior citizens.  As for girls/women, the likelihood for clubs to organize activities for this group 
of population increases with the size of the club: whereas only 25% of the clubs with 100 
members or less organize activities for seniors, this share rises to 34% for the clubs of 100-200 
members, to 36% for the clubs with 200-400 members, and reaches 42% for the clubs with 400 
members or more. 
 
The share is lower for football and basketball than for tennis & athletics.  Unsurprisingly, it is 
for swimming that one finds the highest proportion of clubs organizing activities for seniors.  
61% of the large swimming clubs, and 76% of the large basketball clubs organize activities for 
seniors.  For basketball, the share of large clubs organizing activities for seniors is only 50%.  
For gymnastics, the share of clubs organizing activities for seniors is particularly low for the 
small clubs (16%). It rises to 31% for the clubs having 100-200 members, averages 33% for 
those having 200-400 members, and reaches 38% for the clubs with 400 members or more. 
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Across countries, it is in Germany that one finds most clubs organizing specific activities for 
seniors.  The share of clubs with activities for seniors is also high in the Czech Republic, France 
and the Netherlands.  It is much lower in Denmark, despite the Law on the Allocation of 
Financial Support to General Education referred to earlier, and is also comparatively low in 
Spain.  In this latter country, many small clubs nevertheless organize activities for seniors, 
indicating some form of club specialization. 
 

 Activities for the residents of socially disadvantaged areas 

The proportion of clubs offering activities for residents of socially disadvantaged areas is fairly 
low.  On average, only 22% of the clubs with 100 members or less organize activities for this 
category of population.  The share rises to 25% for the clubs having between 100 and 200 
members, and to 30% for those with 200-400 members.  It falls again for the clubs with more 
than 400 members. 
 
The share of clubs organizing activities for residents of socially disadvantaged areas is 
surprisingly low for football.  It is also low for tennis, which comes as less of a surprise given 
that tennis continues to be considered an elitist sport in many countries.  In contrast, a high 
proportion of basketball and swimming clubs organize specific activities for this population 
category: one third of the small and medium-sized swimming clubs organize activities for 
residents of socially disadvantaged areas.  The share rises to 47% for the very large swimming 
clubs.  For basketball, nearly one in two small club organizes activities for residents of socially 
disadvantaged areas. 
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Small athletics clubs are also unlikely to organize activities for residents of socially 
disadvantaged areas: only 14% of the small clubs do so.  The reason is the need for specific 
infrastructures (stadiums or other) which are seldom located in poor neighborhoods.  The 
share of athletics clubs organizing activities for residents of socially disadvantaged areas, 
however, rises rapidly with the size of the club: half of the medium-sized clubs organize 
activities for residents of socially disadvantaged areas. 
 
Looking at the distribution of clubs across countries, the frequency of offers for residents of 
socially disadvantaged areas is highest in Germany, higher than average in Spain and about 
average in France (except for the very large clubs, 57% of which organize activities for 
residents of socially disadvantaged areas compared to an average of 19%).  It is comparatively 
low in the Netherlands. 
 
The distribution of clubs organizing activities for residents of socially disadvantaged areas 
reflects the relative density of such areas across countries – with the « HLM146 » bars in France 
whereas in the Netherlands the low income households are more spread out. 
 

 Activities for the disabled 

The proportion of clubs offering activities for the disabled is fairly low.  On average, less than 
one in five clubs organizes activities for the disabled. 
 
The share is particularly low for football, tennis and athletics, and is higher than average for 
gymnastics and swimming: more than 60% of the small swimming clubs organize activities for 
the disabled. For the medium sized clubs, the share is 46%.  In the case of gymnastics, one in 
four clubs organizes activities for the disabled. 
 

                                                 
146 HLM = Habitations à Loyers Modérés (housing for low income families). 
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Small athletics clubs are very unlikely to organize activities for the disabled: only 5% of the 
small clubs do so.  The share rises to 25% for very large clubs. 
 
Across countries, the frequency of offers for the disabled is highest in Germany and Spain, for 
the small clubs, and in Germany, France and the UK for large clubs. It is low in the Netherlands 
and decreases with the size of the club in Spain. 
 

 Characteristics of the clubs organising activities for a diversified 
membership base 

Below, the clubs defined as “organizing activities for a diversified membership base” are those 
which offer specific activities for at least three categories of members from the following list:  
children, women, seniors, disabled, residents of socially disadvantaged areas and other. 
 
Among the clubs which meet this definition, one finds that: 

- 98% of the clubs propose activities for children; 
- 90% of the clubs propose activities for women; 
- 74% of the clubs propose activities for seniors; 
- 46% of the clubs propose activities for residents of socially distressed areas; 
- 41% of the clubs propose activities for the disabled; 
- 18% of the clubs propose activities for other specific categories (for example, different 

ethnic groups, people from different religions, other); 
 

- Overall, 64% of the clubs in this category propose activities for women, children and 
seniors. 

 
The probit/logit analysis of the survey results shows that the clubs which have a large diversity 
of members based on the above definition typically share the following characteristics (in 
decreasing order of importance): 

- They are large clubs : a club with 300 members or more has twice more probability to 
have a diversified membership base than a club with less than 100 members; 

- They have seen a rise in membership over the past 6 years: a club which has seen its 
membership base rise over the past 6 years has twice more probability to have a large 
diversity of members; in other words, a diversified membership base is strongly 
positively correlated with a growth in membership … In fact, the well established clubs 
which have stabilized their membership base need to organize activities for new 
member categories in order to grow their membership.  

- They are located in socially disadvantaged areas: a club in a socially distressed area 
has four times more probability to organize activities for diversified groups of 
population than clubs in non-distressed areas; 

- They receive public subsidies: a club which receives public financing has 50% more 
opportunities to organize activities for a diversified population base than those not 
receiving public subsidies; this partly reflects the fact that the allocation of public 
subsidies is often conditional on the offer of activities to special categories of 
population such as the disabled or senior citizens.  It is, however, interesting to note 
that the public financing criteria is (statistically) less significant than the three factors 
mentioned earlier: the club size, the trend in membership and the location. 
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- They engage in commercial activities: a club which organizes commercial activities 
such as providing sport lessons, selling food & beverages and/or sport equipment, 
organizing sport and non-sport events and/or renting its facility is more likely to 
organize activities for diversified population categories than the others. This may 
reflect the fact that dynamic organisations focus their development on the 
diversification of their offer … 

- They participate to competitions at regional, national and/or international level: this 
effect is also significant but less so than the above factors.  Having a team in a local 
championship is, however, not a significant factor explaining the diversity of members. 

 
Other variables explaining the likelihood for a club to organize activities for diversified 
categories of the population are the discipline and the country considered.  Gymnastics, 
swimming and athletics clubs have a greater probability of organizing such activities than 
football, tennis or basketball clubs.  A football club has 2.5 times less probability to organize 
activities for special groups of population than a gymnastics club, and four times less 
probability than a track & field or swimming club. 
 
There are also significant patterns across countries: German and Danish clubs are more likely 
to offer services to diversified population groups than clubs in the other countries: a Danish 
club is twice more likely to offer activities to a diverse population base than a French club, and 
three times more likely than a Spanish club.  The Danish regulatory system and in particular 
the Law on the Allocation of Financial Support to General Education may at least partly explain 
this. 
 
These results are consistent with one’s expectations.  Indeed: 

- Football is a predominantly male sport; 
- Collective sports are less accessible; 
- Tennis remains a somewhat elitist sport: the diversification across age ranges and sex 

is certainly greater than across social boundaries; 
- Individual sport allows a broader diversification of practitioners through more 

individualized offers; 
- Athletics, gymnastics and swimming can be considered to be “maintenance” sports, 

requiring less physically intensive practice, are more easily accessible to the more 
fragile population groups. 

 
The following variables have no (statistically significant) impact on the diversity of members: 

- The year of creation of the club; 
- The total amount of revenue received; 
- The ownership status of the club (i.e. whether it owns or rents the facilities used for 

the practice of sport); 
- The employer status of the club; 
- The urban density, or the number of residents in the clubs’ vicinity; 
- The average membership fee; 
- The trend in the membership fee. 

 
In other words, the location of the club or the level of the membership fee do not (statistically) 
explain a more or less diverse membership base. 
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All else being equal, the “old”, well-established and more mature clubs are not more likely to 
offer services to different population groups than recently created clubs.  Also, the clubs’ 
financial means (measured by the total revenue per club) does not explain – either positively 
or negatively – a diversified offer: there is no link between the clubs’ wealth and the likelihood 
of organizing activities for different population categories.  The discriminating factor is the 
clubs’ size. 
 
Finally, although the presence of salaried staff explains a growth in membership, it does not 
per se lead to the organisation of activities for diverse population groups.  Neither does the 
membership fee explain – one way or another – the probability for a club to organize activities 
for diversified population groups. 
 

In summary: 

- Large clubs are more likely to organize activities for diversified categories of population; 

- A diversified offer is associated with a rise in membership; 

- Public subsidies are often associated with a diversified membership; 

- Clubs organizing activities for diversified categories of population often have diverse 
sources of revenue – meaning also potentially more stable revenue streams; 

- Everything else being equal, gymnastics, swimming and athletics clubs are more likely to 
organize activities for diversified population groups than football, tennis or basketball 
clubs; 

- There is no correlation between the level of the membership fee and the likelihood of 
having a diversified membership base, nor between the total resources available for the 
clubs and the diversity of practitioners. 

 

 

o Organisation of projects and development of 
partnerships 

The organisation of special projects and/or the development of partnerships with high level 
clubs, whether these are clubs from other disciplines in the same geographic area or with clubs 
from the same disciplines in neighbouring regions, is one way clubs can diversify their 
membership base, attract new members, collect more revenue, and potentially reduce 
expenditures by sharing costs across partners. 
 

With respect to the support obtained from partnerships, the key findings are: 

- Frequent partnerships with, and support from, high-level clubs within the same discipline, 
and across disciplines, for swimming and gymnastics clubs; 

- Low visibility (at the grassroots level) of the top-down solidarity efforts reported by high-
level and professional football organisations: only 5% of the football clubs report 
benefiting from support from professional/high-level clubs, compared to 10% for 
basketball and swimming clubs. 

The survey confirms that most clubs generate complementary revenues from the organisation 
of sport and non-sport events.  In addition, as seen earlier (section 2.2.2) a large number of 
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clubs indicate that they plan to organize special activities in order to attract new categories of 
members and therefore broaden their membership base. 
 
The main “partners” of the clubs for these activities are the educational system (schools), and 
local authorities.  In Germany, for example, 27% of the sport clubs collaborate with schools 
regarding the sport supply147.  Another 20% organize activities in collaboration with another 
sport club, around 12% with a kindergarden/day care centre and over 6% with an insurance 
fund.  In other countries too, sport clubs increasingly collaborate with schools to develop joint 
offers. In France, for example, more and more schools offer “sport in school” programmes. 
Private companies are also important partners for football, basketball and track & field clubs, 
and to a lesser extent for tennis clubs.  They seem to be little involved in gymnastics events. 
 
The chart below shows the share of clubs which report having benefited from support from 
professional or high level clubs in the same discipline, from partnerships with high level clubs 
from the same federation, and from partnerships with clubs from other federations. 
 
As illustrated, the swimming clubs are the ones which engage most in partnerships.  Football 
clubs benefit less than the clubs from other disciplines from (visible) support from high level 
football clubs, or from partnerships with high level clubs from other federations. 
 
In other words, top-down solidarity in football is not really recognized by the grassroots clubs – 
or may not be sufficiently visible at the grassroots level. 
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147 Source: Analysis of the situation of sport clubs in Germany, Sports Development Report 2009/2010, by Univ.-Prof. Dr. 
Chirstoph Breuer and Dr. Pamela Wicker – May 2010 
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7. Programme of the EC Conference on February 16, 
2010 

o Agenda 

 

 
 

 

AGENDA OF THE CONFERENCE ORGANISED 

FEBRUARY 16, 2010 IN BRUSSELS (CENTRE BORSCHETTE) 

 

WHAT FUTURE SUSTAINABLE FUNDING MODEL(S) FOR 

GRASSROOTS SPORTS IN THE INTERNAL MARKET? 

 

Morning Session 

 

8:15 – 9:00 Registration and coffee 

 

9:00  Opening address by the European Commission 

 Mr Guido Berardis, Director, DG Internal Market and Services 

 Mr Pierre Mairesse, Director, DG Education and Culture 

 

9:30 The economics of sport 

Prof. Stefan Szymanski, Cass Business School (UK) 

 

10:00 The different grassroots sports’ funding models in the EU 

Mr Julien Montel (Amnyos) and Ms Elisabeth Waelbroeck-Rocha 

(Eurostrategies) 

   

10:45 Discussion 

 

11:00 Round table: "The role of different stakeholders in grassroots 
sports’ financing" Facilitator: Prof. S. Szymanski 

 

Introduction: A brief overview of the results of the E-consultation 
Mr Julien Montel (Amnyos) 

The funding of grassroots sports, the view of the Olympic sport 

movement 

Mr Mathieu Fonteneau, European Olympic Committee EU Office 

The role of local governments in funding grassroots sports  
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Ms Anna Pruna – Secretary General for Sports of the Government of 

Catalonia (Spain) 

Prof. Dr. Christoph Breuer, German Sport University Cologne (Germany) 

The contribution of sponsors, and trends in sponsorship 

Ms Helen Day, Head of European Policy, European Sponsorship Association  

The contribution of lotteries to the funding of grassroots sports 
Mr Jean Jorgensen, Executive Director, World Lottery Association (WLA) 

The role of gambling and betting in funding grassroots sports 
Ms Sigrid Ligné, Secretary General of EGBA 

The future contribution of media rights to grassroots sports’ financing 
Mr Nic Coward, Chairman of SROC 

 

Summary by Prof. Szymanski (UK) and Prof. Andreu Camps (Spain) 

 

Discussion 

 

12:30 Lunch 

 

Afternoon Session 

 

13.30  Coffee 

 

14:00 The impact of the economic crisis on the future financing of grassroots 

sports 
Mr Wladimir Andreff, former President of the French Association of 

Economics, Université of Paris I & CNRS 

 

14:30  Discussion 

 

14:45  Selection of countries and disciplines to be analysed in more depth in 

Phases 3 and 4 of the study 
  Ms Elisabeth Waelbroeck-Rocha, Vice President of Eurostrategies 

 

15:30  Round table: "A focus on selected sport disciplines and case 
studies" 
Facilitator: Prof. Jean-Jacques Gouguet, CDES (Limoges, France) 

 

The contribution of funding schemes to the popularity of basketball in 

Lithuania  

 Ms Vilma Cingiene – Basketball Federation, Lithuania 

  

 The role of solidarity mechanisms in promoting football participation 

 Mr Pascal Torres, UEFA Head of National Associations 

 
 New forms of public private partnerships for funding sports 

Mr Scott McCarthy – Head of the Judo Federation – UK  
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Prof. Alain Ferrand, University of Turin and Scuola dello Sport Rome, 

Italy  

 

The contribution of gymnastics practice to health care systems: can a 

new form of partnership develop? 

Mr Herbert Hartmann, Member of Board of Sport for All, German 

Gymnastics Federation 

 

16:45  Discussion 

 

17:15  Next steps and closing remarks by the European Commission 

 

17:30  End of meeting 

 

 

 

o Summary of the discussions 

On 16 February 2010, a conference took place, organised by the European Commission and 
the consortium in charge of the study, led by Eurostratégies and also involving the Centre de 
Droit et d’Economie du Sport (Limoges), Amnyos, Deutsche Sporthochschule Köln.  

 
The purpose of the conference was to provide some answers to the following question: What 
future sustainable funding model(s) for grassroots sports in the internal market? 
 

 Overview of the sessions  

 

Morning Session 

 

1)  Opening address by the European Commission 
Mr Guido Berardis recalled the study background and objectives. He raises the question of best 
practices in the funding of sport, in particular grassroots sports. For the Commission, the two 
main stakes of this study are to have a better understanding of the sources of funding for 
sports and to investigate ways in which better funding could be provided for those sports that 
have resources problems.  
 
Mr Pierre Mairesse insists on the need to look at the future funding of sport taking into 
account the internal market. He emphasizes the societal role of grassroots sports: a role for 
social inclusion. 
 
 

2)  The economics of sport 
Stefan Szymanski presents the economic aspects of sport.  
 
The purchase of sport products in the United Kingdom represents 3% of total consumption. 
Shoes and clothing alone account for more than 10% of all sporting goods. 
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The main motivations of the sportsmen are keep fit and relax, and have fun. The rate of 
participation in sport can be very high, sometimes low. In Scandinavian countries, over 90% of 
the population engages in sports. 
 
Two factors determine the sport practice: the time available and personal attitudes to sport. 
The sport has health benefits and fulfilment. It involves externalities: the individual benefit 
affects society. This means that there are collective benefits in terms of health (the national 
budget devoted to the reimbursement of health care is lower). Another virtue of sport is social 
integration. Ultimately, the social demand of sports is higher than demand of individual sports. 
 
The supply of sports services is varied: clubs, sports at school, fitness clubs, public spaces, 
buildings and equipment, drinks, transports, financial services, ... To increase sports services 
requires that revenues increase. Nowadays, a high contribution to sport is provided by 
volunteer work. The participation of volunteers is threatened because of time pressures and 
because the regulations are increasingly strict. But with fewer volunteers, sports activities will 
be under funded. 
 

3) The different grassroots sports’ funding models in the EU   
Julien Montel (AMNYOS) and Elisabeth Waelbroeck-Rocha (BIPE) present the scope and the 
first results of the European Commission Study on the Internal Market barriers on sport 
funding. 
The presentation emphasizes the existing diversity and complexity of grassroots sports funding 
in the European Union: many sources of funding exist in the public and the private sector and 
almost each country has its own specific model of funding. 
 
The key elements to take into account while analysing sport funding are the sources and 
destination of public funding from the State or local authorities ; the private funding stemming 
from households, lotteries, media rights, sponsors ;  the financial solidarity mechanisms 
between professional and amateur sports ; and the contribution of voluntary work. The 
legislative and regulatory framework has also to be taken into account in order to determine 
the laws having direct or indirect impact on grassroots sports funding.  
 
It appears that the amounts of grassroots sports funding vary according to the level of 
development of the Member States (United Kingdom and Cyprus being an exception to this 
correlation). As for the contribution of voluntary work, it is more significant in Northern 
European countries. 
 
The funding stemming from lotteries is more important in some countries such as Denmark, 
Finland, Ireland and Sweden. Concerning global public funding, it is more important in 
Denmark, Finland, France, Ireland and Luxembourg. 
 
Concerning the share of private and public funding, a big difference exists between countries. 
We can however see that the funding stems more from local authorities than from the 
Government with an exception for Spain and Romania. As for the share of sponsorship, there 
is a very big difference between countries and it is difficult to identify models. For some 
countries, information about private and local authorities’ funding is not available.  
 
A possible geographical classification of funding models is proposed, as further detaile in the 
main part of this report. 
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Julien Montel and Elisabeth Waelbroeck-Rocha present the different funding sources of 
grassroots sports: public (ministries and municipalities), private, gambling, sports funding 
through a mechanism of solidarity between professional sport and amateur sport, media. The 
amounts allocated to sports are broken down for each country of the European Union. It 
appears that the total amounts allocated to grassroots sports and the amounts of voluntary 
work vary widely between countries. 
 

4) Discussion 
A participant asks what the gain of sport for society is. 
 
Sport reduces the risk of cardiovascular diseases and has advantages in terms of mental health 
(lower risk of depression). Thus, the sport allows to reduce the budget allocated to health. 
Conversely, the practice of some sports reduces the incidence of back pain. 
 
A participant asks how participation in sport is it calculated. 
 
The data come from Eurobarometer 2004. 
 
A participant from ENGSO: “Voluntary work and solidarity increase in some Member States, 
that is why cooperation at the EU level is needed to support the voluntary movement. With 
the financial crisis, the societal role of sports through volunteers is all the more important.” 
 
A participant from European sports association: “Our association chose Dublin as the European 
capital of sports. It created a movement for health which led to a higher sport participation 
and a decrease of health expenditures. Sports funding must be conceived as a funding for 
health and well-being. This was also noticed in Glasgow.” 
 
Association of European professional football leagues: “The contribution of all stakeholders is 
fundamental. The funding of grassroots sports highly depends on commercial development of 
sports events. My recommendations are to evaluate the needs to further improvement and 
development of property rights in the whole sport movement and to analyse the impacts of 
betting”. 
 
Answer by Julien Montel: financial flows are going to be studied in more details in the second 
phase of the study specifically for football. 
 

5) Round table: The role of different stakeholders in grassroots sports’ financing  
Introduction by Mr. Szymansky: the objective is to have a view of the stakeholders. 
 
Julien Montel presents the results of the E-consultation. Voluntary work is seen as the most 
important resource. The main reasons why individuals do not do sports are lack of time and 
costs. 
 
The e-consultation was opened to all stakeholders. 618 contributions were received.  Health is 
considered as what should be the major objective of public policies. There are lots of 
expectations concerning local funding and sponsoring. Lotteries and media rights should more 
benefit to grassroots sports. The impacts of the crisis lead to many concerns about State 
funding and sponsorship. 
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The presentation is followed with a discussion on the worrying situation of State funding, the 
role of clubs and federations in the promotion of sports and the way to encourage private 
funding for local sports and local sport events.  
 
Mathieu Fonteneau: The funding of grassroots sports, the view of the Olympic sport 
movement. 
 
Sustainability of grassroots sports funding is at stake. A general worry is brought out from a 
picture of 10 to 15 countries concerning the diversity, the complexity and the fragility of 
funding. There is a need to ensure funding sustainability as the public sector funding is likely to 
be further weakened by the crisis and local authorities may cut down their support to local 
clubs because they are facing other priorities. Another common trend is the withdrawal of 
private partners (SMEs) and the national governments’ cutting down of sports budget. 
 
The diversity of sports practice is a difficulty to access the whole range of sports. 
 
Mathieu Fonteneau expresses concerns about fifteen member countries regarding the funding 
of grassroots sports. The tendency is to report on expenditure, especially in Denmark where 
expenditures are in health at the expense of sport. Moreover, SMEs do not want to inject 
funds into grassroots sports any more. The crisis highlights the vulnerability of grassroots 
sports. One challenge, so, is to ensure the sustainability of grassroots sports. Athletes will face 
higher costs, resulting in lower participation rate. 
 
Given this, there appear to be several solutions. First, the Lisbon Treaty, which allows for the 
first time the EU to be active in the field of sports to initiate funding programmes, promotes 
participation in sports activities while ensuring their funding. Then it is possible to identify a 
new source of public funding for grassroots sports, a stable source, while promoting voluntary 
work. An EU co-financing of facilities at the local level could also be an important new source. 
It can also be important to ensure that solidarity mechanisms constitute a stable and equitable 
financial distribution and that revenues from gambling are stable because they are an 
extremely important source for grassroots sports. A regulation of gambling market is needed 
and grassroots sports must remain a top priority. Thegreen paper on gambling would be a 
great response. Exchanges of best practices in gambling contribution to grassroots sports 
should be encouraged in the EU. 
 
Another solution would be to rationalize local investments. In addition, it is possible to create a 
solidarity mechanism.  Finally, the member countries’ legislation must be adapter to take 
better account of sports gambling. 
 
The role of local governments in grassroots sports funding 
 
Anna Pruna and Christoph Breuer present the role of local governments in funding grassroots 
sports. Ana Pruna takes the example of Catalonia and Christoph Breuer the example of 
Germany. 
 
Anna Pruna, Catalonia: see the powerpoint presentation presented on the web site. 
 
Christoph Breuer, Germany 
The market demand is not as high as social needs. The problem is that the economic theories 
do not always stick to the economic reality. There is a need of public sports promotion and to 
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make sure the funds go where they are the most effective. Clubs need to rely on local 
authorities’ support. 
 
What are the positive impacts of sports programmes? According to a Scandinavian study, 
when a city provides sports programmes, it has a positive impact on the whole city.  Fiscal 
measures have less positive effects, they do not systematically increase sports participation. 
 
Two thirds of the clubs have balanced budget thanks to direct public subsidies. A decrease of 
direct public subsidies leads to a decreased number of clubs with a balanced budget.  
Municipalities don’t necessarily have to propose their own sports offer. 
 
Helen Day, of European Sponsorship Association, explains the contribution of sponsors and 
trends in sponsorship.  
 
In the last ten years, sponsorship has doubled. A European breakdown of €7 Billion. 88% went 
to sports in 2009. In the top sponsoring industries, there are sport-clothes, cars and 
telecommunications. The objectives of sponsors are not only media but lots of other reasons 
such as creating partnerships and internal investments. The support to grassroots sports is 
increasing. 
 
With the crisis, the sponsorship has suffered greatly. Many companies have decided to 
continue the traditional advertising but stopped sponsoring. The wide variety of taxes that 
exist in the UE Member States is a barrier to equal development of sponsorship. A future 
challenge is to ensure that there are as many sponsorship opportunities as possible for all 
companies at all levels. 
 
The diversity of taxes among the Member State is seen as another challenge. 
United Kingdom is an unusual model of sponsorship: money is brought at local level thanks to 
a public/private partnership. 
 
Jean Jorgensen, Executive Director at the World Lottery Association, explains the 
contribution of lotteries to the funding of grassroots sports. There are 142 national lotteries in 
78 countries and 53 lotteries in the European Union. €32M are invested in good causes or 
sports, up to 75% is redistributed. 
 
Lotteries are a sustainable funding mechanism thanks to exclusive rights. 
Lotteries sell only within the jurisdiction of the Member State in which they have received an 
authorization. Two billion Euros of mandatory payments to the lottery were paid to grassroots 
sports. Such sponsoring is very commercial and is not a stable source of funding. The future of 
funding of grassroots sports through lotteries is at threat according to Jean Jorgensen. Public 
lotteries will not disappear because technologies are emerging (Web). But lotteries must 
respect the legislation to avoid that public lotteries disappear. 
 
Sigrid Ligné, Secretary General of European Gaming and Betting Association (EGBA), presents 
the role of gambling and betting in funding of grassroots sports. She draws attention to the 
fact that gambling is illegal in Germany, where the traditional lottery has a monopoly, and 
therefore grassroots sports lose from two to three million Euros. Hence the need to create 
harmony across Europe. 
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There should be an increased awareness of the role and reality of online gambling and betting. 
Sports betting does not constitute the main part of the online market, contrary to casino and 
poker. Online betting represent only 3 to 4 % of the betting field in Europe which is a small 
part in the global market. 
 
The expansion of the online and outline market is not a threat for the funding of grassroots or 
sports in general. It is not a threat for traditional betting. It allows generating diverse sources 
of revenue. 
 
The distinction between monopoly and competitiveness has not any impact on sports. Sports 
betting are becoming more and more important partners. More and more big clubs as well as 
small clubs and federations sell audiovisual rights through betting companies. 
 
Online betting supports some sports such as badminton. The obstacles are the prohibition of 
online batting and gambling activities (€2 to 3M lost in German sports) ; legislative uncertainty 
(need of a European harmonisation) ; long EU legislative process and lack of interest from the 
Council and the Parliament.  
  
Mathieu Moreuil, representative of SROC, makes a presentation on the future contribution of 
media rights to grassroots sports’ financing. It calls into question the integrity of competitions. 
The increased supply of gambles increases the risk of threats to the integrity of competitions. 
The majority of sites that stream sporting events or activities are illegal. The sports content is 
pirated by the websites. 
 
The French model on the online sporting gambles is an example of good practice of TV rights 
sharing that helps increasing the integrity of competitions. Other Member States are thinking 
about implementing such a model.  Whether a monopoly or market opening, what matters is 
the integrity of competitions and the financing of sport.  
 
Sports content needs a better protection. The main threats are: 

- illegal streaming: it creates a problem concerning the value of rights and therefore the 
contribution to grassroots sports ;  

- the way rights are sold is questioned: the national/territorial dimension is questioned 
which may lead to a decrease of grassroots sports funding ; 

- the integrity of competitions. 
 
 
Stefan Szymanski does a quick summary of the morning session. Various threats carry weight 
to the sport and its financing, notably because governments are more interested in elite sport 
and their budgets are limited. So, a real threat hangs over the financing from the private.  
 
 

Afternoon Session 
 
1)  The impact of the economic crisis on the future financing of grassroots sports 
Wladimir Andreff 
The presentation aims at identifying the transmission channels through which the crisis 
impacts sport funding. 
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A decrease of the demand may affect sports goods and associated goods: indirect impact on 
sports financing through a decrease of households’ consumption which affects companies 
sponsoring sports. A similar calculation is done for sport services consumption (direct impact 
on sports funding). 
 
Unemployment may impact voluntary work: sport practice attracts more active than inactive 
people and unemployed spend more time looking for a job than practicing sports. 
 
However, there is not any study about the complementarity or substitution between 
unemployment and voluntary work. 
 
Concerning local authorities, they are indebted to banks and hit by the general credit crash. 
Therefore, cuts in local authorities sports budget are foreseeable. It is likely that local 
authorities would have other priorities. Whether they will chose to support grassroots sports 
depends on their policies. 
 
As for Governments’ expenditures, sports infrastructures will probably benefit from recovery 
policies launched on Fall 2008 in the EU 27. However, there is a rising fiscal deficit which is 
sometimes huge and may lead to austerity policies. 
 
In most of the EU countries, high level sports are more financed than grassroots sports. 
 
Concerning private sports funding, sponsors may have various strategies: 
-no change;  
-no change but less money in contracts; 
-change in favour of more media exposed sports events; 
-quit sport sponsorship. 
 
As for the media, a recession in advertising and sponsorship budgets is foreseeable. This has to 
be checked in the future. Moreover countervailing tendencies may be expected in case of a 
substitution effect. 
 
Lotteries and bookmakers situation is not so pessimistic thanks to an increase of competition 
and therefore an increase of sales and taxable incomes. But there is a frightening problem: if 
the competition increases it would not any longer be possible to accrue only public betting 
companies (para-fiscal funds). 
 
A CCPR study shows that clubs suffer from a participation decrease and some fear they would 
have to close. Some clubs are forced to reduce investments in staff. 
 
However, some sports benefit from recovery policies (ex: France). 
 
2)  Discussion 
Austrian Sports Federation:  
You explain that the abolition of restrictions on gambles would increase funding for sport. This 
is an economist reasoning which makes senses but is this not wishfull thinking? 
The question is not whether or not we wish an evolution, it is inevitable. There will be more 
financial flows injected into sport as a result of the deregulation process. The real question is: 
how to transfer the money into the world of grassroots sports? 
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Given the fact that many operators have their headquarters outside the EU, some of the tax 
revenue will be paid outside the EU and even from tax havens.  
The games and gambling market is becoming global and it is clear that the question need a 
Europe-wide regulatory framework. 
 
Question by SROC: 
Is there a possible framework to make sure money is transferred to grassroots sports? 
Answer by Mr. Andreff:  
-The model of France and parafiscal funds; 
-Agreements, but will never be sure grassroots sports funding is maintained; 
-Taxation: by picking up at least 1% of taxation incomes for grassroots sports. 
 
 
3) Selection of countries and disciplines to be analysed in more depth in phases 3 and 4 of 
the study 
Elisabeth Waelbroeck-Rocha 
 
4)   Round table: A focus on selected sport disciplines and case studies  
 
Herbert Hartmann, member of board of sport for all, presents the supply of sport for all of the 
German gymnastics – Deutscher Turner Bund.  
 
75% of clubs provide a health practice. Many clubs work directly with mutual insurance 
companies. 
 
In Germany, amendments to the section on health in the Civil Code are in progress. Each 
insured must fund prevention to 2.78 € per year. The sports system has developed a quality 
mark which is the recognition of the quality of courses by health insurance. The funding comes 
from private contributions. There is very little public funding.  
 
The autonomy and own resources are the pillars of this system. 
 
Vilma Cingiene, of Lithuanian Basketball Federation, explains the contribution of funding 
schemes to the popularity of basketball in Lithuania. Basketball is the most popular sport in 
Lithuania. It is the coach who managed to make basketball popular. Discipline’s organization in 
the country is based on a system similar to that of the Soviet Union. 95 sports schools, funded 
by the state. 72 of them allow learning basketball. 3 private schools, non-profit, formed their 
stars in basketball. There are also basketball leagues male, female, child, veteran. 
The funding comes from government, local sources and several sponsors. 
The sponsorship revenue allowing to fund basketball are growing while government funding is 
plentiful. At the local level, public schools are fed by local budgets. There is no money from the 
lottery in the basketball budget. There is no formal agreement between the associations of 
elite sport and the federations of grassroots sports. However, there are tacit agreements. Call 
for sponsors for that the FIBA can participate in the world basketball championship. 
 
Pascal Torres, UEFA Head of National Associations, presents the role of solidarity mechanisms 
in promoting football participation. UEFA represents 53 associations in Europe, 23 million 
players, 1 million teams. Solidarity is a statutory obligation for the UEFA. 
The solidarity of football is based on an obligation of redistribution of income competitions. 
15 competitions were held in Europe over the Euro and Champions League. 12 competitions 
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are organized at a loss in order to promote and preserve grassroots football. The pillars of 
redistribution are education through a European network of good practices (€25M); support 
programmes for minorities; and local programmes (mini-pitches in disadvantaged areas). 
When UEFA contributes 35%, 65% is generated from other funding sources. 6.5% of the money 
generated by the Champions League is redistributed. As part of the Champions League, 50 
million Euros were distributed to 700 clubs to fund activities to support youth. 
 
Solidarity mechanisms are weakened. Therefore, it is essential that the EU protects the rights 
around competitions. It is important to organize betting and gambline around solidarity and 
integrity thanks to partnerships and controls, both inside and outside the EU.  
 
75% of income redistribution are stemming from the exploitation of rights. Without a 
territoriality of these rights, UEFA’s contribution to grassroots sports is threatened. European 
football is above all an amateur football, a social football. Before making a business, it must 
remain a game.  
 
Question by Edwige Avice: “Is there redistribution, towards other sports than football?” 
Answer by Mr. Torres:  A Master and a future UEFA knowledge platform that will be opened to 
the whole European sports. 
 
Alain Ferrand presents the new forms of public private partnerships for funding sports.  
NGBs are the future challenge based on the voluntary workforce. The question is: how to 
engage people?  
 
Different trends exist in the voluntary workforce: there is a slight decline in countries where 
the workforce is usually “super active” (>12 hours per week) and a slight increase in the active 
workforce (>7 hours per week).  
 
Concerning financial realities, there is a high interactivity between members, NGBs and clubs. 
In the British judo, the turnover increased from 2M pounds to 6.5M, from 18 to 85 in staff and 
there has been a 50% growth in the number of licence. The British Judo Association model is 
based on partnership between funding bodies, local councils, corporate and no-profit 
organisations; and interactivity with members. There are two major stakeholders: UK Sports 
and Sport England who focuses on grassroots sports. The funds are spent into six programmes 
including delivery system, marketing and enhancing of environment. 
There are two types of values: 
-chain value: providing services straight to members and participant; 
-network value: Premier League for sports projects. 
 
 
5)   Discussion 
Didier: question to Alain Ferrand  
 
Does the effectiveness of the system make as much effect in 3 other sports present also in the 
device? What is the weight of the disciplinary culture? 
 
Alain Ferrand does not pretend to know all the subtleties of all British NSF. Scott McCarthy was 
one of his students, they still work together, so he knows the judo, but not necessarily other 
British sports. What makes the difference is the vision of the manager who understands what 
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to put in place. The British Judo Federation has built this device in 6 years. This model is not 
derived from the academic reflection but from practice.  
 
Vilma Cingiene said that basketball in Lithuania includes a paradox - high participation in sports 
especially in basketball, indoors or outdoors, in camping, etc…, good results are a source of 
national pride. There are established networks of former players and local businessmen. It 
attracts international investment in the land of basketball that is Lithuania. We must watch the 
attitude of other disciplines which exercise pressures; negative actions are taken against the 
basket. The paradox is between pride and jealousy. There is competition between FSN for 
private funding in a small country. 
  
 
M. Bergevin has a question on quality labels in Germany and England.  
 
Alain Ferrand responds that it is the perceived quality that is assessed. A European has the 
opportunity to engage in activities other than sports. Leisure activities are competitive with 
regard to the price of the activity, but also the time that is dedicated. What makes the 
difference is the perceived quality. Beyond the advantage vis-à-vis other leisure activities, this 
referential has an internal advantage, the benchmark represents the work to do.  
 
 
A Member of European Parliament: In the study, will we consider legislative changes to the 
Treaty of Lisbon? Will these changes help to encourage the financing of sport? Are we going to 
assess the changes brought about by the new treaty?  
 
Elisabeth Waelbroeck-Rocha answers that the analysis will be based on collected information, 
hence on past data. But, of course, we will try to see what regulatory changes bring to 
grassroots sports. The information will come from the clubs. For the future, we will analyze the 
literature to try to anticipate future trends.  
 
 
6)  Next steps and closing remarks by the European Commission 
The European Commission recalls the need to rely on data. The data will help establish and 
validate the policy directions. His colleague pointed out the existence of EU-Sport which 
organizes a forum on 19 and 20 of April in Madrid, funding issues will be discussed. 
The Green Paper will be produced once the analysis data is collected. 
 
 


