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Community Sports Development 

Kevin Hylton and Mick Totten 

 

Introduction 

Community Sports Development is a form of practice that conveys a philosophy and 

spirit which addresses many of the themes raised in chapter two. It arose as a response 

to concerns about issues around equal opportunities and participation in sports. An 

understanding of the precise meaning of Community Sports Development (hereafter 

most often referred to as CSD) will be progressively developed throughout this 

chapter, but an initial glimpse would acknowledge that CSD is a form of provision 

which addresses social concerns about the nature and extent of inequality. Its history 

is also referred to in the course of this chapter, so other than pinpointing its’ genesis 

as being concurrent with the development of ‘Sport for All’ in the early 1970s, that 

too will be passed over for now. 

 

This chapter aims to analyse the theory, policy and practice of CSD. Significant 

tensions and issues in CSD will be discussed throughout the chapter. It will consider 

delivery models ranging from top down to bottom up. It will also view CSD from 

social, cultural, and political perspectives. Theoretical concerns about policy, process 

and practice will be illustrated throughout by reference to specific case studies.  

 

The following analysis commences with an exploration of key concepts and issues 

such as sports development, community development and ‘community’ itself. It then 

examines the complexity of the different sectors, levels, and partnerships inherent in 
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CSD Provision. Next, CSD Policy is considered with a historical overview of the 

development of community sports policy leading to its contemporary context. 

Analysis will then shift to a more macroscopic view of different policy models and 

their rationale. These will be contextualised in the light of a case study of Action 

Sport in inner city areas in the north of England. CSD Practice is then critically 

analysed against the policy backdrop in the light of two further case studies of 

practice; the Bradford Sports Web project and the Leeds Sporting Communities Unit. 

At that juncture CSD will then be reconsidered to accommodate the diverse 

conceptual dynamics of discussion raised in the chapter. The social theory of 

hegemony will be used to aid this analysis. In so doing a holistic and more coherent 

concept of CSD will be offered. 

 

Conceptualising Community Sports Development: 

Community sport is often subsumed under the title of community recreation. This is in 

recognition that practice often reflects quite inclusive informal activities which blur the 

boundary between sport and recreation, and some which on first glance seem hardly to 

constitute sport at all. Community sport is provided through many different types of 

organisation. It is not solely the preserve of local authority leisure services or of  

sports development officers. It is mostly located in the public sector, often also in the 

voluntary sector, but seldom in the commercial sector. It is practiced in youth and 

community work, social services, probation services, schools, and many other realms 

as well. Community sport originally arose out of the realisation that traditional 

participation patterns were dominated by advantaged sections of the population and that 

an alternative approach was needed. In attempting to conceptualise community sport, it 

must be understood that it can be described as a contested concept (Haywood 1994, 
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Lentell 1994, McDonald 1995, Coalter and Allison 1996) In this sense it could be said 

to have multiple meanings. Due to organisational contexts, politics and changes in 

terminology over time ‘community sport’ is interpreted by different bodies, and 

individuals, in different ways.  

 

To complicate matters further, there are often instances where it is claimed that 

community sport is being practiced when in fact it is not. It could be argued that 

certain agencies have ‘hijacked’ the prefix ‘community’ as a flag of convenience 

because of its perceived feel good value, and therefore currency with policy makers 

(Butcher 1993, p.3). This has variously been described as using community as “a 

fashionable label with virtually no recognition that a particular set of practices and 

values is implied” (Haywood 1994, p27) and as “often sprayed on purely to lend 

legitimacy and positive feelings, credence and acceptability”. Many of the most senior 

providers nationally and locally are prone to such accusation. In order to progress for 

the time being, community sport will be referred to, as a form of intervention in sport 

and recreation provision which in some way addresses inequalities inherent in more 

established, mainstream, sports provision. 

 

Sport, Development and Community 

The term sports development (also taken to include more informal aspects like 

recreation) dictates that something is indeed being developed. This implies either 

some form of professional intervention or localised voluntary action. Various models 

have been developed to characterise the nature and intent of these interventions. 

Chapter one illustrated various sports development continuui. What each of these 

continuui share is a distinction in type or levels of development within sport. They 
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further imply a hierarchical progression through these levels from participation 

towards performance and excellence, so the primary focus of development is very 

much  specific, established sports. However Community Sport Development is not 

solely concerned with the development of sport. It is not simply ‘sport in the 

community’. It also encompasses the realm of ‘community development’. Therefore 

an alternative continuum can be drawn upon; 

 

 

 

Sports Development    Participation    Community Development 

 

Figure 5.1 Community Sport Development Continuum 

 

As this Community Sports Development Continuum implies, different aspects of 

practice can be located with different degrees of emphasis at different points on the 

continuum. At one extreme is pure ‘sport’ development, or ‘sport in the community’, 

where the practice of sport is an end in itself. Here practice does not stray beyond the 

primary focus of participation in sports as sports development beyond participation is 

best catered for by other mainstream agencies. At the other extreme is sport as 

‘community development’ where sport is simply a means to a human development 

end. Accusations of the use of the term community as a flag of convenience are 

mainly aimed at initiatives and organisations that fall into the left hand side of the 

spectrum, Sport Development. Haywood and Kew (1989) are critical of sport in the 

community.  They describe it as “old wine in new bottles". It is the same ‘sport’ as 

practiced in the mainstream, but repackaged. Community sport implies a much more 
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fundamental adaptation or change of approach and practice. So what does it mean when 

sport engages in elements of community development? A further examination of what 

is meant by the terms community and community development is where we now turn. 

 

Community 

The term community, like community sports development, is also contested and can 

be interpreted to have multiple meanings. Community implies some notion of 

collectivity, commonality, a sense of belonging, or of something shared. A 

community can be self determined by its members, or it can be a label externally 

constructed and defined by some statutory agency. Either way, community can be 

imagined as much as it can be ‘realised’. It can be ‘inhabited, as ‘place’, a specific 

locality, or a geographically defined area. It can be an ‘experience’, through a 

gathering, an interest, or affiliation to a social, leisure or sports activity. It can also be 

experienced as a shared ‘identity’, history or nostalgia, or as an action when engaged 

in some form of interactive process. It can be ‘protective’ of a way of being, or 

‘expansive’ in terms of some aspiration (Butcher 1993, Popple 1995, Chaskin 1997, 

Popple and Shaw 1997). 

 

The analysis of community by place, or locality, is diminishing in the eyes of many 

academics as society and social relationships transcend locality due to increased 

mobility. But this deterministic model traditionally, and still, courts more favour from 

CSD policy makers and is in greater evidence in working practice.  In this approach the 

state has traditionally taken a leading role in identifying disadvantaged communities and 

in targeting groups of disenfranchised people.  This also links with notions of 

community as shared identity. This deterministic concept of community has 
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connotations of working class, shared experiences, and the inner city. The inner city 

itself is further characterised by special social needs, high unemployment, high density, 

poor quality housing, social disadvantage, and concentrations of marginalised groups.  

Community and community development are of course neither exclusively urban nor 

exclusively working class but these are the dominant images. 

 

Community Development 

Community development can be viewed on a developmental scale based upon a level of 

intervention.  This scale ranges between the external imposition and the internal 

formulation of community action.  The external is a top-down deterministic model of 

intervention like the initial, nationally driven, Action Sport initiative (Rigg 1986). The 

internal is a bottom-up interactive model of intervention, through community self-help 

mutually organised with enabling agents or professionals. The Bradford Sports Web 

project (see Case Study 1) is an example of that approach. There are a whole spectrum of 

positions between those two extremes (Arnstein 1969, Torkildsen 1992, Haywood  et al 

1994). Any individual initiative can be interpreted as located at a given point on that 

spectrum. But all initiatives will ultimately place more emphasis on one of the two 

extremes. The concept of community as a process, or dynamic, and its incorporation into 

forms of community sports provision is suggestive of an interventionist direction 

towards community development; 

 

Community development is about involving the people themselves in the context 

of the community's overall needs and developing responses for themselves.  It is 

not simply the delivery of services to the community... (it) can empower local 
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people to take an active part in defining both needs and solutions... (engaging) 

local people directly in dialogue and partnership, 

 

 (AMA 1989 ; p8;11). 

 

A good example of community sports practice is the Action Sport project. It was 

originally implemented nationally, but in this chapter reference will be largely be 

confined to research on the project based in Leeds (Totten 1993), unless otherwise 

indicated. When Action Sport workers were asked how much their work was community 

work as opposed to sports work, they saw a very large and significant part of their work 

as being community work.  In balance, they saw sports work as fractionally dominant, 

though one worker described community sport (conceptually) as a part of community 

work. All concerned concluded there was a lot of overlap.  It has been said that outreach 

community sports leaders need to possess counselling skills in greater measure than 

sporting skills (D.O.E. 1989). Community sport is recognised as a valuable tool with 

which to pursue community or socio-cultural development (AMA 1989, Coalter and 

Allison 1996). 

 

Community Sports Development Provision: 

CSD provision operates at different levels; local, regional, national, and even 

transnational. The lens that is taken to view CSD must also take into account the 

different economies of scale, tensions, organisational and personal demands that the 

different levels must impose on any CSD organisation: 
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Transnational CSD 

Transnational refers to organisations and processes which occur across, or beyond, 

national boundaries. The clearest example of this for CSD is the increasing influence 

of the European Commission (EC) on policy and practice. This is especially true in 

relation to the funding of projects and initiatives. For example EC funding work with 

priority initiative areas often ties in with areas that have been identified in the UK as 

areas of social and economic deprivation. Therefore the EC funding in some settings 

for CSD can be seen as the difference between failure or success. 

 

National CSD 

Nationally, the Department of Culture Media and Sport (DCMS), the Department of 

Education, and the Department of the Environment, are the three Government 

departments mainly involved in setting influential policy direction for CSD. Further 

Sports Action Zones (SAZ) have concentrated Government support for CSD activity 

in under-resourced or disadvantaged areas. The impact of the DCMS on Sport in 

particular through the ‘Active Sports’ framework (which includes the ‘Active 

Communities’ initiative) is crucial in understanding the range of influences on CSD in 

the UK. 

 

National Governing Bodies (NGBs) and quangos also have a major influence on sport 

in the UK. There are approximately 112 sports recognised by Sport England and 

nearly 400 NGBs ranging from the All England Netball Association to the forum for 

NGBs; the Central Council of Physical Recreation (CCPR). This gives an indication 

of a significant part of the policy community that make and affect CSD policy at all 

levels.  
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Regional CSD  

Governing bodies and quangos tend to set policy at a national level however specific 

policy implementation strategies mainly occur regionally. The National Coaching 

Foundation (NCF) serves coaches, and recreation consortia such as the Yorkshire and 

Humberside Federation of Sport and Recreation which co-ordinates work at a regional 

level. They are also examples of organisations that operate at different levels.  

 

Local CSD 

Ultimately CSD is delivered at a local level often in a specific geographical area. At 

this point there are greater differences in delivery as CSD focuses, and sets priorities,  

to support specific local needs. Policy may have trickled down from organisations 

working at “higher” levels, but practice and micro-policy has been adapted to suit 

those specific needs. There are also organisations and individuals who work at a 

purely local level like Action Sport Leeds, or a local Youth worker, or Sports 

Development Officer. 

 

Levels of Provision 

The different levels of provision can be plotted as a continuum as shown in the 

diagram below. Different organisations can then in turn be plotted on the continuum 

as shown. From their own knowledge the reader might consider where other 

organisations would be plotted. 
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The mixed economy of Provision 

Another important aspect of the analysis of CSD policy is that it occurs in all three 

sectors of  the economy; Private, Public and Voluntary. Some organisations operate 

exclusively in a single sector. The diagram below incorporates the three sectors of 

provision as well as levels of provision. Five organisations from specific sectors have 

been shown on the diagram. Once again the reader might consider where other 

organisations would be plotted. 
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Partnerships 

Increasingly; specific initiatives involve partnerships and incorporate involvement 

from organisations from different sectors. A hypothetical initiative, “X”, with an 

equal involvement from all three sectors is shown in the simpler diagram below. The 

hypothetical initiative is placed at the centre of the diagram. An initiative with more 

emphasis from one sector would be placed closer to that particular axis. Another 

hypothetical initiative, “Y”, is placed to demonstrate stronger involvement from the 

public and voluntary sectors, with only partial involvement implied from the private 

sector. 
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Structure and Organisation of Provision 

An ideal model should be able to incorporate elements of each of the previous 

diagrams. Such a model would enable a vigorous analysis of the structure of CSD 

policy provision, and enable comparative analyses of organisations, initiatives, and 

partnerships. Such a model; the “Structure and Organisation of Provision Matrix”, is 

shown below. 

 

To follow the matrix the reader should recognise that a pyramid has been assembled 

from the previous diagrams. An appropriate metaphor would be ‘Origami’; Imagine 

the base of the pyramid is the “Partnership Domain of the mixed economy of 

provision” diagram, which can also be seen as the central triangle in the “Sectors, and 

levels of provision continuum”. Next the outer triangles of the “Sectors, and levels of 

provision continuui” are folded up to form a pyramid. And finally, the “Levels of 



This paper from 2000 was later published by Routledge, who are the copyright holders, and the most 

recent version is in Hylton K (2013) “Sport Development; Policy, Process and Practice”. 

 

 

 

provision continuum” appears as a supporting internal column in the centre of the 

pyramid. 

 

As technology develops the reader might have access to this model through virtual 

reality. They could explore the matrix as though they were excavating one of the 

ancient pyramids! Different CSD organisations and initiatives could be understood, or 

located, at different points, and levels, in three dimensions. The matrix offers a 

holistic, all round, way of understanding each of the previously discussed elements of 

structure, provision, and policy. So despite the limitations of two dimensions, it is 

perhaps worth while to dwell and consider where further analysis would locate 

initiatives from areas not considered here. 
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Community Sports Development Policy: 

 

Historical Overview 

Community Sports Development is a practice, a policy direction, and in particular a 

philosophy of provision, which has developed since the late seventies and early 

eighties. It is now maturing after years in the early nineties where news of its’ passing 

had been premature! (MacDonald 1993, Lentell 1994). CSD occurs in a number of 

diverse settings and contexts. Despite political shifts, which resulted in macro policy 

trends, which made CSD policy seem less fashionable in some quarters, continuity 

existed elsewhere. In darker times the CSD torch was often carried by other non-

sports specific practitioners, like youth workers, or by specific sports initiatives at a 

very local level. The idea that CSD occurs only in local government sport and 

recreation departments is an error that is easy to make as the most prominent face of 

CSD is local and often in that context, however this is a narrow view of CSD. There is 

a need to sketch a bigger picture for practitioners and students alike. Awareness of the 

way people and organisations work in this network is often how good practice gets 

communicated. In some cases these links might seem as though they have cut across 

unconnected parts of the service sector, when in reality there is much more in 

common than at first glance. 

 

Community sports development grew out of the roots of post 1975 Howell angst 

which was critical of the massive local authority and Sports Council led facility build 

up in the country which was to the detriment of the personal ‘community’ provision. 

‘People not bricks’ was an ideal which came through quite clearly in London where it 

transpired that the major users of the Brixton Sport Centre were mainly white, middle 
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class males from outside of the area. Many of the local community felt the centre 

unwelcoming and not a facility that they could identify with (Murray 1988). 

 

Lessons like those learnt in Brixton were occurring all over the UK however it took a 

dramatic series of events  culminating in severe social disturbances and a reaction 

from the Government before massive resources were poured into what many 

practitioners saw as the first recognisable community sports projects. It was no 

coincidence either that young people were ‘targeted’ in the rush to reduce actual and 

perceived threats of crime and anti-social behaviour. Ironically, a closer look at the 

areas affected by the disturbances showed that they were, in reality, deprived of most 

social welfare services. The Midlands and London were set up as areas for the pilot 

projects of Action Sport to see if there was a way for sport to defuse the inner city 

areas which were the scenes of  civil unrest in the early 1980s.  

 

At this time, the use of focusing on target groups came to prominence, although for 

practitioners involved in good practice this was no surprise. Young people, the 

unemployed, women, black and other ethnic groups, disabled people, and the elderly 

were targeted in a combination of partnerships between local government and central 

government which has rarely been seen since. 

 

The success of the pilots were such that they became national projects wherever 

partnerships like those with Action Sport could be formed. Indeed evaluations of 

Action Sport nationally and regionally were very positive (Macintosh and Charlton 

1985, Rigg 1986). Overall they were unanimous in saying that the skills of the 

leaders, and techniques used such as outreach and active consultation, meant that they 
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were the most successful way of identifying low and non participants and ensuring 

regular participation. 

 

National Demonstrations projects built on the success of the Action Sport and 

Community Recreation initiatives. Target groups were strategically mapped onto each 

initiative in an effort to reproduce the success of these projects in different contexts. 

The Coventry Active Lifestyles project, the Solent Sports Counselling initiative and 

the Scunthorpe Black and Ethnic Minority project are three examples of the evolution 

of CSD policy, process and practice in recent years (Sports Council 1991).  

 

Contemporary Policy 

CSD was initially seen as a challenge to traditional ways of approaching provision for 

disadvantaged groups, almost a counter culture. The change in emphasis from facility 

based sport to community oriented sport and recreation was shown to be effective and 

most of the partners took on board these ideas and either mainstreamed their projects, 

or the project philosophy, in their more established units. Consequently, in recent 

times the demarcation between the established and, what was, the emergent way of 

providing sport and recreation opportunities for most priority groups in society, is 

much less clear. In reality these days the use of the term ‘community sports’ is almost 

as generally used as the term ‘community’ in other areas as it invokes positive images 

of considerate client oriented practice. 

 

The public, private and voluntary sectors all have an input into the path that CSD 

takes. Voluntary groups, clubs and societies are often the independent face of 

community sports development. The scale of voluntary sector organisations is such 
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that they range from small local organisations such as the new ‘Little London 

Baseball Club’ to national/internationally linked organisations such as the YMCA and 

YWCAs. The voluntary clubs provide a safety net for people who engage in activities 

which tend to be niche oriented. This often means that the private sector does not see 

a profitable market there or the public sector can not provide a rationale for fully 

supporting those activities. 

 

Private sector CSD is often a more extrinsically driven affair where organisations 

such as professional football and rugby clubs work with schools, and other breeding 

grounds for talent identification, talent development, income generation and  public 

relations. Some clubs have, in addition, also established community units as charities 

which then allows them to draw on the concessions and economies that this mode of 

operating affords to its owners. For Example Leeds Rhinos RL have used their 

community links to promote an anti-racist message through rugby. Links with 

‘communities’ for professional clubs have been successful in forging close 

relationships and can also be seen as effective marketing opportunities.  

 

The public sector, where most CSD work occurs, is often actively implemented at a 

regional, and in particular at local level. Still, the range of interested parties is diverse. 

Sport and recreation from a sport specific view, but with a complimentary social 

policy focus may emanate from youth work, community work, housing, the police, 

sports and recreation departments, arts workers, education, the health services and 

other related organisations. (Discussions on the value of partnerships intra and inter-

sectorally will be developed in a later section.). 
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Models of Community Sports Development Policy  

The overwhelming majority of community sports initiatives have been funded by the 

state.  This has been directly from central government, indirectly through the leisure 

quangos, and most often from local government.  The former Sports Council has played 

a role as a lead body developing policies and directing provision. Community sport has 

operated as an arm of the Sports Council's aim of "Sport for all" (Hargreaves 1986).  But 

community sports provision has seldom been funded for its own ends and has been 

legitimated for more instrumental reasons (Glyptis 1989). Sport has been viewed largely 

from the standpoint of the social function it fulfils (Council of Europe 1971), and, as 

such, is as much a part of ‘social policy’ as it is of  ‘sports policy’ (D.O.E. 1989, PAT 10 

1999). Nationally, Action Sport has been a demonstrative project showing the legitimate 

role sport can play in urban regeneration by "super-concentration" on a few streets 

(Glyptis 1989).  This social agenda for community sports has been particularly well 

documented previously (Sports Council 1982, MacIntosh and Charlton 1985, Haywood 

and Kew 1989, D.O.E. 1989, Yorkshire and Humberside council for sport and recreation 

1989). 

 

As has already been discussed, Community Sports Development can be understood as a 

form of “socio-cultural” intervention. Different policy models have characterised this 

intervention. Subsequently four models will be explored; two “social” models which 

illustrate the “instrumental” use of sport; Social Control, and Social Welfare, and two 

“cultural” models which illustrate attempts to extend the participatory franchise; 

Democratisation of Culture, and Cultural Democracy.  A fifth “political” model which 

characterises the political motivations of some practitioners will also be explored; 

Radicalism. Once again, the previous case study of Action Sport, Leeds, will be used to 
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contextualise theory. It is not the intention for these models to be contrasted against one 

another exclusively, but for them to be seen as operating simultaneously, and  to varying 

degrees of influence.  In this respect they reinforce the notion of CSD as a “site of 

cultural and hegemonic struggle” (Hargreaves 1982, Hargreaves 1986) rather than as a 

static consensus (hegemony will be discussed in detail later). The state is able to form a 

coalition of support for its policies and unite diverse interests behind a dominant project. 

This approach offers an "economy of  remedies"; a single solution to a variety of issues, 

within one policy, and with a broad base of  support (Coalter et al 1986, p92). 

 

Social Control 

Social control is performed by the state directly and indirectly, manifestly and 

institutionally.  The state intervenes directly to legislate for and against particular leisure 

forms. Sport is used explicitly as a form of social control.  The Sports Council (1982, p3) 

openly believes, "Kids in sport don't throw bricks". It could be said that this philosophy 

continues within the Bradford Sports Web project. Research reveals that the sports 

player tends to be conformist in nature (MacIntosh and Charlton 1985, Coalter 1991). 

The police have taken an open interest in involvement in community sport (Haywood 

1983). So much so that Carrington and Leaman (1983, p10) state; "Community policing 

and community sport would appear to share an identical logic and perform an identical 

ideological function". Sport is used as surrogate violence, channeling aggression into a 

socially acceptable activity. Hargreaves (1986) describes how community sport 

describes various categories of potential user, but it is clear that the main concern is the 

"potentially troublesome". Hargreaves goes on to describe how a cadre of sports leaders 

are developed, who are "co-cultural" with users, to enable infiltration and the exercising 

of  influence by the dominant culture. 
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The salient impetus for Action Sport, nationally, has been a response to the urban riots of 

the 1980s (Totten 1993). The Action Sport workers from the inner city of Leeds were 

overwhelmingly in agreement that they owed their existence to the fact that there had 

been riots there. One worker commented ironically that if there was another riot their 

budget would be doubled and applied the following metaphor; "We act a little like 

community policemen... We walk the beat. We go back to our station house and fill in 

our forms". Another worker said he felt responsible to motivate people to get a job. Yet 

another said that because Chapeltown (in the inner city) is known as a racially ‘black’ 

area, politicians were responding in an institutionally racist way; by providing 

community sport because they were ‘black’! Despite being overwhelmingly aware of 

their use as a potential instrument of social control, Action Sport workers were 

uncomfortable with this and recognised their own ability for resistance and to carry out 

their own objectives; "We're not just a bunch of "jolly non-whites" doing the bidding of 

faceless bureaucrats!". One also pointed out that drug pushers went back to their trade 

after doing their sport, a rather morbid failure of control over agency. Despite the fact 

that Action Sport workers were insistent that they promoted sport purely for fun, one 

worker observed that “we may have far less freedom than we think”.  Conscious of the 

controlling role of the state, and the role of Action Sport in that process, he commented 

that for community sport in the social context of the community as a whole; There are 

certain ways of behaving and attitudes towards people that have to be fostered, that are 

of paramount importance to the survival of the community, survival of the people 

 

Social Welfare 

Sport England has always sought to integrate sport and social policy and much attention 

has been drawn to the importance of community sport as a form of social welfare 
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(Lentell 1994). Bernard Atha, when Vice Chairman of the Sports Council, (1978, p14) 

stated; "Deprivation takes place in many forms - social, educational, cultural, housing, 

emotional, and recreational to mention just a few. This deprivation exists at great cost to 

our society, a cost most easily seen in terms of crime and vandalism, but more serious in 

terms of loneliness and alienation". In this mood, Glyptis (1989) points out that the 1975 

White paper on Sport and Recreation (H.M.S.O. 1975) heralded a shift from policies of 

‘recreational welfare’ to the use of ‘recreation as welfare’. Denis Howell (cited in 

Coalter et al (1986), when Minister of Sport) declared that  without a social purpose; 

sport would be irrelevant. The Association of Metropolitan Authorities (1989) viewed 

community sports as vital to community development. And at the start of a new 

millenium, nothing much has changed as Chris Smith (1998), as Secretary of State for 

Culture, Media and Sport stated that “Sport offers direct economic benefits. It 

contributes to the regeneration of towns and cities, improving health, productivity and 

quality of life. It contributes to savings in the cost of  health care and leads to a reduction 

in crime and vandalism. It offers local environmental benefits that can change the image 

of a city or community and lead to increased inward investment”. 

 

Action Sport workers paid great attention to the value of their work in terms of social 

welfare and the contribution it could make to the quality of life of their users (Totten 

1993). Workers described how people gained a sense of achievement and self 

determination which they could apply to other areas of their lives. People were able to 

enjoy themselves, to self actualise and increase their feeling of self worth. Action Sport 

workers agreed that they were facilitating people's rights to the opportunity to 

participate. Community sports initiatives certainly have the potential to bring about 
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change in people's lives, but individual projects are more likely to stimulate personal 

change, than effect any structural change. 

 

Democratisation of Culture 

The democratisation of culture model is most commonly talked of in relation to 

community arts, but it can equally be applied to community sports. The concept of the 

democratisation of culture presumes that there is a single national culture. This culture 

though not fully appreciated, understood or participated in by large sections of the 

population can be spread from the top downwards. This process can be described as the 

demystification, or clarification, of the value of participation. Sport is promoted as a 

source of national pride. Community sport can act as a tool to overcome social barriers 

and demystify through participation. Some community sports initiatives are premised on 

the idea that the community is a homogenous entity and aim to integrate those 

unattached into participation (Hargreaves 1986). By extending the franchise to 

participation through CSD and its ‘soft’ integration into sport, the then enlightened 

participant can cultivate the sports habit. Their continued participation might then lead 

them towards mainstream provision, which propagates the dominant culture through 

institutionalised sport. This would appear to reinforce the old wine in new bottles 

argument (Haywood and Kew 1989). 

 

Two workers felt that Action Sport could be a "stepping stone" or "foundation" towards 

integration into mainstream sport (Totten 1993). Another example would be the way that 

Sport England gives preferential treatment towards approving “certain” sports for 

funding like the Outdoor Basketball Initiative. In macro policy terms, this has the overall 

effect of lending greater legitimacy to some forms of activity than others. 
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Cultural Democracy  

The model of  cultural democracy is, in part, a critique of the democratisation of culture 

which is seen as a paternalistic and elitist idea (Simpson 1976a, Parry 1986).  The 

democratisation of culture can thus become; "a foredoomed and wasteful effort to graft 

an alien culture onto tissue where it cannot thrive", (Simpson 1976b, p50). Cultural 

democracy describes a more fundamental challenge to the means provision.  It interprets 

provision as going beyond the consumption of traditional institutionalised forms of sport. 

It also advocates a devolution of power away from centralised agencies and back to the 

people.  It argues for a plurality of access to the means of  provision, and against passive 

consumption. Cultural democracy supports the finding of the "Leisure and the quality of 

life experiments" (D.O.E 1977a, p161) that; "The lessons of the experiments may be that 

a true community applies its development opportunities across the whole spectrum of 

interest groups rather than in trying to provide a homogenised mass leisure". It is in 

recognition of the specialised needs of sub-cultures and sub-groups that a cultural 

democracy is proposed. It calls for a decentralised and more democratic and 

representative structure of sport and leisure management, allowing for effective 

participation in decision making by the community (D.O.E 1989).  Devolved strategies 

promote "ownership" by, and "co-authorship" with, the community. Outreach sports 

leaders and animators have gone out into the community to assess needs and demand. 

Cultural democracy, so far, has largely been more a proactive than a reactive pursuit 

(Yorkshire and Humberside council for sport and recreation 1989). Simpson (1976a, 

p66) believes a proactive stimulus has been needed because;  "A stimulus of this kind 

seldom arises spontaneously in modern urban or even rural societies, and it has to be 

contrived as something additional to the normal circumstances of everyday life". 
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Action Sport workers described how they have provided an "organisational framework" 

for the community and have employed animation techniques to give people "the drive to 

get up and go", a "sort of injection" (Totten 1993). One worker described Action Sport 

as being like a "Local Sports Council".  Workers were critical of the notion of a 

homogenous national culture and of policy which is over prescriptive. A worker pointed 

out that integration could be oppressive for groups like Asian women who could see it as 

infringing on their rights to their beliefs; "People should be aware of others' cultural 

needs.  If people were aware of those differences it helps, not just sport, but many other 

things as well”. Workers described how, over time, the project has become much more 

community-led. “Representation” has been valued, particularly in relation to ethnicity 

and gender, and has been promoted in appointments, decision making, programme 

planning, and activity leading. In this way the project strives to remain "co-cultural" with 

its’ community. 

 

Radicalism 

In contrast to the four previously state sanctioned models of community leisure, 

Radicalism represents an intervention in the community which is politicised against, 

rather than on behalf of, the state.  Whereas cultural democracy represents a challenge to 

cultural values, radicalism represents a challenge to social values.  Radical cultural 

agendas in this country have mainly been carried out by small groups or individuals. 

Perhaps the only significant attempt to implement a radical cultural agenda by the state 

was that of the Greater London Council between 1981 and 1986 (Bianchinni 1989b).  

This was cultural action by the local state against the national state. Baldry (1976) and 

Simpson (1976a) have both described a certain inevitability that cultural programmes 

concerned with community development and concepts of change can become political 
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programmes. There is a history of radicalism in the community arts which is not 

equalled by the history of community sports (Kelly 1984). This does not mean that there 

is not a potential for radical action in community sports. These activists exist in CSD, but 

their profiles are predominately covert. Sport does not share the historical tradition of 

protest that the Arts do. Many still believe “Sport and Politics don’t mix”. So activists in 

CSD may jeopardise their longevity if they raise their heads too high above the parapet. 

For many it is about ‘infiltration and subversion’ rather than revealing their true colours. 

So for a theoretical framework from which to view Radicalism it is more profitable to 

consider community arts. 

 

Kelly (1984) maintains that the role of community arts is to "topple capitalism". Kelly 

advises that community artists should explore alternative modes of cultural production, 

distribution and reception, and have a clear analysis of their work as part of a 

revolutionary programme committed to cultural democracy; "Storm the citadels, and tear 

them down brick by brick; to demolish the oppressive and imperialist structures and to 

build in their place a series of smaller haciendas where activity and participation are 

encouraged and welcomed, and the only activity which is prohibited is the building of 

citadels", (Kelly 1984, p138). Kelly’s analogy applied to sport would imply a 

programme of infiltration by workers with political motivations, and subversion by those 

workers and participants against the dominant institutional culture within sport. 

Examples would include; Marxists committed to the re-distribution of sporting resources 

towards the working class, Feminists committed to working with women towards 

challenging the prevailing gender order in sport, and also Black Activists committed to 

the advancement of Black culture, representation, and countering racism in sport. 
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Action Sport workers did not fully see what they were doing as being radical despite the 

fact that its community led approach could be described as a radical departure from 

mainstream provision (Totten 1993). One worker did see himself as "infiltrating" with an 

agenda to change. He was conscious of his ability to resist and interpret "top-down" 

policy and carry out his own mission saying, "the bosses don't visit the coal face". At a 

later interview he corrected, "it's not radical at all.  It's very liberal". He went on to say 

that there was a potential for radicalism but it can't be made public! He described using 

"dual language" as "one for bureaucrats and one for practitioners". Action Sport 

illustrates a potential for opposition to the dominant hegemonic order, but also highlights 

the difficulties of resisting assimilation, or even marginalisation or expulsion. 

 

Community Sports Practice: 

CSD is characterised by its’ approach to service delivery and practice. CSD is a 

movement away from mainstream, or dominant, sports provision with their focus on 

performance and excellence, and historical failure to reach all. CSD is focused at the 

initial threshold to participation. CSD is a reaction against elitism and inequality, and is 

person or community centred. There is a recognition of the structural barriers to 

participation discussed in chapter two. Access and inclusion are promoted. 

Disadvantaged groups are identified, and prioritised or ‘targeted’. Haywood and Kew 

(1989) emphasise the flexible, proactive style and process of community sport. 

Community sport is more “empathetic” and focuses more on the participant and the 

participatory process. As such sport is often merely a means towards these 

developmental aims.  Consultation is valued to determine, and be responsive to, 

expressed needs and wants, and so to extend the “participatory franchise”. In that sense 

Community Sports tends to adopt a distinct, less formal more flexible, management 
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style. It is a movement away from "top down", deterministic models of provision 

towards "bottom up" community led provision. Decision making is more devolved to 

enable community participation in that decision making process. In that sense the 

community and provider may become co-authors of destiny, or partners in policy and 

practice. In the main community sport workers attempt to empower through advocacy, 

facilitation and enablement.  

 

Action Sport conforms fairly comfortably with this common understanding of 

community sport (Totten 1993). It promotes a sense of informality and a feeling of 

ownership amongst its participants; "We try to cater for people on their own terms".  

Action Sport started offering mainstream activities, but left space and has successfully 

provided for other activities like ‘chairobics’ and kabbadi. Action Sport is about 

enjoyment. That is stressed repeatedly as the bottom line. Workers were critical of 

"serious" participation. They described how Action Sport brings people together, 

contributing, in a general sense, to community spirit (although it was pointed out that 

competing concepts of "community" were not discussed). Workers saw Action Sport as 

promoting socialising and interaction, and making people happier. Action Sport is 

concerned with the development process from start to finish although participation is the 

most important thing as ultimately that determined if people came back again. The basis 

of Action Sport is social and the consultation process is important in developing the 

sense of ownership. Action Sport provides an organisational framework sometimes 

lacking in a local community. It emphasises an initial pitch of low ability requirements 

as the threshold to participation. Any ability fostered towards excellence is channeled 

towards other forms of provision.  Through its outreach work, Action Sport bridges the 

gap in participation between people and facilities, which are predominantly local and 
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may be unconventional. The challenge for CSD is to promote its philosophy that 

participation in sport and recreation is positive, and to extend the participatory franchise 

within the local community. 

 

Case Study; Bradford Sports Web  

The Bradford Sports Web initiative gives a picture of a CSD context which can be 

considered in the light of the previous “Structure and Organisation of Provision 

Matrix”. The partners involved are:- 

a)  Public Sector: the Department of the Environment through SRB funding, 

Bradford CC’s Sport and Recreation Division Sports Development section, as well 

as the Education Department’s Youth and Community Youth Sports Development 

Project, and the West Yorkshire Police linked to the diversionary ‘Dynamo 

Project’.  

b)  Voluntary Sector: the Manningham area community.  

 

Further, the Levels of involvement could be explained using the idea of the project’s 

complimentary social function where a key objective is that of social regeneration and 

inclusion. The issues of social regeneration through sport is an ideal which has come 

through the sports policy community strongly from the Transnational European 

Community especially through European Social Funding. Nationally a key policy 

influence, in this case study, has come via the Government’s social exclusion policies 

and Regionally through West Yorkshire Police’s inclusion in the Local (Bradford) 

Sports Web project. 
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So, the Bradford Sports web can be contextualised as a local community sports 

development project with local, regional and national partners, mainly, in the public 

and voluntary sectors. Similarly, influences for the project could be logically traced 

back to the EC. 

 

CSD has been subject to pointed questions for many years concerning the utilitarian 

way in which key agents approach provision. Questions which suggest that CSD 

engages in ad hoc and piecemeal provision might be given some credence here where 

the objective of working towards ‘social regeneration’ through one project in an area 

of high social and economic deprivation would seem beyond their sole responsibility. 

In addition to this, diversionary projects are regularly asked to prove how they have 

enhanced the capacity for young people to move away from crime or local trouble. 

This has often been seen to be very difficult for most! 

 

Community sports development for the Senior Outdoor Development Manager in 

Bradford’s Sports Web is about empowering the community to take control of their 

own needs (See the Alternative CSD Continuum). This is done by training them to 

run activities for themselves or at the very least to develop a healthy lifestyle as a 

result of  contact with the project. The notion of redistributing power and quality of 

life benefits is an important aspect of community development which sometimes 

provides the common ground for multi-agency working. Liddle (1988:p199) develops 

this point when giving an overview of youth and leisure services in Avon County 

Council.  
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The idea of sustainable sports programmes has come through good practice in CSD 

from the very first Action Sport programmes in the early 1980s. What programmes 

like Action Sport failed to do, in some cases, was to make individuals and sessions 

independent of themselves quickly enough. This often meant that the overall input of 

resources needed to work towards this objective was very high and many 

organisations found that they could not sustain the level of commitment needed even 

though many successes were evident.  
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CASE STUDY; Bradford Sports Web Project 

 

 

The Bradford Sports Web Project is a partnership between the West Yorkshire Police, 

Bradford Recreation Service, Youth Sports Development Project and ostensibly the local 

Manningham Community. 

 

Manningham is a multi-cultural area with a high minority ethnic population. The project is part 

of a Single Regeneration Budget (SRB) bid which focuses in on areas of disadvantage.   

 

It is intended to use sport here as a tool for social regeneration and inclusion in what is 

planned to be a long term strategy and commitment by a number of key agencies in the 

managing and development of sport in Bradford. 

 

Main Objectives: 

 

To plan, deliver and develop a sustainable programme of sport, recreational and 

diversionary activities which is appropriate and accessible to the whole community and 

delivered by the community. 

 

To consult and provide support to the community (Manningham, Bradford) to ensure that their 

sporting needs are catered for. 

 

To promote new and innovative lifestyle messages within the local community. 

 

To encourage provision of educational and training opportunities in sport and recreation within 

the local community. 

 

To ensure equality of opportunity for everyone but particularly target young people from 
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excluded groups. 

CONSULTATION: 

 

The project partners intend to consult local people with an overview of the project. Outcomes 

which include identifying local people to a) run sessions where they have the skills, b) be 

trained up where they do not have the skills or there are personal development issues c) 

 

OUTREACH:  

 

The Web project plans to use the techniques of outreach working which has always been 

seen as effective in sports development. Outreach working in geographical areas has been 

seen as most successful and cost effective where local facilities, services and people are 

utilised as often as possible. This has the added benefit of less formal systems and pricing 

policies being introduced which are conducive to flexible working and positive local word of 

mouth promotion.  

 

The Police intend to direct young people onto the programme where they have been 

convicted or are on probation as part of a subsidiary ‘Dynamo’ project. These young people 

will be counselled into the project as participants and, where they show potential, eventually 

as motivators and leaders. 
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Case Study; Leeds Sporting Communities  

In this next Case Study, CSD is very much local government oriented. Partners in 

other sectors and at different levels are drawn upon according to the specific needs of 

a local geographic community. CSD in this Leeds unit involves a mixture of 

objectives, in particular opportunities for young people across the city and black 

people in the inner urban areas. The scale of Sporting Communities is much larger 

than Bradford Sports Web, in that it is a city wide, mainstream unit, building upon the 

vast experience that has come out of its Sports Development Unit and Action Sport. 

Both have a long history of work from sports specific development to community 

development through sport and recreation. 

 

Sporting Communities is influenced at all Levels and across all Sectors in diverse 

ways according to the setting of the activity/initiative in the city. For Example the 

Evans Sports Programme involved partners from the Private Sector (Evans’) Public 

Sector (Leeds CC’s Sporting Communities, and ‘Sports Match’), Voluntary Sector 

(South Leeds Community). The Levels involved included National Sports Matching, 

and Local through the Council services and community interest. 

 

Shared Practice 

The notion of ‘sport’ and ‘recreation’ is problematised in both case study 

organisations in Leeds and Bradford, and seems to take a wider emancipatory view of 

purposive leisure activity, and diversion, where young people are concerned. This 

generates another accusatory chorus of CSD workers being ‘soft police’, indeed doing 

a policing job on behalf of concerned citizens and controlling the way young people 

behave and act. In the past providers have argued that giving people the opportunity 
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to play sport away from their daily activity allows them to do something different in 

the time, however to presume that this will alleviate crime, or act as a palliative for 

negative social and economic conditions involves a large leap of faith!  In 1977 this 

functional view was adopted in a Department of the Environment report on recreation 

and deprivation in inner urban areas and it was a message coming through clearly 

from the Government in 1999 where community sport was being seen as a way of 

tackling serious social problems (Banks 1998). Indeed Glyptis (1989) suggested that 

this view has been prominent in sport for a number of years when she asserted that… 

 

“The promotion of opportunities for enjoyment has long been paralleled by a belief 

that recreation opportunities can help to contain urban problems, to build a sense of 

community, and to overcome class and other social conflicts.” 

Glyptis (1989) 

 

What has in fact been missing from many claims like these are the causal 

relationships between project aims and activities, and any significant coherent change. 

Chapter 4 discussed the merits of qualitative information gathering as a means of 

understanding the collective experiences of individuals and community members. 

Here information can be gathered to test ideals like active citizenship, social 

regeneration, social cohesion, and capacity building. CSD practitioners and policy 

makers who move beyond sport’s reliance on quantitative measurements will have a 

more rounded view of the success of a project which has such ambitious objectives. 

These points were endorsed by the recommendations on sport and social exclusion 

in1999 (PAT 10), qualitative measures were being advocated as ways to get an 

understanding of the impact of projects from the experience of participants and from a 
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social impact perspective. They were seen as an essential part of the monitoring of 

active community initiatives. 

 

Both of the case study organisations above espouse a bottom-up way of working or 

client-led delivery/facilitation. The imperative on both organisations to continually 

consult and work in tandem with local people is paramount.  Active citizenship in 

each case means people in Leeds and Bradford reclaiming their access to resources 

for sport and recreation. It also means taking ownership of their own and other 

peoples sport and recreation and working towards addressing quality of life and 

lifestyle issues in a bid to enhance social inclusion and cohesion. Is it enough to gain 

an understanding of this personal and social change through collecting statistical data? 

 

Elsewhere; will measuring throughputs, enable the Cleveland ‘Reach for Success’ 

basketball project to claim that they have reduced levels of boredom, vandalism, peer 

pressure and intimidation as their aims state? The project is attempting to get 20,000 

young people to play basketball in five years, will they be able to support their claims 

unless they use qualitative means of gathering information? The Policy Action Team 

(10) might argue otherwise and clearly this is a challenge for all sports development 

professionals to grasp (Freeman 1999:p13).  

 

In summary both case studies have differing pressures on them. What is clear from 

the “Structure and Organisation of Provision Matrix” however is that when 

professionals discuss community sports development, there is now a clear need to 

clarify whether it is policy, process or practice which is the focus of the discussion. In 
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addition scale, context and levels are important factors in the way organisations and 

individuals operate in community sports development.  
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CASE STUDY 2 Sporting Communities 

 

 

The Sports Division in Leeds is split up into three sections:- 

 

1. Facilities (The Direct Services Organisation) 

2. The Sports Development Unit (One of the biggest and most established in the country) 

3. Service Development (Sporting Communities & Action Sport)  

 

The Sporting Communities Unit in Leeds is an important part of the overall sports strategy for 

Leeds. The unit enhances the link between the Sports Development Unit which has a remit to 

develop excellence and facilities (DSO). Leeds is a city in the north of England with a diverse 

population of 750,000 who occupy 33 wards which have been split into seven areas of 

responsibility for the community sports development officers.  

 

The seven areas range from inner urban areas to rural ex-mining villages. This range of areas 

and priority groups means that each development officer in each ward must be very sensitive 

to the demands and needs of their wards. 

 

Main Aims: 

 

 Inform policy and strategy development through effective community consultation 

(outreach / ‘bottom-up’) 

 Coordinate sports information at a local level (community sports directories, help-lines) 

 Facility development planning and community needs (provide assistance with lottery bids, 

sports education, school to community links) 

 

When Sporting Communities started the Development Officers spent 12-18 months solely 

gathering information about the 33 wards in Leeds. Development Officers were given the 
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remit to ‘know their area’ so that plans and strategies would be informed in consultation with 

local communities and meet local needs. There was seen to be ‘no quick fix’ for success and 

it was accepted that where similar projects in the past which have almost been panicked into 

producing results immediately therefore not having a solid foundation for long term 

developments. Sporting communities has taken on board evaluations of good and bad 

practice and have moved forward confident that their information and plans have a grounded 

rationale. 

 

Recent work with the diverse geographical and priority groups have been:- 

 

 Village Link - A sports bus for rural villagers unable to access facilities outside of their own 

area. 

 ‘Families of Schools’ combining their budgets to provide sporting opportunities for 60-80 

young people outside of school hours. Taster sessions between 4-5.30pm have enabled 

pupils in schools to try sports and be channeled into clubs and teams as a result. 

 SPARKS project - partnership work with the West Yorkshire Playhouse to enable multi-

agency access to the arts, youth service, drama, dance and sport. 

 ‘One Stop Shop’ - A multi-agency partnership which enables local people to access 

information on sport, social services, education, health, and citizens advice. 

 Evans’ Sports Programme - A local business sponsorship ‘Sportsmatched’ and the budget 

used to provide opportunities for a local community to access sport at little or no cost. 

 African-Caribbean and Asian communities sports development through information, 

training and direct provision. 
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Re-Conceptualising Community Sports Development: 

 

So far this chapter has discussed key concepts and considered key dimensions to 

provision, policy, and practice. In so doing it has revealed a complexity in attempting 

to pinpoint exactly what CSD is, how it works, and what it does? Having already 

explored some of these dynamics in passing, the following sections will endeavour to 

increase the depth of analysis to pull these strands together into a holistic and coherent 

whole. To do so it will employ the social theory of “Hegemony” as central to the 

analysis of CSD.  

 

There are various key themes, highlighted earlier, which the following analysis must 

take account of:  

 The fact that CSD is a “contested concept” which has sometimes been used 

simply as a “flag of convenience”.  

 That the policy community ranges from local to regional to national and even 

transnational.  

 That provision is often a partnership between organisations with different 

motivations.  

 That there is a capacity for different individuals engaged in the same work to have 

politically opposite motives. 

 That policy and provision can be orchestrated either as top-down or bottom-up.  

 That there are tensions between social welfare and social control, community 

empowerment and soft policing.  

 That there are tensions in  provision between social and cultural policy, between 

community development and sport development.  
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 And finally, that CSD is such a “dynamic” concept that all the previous 

interpretations are possible! 

 

Hegemony 

Before addressing all of these key themes and issues, and launching into analysis, the 

concept of hegemony itself must be outlined in brief. Hegemony is a “socio-cultural” 

process which also takes account of political and economic processes (Hargreaves 

1982). It is central to theorising around CSD. Hegemony implies some form of dynamic 

or dialogue between the provider and the community. It encompasses cultural relations 

between the powerful and weak (Sport England and the individual sports club), the 

dominant and subservient (the L.A. SDU and the individual CSD worker) . Hegemony is 

a “lived system of meanings and values... It thus constitutes a sense of reality for most 

people in society, a sense of absolute because  experienced reality. It is, that is to say, in 

the strongest sense a "culture" which has also to be seen as the lived  dominance and 

subordination of particular classes"  (Williams 1977, p110). As a socio-cultural process, 

hegemony permeates all aspects of the theory, policy and practice of CSD. 



This paper from 2000 was later published by Routledge, who are the copyright holders, and the most 

recent version is in Hylton K (2013) “Sport Development; Policy, Process and Practice”. 

 

 

 

Hegemonic Groups 

There are different types of hegemonic groups who represent different interests in CSD 

and who have varying degrees of influence. Williams (1977) categorises these groups as 

dominant, residual and emergent. These groups in turn can be evidenced either as 

traditions, institutions or formations. This taxonomy is applied to CSD in the following 

table. The exact location of various initiatives within this framework is open to some 

debate, but it does provide a useful starting point for the analysis of the hegemonic 

dynamics of policy and practice. However, a notable absentee is the community itself! 

This reflects the historical marginalisation of localised communities from the policy 

making process. The notion of hegemonic ‘groups’ or influences could be expanded to 

incorporate other aspects such as policy. 

 

TABLE 5.1 

Taxonomy of Hegemonic Influences in Community Sports Development 

 Dominant Residual Emergent 

Tradition Sport for All CCT, 

Action Sport 

(Nationally), 

Best Value, 

Active Sports 

 

Institution Department of 

Culture, Media and 

Sport, 

Sport England, 

Leeds City Council 

(LCC), 

Bradford City 

Council (BCC) 

CCPR, 

NCF, 

Commission for 

Racial Equality, 

YWCA 

Lottery Sports 

Fund, 

Bradford Sports 

Web, 

Sporting Equals 

Formation TOPS, 

SRB, 

LCC Sports 

Development Unit, 

BCC’s Youth Sport 

Development 

Project 

Women’s Sports 

Foundation, 

NGB of Sport 

Disability Project, 

Action Sport 

(Local) 

Active 

Communities,  

Sports Match, 

LCC Sporting 

Communities, 

Sports Action 

Zones, 

Little London 

Baseball Club 
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From their own knowledge of policy and practice, the reader may attempt to locate other 

CSD “players” in the taxonomy above. This will enable their position to be identified in 

the hegemonic process, and for future analysis. 

 

Freedom and Control 

CSD is a paradoxical combination of control, through state intervention and planning, 

and freedom, as expressed by the individual in sport, or "at leisure".  Sport is an aspect of 

life over which people are believed to exercise considerable autonomy and freedom.  If 

not, is it sport at all? This interpretation of sport as freedom is at some odds with the 

evidence of state planning and particularly of social control.  There is an ambiguity of 

rights to participate in sport being provided for in co-existence with more prescriptive 

concerns to use sport more instrumentally. Long (L.S.A. 1981) Gamble (1981) and 

Coalter (1989), have all described how all leisure, including sport, operates as a 

dichotomy riddled with conceptual couples; ‘liberation and control’, ‘freedom and 

constraint’, ‘the public and private sphere’. Long (1980) is satisfied that a coherent 

theory should be able to encompass dichotomies; so sport can be ‘both a tool for 

community development and an opiate’ which ameliorates deprivations. The 

sophisticated ‘hegemonic state’ is quite aware of this dichotomy and does not hesitate to 

take cunning advantage of its utility. So it aims to exercise control over sport, and to 

promote freedom to participate in sport at the same time! 

 

CSD must be understood in the context of both structure and agency as described in 

chapter two. Social structures influence the social context of sport as do the 

discriminatory powers of individual human agents to choose their own sport. Structure 

and agency work with and against one another to influence outcomes. CSD is sensitised 
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to the needs of the community as perceived by the providers, and as expressed from 

within the community. CSD is influenced structurally by provider organisations, like 

Sport England or a Local Authority SDU, and also by wider social reality, but it is 

flexible to adapt and respond to human agency determined from the community itself. 

 

Hegemony accounts for those inherent contradictions, or dichotomies, apparent in the 

policy and practice of CSD. It acknowledges the role of both ‘structure’ and ‘agency’ 

implicit in the ‘sphere of exchange’ between the provider and the community (Bennett 

1981a). It reconciles the tensions between ‘planning’ and participant ‘autonomy’ in 

practice. It also describes a dialogue between "top-down" and "bottom up” dimensions 

of provision. So CSD is ‘dichotomous’. It simultaneously spans different intervention 

policies, and so achieves an ‘economy of remedies’ (Coalter et al 1986). This 

combination of rationales, demonstrates the hegemonic power of dominant groups like 

Sport England. 

 

The previously cited ‘models of CSD policy’; four of which are most often forms of 

state driven intervention (Social Control, Social Welfare, Democratisation of Culture and 

Cultural Democracy), describe attempts by dominant cultures, manifested in institutions 

like Sport England and Leeds City Council, to influence the sports culture of the 

community. Historically, the Sports Council(s) have hardly ever legitimised sport as the 

carefree enjoyment which it is to most people. It has been preoccupied with externalities 

like the social ends, rather than the cultural meaning, of participation. Hegemony 

describes sport as a site for cultural struggle. This struggle takes place both 

independently in each of the previous intervention models, and also interactively 

between them.  The dominant culture is contested locally by workers in the field, and by 
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the community itself. For that reason the radical model of CSD was also cited. It can be 

understood as a hegemonic sub-culture oppositional to the dominant order.  

 

This perpetual conflict is acted out in CSD between the dominant, residual and emergent 

cultural traditions, institutions and formations identified in the previous taxonomy. 

Community sport can be a concession of power by the dominant hegemonic order. This 

can be seen as a means towards the incorporation of other more marginalised groups into 

the dominant culture. This position is supported by Hargreaves (Undated, p60); Leisure 

is unique in its capacity to provide surrogate satisfaction for an alienated mass 

audience, while at the same time perpetuating its alienation and functioning as a means 

of political socialisation into the hegemonic culture. 



This paper from 2000 was later published by Routledge, who are the copyright holders, and the most 

recent version is in Hylton K (2013) “Sport Development; Policy, Process and Practice”. 

 

 

 

Dominance, Resistance and Incorporation 

Hegemony describes incomplete attempts by dominant cultural groups to incorporate 

opposition, as well as the resistance by that opposition (Williams 1977). CSD is sited 

directly in the midst of cultural struggle, whereby the dominant order, like Sport England 

and Leeds City Council, through projects and initiatives, like Active Communities and 

Sporting Communities, attempts to enfranchise disassociated sections of the population. 

Practitioners are conscious, at times, of being the middle-person between policy makers 

and the community.  They are conscious of carrying out the aims set by policy makers, 

and yet are responsive and supportive of leadership and self-determination from within 

the community. 

 

But, dominant groups do not rule society, they merely lead it. Dominant groups attempt 

to engage the support of others fostered around the dominant values. So Sport England 

“sells” “Active Communities” as a framework for all major providers to work within. 

And Leeds City Council “buys” into that, and “sells” “Sporting Communities” to its’ 

own, more localised, co-providers. So dominant groups mainly lead by consensus rather 

than by coercion. But can resort to more overtly directive forms of coercion, or social 

control, by exercising their power; To support, or not to? To fund, or not to? The State 

shapes and directs a "national culture" and so enables the construction of a specific 

dominant culture. Popular cultural forms, alternative to the dominant culture, are 

"incorporated" through market forces like commercialisation, or directly by the state 

itself (MacDonald 1995). "Hegemony works through ideology but it does not consist of 

false ideas, perceptual definitions.  It works primarily by  inserting the subordinate class 

in to the key institutions and structures which support the power and the social order of 
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the dominant order.  It is above all in these structures  and relations that a subordinate 

class lives its  subordination",  (Gramsci 1971,p 164). 

 

The tendency of dominant groups to structure or frame the conditions for CSD practice 

does not enable them to be able to dictate results. So; We operate within constraints, 

which we are free to change, but we are not free to abolish the principle of living within 

constraints (Kelly 1984, p4). Individual agents still ultimately "make" their own “sport” 

by responding to their own situations. "Resistance" is as much a part of hegemony as 

conformity and control. The capacity for interpretation and reaction, agency itself, is 

dependent upon the situation. Individuals and groups find alternative, sometimes radical   

cultural expression, in opposition to the status quo despite the centralising tendencies of 

sports policy and provision. Sport (as leisure) has provided "a more negotiable space" for 

agency than other spheres of life (Hall and Jefferson 1976). Sport has emancipatory 

potential; the "extent to which the politics of the popular provides a point of resistance to 

bourgeois hegemony" (Hargreaves 1986, p220). 

 

The state preserves its position as the dominant hegemonic culture in CSD by pursuing 

its own hegemonic project and responding to hegemonic opposition.  The state maintains 

the mainstream market in which inequalities in choice occur, and intervenes "in pursuit 

of distributive justice" (Roberts 1978) without fundamentally changing the mainstream 

infrastructure.  The responsive state is the hegemonic state which incorporates resistance 

and preserves the mainstream order. In relation to “community arts”, Kelly concedes that 

a radical programme, lacking coordination, has been diluted by assimilation into the arts 

establishment in a legitimated form, in which radicals have become foot soldiers in their 

own movement; "we came as invaders, but without a language of our own we were soon 
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acting and talking like the natives of the citadel", (Kelly 1984, p29). The same fate has 

no doubt been met by many of those radical idealists working within CSD. This polemic 

analysis demonstrates the hegemonic power of the dominant culture to incorporate and 

disarm even the most radical of opposition. It also illustrates the potential for alternative 

and oppositional hegemonic cultures to emerge in a sub-cultural form. 

 

Dynamic 

So hegemony accommodates elements of both resistance and control, and must therefore 

be seen as a dynamic concept. The controllers of CSD policy and provision seek to 

impose control, and subordinate groups offer resistance. CSD is an arena in which this 

cultural struggle can be acted out. Hegemony is a continual process. It is continually 

assembled and re-assembled, reproduced and secured (and setback!) (Bennett 1981b). 

Hegemony is never completed; "it has continually to be renewed, recreated, defended 

and modified. It is also continually resisted limited, altered challenged by pressures not 

all its own" (Williams 1977,  p112). In hegemonic terms, that position, in limbo, will 

never be resolved. The struggle is ongoing; top down control and bottom up resistance.  

Individual CSD workers are able to discriminate, within certain confines, on the balance 

they wish to achieve between these contradictory aims, but hegemony itself is perpetual 

and all-encompassing. 

 

Conclusion 

This chapter commenced with an examination of key concepts and tensions in CSD. It 

then offered a vigorous analysis of the complex nature of CSD provision, policy, and 

practice. In so doing, it raised many issues and debates about that very nature. It 
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therefore concluded with an theoretical re-conceptualisation of CSD which could 

account for previously noted ambiguities in practice. 

 

The conceptual complexity of CSD is compounded by its diverse range of provision. 

Its “true” nature and meaning are therefore “contested” in theory, policy, and practice. 

For some, the content is very much conventional, institutionalised, sport. For others, it 

is a more informal manifestation of sport or recreation, and much else that may not be 

sport at all! For some, the central focus is “sport”. For others, who may not bear any 

particular allegiance to sport; the key focus is very much “the people”, or community. 

So, CSD practice reflects these tensions between both sport development and 

community development.  

 

The diverse range of CSD practices, and therefore its policy community, is reflected 

in the “Structure and Organisation of Provision Matrix”. This model accounted for 

policy formulated and driven at different levels; transnational, national, regional, and 

even local. It drew attention to different styles of the management of provision 

ranging from top-down to bottom up. It plots the involvement of all three sectors of 

the mixed economy engaged in provision; mostly public or voluntary, and 

occasionally private. It drew attention to the fact that many individual initiatives are 

often partnerships between organisations from different sectors, perhaps at different 

levels, who, in turn, are “in partnership” with local communities. It further alluded to 

the different types of practitioners who may all share some interest in CSD; SDOs, 

Facility managers, Youth workers, Education workers, Social workers, Probation 

officers, and others. 
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This broad range of practitioners is further reflected in the range of policies interests 

which rationalise or legitimise provision. CSD is orientated around different and 

overlapping social, cultural, political, and economic concerns (Totten 1995). It can be 

analysed from either of those perspectives. CSD accommodates a range of different 

philosophies, policy rationales and practices. They all share some concerns about 

either inequality, access and inclusion, marginalised groups and exclusion, democracy 

and participation. So, CSD is a form of socio-cultural intervention in mainstream 

provision, and in the everyday lives of communities. Five overlapping “Policy 

Models” were evidenced in practice; Social Control, Social Welfare, the 

Democratisation of Culture, Cultural Democracy, and Radicalism. Each are a part of 

the full picture, and their compound effect is to underline the broad appeal of CSD to 

policy makers. CSD is “dichotomous”; it is about liberation and control. Its’ agenda 

ranges from tokenism, to manipulation, to emancipation.  

 

All of the complexities considered above underline the fact that CSD is conceptually 

dynamic; a hegemonic “cultural struggle” between the varied institutions, 

organisations and interest groups who all share some commitment to this unique 

approach to provision. Best practice in CSD is varied, but what makes it so valuable 

and unique is its philosophy of approach, or process. Community Sports Development 

is a flexible, adaptable, informal, consultative, people-centred approach, aimed at the 

initial threshold to participation, to address the deficiences of mainstream provision.
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