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Introduction

Sport, inall itsmany and varied forms, isan activity with one of the greatest holds
on society. It cannot be overstated how sport hasthe capacity to mobilize and bring
together peopleat al levels, while at the sametime being both afundamental pillar
of acountry’seducation system and essentia in keepingitscitizenshealthy. Every
day, citizens are spending greater time and resources on sporting activities, while
many organizations use sport as a medium for increasing or reinforcing their
productivity and innovation.!

Thisboomin sport interest hasincreased thewealth of thele sureand sporting
sectors of many countries, and this is underscored by the report of the European
Council of Helsinki,? where it is estimated that the number of direct or indirect
employment positions created by sport increased by some 60% in the 1990s.

" Associated Professors of the Finance and Accountacy Department, University of Vigo (Spain),
researchers of the Spanish Economic Observatory for Sport (FOED). E-mail: abarajas@uvigo.es,
patricio@uvigo.es.

! This is due to the positive effects of sport and recreational activities at work and on social
behavior, as well as on physical and mental health.

2 COM(1999) 644, 1999 December 10",
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Therefore, sport can be considered as a correcting factor in the face of social
imbalance, bringing equality and engendering habitsthat promote social inclusion
and a sense of belonging (especially in team games), as well as a driver for job
creation.

Ontheother hand, as authors as Caruso?® pointed out, sport hasto be consider
as public good because of its positive social role. In fact, this means an economic
dimension of sport which hasbeen reflected in recent documents published by the
European Commission.* Taken together, these characteri stics mean that sport may
be classified as adetermining element in contemporary society — affecting quality
of lifeand how people spend their free time—to such an extent that it appearsto be
fundamentally integrated in the social and economic policies of the majority of
developed countries' Constitutions. Some general characteristics of sport, and as
they appear in Spain's Ley del Deporte (Sport Law),’ are as follows:

— Thepracticeof sport by citizensasaspontaneous, selflessand playful activity,
or towards educational or healthy ends.

— Sporting activity organized through association structures.

— Sporting events as group phenomena for the masses, increasingly
professionalized and commercialized.

Itisperhaps unnecessary to say that theimportant differences between these
characteristics means that each one requires specific treatment in each and every
stage of development or planning, despite all forming part of the same sporting
activity.

Nevertheless, in summary, we can conclude that there arethree constitutional
‘commandments’ for public administration of sporting matters:

— Promoation of the practice of sport and the structuring of how it functions.

— Appreciation and promotion of the sporting activity organized through
association structures.

— Regulation of the sporting event which is increasingly consolidated as a
commercial, professional activity.

Thesethree areas of sporting activity and their increasing complexity make
it necessary to havetoolsor instruments avail abl e that allow the various governing
agentsto proceed with their task in alegitimate way, and to avoid, asfar aspossible,
subjective considerationsin decision-making. Many organizationsrelated to sport
are not structured as companies and are not obliged to present annual company
accounts. Thisisnot, however, an obstacle that preventsthem from pursuing their
activitieswith certain economic criteria.

Finally, regarding the objectives of sport investment, it isuseful to establish
a separation between direct objectives and those that may be considered indirect

8 R. Caruso, Il calcio tra mercato, relazioni e coercizione in Riv. Dir. Ec. Sport. vol. 4, n. 1,
2008, 72-88.

4 See, for instance, the following document: Eurorean Commission, White Paper on Sport, Office
for Official Publications of the European Communities, Brussels, 2007.

5 Ley 10/1990, October 15", of Sport, parcially modified by Ley 50/1998 & Ley 53/2002.
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but increasingly acquiring more importance in today’s society (promoting social
integration, reducing drug addiction, etc.). It isat thispoint of establishing objectives,
direct and indirect, that the principal problem arises of how to evaluate them. For
thisreason, it is necessary to have the correct toolsin order to measure the degree
to which these objectives have been achieved.

Itisinthiscontext, and bearing in mind the documents of the AECAS (1998
and 2000), that we propose the need for eval uating the achievements of the social
objectivesthat public administrations set when investing in sport. Thisleadsusto
search for control elementsthat can facilitate the pursuit and attainment of public
objectiveswhen administering costsin sport.

1. Management tools for evaluating public initiatives

Throughout the process of programming and planning it is necessary to have some
type of indicator to eval uate and monitor the degree to which the set abjectivesare
being met.” Therefore, the availability of such indicatorsis essential in both the
private and public arenas. In the case of the day to day business of any state
administration, thisis characterized by the undertaking of a growing number of
activities with increasingly few economic resources. Therefore an evaluation of
theseinitiativesisessential, designed to rationalize these few resources and apply
them correctly through mechanisms that permit the measuring of results and,
therefore, their improvement. In this sense the performance indicators can be
considered an adequate measuring instrument in the compl etion of these types of
tasks.

Therefore, we propose an advance in public management through
management mechani sms borrowed from theworkplace, athough the management,
in this case, is oriented towards the citizen as a client of public services. This
proposal, called “the new public management” by some authors such asL 6pez and
Navarro,®isdesigned to face theincreasing problemsin the public sector, such as
administrations’ mounting indebtedness and the public deficit.

Similarly, and as an inevitable result of their loss of credibility, the public
sectors of the most advanced countries are obliged to apply a series of economic
measuretoincreasetheir performance. Theaimisto achieve adequate administration
of the resources within the control of the public administrations, as determining
factors of the satisfaction of the collective needs of the citizens, and the degreeto

8 AECA, Indicadores para la Gestion Empresarial. Documento n. 17. Asociacion Espafiola de
Contabilidad y Administracion de Empresas, Madrid, 1998. AECA, Indicadores de Gestion para
las Entidades Publicas. Documento n.16. Asociacion Espafiolade Contabilidad y Administracion
de Empresas, Madrid, 2000.

” Note that we are considering here two key phases in this planning process which are the
establishment of the objectives and, later, their tracking and evaluation.

8 A. M. Lorez HErRNANDEZ, A. NAVARRO GALERA, Panorama internacional de los indicadores de
gestion publica: hacia una mejora en la asignacion de recursos en AECA in Revista de la
Asociacién Espafiola de Contabilidad y Administracion de Empresas, n. 44, 1997, 2-6.
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which the objectives have been met.® Specifically, there is a clear need for an
evaluation of public services, based on the established objectives.

In this area, among the first proposals were the GASB Indicators
(Governmental Accounting Standards Board),'° for the preparation of annual
management reports by the boroughsin the USA, and the SEA Indicators (Service
Efforts and Accomplishments) used by the ICMA (International City/County
Management Association) in the continuous process of improvement in local
governments. Similarly, inthe UK, theAudit Commission set out, in 1991, aseries
of indicators to evaluation civic management. As aresult of these efforts, 2000
saw the publication of areport™ which, inlight of the difficulties detected, stressed
the usefulness of focusing on aseriesof key objectives. Other anal ogous experiences
were those undertaken in Australia by the Steering Committee, an entity charged
with gathering and analyzing the management indicators of Australian public
administrations and publishing them annually in the Report on Government
Services;*? and the Canadian Comprehensive Auditing Foundation which publishes
asimilar report.®®

As for the Spanish state, the initiatives on management indicators at the
public investment level are more recent. Noteworthy among them is the work of
Carrasco et a,** who continue the work begun in other forums such asthe Spanish
Association of Accounting and Administration of Companies (AECA, 2002),% or
the Foundation Pi i Sunyer (2001).2¢ However, the most interesting study isthe one
undertaken by the Delegation of Barcelona on the Indicators of Civic Service
Management (Diputacion de Barcelona, various authors'’) which started in 1983
and continuestoday with considerabl e success.

9J.M. Prapo LoRENZO, |. M. GARcia SANcHEZ, Los indicadores de gestion en el @mbito municipal:
implantacién, evolucion y tendencias in Revista iberoamericana de contabilidad de gestion, n.
4, 2004, 149-180.

10 The first reference of the GASB was the 1994 report Service Efforts and Accomplishments
Reporting which formed the base for alater work Reporting Performance Information: Suggested
Criteriafor Effective Communication (2003) that analyzed and described measuresfor adequately
presenting public administrations' management projects.

% AupiT Commission, On target. The practice of performance indicators. Ministry of Design,
Bath, 2000.

2 Avaliable since 1995 in the website www.pc.gov.au/gsp/reports/rogs.

13 CanapiaN CoMPRENHENSIVE AuDITING FounpaTion, Public Performance Reporting: Reporting
Principles, 2002.

14D, Carrasco Diaz, D. Buenbia CaRRILLO, A. NavarroO GALERA, J. ViRas XiFrA, Célculo de costes
e indicadores de gestion en los servicios municipales, Thomson, Civitas, 2005.

5 AECA, Nuevas tendencias en contabilidad y administracién de empresas y del sector publico
in Revista de la Asociacién Espafiola de Contabilidad y Administracion de Empresas, n. 60,
Asociacion Esparfiola de Contabilidad y Administracion de Empresas, Madrid, 2002.

16 M. BATET, J.M. CARRERAS, A. MoORA, J.R. PasTor, Propuesta de Indicadores Basicos de Gestién
de Servicios Publicos Locales, Fundacio Carles Pi i Sunyer, 2003.

T Thisis an annual report, with data per borough, concerning the management of primary civic
services, related to the data of the last two payments. This is based on the methodology of
Intermunicipal Comparison Circles (for more information, see www.diba.es/governlocal/

CCi_es.asp).
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Concentrating specifically on the application of a Balanced Score Card in
the public arenaasatool that, emulating the private sector, allowsthe measurement
of its performance, we uncover agrowing reality in developed countries. Infact, it
is already possible to find references in the literature that record practical
experiences. Specificaly, Kloot and Martin'® analyze the performance measurement
systemsin the Australian administration using the four dimensions of the Balanced
Scorecard,® while Cavalluzo and I ttner® perform asimilar analysisin Europe. Of
all the experiencesin the public context, it is probably in the health sector where
the most initiatives can be found. Indeed, the first records in the literature were
provided by Forgione,? who concentrated primarily on financial supervision and
in diverseindicators of healthcare quality. A reference of the practical application
of thisisin Ontario, Canada, where they produced a Balanced Scorecard for 89
hospital organizations.? Thisserved asabenchmark for various|ater applications
of thismethodology in public health entitiesin the USA, as summarized by Voel ker
eta.®

Similarly, there are various initiatives using a Balanced Scorecard as a
management system in certain councils. For example, thistool wasimplemented
by the council of Charlotte,?* North Carolina, focusing on five strategic points:
community safety, housing and neighborhood development, restructuring
government, transportation and economic development. Thiswasorganized from
four perspectives: resources, processes, financesand clients. Similarly, the council
of Brisbane, Australia, has been using the Balanced Scorecard as a formula for
assi sting economic development. Itsuse, asnoted by Willett,” hasled to theincreased
satisfaction of the citizenship and, at the same time, a budget surplus.

18] . KrLoor, J. MarTIN, Srategic performance management: A Balanced Approach to Performance
Management Issues in Local Government in Management Accounting Research, vol. 11, n. 2,
June, 2000.

¥ nthis case, they make the following changes: finance, community, internal processes of business,
innovation and learning.

2K, S. CavaLLUZZO, CH. D. ITTNER, Implementing perfor mance measurement innovations: evidence
from government in Accounting, Org. and Soc.. vol. 29, 2004, 243-267.

2 D.A. Foraiong, Health care financial and quality measures: International call for a “ balanced
scorecard” approach in J. of Health Care Fin., vol. 24, n. 1, 1997, 55-63.

2GH. Pink, Creating a balanced scorecard for a hospital systemin J. Health Care Fin., vol. 27,
n. 3, 1, 2001.

% gpecifically the experience of Duke University Medical Center, Butterworth Hospital of Grand
Rapids (Michigan), Henry Ford Medical Center (Detroit), Johns Hopkins of Baltimore, Hudson
River Psychiatric Center of Poughkeepsie (NuevaYork). D.E. VoELKER, J.S. RakicH, GR. FRENCH,
The Balanced Scorecard in Healthcare Organizations: a performance measurement and strategic
planning methodology in Hosp.Top., vol. 79, n. 3, 2001.

% SeeK. EAcLE, 2004. Translating Srategy Public Sector Applications of the Balanced Scorecard.
The Origins and Evolution of Charlotte’s Corporate Scorecard in Government Finance Review,
Virginia Tech’s Center for Public Administration and Police, 19-22, 2004.

BR. WiLLETT., Establishing and assessing criteria for judgement of effectiveness of the balanced
scorecard inalargeaustralian local government authority, working paper n. 2003-013. Queenland
University, 2003.
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In Spain too we can find recent examples of the Balanced Scorecard being
incorporated into public administration; see, for example, the council of Sant Cugas
del Vallés (Barcelona) or the Pompeu Fabra, Jaume | and Cadiz Universities.
However, the two most relevant examples come from the previously-mentioned
Delegation of Barcelona, and the administrative council of Andalusia, which recently
incorporated thistool to assist the region’s councilsin taking civic decisions.

2. Performance indicators for investment in sport

Investment in sporting activities has the same needs as those of public investment,
as outlined in the preceding section. These needs present specific characteristics.
They appear at the time of establishing objectives. Indeed, the tracking and
evaluation of public structural operations are currently a legal requirement.
Nevertheless, the method of achieving thesetasks depends on the nature and content
of the operation in question, whilethefinal objectiveisto determinethe degree of
effectiveness of the operation’sexecution and the resources used, through indicators
defined at an appropriate level. In accordance with the terminology employed by
the European Union in its Structural Program for the period 2000-2006, we must
talk of different type of indicators. These must be defined prior to the execution of
the program or in its first application phase, in order to collect data about them.
Theseindicatorsarethefollowing:

— Resourceindicators, referencing the assigned budget at each level of operation.

— Financial indicators used to evaluate progressin rel ation to commitments and
payments (periodic) of availablefundsfor each operation, measure or program
according to its cost.

— Production indicators that measure material or economic units employed or
used.

— Resultsindicatorsthat refer to the direct and immediate effects of a program.
These indicators provide information about changesin the conduct, capacity
or performance of the direct beneficiaries, and can be of amateria or financial
nature.

— Impact indicators that are linked to a program’s consequences beyond the
immediate effects on direct beneficiaries. Thus, the specificimpact isthe effects
produced after a certain period of time has elapsed but that, nevertheless, are
directly related to the action realized. M oreover, the global impact isthelong-
term effect that influences alarger population.

These distinct types of indicators (especially the last three) permit the
treatment of five fundamental aspectsto consider at the time of investing in the

% This experience was in the year 2004 — the results are described in the report Cuadro de
Mando Integral para los Ayuntamientos de Menos de 50.000 habitantes (Balanced Scorecard for
Boroughs of Less Than 50,000 Inhabitants) (Junta pe AnpaLucia, Cuadro de Mando Integral
para los Ayuntamientos de Menos de 50.000 habitantes. Direccién General de Administracion
Local, Sevilla, 2004).
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sporting sector.

These parametersare thefollowing:
— Pertinence
— Efficacy
— Efficiency
—  Utility
— Durability

Thefirst of these, pertinence, isthe opportunity or convenience of carrying
out a foreseen action; that is to say, whether or not it is appropriate. Regarding
efficacy and efficiency, both are concerned with the ability of reaching those planned
objectiveswith the investment available. The difference between them liesin the
fact that efficacy is about the fulfillment (or not) of objectives, while efficiency
focuses more on the optimization of the available resources (including time). Utility
refersto the advantage or convenience gained by the investment, while durability
brings the perspective of the duration or permanence in the mid- or long term.

At this point, it would be useful to analyze how these indicators can be
incorporated into the process of monitoring and analyzing investment in sport. For
this purpose, we will next explain how the type of user affects the usage of the
information.

2.1 Usersof performance information

When establishing a control system for the performance of investments or public
spending in an activity, it must be remembered that there are different users of the
information provided by theindicators. Figure 1 reflectsthe principal user levels
of performanceindicators. Logically, the government and national or regional level
will beinterested in indicatorsthat serve to measure the degree of achievement of
objectives. For example, if we consider that investment in sport should contribute
to an improvement in public health, then we can design indicators that check this
objective.

Similarly, local governments and councilswill beinterested in knowing the
effects of investment in their region and will analyze, among other things, the
number of users of sport facilitiesin the area, theincreasein the practice of sport
in the area, and so on.

Finally, the indicators at the management level will lead to contributions
towardstheimprovement of day to day management. They will, therefore, be of a
moreimmediate and operational nature.

From another point of view, the various governments can undertake
investments or apply public spending directly or through other administrators.
Furthermore, certain eventsor facilities, owingto their characteristicsor dimensions,
will haveto be dealt with at anational or regional level.
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FIGURE 1: DIFFERENT USER LEVELS OF PERFORMANCE INDICATORS
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In Figure 2 are noted, by way of example and by no means exhaustively,
possiblevariationsto consider when eval uating different investments. The structure
that appearsimpliesthat it would be necessary to define the management evaluators
taking into account whether the investment is regional or national in terms of its
general objectives. But, additionally, in the case of facilities directly governed by
or reporting to those governments or councils, appropriate indicators will also
have to be prepared for the day to day running that will be of use to the managers
and workers of those facilities.

Something similar would happen in investment in events. For example, for
the investment in the last Olympic Games in Beijing, the Chinese authorities
proposed certain objectives such as raising the country’s profile, spreading an
image, boosting tourism in the affected areas, and so on. As a consequence, the
performanceindicators defined would have to agree with these general objectives.

Nevertheless, at the same time, the event itself must rely on specific
management indicators that help to evaluate the achievement of intermediate
objectives specified by the event’s management in order to be able to achieve, in
turn, the general objectives proposed by the administration. In these cases, they
will also haveto bear in mind that, for financing the events, they woul d seek sponsors
who, for their part, would also have their own objectives. Thus, the management
has little choice but to make the achievement of their objectives compatible with
those of the administrators and private sponsors. And, to achieve sponsorship, the
objectives pursued by the sponsor and the sponsored have to be complementary.
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FIGURE 2: LEVELS FOR TRACKING PUBLIC INVESTMENT IN SPORT
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Inthecaseof public money that reaches sport through subsidies, performance
tracking iscomplicated, given that the management correspondsto the subsidized
entity. Certain information systems can be put in place to evaluate operational
performance, but the costs involved probably make this unviable. Neverthel ess,
they do haveto establish evaluatorsto enable comparisons of the effectiveness of
investments made. Given that the sporting federations are private entities of public
utility, the money that they receive from public entities must be subject to ad hoc
analyses. In this case, monitoring the performance of public money is even more
complex, given that thoseinstitutions don't usually have professional management
teams. This makes the implementation of indicators difficult at the management
level.

For their part, the councils, delegations or other communities al so earmark
money for investment in and spending on sport. Their objectives tend to be more
concrete, at least concerning their local region and catchment area, than those of
the state or theregional governments. Thus, theinvestment of local government or
council is focused mainly on facilities such as swimming pools, sports halls or
tracksthat need their own particular toolsfor eval uating performance and improving
their operational management. Local governments can also grant subsidies and
finance events. The considerations taken by the state or regional governmentsare
also applicable here.
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2.2 Elementsto consider when devel oping performance indicators

When an organization facesthe task of devel oping an adequate set of performance
indicators, it needsto establish which aspectsit needsthoseindicatorsto focuson
and which factors need to be measured. Theindicators must be sufficient at all the
levelswe ve previoudy mentioned, bearing in mind thekey objectivesand eval uating
whether they are achieved. They need to be oriented towards eval uating the factors
that really indicate the performance obtai ned in accordance with the proposed targets
and objectives. Furthermore, it isvital to obtain a balanced set of indicators that
truly reflect the performance of the public investment, rather than an endless set of
indicatorsthat provide no clear idea.

The performance dimensionsto measure can provide an appropriate selection
of indicators. Those dimensions, and the elementsto consider in order to be ableto
determine the dimensions, are summarized in Figure 3. Following the Audit
Commission,? we can statethat the dimensionsto consider are Economy, Efficiency,
and Effectiveness.?® The elements hecessary to obtain them arethe cost or necessary
investment, the human and material resources employed, the products or services
obtained, the global result of the activity, and the valuethat it is hoped to achieve.

The indicators that analyze the economic nature of a public investment in
sport will measure whether the best quality material and human resources have
been obtained in the greatest quantity and at thelowest cost possible, or, if givena
fixed cost budget, whether the best resources have been obtained. For example,
whether the construction of a sports hall has been achieved at the lowest possible
cost while still meeting certain minimum quality requirements. Efficiency measures
the achievement of the maximum service or quantity of product for the set of
resourcesavailablefor thisend. In thistype of indicator could be, for example, the
cost per user of a sporting facility or the number of employees per user. The
effectiveness measures the degree to which the proposed objectives have been
achieved, by comparing the expected value with the value obtained. Theindicators
will be, for exampl e, apercentage of thefacility’soccupation over thetimeavailable
or itscapacity. Finally, we can measure the cost effectiveness by relating the money
invested or spent to the degree to which the objective has been realized.

Therefore, there will be four different concepts related to the economic
dimensionsin order to construct an appropriateindicator. Moreover, these concepts
deal with aset of five elementswhich haveto be considered intheanaysis. These
dementsarethefollowing:

—  resources

— savice

— output

— expectedvaue

27 AubiT CommissioN, On target. The practice of performance indicators, cit., 2000.
% n its Structural Program, the EU mentioned five aspects as noted in the introduction to this
section. However, we think that those cited here are sufficient.
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—  Cost.

Each of these concepts links two of the previous elementsin the following
way: the relationship existing between the resources and the services will be
measured by the efficiency, the output and the expected value of the investment
will beanalyzed by the effectiveness, the cost of effectiveness dea swith the expected
value and the cost and, finally, the relationship between the cost and the resources
will be measured by the economicity.

Thus, we can carry out acomplete evaluation considering all these concepts
and elementsasawhole asit is shown in the Figure 3.

FIGURE 3: ELEMENTS TO CONSIDER IN PERFORMANCE ANALY SIS
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3. Proposed indicators for public investment in sport

Asaconsequence of theabove, we are ableto proposeindicatorsfor the evaluation
of publicinvestment in sport, based on two fundamental pillars. Thefirst consists
of approximating the Balanced Score Card (BSC) to the sport area, and the second
will giveusamatrix containing theindicatorswhich may be considered askey. We
will look at each of thesein detail below.
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3.1 Overview of the Balanced Scorecard to evaluate investment in sport

The Balanced Scorecard originally proposed by Kaplan and Norton® and the
navigator system put forward by Skandia de Edvinsson and Malone® help us to
get agood perspective for the compl ete evaluation of acompany’s activities. The
models (here we will focus only on the former), when adapted to the specific
circumstances of public investment, provide us with a useful tool that gives us a
combined overview of the performance of the public investment or of the public
entity running sportsfacilities or events.

FIGURE 4: ADAPTATION OF THE BALANCED SCORECARD TO PUBLIC INVESTMENT
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citizens. offering efficient quality services.

Learning and Growth

* Focused on assuring continual learning aimed
at improving the processes, systems and
capabilities of personnel along with the level of
service.

Figure 4 captures the basic structure of the Balanced Scorecard along with the
modifications necessary for its use by public entities or for the evaluation of
investment made by public institutions in sport. It should be highlighted that the
main modification necessary can be found within the Financial Perspective box,
given that performance for shareholders must be replaced with a focus on the

2 R. KarLaN, D. Norton, The balanced scorecard: translating strategy into action. Harvard
Business School Press, Boston, 1996.
%0 L. Eovinsson, M.S. MaLonE, El capital intelectual., Gestion 2000, Barcelona, 1999.
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analysis of the performance of the public funds employed in the sportsinitiative.
Indeed, itisthetaxpayerswho experiencealevel of satisfaction from theresources
they contribute to public authorities for spending, in this case, on sport.

Rodriguez et al** propose a more specific approach to the financial
perspective. They suggested that the Granada Municipal Agency Body of Sports
set increased financial stability and balance astheir financial objective. Logically,
typical criteriaused by companies, such astheincreasein financial performance,
become redundant in this area.

Interms of the customer perspective, our model isvery similar to acompany’s
attitude towards its customers. However, public investment in sport should also
consider those who benefit from the services, not from acorporate perspective, but
rather from one of helping citizens. Assuch, it becomes necessary to think morein
termsof users, instead of customers. Moreover, the potential satisfaction of citizens
who do not make use of thefacilitiesor participatein events must be considered as
well. Rodriguez et a* propose the creation of a high-quality sports service image
and an increase in customer base as the strategi c obj ectivesfrom this perspective.
We believe thisfalls short since it fails to consider the benefit that investment in
sport supposes for the population in general.

The internal business processes perspective is replaced by an internal
management perspective which runs paralel to the way companies work. It is
aimed at identifying the key processes through which public money spent on sport
istranglated into high-quality, efficient services. Clearly, itisnot enough to merely
identify these processes; we must then go on to monitor them in order to achieve
thedesired results.

One point which may be considered askey for internal management is better
coordination of the sports activities promoted by the public authorities, aswell as
cooperation with other institutions organizing sports competitions. An exampl e of
how this could be donewould be designing an events calendar aimed at increasing
the use of the sportsfacilities.

This section should also include the follow-up to the investment: the
mai ntenance and improvement of facilities. Indicators should also be put in place
to facilitate the evaluation of the administrative, technical and economic
improvements made to the management.

Finally, the learning and growth perspectiveisvery similar to that foundin
the Balanced Scorecard of a company. One of the key aspects is the continual
improvement in employee training, not only in technical areas, which tendsto go
without saying when dealing with sport, but a so in terms of economic efficiency.
One of the advantagesthe Balanced Scorecard bringsisthat it includesthe different

31 M.P. RobriGuUEz BoLIvaR, D. Orrtiz, A. Lorez, Balancing Sports scorecards: in Spain, the local
Granada government uses the Balanced Scorecard to help manage sports programs in The
Pub.Man., Summer 2006.

%2 RopRIGUEZ ET AL., Balancing Sports scorecards: in Spain, the local Granada gover nment uses
the Balanced Scorecard to help manage sports programs, cit.
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areas of the company, aswell as showing the causal effect that can help to determine
whether the various processes (in line with the vision and strategy at the time of
making the investment or incurring the expensein sport) achievetheir objectives.

The Balanced Scorecard has to be well designed if it is going to work. In
order to do this, one should integrate the key indicators into the matrix, based on
the Balanced Scorecard, which reflectsthe activity or theinvestment to be monitored.
Wewill now look at the matrix of key indicatorsto be applied in the eval uation of
publicinvestment.

3.2 Matrix of key indicators

Asnoted above, working with indicators should be focused on areduced group of
key indicators and not on alarge number of them. Thisis based on the fact that
dealing with many indicators at the sametime can render thetool inoperable. Itis
for this reason that Bauer®® suggests finding the value indicators which can be
categorized in families of indicators within the Balanced Scorecard, giving us a
matrix of key indicators. Starting with his generic proposal for companies, we
suggest modifications to the matrix, bearing in mind the characteristics of public
investment. The amended matrix can befoundin

FIGURE 5 : MATRIX OF KEY INDICATORS CONSIDERING THE PERSPECTIVES OF THE
BALANCED SCORECARD

PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENTS
(PERSPECTIVES)

TAXPAYER USER
* Performance of resources * Quality of service (events,
+ Savings in expenses facilities, etc)
« Use of resources * Quality of products
* Productivity of personnel, etc. . Opportunities, etc

INTERNAL MANAGEMENT LEARNING AND GROWTH

* Innovation (implementation of
+ Quality of processes improvements, up-dating, etc)
«  Productivity + Technology (technological
advances, etc)

» Exchange of knowledge

» Efficiency of processes ...

% K. BAUER, Key performance indicators: the multiple dimensions. DM Review. October, 2004.
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Thismatrix isthe starting point; the next stepisthetask of classifying theindicators
correctly. During the selection and later classification of the indicators into
corresponding perspectives, it must be borne in mind that the indicators to be
employed need to be standardized. This process requires a standardization of
measurementsin order to facilitate the search for common and comparable el ements.
Standardization is achieved by establishing the measurements on asimilar basis.

Theright level of importance must al so be allocated to theindicatorsin such
away that the data is calculated using meaningful, derived measurements that
clearly reflect the effect of the valueindicators. Theindicators can be designedin
thefollowing ways:

— Direct: data values are unprocessed and measured directly. For example, the
level of sales(where an entrancefeeischarged to usethe facilities), number of
people using the facilities, spectators at an event, etc.

— Percentage: useful for comparing changes in performance of avalue relative
to the same value at adifferent time or in different places or compared to an
objective. For example, the percentage of variation in the number of users
from oneyear to the next or the percentage of variation in the number of users
at two different facilitieswith similar characteristics.

— Simpleratio: quotient between two amounts. For example, the average number
of users of thefacilities.

— Rate: combination of separate measureswhich together giveagenera indication
of performance. For example, the growth in number of users of afacility with
respect to the increase in users of a particular type of sports activity in a
center.

— Compound average: sum of the weighted averages of various similar
measurementswhich givesageneral compositeindicator of performance. For
example, user satisfaction can be established from the weighted average of
guestionnaire results, the number of complaints, and the degree of loyalty of
the user.

In addition, the performanceindicators should be considered within aspecific
approach. That is, considering the possible perspectives that should balance the
information to be extracted from them. The time focus should also be looked at —
whether we are interested in the long — or short-term; whether the orientation is
strategic or tactical; whether we want information based on prospective or real
data; whether we are analyzing aprocessor aresult; and whether theaimisto plan
or to monitor. When selecting indicators it is important to ensure that not all of
them are short-term, quantitative, tangible and based on collected data. These are
the easiest to identify but, in the end, if we limit ourselves to these we will fail
achieve the leve of utility we are pursuing. Finally, it should be highlighted that
the task of measuring and evaluating carried out based on the indicators and their
integration into the Balanced Scorecard will be in vain if it does not lead to an
improvement in the products and services provided by the public investment in
sport. As such, the dynamic application of these indicators should be borne in
mind.
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Conclusion

Having considered the points made throughout this paper, it is useful to extract a
seriesof conclusions. Firstly, it should be underlined that sportsactivity isconsidered
a highly-relevant socia issue, both by the European Union and by the Spanish
government. Thisleadsin turnto the need for the public administration to become
involved in the promotion and organization of sports activities, in addition to the
regulation of sportsevents. Moreover, thefact that public ingtitutions should promote
sport implies an assignment of budget for the purpose. In order to know whether
taxpayers money isbeing correctly employed, the public administration must equip
itself with the right toolsto evaluate this.

Given these circumstances, we propose modifying tools commonly used in
business to meet the needs of evaluating public investment in sport. Specifically,
we suggest the use of the line management indicators proposed by AECA and the
Audit Commission® as a basic evaluation tool. We do not need a large array of
indicators; it is more important that they are ‘key’ indicators. This was noted by
the Leisure Industries Research Center (LIRC)®* at Sheffield Hallam University
in their most recent report on performance measures for sport devel opment.

Theindicators must be placed within awider context, based on consideration
of the user levels of theinformation given (state, regional, local and management).
The series of indicators contemplated must include economy, efficiency and
effectiveness, from the resources themsel ves to the val ue expected to be obtained
from them. The cost of this effectiveness must also be considered.

Theuse of indicators becomes even more enriching where the causalitiesare
considered; that is, the cause and effect relationship between the main areas of
activity. With thisin mind, we propose the use of amodified version of Kaplan and
Norton’s* Balanced Scorecard, adapted to public investment in sport. The main
changes have been made in the financial and customer perspectives, replacing
shareholders with taxpayers, and customers with users and citizens.

Itisimportant to notethat, for the Scorecard to work, the indicators must be
included following the structure of the key indicators matrix proposed by Bauer®
for companies, as adapted to the needs of the Balanced Scorecard for public
investment in sport. Finally, we highlight the need to implement an evaluation
system, based onindicators, to carry out acomparative analysisaimed at uncovering
differences between homogeneous benchmarks, finding the origin of these differences
and, based on the data, assisting in formulating suggestions for improvement.

3 AECA, Indicadores para la Gestion Empresarial, cit., 1998.; AECA, Indicadores de Gestion
para las Entidades Publicas, cit. 2000.

% AubiT Commission, On target. The practice of performance indicators, cit.2000.

% LIRC, Performance measurement for the development of sport. Final Report. Leisure Industries
Research Centre. Sheffield Hallam University, 2003.

87 R. KaprLaN, D. NorTon, The balanced scorecard: translating strategy into action, cit., 1996.
% K. Bauer, Key performance indicators: the multiple dimensions, cit., 2004.
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For further devel opments of this proposal an expert panel will be useful in order to
establish theaimsof investment in Sport. Theseaimswill configureall the system.
Moreover, they have to be set according with the level of the information user.
Those experts should fix the optimal parametersfor each goal. These parameters
will not exclude abenchmarking process. Building the adapted Ba anced Scorecard
will bethelast step (following the Bauer’ skey indicator matrix). Thiswork should
also be done with the advice of expert businesspersons aswell asthe politician of
civil servant involved in sport management. A trial an error path will be neededin
order to fine-tuning the system.
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