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ACRONYMS

MEMOS: Executive Masters in Sports Organization Management
IOC: International Olympic Committee
NOC: National Olympic Committee
POC: Polish Olympic Committee
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RBV: Resource-based view

TOC: Theory of Constraints
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ABSTRACT

Background: The equitable distribution of Olympic Solidarity funds is a pivotal concern for National
Olympic Committees, aiming to foster fair and effective resource allocation while nurturing sports
development. As NOCs grapple with the challenge of balancing diverse stakeholder needs within limited
resources, the need for a well-designed mechanism that promotes inclusivity and competitiveness
becomes paramount. This study centers on the Polish Olympic Committee, a unique National Olympic
Committee formed by the Polish National Federations, representing sports in the Summer and Winter
Olympic programs.

Aim: This research seeks to address the complex issue of Olympic Solidarity funds distribution
by providing practical recommendations to the Polish Olympic Committee. By scrutinizing the existing
landscape and delving into stakeholder perceptions. The aim is to establish a strategic framework that
ensures equitable, transparent, and impactful allocation of Olympic Solidarity funds.

Literature Review: The study is grounded in a comprehensive literature review, revealing
the significance of treating stakeholders equitably, aligning with national agendas, and promoting
balanced sports development. Through an analysis of existing practices, the research underscores
the need for a comprehensive approach that transcends conventional "winners take all" paradigms.

Research Project Methodology: Employing a qualitative research methodology, the study involves in-
depth interviews with key stakeholders, including International Olympic Committee Olympic Solidarity
experts and Polish National Federations representatives. This approach enables a nuanced
understanding of stakeholder perspectives, allowing for a detailed exploration of challenges
and opportunities in Olympic Solidarity funds distribution.

Results & Discussion: The findings shed light on the pivotal factors influencing Olympic Solidarity funds
allocation. Recommendations crystallize around the themes of stakeholder engagement, efficient funds
allocation, equity considerations, and the application of good governance principles. The proposed
strategies emphasize transparency, tailored approaches, active stakeholder participation, and the use
of solidarity mechanisms to level the playing field among Polish National Federations.

Recommendations & Conclusions: In conclusion, this research contributes valuable insights
and actionable recommendations to guide Polish Olympic Committee for equitable and impactful
Olympic Solidarity funds distribution. The suggested strategies hold the potential to bolster
the development of Olympic sports by fostering an environment that prioritizes fairness, inclusivity,
and competitive balance. However, the study acknowledges its limitations, particularly the constrained
timeframe that affected the sample size and data collection methods.

Future Considerations: The study points toward future research avenues, including multi-case analyses
across various National Olympic Committees to further validate the effectiveness of the proposed
strategies. Furthermore, investigating the correlation between Olympic Solidarity investments, sports
performance, and governance improvements could provide valuable insights for enhancing
the distribution of Olympic Solidarity funds in the pursuit of long-term sports development.



RESUME

Contexte: La distribution équitable des fonds de Solidarité Olympique est cruciale pour les Comités
Nationaux Olympigues, visant a équilibrer les ressources et promouvoir le développement du sport.
Cette étude se focalise sur le Comité Olympique Polonais, unique en son genre, regroupant
les Fédérations Nationales Polonaises représentant les sports des Jeux olympiques d'été et d'hiver.

Objectif: Cette recherche vise a résoudre la complexe question de la distribution des fonds de Solidarité
Olympique en proposant des recommandations concretes aux Comités Nationaux Olympiques.
L'objectif est de créer un cadre stratégique assurant une allocation équitable, transparente
et impactante des fonds de Solidarité Olympique.

Revue de la littérature: L'étude s'appuie sur une revue compléte de la littérature, mettant en avant
I'importance d'un traitement équitable des parties prenantes, en accord avec les agendas nationaux
et favorisant le développement sportif équilibré. L'analyse des pratiques existantes souligne la nécessité
d'une approche globale qui dépasse les paradigmes classiques du "tout pour les gagnants".

Méthodologie du projet de recherche: La méthodologie qualitative comprend des entretiens
approfondis avec des parties prenantes clés, tels que les experts en Solidarité Olympique du Comité
International Olympique et les représentants des Fédérations Nationales Polonaises. Cette approche
offre une compréhension nuancée des perspectives des parties prenantes, explorant en détail les défis
et opportunités de la distribution des fonds de Solidarité Olympique.

Résultats & Discussion: Les résultats mettent en lumiére les facteurs clés influencant l'allocation
des fonds de Solidarité Olympique. Les recommandations portent sur l'engagement des parties
prenantes, 'allocation efficiente des fonds, I'équité et I'application de principes de bonne gouvernance.
Les stratégies proposées insistent sur la transparence, les approches personnalisées, |la participation
active des parties prenantes et |'utilisation de mécanismes de solidarité pour équilibrer les Fédérations
Nationales Polonaises.

Recommandations & Conclusions: En conclusion, cette recherche offre des insights
et recommandations utiles pour guider le Comité Olympique Polonais vers une distribution équitable
et impactante des fonds de Solidarité Olympique. Ces stratégies pourraient renforcer le développement
des sports olympiques en encourageant un environnement équitable, inclusif et compétitif. Cependant,
I'étude reconnait ses limites, notamment la contrainte temporelle affectant la taille de I'échantillon
et les méthodes de collecte de données.

Perspectives futures: L'étude suggére des pistes de recherche a venir, notamment des analyses multi-
cas aupres de différents Comités Nationaux Olympiques pour valider l'efficacité des stratégies
proposées. En outre, I'étude de la corrélation entre investissements de Solidarité Olympique,
performance sportive et améliorations de la gouvernance pourrait fournir des éclairages précieux pour
optimiser la distribution des fonds de Solidarité Olympique en faveur d'un développement sportif a long
terme.



INTRODUCTION

One of the paradigms in sports asserts that a team is only as strong as its weakest player. This notion
aligns with the Theory of Constraints (TOC), a methodology aimed at enhancing organizational
efficiency, forming this paper's basis. This study focuses on the author's workplace, namely the Polish
Olympic Committee (POC), a sports organization with distinct characteristics that set it apart from
numerous other National Olympic Committees (NOCs).

The POC, a non-governmental organization, is currently comprised of the Polish National Federations
(PNFs), which represent the sports featured in the upcoming Summer and Winter Olympic programs.
The primary role of the POC involves overseeing the National Olympic Team's activities, including
coordinating their participation in the Olympics and covering associated expenses such
as transportation, logistics, attire, insurance, and medical care. Exclusively authorized to select
the Polish Olympic Team from the roster of athletes proposed by the PNFs, the POC relies significantly
on key resources provided by the PNFs namely, athletes, coaches, and high-performance experts who
strive for optimal Olympic outcomes. Consequently, the involvement of the PNFs is indispensable
for the POC's engagement in Olympic competitions, making PNFs key stakeholders in the process.

Since the POC does not receive government subsidies, the performance of the Polish Olympic Team,
as gauged by Olympic medals and diplomas, functions as a compelling incentive for potential sponsors
to increase its sponsorship funding. It is important to note that the POC does not play a role
in the athletes' preparation for the Olympics; this responsibility rests solely with the PNFs. As a result,
the POC lacks the authority to influence the government's financial assistance to PNFs, as these entities
are funded, assessed, and overseen by the Polish Ministry of Sport and Tourism. Nevertheless, PNFs
are authorized to seek additional funding through sponsorship agreements and donations, a process
currently facilitated also by the POC's support.

As a result, the POC's impact on the performance of Polish athletes at the Olympics is limited, and their
success hinges on the PNFs' capacity for sports preparation, funded both by the Polish Ministry of Sport
and Tourism and PNFs' sponsorships. Unfortunately, the contribution of PNF athletes
to the performance of the Polish Olympic Team appears to be unbalanced. For example, between 1992
and 2022, merely 28% of PNFs boasted an Olympic Champion among their athletes. Only half
of the PNFs have trained Olympic medalists, while 35% of PNFs have never produced an Olympic
diploma recipient. Despite Poland's sports system being based on governmental funding, the POC
is trying to allocate resources to PNFs for sports preparation, which could potentially enhance Olympic
performance across a broader spectrum of PNFs, benefiting both the POC and its principal stakeholders.

Furthermore, the IOC presents a distinctive opportunity for NOCs to leverage Olympic Solidarity (OS)
funds, thereby facilitating support for athletes' training, sports development, and organizational
enhancements. Given that the POC is not directly responsible for athletes' Olympic preparation,
it disburses OS funds to the PNFs. However, the availability of OS subsidies is constrained. As outlined
in OS guidelines within the quadrennial budget, the POC can apply for approximately a maximum of one
million USD from various OS programs designated for athlete training and sports development.
Significantly, for reasons unknown, not all PNFs have availed themselves of OS funds to date.



Importantly, the POC lacks a rational framework for allocating OS funds to PNFs. OS funds and programs
are typically capped per NOC. In Poland's case, the POC must determine which of the 41 PNFs will
receive OS funding. Presently, the POC employs a 'first come, first served' principle to make these
decisions, although this approach is not universally recognized as a rule. The I0C's OS coordinators have
also identified issues with distributing OS funds without established criteria. This approach
has generated disagreements within the POC's relationships with key stakeholders, particularly
concerning less successful PNFs struggling to meet sport performance expectations set by government
or sponsor funding. Consequently, OS funding becomes a crucial avenue for them to secure resources
and invest in sport development. On the other hand, more successful PNFs also seek access to OS
funding. This absence of a rationale exposes the POC to unjust decisions regarding OS funds allocation.

The absence of a strategic OS funds management approach appears to be a bottleneck in this process.
Therefore, this paper addresses the issue of principles guiding the distribution of OS funds to PNFs
by the POC, with the objective of finding an equitable resolution. The research question is centered
on determining how the POC should distribute OS funds to ensure equitable allocation among the PNFs.
In essence, the study seeks to identify the principles that should govern the POC's support of its
stakeholders through OS funds. This research endeavors to establish criteria for OS funds distribution,
ensuring that NFs have equal opportunities to acquire resources. The findings of this study are
anticipated to provide guidance on how the POC should support PNFs through an equitable OS funds
distribution policy. The implementation of these results is expected to level the playing field, granting
as many PNFs as possible the chance to invest in sports training and participate in Olympic competition.



LITERATURE REVIEW

To provide an overview of existing knowledge, a comprehensive literature review was conducted
following the established protocol (refer to Appendix 1). The analyzed viewpoints are referenced
numerically throughout the report (see Appendix 2 for specific references). This methodology draws
from the integral literature review approach proposed by Cooper (1982), along with the utilization
of the literature map technique outlined by Creswell (2013) (see Appendix 3).

STAKEHOLDERS

Recent studies have underscored the pivotal role of stakeholders within the resource-based view (RBV)
framework for attaining competitive advantage (Freeman et al., 2021). Freeman et al., (2021) draw upon
Coase's pioneering concepts, which posit that the amalgamation of relationships and resources forms
the primary rationale for enterprise existence. This notion is interwoven with the seminal stakeholder
theory (Freeman, 1984), which elucidates, among other aspects, that an organization's survival hinges
on its relationships with stakeholders. Moreover, it is an ethical obligation of the organization to ensure
stakeholders' well-being (Donald & Preston, 1995).

The stakeholder approach, manifested through judicious resource allocation, fosters valuable
relationships that pave the way for success (Harrison et al., 2010). Harrison et al. (2010) have also
substantiated that equitably distributing resources to stakeholders presents avenues for generating
value and thereby gaining a competitive advantage. The role of stakeholders finds affirmation in the
work of Kasale et al. (2018), who accentuate sports organizations' capacity to adapt to a dynamic
environment. Organizations reliant on stakeholders' resources for their functioning must pivot towards
strategic relationship management to safeguard their survival (Kasale et al., 2019).

Notably, assigning decisions to attributes of stakeholders' resources can unlock heightened potential
when equitable treatment is afforded (Huml et al., 2018). Consequently, the stakeholders' milieu
significantly influences an organization's decisions concerning good governance practices
(Parent et al., 2018). Furthermore, stakeholders' perceptions exert an impact on the transformative
effectiveness of an organization (Thompson & Parent, 2021).

Crucially, achieving a balance between corporate goals becomes imperative when diverse stakeholders
exert varying influences on the accomplishments of a sports non-profit organization (lvaskovi¢, 2022).
Meticulous recognition of internal stakeholders profoundly shapes strategy formulation, given that
the notion of one-size-fits-all decisions appears unfeasible (Viollet et al.,, 2016).
Collaborative engagement with stakeholders aims at optimizing outcomes for mutual growth,
with stakeholder identification constituting a pivotal facet for effective support (Brouwers et al., 2015).

Empirical evidence attests that strategic alignment with stakeholders' resources can serve
as a foundation for achieving competitive advantage (Asselstine & Edwards, 2019).
Moreover, it is underscored that an organization's strategy cannot be detached from the competitive
landscape, necessitating a more profound analysis of resource management capabilities for enhancing
competitiveness (Truyens et al., 2014). Exploration into the competitive advantage of NOCs underscores
the significance of resources, with the development of NFs being identified as a pivotal determinant
of NOC success (Robinson & Minikin, 2012).



FUNDS ALLOCATION

The reviewed literature reveals a complex landscape of sports funding allocation across countries.
Bosscher (2006) identified nine key policy areas influencing international sporting success, adding
context to the understanding of funding distribution strategies. Shibli (2008) highlighted the absence
of a standardized model for enhancing efficiency and effectiveness in elite sports investment
and management systems. Bosscher (2018) demonstrated varying patterns of elite sport funding
distribution among nations, debunking the notion of a singular approach.

Bosscher's (2018) findings indicate that nations with smaller elite sports budgets tend to prioritize
funding allocation. While Sam (2012) recognized the principle of targeting funds to select organizations,
such strategies may inadvertently hinder organizational innovation and the development of new best
practices.

Wicker (2014) established a link between revenue diversification, organizational success factors,
and the financial well-being of Sports Governing Bodies (SGB). Berry (2018) highlighted the dependence
of revenue streams on the distinctive attributes of each body. These challenges compound for non-
profit sport development organizations, intensifying pressures to secure alternative funding sources
(Wicker & Breuer, 2014).

Scholarly discussions have pointed out inefficiencies in government investment in sports. Grix (2012)
highlighted a lack of substantial research-based justification for government investment in elite sports.
Pringle (2001) underscored the uneven distribution of economic benefits from high-performance sports
investment. Almeida (2012) exposed the uneven distribution of funds in Brazil's government support
for sports.

Coalter (2010) argued for a broader scope in sport-for-development initiatives to ensure meaningful
impact. Furthermore, papers suggest that government investment in sports may not always be efficient.
Dunn (2013) identified funding inequities in Division | athletic programs, emphasizing a need-based
approach. Patrick (2008) advocated need-based funding distribution for intercollegiate athletics.

Several papers emphasized the significance of good governance principles in sports investments.
However, while principles were recognized, specific best practices remained elusive (Burger, 2006;
Parent, 2018; Pedersen, 2016; Barajas, 2009). Winand (2012) highlighted the unique financial
performance measurement difficulties faced by non-profit sports organizations.

Challenges to good governance in sports funding were identified, including unintended consequences
of targeted funding (Sam, 2012) and variability in fulfilling funding conditions among voluntary sports
clubs (Garrett, 2004).

The popularity of a sport was suggested to impact funding distribution (Rottenberg, 1956).
Szymanski (2003) introduced the contest framework for analyzing fund distribution in sports. Revenue
sharing was found to improve competitive balance (Késenne, 2000). Garner et al. (2016) emphasized
the link between compensation and performance in sports literature. Dittmore (2009) exposed
a disparity between perceived fairness and actual funding distribution practices within the United States
Olympic Movement.
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EQUITABLE FUNDS ALLOCATION

Porter (2008) highlighted the importance of a competitive approach that targets an organization's
weakest points impacting competitive standing. Porter (1990) further established that a nation's overall
competitiveness hinges on its internal competitive dynamics.

Prominent theories in the realm of sports competitiveness emphasize maintaining a level playing field
is essential for promoting fair competition and achieving success in sports. (Rottenberg, 1956). This
competitive dominance curtails profitability for others (Neale, 1964). This refers to the ‘boxing
champion paradox’ which underscores the essential role of competitive balance and the need for strong
contenders to sustain the excitement and integrity of boxing championships. Diverse resource access
among teams diversifies competition due to the pursuit of maximum profits (El-Hodiri & Quirk, 1971).

Eckard (2001) underscored how competitiveness in sports ensures a balance of probabilities rather than
outcomes. The value of the sports industry is reflected in its competitive level (Kringstad & Gerrard,
2007). Dietl et al. (2011) elucidated Competitive Balance (CB) methods and showcased the effectiveness
of mixed tailor-designed mechanisms. The competitive level of a league is contingent upon its
competitiveness (Lopez et al., 2018). The imperative to address constraints on competitiveness endures
(Sheehan, 2017). Curran et al. (2009) demonstrated that reinforcing dominant positions can undermine
competitiveness.

Baimbridge (1998) disclosed that the competitive strength of participants shapes the market of the
Olympic Games. Addressing competitive imbalance artificially poses challenges (Sanderson, 2002).
The efficiency of the sports market relies on equitable resource utilization (Késenne, 2004).
Inequal access to resources results in a monopsony where dominants control most market assets
(Szymanski, 2003).

In athletics CB’s studies (De Bosscher et al., 2012), the concentration of medals among a narrow group
of countries emerged as a competitiveness concern. Competitive environments favour superior sports
performance (Bosscher et al., 2012). National sports success aligns with each country's competitive
environment, with efficiency tied to strategic resource decisions (Truyens et al., 2014).

Research on table tennis highlights monopsony as a threat to the sport's long-term development
(Zheng et al., 2018). Boxing is noted as one of the most imbalanced sports (Chaplin & Mendoza, 2013).
Alack of improvement in medal distribution at the Summer Olympics from 1992 to 2016 was confirmed
(Zheng et al., 2019). Modest Competitive Balance improvement was observed at the Winter Olympics
(Weber et al., 2016). Studies on the Commonwealth Games found significant declines
in competitiveness across both the entire event (Ramchandani & Wilson, 2014) and individual sports
(Chaplin & Mendoza, 2017). Competitive imbalance stands as a critical constraint to the sustainable
development of the Olympics (Houlihan & Zheng, 2013).

11



SUMMARY OF LITERATURE REVIEW

The literature review underscores the strong interrelation between an organization's capabilities,
strategic decisions, and its stakeholders. The significance of stakeholders' resources extends beyond
gaining a competitive advantage, influencing the very survival of the organization. Thus, the possibility
of fund distribution to enhance stakeholders' positions and reinforce their role becomes pertinent.
This framework aligns with contemporary proposals that integrate stakeholder theory into
the resource-based view.

Within the context of competitive balance, extensive research highlights the role of CB as a natural
principle in various sports systems. European sports systems exemplify competitive imbalance and
monopsony phenomena, highlighting threats to outcome uncertainty. Although limited literature
specifically addresses CB at the Olympics, these studies reveal disparities, with certain countries
dominating particular sports. In effect, NOCs may establish dominance in specific disciplines, resembling
a monopsony.

Pursuing medals can resemble solely chasing financial goals, potentially overlooking safeguards against
competitive forces for the broader market benefit (Porter, 2008). For sustainable Olympic development,
attention to entities beyond the winners-take-all framework might be essential. The dominance
of select countries in certain sports could negatively impact other disciplines in domestic markets.
However, strategies to involve more countries in specific sports competitions, proposed by the 10C,
may prove inadequate. Houlihan & Zheng (2013) propose that individual states should address
competitive imbalance at the Olympics.

Drawing from existing knowledge, competitive imbalance provides dominant members with greater
asset opportunities, applicable to successful PNFs within the POC. Accordingly, supporting PNFs
that struggle to acquire resources due to limited Olympic success could guide OS funds distribution
by the POC. Equitable resource availability to key stakeholders, as per theory, is pivotal for fostering
a competitive sports environment.

Sports success at the Olympic Games is contingent on each country's competitive sports milieu.
Capitalizing on this, the POC may allocate OS funds for its PNFs based on equitable principles.
For efficient implementation, understanding how to ensure equal opportunities through the fair
distribution of I0C-offered OS funds is vital. Thus, this analysis presents OS funds distribution criteria
to secure equitable resource allocation to NFs nurturing athletes for the success of the Polish Olympic
Team.

The research's focus is on providing rational criteria exclusively for OS funds distribution within
the POC's perspective. In summary, this paper's findings are expected to offer a solution for the POC
to surmount constraints in OS funds distribution to PNFs. The theoretical implications contribute
to understanding how to allocate OS funds to promote equal resource acquisition. Implementing this
rationale within POC's strategic management constitutes the practical implication of the research.
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DATA COLLECTION & ANALYSIS

METHODOLOGY FOR DATA COLLECTION

The objective of this study is to explore optimal strategies for distributing funds from the 10C OS
program, as perceived by the POC. Specifically, the research question delves into the implementation
of a fair allocation of OS financial resources to effectively meet the needs of the POC's key stakeholders,
namely the PNFs. The study seeks to establish transparency and formulate policies for OS funds
distribution mechanisms grounded in principles of good governance and equity.

To gather pertinent insights into OS funds distribution, data for this research was acquired through semi-
structured interviews conducted with two distinct groups of experts. The first group comprised IOC OS
representatives, consisting of three department heads and one board member of the IOC OS. Each I0OC
OS expert was responsible for overseeing different units and maintaining relations with various sports
organizations, including international and continental sports federations. The selection of these
interviewees aimed to ensure a comprehensive understanding of OS funds distribution from a global,
IOC perspective.

The second group encompassed six representatives from the most accomplished PNFs in terms
of medals attained since Poland's post-Soviet era (1992 to 2022) during both Summer and Winter
Olympics. This approach was adopted to secure the most pertinent data from POC stakeholders with
the greatest influence on the achievements of the Polish Olympic Team. To enhance the diversity
and credibility of the data, PNFs' experts were chosen based on their distinct roles within their
respective federations, including positions such as president, secretary general, board member, head
of sports performance, coach, and Olympian.

Data collection transpired through one-on-one interviews conducted via Microsoft Teams online
sessions. The I0C OS representatives were interviewed first, designated as I0C1, I0C2, I0C3, and 10C4.
Subsequently, the PNFs representatives were interviewed and coded as NF1, NF2, NF3, NF4, NF5, and
NF6. The need to maintain confidentiality standards was the reason for encoding the personal
information of the individuals who participated in this research. The interviews were structured around
two sets of five questions, similar for both groups. These questions were shared with the participants
prior to the interviews together with the confidentiality clause. The questions for the OS subjects were
denoted as Q1, Q2, Q3, Q4, and Q5, while those for the PNFs subjects were labelled as g1, g2, g3, g4,
and g5 (see Appendix 4 for specifics). The conversations with interviewees were recorded with
the subjects' prior approval, transcribed, and then coded (anexample of coding is provided
in Appendix 5). The summarized data analysis, along with relevant citations, is presented in Table 1
of Appendix 6.
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ANALYSIS OF DATA: INTERVIEWS WITH 10C PARTICIPANTS

A brief introduction to the Polish sport system was presented to the IOC experts before the interviews.
In Q1, the experts were asked whether each NOC is permitted to allocate OS funds to their NFs according
to their individual strategies and objectives. All IOC experts asserted that the NOC should indeed transfer
OS resources to the NFs. In summary, the unanimous consensus among the IOC OS experts reflects
the pivotal role of NOCs in transferring OS resources to NFs, underscoring the need for NOC expertise
and strategic allocation in achieving effective OS funds distribution.

IOC1, who witnessed the creation of the OS fund by the 10C, emphasized that these programs were
designed with the intention of allowing each NOC to allocate them to their stakeholders at the national
level. IOC1 argued that NOCs possess a better understanding of their local context compared to the IOC
staff, making them better suited to design allocation criteria. It was stressed by I0C1 that relying solely
on OS funds would not suffice to satisfy all stakeholders for NOCs. As such, IOC1 suggested that NOCs
should consider developing their strategies in conjunction with other sources of funding within
the national sports system, especially given the limited availability of OS resources.

I0OC2 highlighted the I0C's appreciation for the distinct role of each NOC in the OS funds distribution
process among national stakeholders within the Olympic Movement. I0C2 explained that OS rules
maintain a high level of generality due to their applicability across 206 NOCs. Consequently, 10C2
asserted that the unique characteristics of each national sport system prevent the I0C from distributing
OS funds without the active engagement of NOCs. In the view of 10C2, the expertise of NOCs
in allocating OS funds holds crucial importance for the IOC.

Both I0C3 and 10C4 confirmed the viability of distributing OS funds through the NOC, provided the NOC
and its stakeholders adhere to the OS guidelines on management and reporting.

In Q2, the I0C representatives were queried about the recommended principles and criteria
for distributing OS funds, beyond those explicitly stated in the OS guidelines. In summary, the responses
from the IOC experts shed light on the importance of good governance and transparency
in the distribution process. The insights garnered from Q2 emphasize the significance of good
governance, transparency, and adherence to established principles in the distribution of OS funds.
These recommendations underscore the critical role that these principles play in ensuring fairness
and accountability in the allocation process.

IOC1 expressed the I0C's anticipation that each NOC would ensure the implementation of sound
governance principles in managing OS funds. To bolster this, IOC1 proposed the engagement of a well-
trained finance manager or accountant. According to 10C1, transparency and criteria rooted in good
governance are imperative to prevent conflicts of interest among NFs vying for OS programs where only
one beneficiary can be chosen.

IOC2 outlined that in the distribution of OS funds, NOCs should adhere to the principles outlined
in the I0C's publication titled "Basic Universal Principles of Good Governance within the Olympic
Movement," which encompasses financial management. 10C2 further elucidated that
the implementation of these principles is subject to review through annual reports that the I0C requires
from NOCs.
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I0C3 recommended that the Olympic Charter, coupled with good governance principles and OS financial
guidelines, serve as the overarching framework for OS funds distribution. Adding to this, 10C3
emphasized the necessity for NOCs to establish written criteria and a selection committee, not solely
to uphold good governance principles but also to substantiate the allocation of OS funds.

IOC4 emphasized the parallel adherence of NFs to good governance and financial guidelines, akin
to the NOC's obligations. Suggesting a potential strategy, 10C4 proposed that NOCs contemplate
implementing a secondary contracts policy to be entered into with NFs. 10C4 highlighted
the quadrennial audit of OS funds distribution conducted by the I0C in each NOC, intended to offer
feedback on meeting OS requirements. I0C4 concluded by asserting that if a NOC reallocates OS funds
to NFs, transparency and adherence to good governance principles should be upheld at both the NOC
and NF levels.

In Q3, the IOC experts shared insights into the best practices observed in the distribution of OS funds
by NOCs to their NFs. In summary, the responses provide a comprehensive understanding of effective
strategies and considerations for equitable allocation. The insights from Question 3 offer a multifaceted
perspective on effective OS fund distribution strategies, emphasizing transparency, targeting,
and alignment with broader national goals. The recommendations underscore the importance of careful
deliberation and strategic planning by NOCs to maximize the impact of OS funds on sports development
and societal advancement.

IOC1 highlighted the challenge faced by NOCs in selecting OS fund beneficiaries among NFs without
succumbing to political dilemmas, particularly when NFs hold voting rights in NOC elections.
The inherent pressure to satisfy all NFs within the constraints of limited OS resources was acknowledged
by I0OC1. To optimize OS fund distribution, IOC1 advocated a targeted approach, citing examples of NOCs
such as the Netherlands, USA, and Great Britain that prioritize NFs with the capacity to enhance athletes'
sports performance. I0C1 emphasized that this targeting strategy serves to leverage OS funds
in conjunction with other sources, while also securing participation and achieving optimal Olympic
results for sustained NOC revenue. Transparent criteria, inspired by government finance distribution
strategies, were proposed by IOC1 to prevent conflicts of interest among NFs.

IOC2 proposed that government policies on sports finance distribution can serve as benchmarks
for NOCs in allocating OS funds. Specifically, if government resources are channeled towards NFs with
superior results, OS funds could function as catalysts for NFs with medal potential. IOC2 noted diverse
fund distribution strategies, including supporting NFs representing new Olympic sports to quickly foster
competitiveness. The optimal strategy was deemed context-dependent, varying based on NOC strategic
plans and overarching objectives.

IOC3 emphasized the importance of written criteria and selection committees in guiding NOCs' OS fund
allocation best practices. This approach aims to ensure transparency and accountability while
supporting NFs with limited Olympic qualification history. Balancing support between strong
and emerging NFs, considering cultural and environmental influences, was advocated by IOC3. The case
of Bhutan, strategically investing in Olympic archery due to cultural affinity, was presented
to underscore this point.
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IOC4 praised New Zealand's robust OS fund distribution system as exemplary, attributing its success
to a mature sports system and effective NF governance. The "national agenda" of investing in sports
was identified as a guiding principle for NOCs. Depending on the sports system's development level,
IOC4 advised either a broad investment approach in lesser-developed systems or targeted funding
to enhance sports performance in well-established systems. Diversified uses for OS funds were
proposed, including elevating management standards and development in areas such as governance,
coaching education, and anti-doping. I0C4 highlighted that OS funds can serve broader societal goals,
including gender equality, continental achievements, and community health. The approach to OS fund
distribution, according to 10C4, should align with the national agenda.

Q4 delved into the accessibility of financial resources for less-successful NFs and whether they should
receive more substantial funding compared to already successful counterparts. In summary, the 10C
experts provided diverse insights, shedding light on the complex dynamics of resource allocation. The
responses to Q4 revealed multifaceted considerations in allocating financial resources to less-successful
NFs. The experts emphasized context-specific strategies, careful evaluation of success, and the need
to strike a balance between supporting current success and nurturing future potential. The insights
underscored the intricate interplay between financial allocation, sports development, and broader
Olympic Movement goals.

IOC1 acknowledged the global trend of allocating more finance to successful NFs but emphasized that
the perception of this strategy varies by country. The example of handball in Great Britain highlighted
the futility of allocating resources to NFs lacking a professional sports system. IOC1 contended that
excluding non-successful NFs might be acceptable in certain cases. Conversely, a successful NF's
previous achievements were deemed irrelevant if future Games prospects were deemed more
reasonable.

IOC2 concurred that financing less-successful NFs, especially those with potential for improvement,
is beneficial. Using OS funds as a catalyst for such NFs was encouraged by I0C2.

IOC3 acknowledged that one OS program, Olympic Scholarships for Athletes, prioritizes sports results
as the main criterion. Paradoxically, highly successful NFs often decline OS financial support due
to sufficient funding from alternative sources, driven by their sport's local popularity. IOC3 highlighted
the strategic focus of NOC Great Britain on promising NFs, regardless of their current success level.
While the pressure to support top athletes exists, I0OC3 noted recent efforts by the IOC to return
to Olympic Charter values, prioritizing those with the greatest needs. Balancing support between
established and emerging NFs was advocated, with the Tokyo 2020 Olympics' diverse medalists
demonstrating the impact of rising competitiveness.

IOC4 illustrated the challenge of further funding already successful national teams, as additional OS
funds might not significantly alter their prospects. Conversely, emerging sports like skateboarding
required grassroots-to-professional level support. Defining NF success was cautioned by 10C4,
who recognized incremental developmental steps as significant achievements.

Q5 explore the OS principle of prioritizing entities with the greatest needs, particularly underfunded
sports organizations. In summary, the |IOC experts were questioned about the appropriateness
of prioritizing OS funds for NFs struggling with Olympic qualification or medal acquisition, and whether
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this approach could form the basis of NOC policies. The IOC experts provided insights into the viability
of prioritizing OS funds for NFs facing challenges in Olympic qualification or medal acquisition.
Their responses underscored the delicate balance between supporting participation and sports
performance improvement while considering individual NOC strategies and broader Olympic Movement
principles.

IOC1 highlighted the alignment of this approach with the universality quota places, designed to ensure
Olympic participation for countries facing qualification challenges. This strategy, according to |0C1,
reflects Olympic values that emphasize participation over winning medals. |I0OC1 underscored that
securing Olympic quotas promotes Olympic sports and the Movement itself, especially for countries
previously absent from the Games. The focus, as per IOC1, should be on participation rather than medal
wins. Additionally, OS funds could serve as a booster to elevate sports performance where feasible,
citing the example of Great Britain's utilization for less-developed sports.

IOC2 concurred, suggesting that prioritizing those with the greatest needs could align with a NOC's
strategic plan. The Canadian NOC's practice of allocating OS funds to struggling NFs was mentioned by
IOC2. The potential to invest in grassroots sports goals rather than exclusively professional sports was
emphasized.

IOC3 offered nuanced perspectives, cautioning against providing OS scholarships to the lowest-
performing athletes globally. However, I0C3 acknowledged instances where NOCs allocate OS funds not
only to top medal winners but also to those aiming to reach higher professional levels. The concept
of dignity through participation was highlighted, citing the example of NOCs that prioritize Olympics
gualification as their main goal. I0C3 advocated for a middle-ground allocation approach, targeting NFs
that can benefit from OS funds to elevate their sports performance.

I0C4 emphasized the NOC's strategic alignment and national sports agenda as key drivers for OS funds
distribution. The maturity of the sport system and national goals determine whether funds are directed
towards Olympic or continental-level performance. Targeted allocation for less successful NFs to effect
tangible improvements was supported, with the potential to enhance sports performance on a broader
scale, such as within a continent or for different genders. I0C4 also endorsed the idea of OS funds
contributing to the participation of more NFs in the Olympics, aligned with the principles of universality
and equity.
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ANALYSIS OF DATA: INTERVIEWS WITH PNFs PARTICIPANTS

During interviews with the most successful PNFs’ representatives, insights into OS programs were
sought. The gl addressed the significance of the OS budget allocated to each NOC for distribution
to PNFs, relative to other funding sources like governmental subsidies, sponsorships, and donations. In
summary, PNFs interviewees' perspectives varied on the influence of OS funds on PNF budgets. While
some deemed them insignificant in the larger fiscal landscape, others highlighted the potential benefits
when strategically employed for specific projects or athlete support.

NF1 highlighted the often-confidential nature of budgeting within PNFs, making information scarce.
NF2 concurred, deeming the amounts in OS programs insignificant and unrelated to PNF budgets.
In contrast, NF3 emphasized the potential value of OS funds when channeled into specific PNF projects.
NF4 acknowledged the relatively minute portion of PNF budgets represented by OS funds, underscoring
the necessity for precise planning in their allocation. NF5 suggested that to make OS funds impactful,
the POC must pinpoint PNFs for which these subsidies hold significance.

NF6 likened OS funds to drops in the vast ocean of successful PNF budgets. Nevertheless,
NF6 emphasized that while OS funds might not be budget-saving, their direct targeting of athletes can
prove immensely beneficial.

In g2, PNF experts were asked about the necessity of a specific mechanism for allocating OS funds
by the POC to PNFs. In summary, PNF experts presented diverse perspectives on the allocation of OS
funds by the POC to PNFs. Ranging from equal distribution to targeted allocation based on need
or success, their proposals contribute to the ongoing dialogue about optimizing the impact of OS funds
within the PNF landscape.

NF1 advocated for equal treatment of all PNFs, with a twist — earmarking a portion of the OS budget
as an award for previously underfunded successful PNFs. In contrast, NF2 recommended a more
selective approach, suggesting that only a limited number of PNFs should benefit from OS funds.
NF2 acknowledged the complexity of such a model's implementation, emphasizing the demanding
nature of the task for the POC. Furthermore, NF2 stressed the importance of avoiding personal biases
in the decision-making process.

Drawing from established OS guidelines, NF3 proposed a needs-based approach for OS fund
distribution, prioritizing PNFs with the most pressing requirements. NF4 highlighted the significance
of transparent allocation, aligning with the transparency observed in Polish governmental fund
disbursement for Olympic Games preparation. To foster accountability, NF4 underscored the necessity
for POC constituents to assess past OS subsidies for future applications, suggesting that OS fund
program details and procedures should be readily accessible on the POC website.

NF5 emphasized a strategic outlook, suggesting that the POC should adopt successful models from other
NOCs and craft a well-designed OS fund distribution strategy. Expanding the scope, NF5 proposed that
OS funds could also be directed towards promoting sports for all.

Lastly, NF6 advocated for prioritizing underfunded PNFs, as the impact of OS funds would be more
pronounced in bolstering their budgets.
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In g3, PNF experts were queried on whether sports performance should be the sole criterion for OS
funds distribution, alongside suggestions for additional parameters. In summation, the perspectives
of PNF experts revealed multifaceted considerations for OS funds distribution. While sports
performance remains important, transparency, good governance, comprehensive communication,
and unbiased allocation were recurrent themes in their recommendations.

NF1 emphasized the need for transparent allocation of OS funds, advocating for PNFs to collaborate
with the POC in disseminating OS opportunities. Critically, NF1 underscored the mismanagement
of subsidies within PNFs, often driven by politics. To rectify this, NF1 proposed separating political
objectives from sports performance, urging that funds be exclusively invested to achieve sporting goals.
NF1 proposed aligning subsidy allocation with PNFs' sports performance strategies, comparing them
internationally for benchmarking. Notably, NF1 cautioned against complete PNF autonomy in fund
allocation due to potential political obstacles.

NF2 highlighted the legal ramifications of lacking a clear OS funds distribution mechanism, with potential
lawsuits stemming from aggrieved PNFs. NF2 deemed a transparent distribution system necessary from
a legal standpoint, despite its challenges.

NF3 advocated for an evaluative approach to fund distribution, incorporating both short- and long-term
subsidy histories. Additionally, NF3 emphasized the importance of PNF management quality
and adherence to good governance standards. The effectiveness of realized projects and the non-
influence of personal relations should guide fund recipients, exemplified by NF3's own model.

NF4 endorsed transparent Olympics preparation fund allocation, drawing parallels to the Polish Ministry
of Sport and Tourism's reporting mechanism. Monitoring PNF adherence to guidelines and budgeting
was proposed, alongside assessing overall sports training organization. Good governance emerged
as a pivotal factor influencing beneficiaries, ultimately impacting sports performance. NF4 proposed
a selection committee to avoid subjective allocation.

NF5 stressed enhanced POC communication, advocating for comprehensive OS subsidy information
dissemination through web platforms and interactive workshops. NF6 highlighted the necessity
of a robust OS funds distribution policy to quell doubts, calling for transparent justification and outreach
to all PNFs. NF6 also stressed the importance of preventing political manipulation and ensuring equal
access to OS subsidies.

In g4, Polish experts shared insights on the potential correlation between sports results and access
to financial resources, along with suggestions for equitable distribution of OS funds. In summary, PNFs
representatives shared a range of perspectives on OS funds distribution. While acknowledging
the significance of sports results, they proposed innovative ways to promote fairness and support
athletes on the cusp of success, aiming to enhance the impact of OS funds on Polish sports development.

NF1 cautioned against if higher financial grants directly translate to improved sports performance.
NF1 highlighted the role of politics in subsidy allocation and emphasized the importance of transparent
mechanisms. Referring to the good governance code recommended by the Ministry of Sport and
Tourism, NF1 stressed that funds should be dedicated solely to sports performance. NF1 acknowledged
the challenges faced by less successful PNFs, pointing out excessive pressure on the decision-makers
and its experts due to funding requests.
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NF2 acknowledged the predominant reliance on sports performance and popularity of sports
as allocation criteria. NF2 acknowledged the limitations of this approach, given the complexity of sports.
NF2 questioned the fairness of tying funding solely to performance, as sports outcomes
are unpredictable and the relationship between investment and performance is unclear. NF2 suggested
considering an alternative approach, allocating OS funds primarily to less-successful PNFs in a more
balanced manner.

NF3 challenged the notion of providing additional funds to the most successful PNFs, proposing instead
to support athletes on the brink of success. NF3 recommended focusing OS funds on athletes with
potential, identified by sport performance experts. In NF3's view, OS funds should aid those close
to success who may not qualify for governmental subsidies, ensuring their efforts are not wasted.

NF4 outlined the existing algorithm favouring successful PNFs in governmental fund allocation,
with sports popularity and performance potential also factored in. NF4 emphasized the dominance
of sports results in funding decisions. NF4 acknowledged the sponsorship constraints of less-successful
entities, limited to sport-for-all initiatives.

NF5 observed that Olympic medalists tend to be better financed and developed, fostering a competitive
advantage. NF6 echoed the sentiment, highlighting the financial influence of sports' popularity
and successes. NF6 cautioned that an exclusive focus on only few sports could limit overall viewership.

In g5, Polish experts were prompted to consider the principle of OS funds being dedicated to those with
the greatest needs and to provide their perspective on whether POC should apply the same rule
for PNFs. In summary, PNFs representatives highlighted various aspects to consider in OS funds
distribution, including supporting underfunded successful PNFs, those on the verge of success, new
Olympic sports, and promoting gender equality. Their insights underscored the importance
of a balanced approach to enhance the overall performance and diversity of the POC.

NF1 emphasized the equal treatment of all sports, urging against categorization. NF1 proposed
awarding successful PNFs a portion of OS funds while distributing the remainder without bias.
NF1 advised focusing on underfunded but successful sports to optimize impact.

NF2 suggested concentrating on PNFs that are striving for success, even if they have not yet achieved
it. While this approach may be perceived as unfair to the most successful PNFs, NF2 argued that it can
elevate the overall performance of the entire POC.

NF3 underscored the essence of solidarity, advocating for OS funds to support those on the brink
of success. Circumstances like age changes, injuries, or financial barriers can disrupt careers, and OS
funds could address these challenges.

NF4 recommended OS funds allocation for underfunded PNFs aiming to compete in the Olympics, even
if medal success is not guaranteed. NF4 also proposed supporting new Olympic sports and less-popular
disciplines to broaden the POC's sports spectrum.

NF5 supported OS funds allocation for new Olympic sports, promoting gender equality and extending
financial support to struggling entities. NF6 stressed the need for a diverse POC, pointing out that solely
focusing on the most successful PNFs could create an imbalance in the sports landscape.
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DISCUSSION

The central objective of this paper is to establish a set of guiding recommendations for the equitable
allocation of OS funds among the POC’s key stakeholders, specifically the PNFs. In essence, the paper
aims to define the criteria that the POC should adopt in distributing OS funds to bolster the support
extended to PNFs. This approach harmonizes with the findings of Harrison et al. (2010), emphasizing
that equitably distributing resources among stakeholders not only creates value but also fosters
a competitive advantage. Moreover, it aligns with the insights from Donald & Preston (1995),
underscoring that an organization's ethical duty includes safeguarding the well-being of its stakeholders.
The methodology employed for data collection was meticulously designed to garner expert insights
on the optimal distribution of OS funds, ensuring a just allocation of financial resources to the POC
stakeholders. This involved conducting comprehensive in-depth interviews with both IOC OS experts
and representatives from the PNFs. By leveraging this qualitative approach, the study aimed to capture
a rich and nuanced understanding of how the POC should navigate OS funds allocation. In the ensuing
discussion, the outcomes of this research will be juxtaposed against the backdrop of a literature review
focusing on equitable funds allocation for stakeholders. The discussion will be structured around key
themes that emerged during the rigorous data analysis process, namely: Significance & Transferability;
Good Governance; Recommended Model on OS Funds Distribution; Disparities & Differences
in resource availability; Equitable Mechanism; and Solidarity Mechanism.

SIGNIFICANCE & TRANSFERABILITY

The analysis of the collected data has revealed that, in the context of sports funding in Poland, OS funds
hold a relatively minor role when compared to other funding sources. Consequently, the impact of OS
funds is somewhat limited. Given this reality, each NOC is tasked with the critical responsibility
of internalizing its OS funds distribution system. This notion echoes Bosscher's (2018) insights into
prioritization within elite sport funding. The data analysis suggests that astutely selecting beneficiaries
among PNFs can amplify the efficacy of OS fund investments. Such an approach transforms OS funds
into a substantial boon for specific NFs, rather than being thinly spread across the entire budget.

Yet, the realm of sports investment does not yield a universally superior model for efficacy (Shibli, 2008).
Nevertheless, the formulation of a well-crafted strategy remains pivotal in the allocation of elite sports
funds (Brown, 2014). The criteria for OS funds distribution should be finely attuned to the internal
dynamics of each specific NOC. This emphasis on recognizing internal stakeholders, as emphasized
by Violett et al. (2016), serves as the cornerstone of effective support (Brouwers et al., 2015).

The findings substantiate the POC's discretionary ability to allocate OS funds, albeit within
the framework of 10C guidelines. Establishing transparent criteria for OS funds allocation becomes
indispensable to mitigate political tensions and preempt any potential discord stemming from
disparities among PNFs. Research in the realm of sports funds allocation (Grix, 2012; Almeida, 2012;
Pringle, 2001) underscores the perils of inequity and ambiguity, making a cogent case for well-defined
allocation criteria. Notably, adherence to OS guidelines can foster equitable decision-making, guarding
against potential biases like political affiliations. As Huml et al. (2018) aptly propose, treating
stakeholders fairly engenders a deeper commitment, leading to more substantial resources being
channeled into the organization. Therefore, the POC should transparently and comprehensively
communicate the possibilities offered by OS to PNFs.
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GOOD GOVERNANCE

IOC experts underscore the importance of adhering to both OS guidelines and the broader principles
of good governance in the distribution of OS funds. This resonates with Burger's (2006) assertion that
good governance principles are imperative in sports funds allocation. PNFs’ representatives advocate
that implementing good governance practices could enhance sports performance efficiency. However,
it's noteworthy that, according to Parent (2018), empirical evidence for the application of good
governance principles and performance correlation remains limited.

In alignment with Coalter's (2010) perspective on inadequate investments in sport development
initiatives, PNFs representatives propose basing OS fund allocation on evaluations of PNFs development
investments. Surprisingly, both PNFs and IOC representatives propose that OS funds could also
be utilized to foster good governance principles within PNFs. This proactive criterion-setting mirrors the
goal of ensuring good governance in OS funds distribution, thus mitigating threats like jealousy, rivalry,
and political influence. It aligns with I0C experts' view that adherence to the Olympic Charter
is paramount in OS funds management.

Transparency, another integral facet of good governance, is emphasized by both IOC and PNF experts.
Ensuring transparency prevents allegations of selective fund allocation, as cautioned by Pringle (2001).
The absence of transparency leaves a POC vulnerable to bias accusations, as corroborated by 10C
experts. In line with best practices, written criteria alongside a selection committee are recommended
for OS funds distribution, bolstering transparency. This approach safeguards against potential
challenges to the legitimacy of the allocation process.

Transparency extends to reporting on OS fund allocation, a practice that PNF experts advocate to enable
benchmarking of financial activities and revenue diversification—a critical factor for sports
organizations (Wicker, 2014). The necessity for transparency in this regard aligns with Wicker
and Breuer's (2014) findings that revenue diversification positively impacts financial situations.

The distribution of OS funds is proposed to be an integral part of the POC's strategic plan, ensuring
efficiency and proper justification. The process necessitates meticulous research, in line with Grix's
(2012) assertions. Notably, OS funds must be expended according to their designated purpose, adhering
to good governance principles. Such expenditures should contribute to the development of the sport,
an idea supported by Coalter (2010), promoting innovation and sustainability.

IOC experts emphasize the importance of a diverse range of beneficiaries, as focusing solely on a few
organizations stifles innovation (Sam, 2012). Cooperation with continental or international federations
isrecommended, as itincreases the likelihood of effective fund utilization. Secondary contracts between
NFs and NOCs, mirroring the expectations set for NOCs, are advocated to ensure rigorous adherence
to requirements.

Drawing inspiration from New Zealand's robust OS funds redistribution system, which exemplifies good
governance principles, underscores the feasibility and potential success of such an approach in ensuring
equitable and transparent allocation of OS funds.
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RECOMMENDED MODEL ON OS FUNDS DISTRIBUTION

IOC experts assert that the proposed model for OS funds distribution should be characterized by a well-
defined framework, incorporating principles of restrictive control and an evaluation process.
This is crucial since the needs of POC stakeholders exceed the OS budget - a sentiment aligned with
Viollet et al.'s (2016) focus on recognizing stakeholders' needs. Brouwers et al. (2015) emphasize that
stakeholder identification is pivotal for effective support. Smaller budgets, as highlighted by Bosscher
(2018), necessitate prioritization. Drawing parallels with the NOCs of New Zealand, Canada, and the
United Kingdom, IOC experts underscore the importance of a well-designed system based on targeting
and good governance principles. However, they highlight that each NOC's priorities and environment
vary. A NOC's specific characteristics must thus dictate the allocation of OS funds, echoing Berry's (2018)
assertion that funds allocation should be tailored to an organization's unique attributes.

Efficiency is recommended as a best practice, but Shibli (2008) notes the absence of a universal model
to enhance sports investments' efficiency. While targeting for development is consistent with Coalter
(2010) and Dittmore (2009), PNF representatives assert that proper targeting is essential due to sports'
inherent unpredictability. This aligns with Violett et al.'s (2016) emphasis on stakeholder recognition's
role in shaping fund allocation strategy. I0C experts advocate using OS funds as a booster for struggling
NFs. This idea is confirmed by PNF experts when illustrating their potential with a case study of Polish
wrestling. Furthermore, PNF representatives suggested that OS funds should be used strategically
for areas like the transition from junior to senior age, gender equality, and supporting promising but
financially challenged sports. PNF experts concur, emphasizing the need to target funds for those with
the greatest needs and the desire to leverage additional funding sources.

While medals' achievement shouldn't be the sole determinant for future allocation, IOC and PNF experts
recommend a development-focused approach, akin to the NOC of Great Britain's strategy.
This resonates with Dunn's (2013) and Patrick's (2008) findings, which advocate fair distribution based
on stakeholders' needs. This approach counteracts the potential inequity associated with unequal
economic benefits (Rottenberg, 1956). Cultural context significantly influences the effective targeting
of OS funds, and POC can incorporate their strategies into sports culture and grassroots programs.
This aligns with Bosscher's (2018) perspective that smaller budgets require higher prioritization.
Importantly, the diverse nature of OS programs allows their adaptation to PNFs' unique needs.
Transparent, fair, stakeholder-approved allocation decisions enhance the potential for equity
(Huml et al., 2018).

IOC and PNF experts concur that OS subsidies should serve as impactful boosters, offering support
for struggling PNFs and promoting sports with developmental potential. However, PNF experts caution
that an unpredictable sporting landscape necessitates cautious targeting, as investments might not
always guarantee success. The experts agree that sports results should not be the sole criterion for fund
allocation, citing concerns of equity, fairness, and risks of sports diversity decline. Both PNF and 10C
experts underscore the uniqueness and unpredictability of sports, endorsing a measured approach.
Investment in governance improvements, despite their potential, does not guarantee superior sports
achievements (Shibli, 2008; Parent, 2018). Consideration should be given to the popularity of sports,
potential for development, and alignment with international and continental federation plans. Experts
stress that successful OS fund allocation requires a nuanced understanding of the POC's landscape
and a well-targeted, strategic approach to foster sports development.
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DISPARITIES IN RESOURCE AVAILABILITY

Polish experts highlight that PNFs struggling in international competitions face difficulties in accessing
resources, aligning with competitive imbalance theories (El-Hodiri & Quirk, 1971; Szymanski, 2003;
Kesenne, 2000). The allocation of governmental resources often favours popular sports with successful
outcomes, in line with Rottenberg's (1956) findings on fund distribution influenced by sports popularity.
State-owned company sponsorships linked to the government further enhance support for successful
federations. This creates a cycle where successful PNFs receive more resources, thereby perpetuating
their success, while struggling federations remain caught in a vicious cycle.

Targeting strategies, favoured in elite sport funding (Bosscher, 2006; Brown, 2014), can inadvertently
amplify competitive imbalances and hinder less popular sports organizations (Sam, 2012; Curran et al.,
2001). This imbalance negatively impacts Olympic disciplines and challenges the Olympic Games'
development (Houlihan & Zheng, 2013). Monopsony, resulting from resource inequalities, hampers less
successful sports' progress (Zheng et al.,, 2018). Unfairness arises from prioritizing only the most
successful organizations (Dunn, 2013).

Sports media coverage often aligns with success, creating a cycle where media attention begets more
funding. The unsuccessful federations lack the resources to change this pattern, perpetuating their
struggles. Artificial regulation of competitive imbalance remains challenging (Sanderson, 2002). Success-
based allocation leads to richer winners and limited resource access for struggling organizations
(Neale, 1964).

The POC must carefully allocate OS funds to PNFs with the greatest needs. PNFs' unique circumstances,
revenue sources, and development goals should guide allocation. Supporting struggling PNFs can lead
to impactful development (Kesenne, 2004). While allocation may exclude the best, transparency
and stakeholder consensus ensure fairness. Yet, pressures to allocate all resources to those who achieve
successes persist (Pringle, 2001).

Addressing competitive imbalance requires a balanced approach. Targeting for impact promotes
system-wide development, not just success for a few (Baimbridge, 1998). OS funds can also make
a difference for less successful PNFs, enhancing their development goals and fostering sports-for-all.
However, funds should focus on development, not just smaller budgets (Pringle, 2001).

Development plans and goals drive OS fund allocation. Underfunded federations with development
plans can benefit, especially those regularly participating in the Olympics but lacking medal success
(Eckard, 2001). Collaborative projects and cooperation can aid underfunded PNFs' transition to reach
better professionalism. OS funds can aid struggling PNFs' development, prioritizing foundational growth.
Talent exists across Olympic sports; OS funds can fuel development and high-performance training,
crucial for success.
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EQUITABLE MECHANISM

IOC experts emphasize that the OS funds distribution model should align with the country's sports
model, as supported by previous research (Brown, 2014; Bosscher, 2018; Berry, 2018). However, certain
sports systems can adopt equity-based allocation mechanisms to protect weaker members, reflecting
Porter's (2008) theory of organizational benefit through equitable resource distribution. Truyens et al.
(2014) and Porter (1991) further suggest that nations' sports success hinges on their competitive
environments.

While OS funds should primarily promote development, their limited nature necessitates targeting and
prioritization (Bosscher, 2018). The allocation should favour PNFs striving to develop and in need
of a financial boost for improved performance. Balancing allocation and targeting can synergize
development and success, echoing Patrick's (2008) endorsement of need-based funding as equitable.

Supporting PNFs narrowly missing other sponsorships or governmental subsidies can prevent wasted
training efforts for promising athletes. Socioeconomic factors, like athletes' income and financial
struggles, could inform equity-based OS funds allocation, especially for sports requiring expensive
resources (Burgers, 2006).

Popularity and historical investments in different sports should influence OS funds allocation, respecting
each sport's culture and environment (Rottenberg, 1956). Considering tradition and past underfunding,
POC can employ an equality mechanism to allocate OS funds, as proposed by Coalter (2010) for sport
development. Current financial realities of PNFs, including subsidies from government, sponsor,
and donor support, also play a role. Extensive environmental research (Grix, 2012) and stakeholder
recognition (Violett et al., 2016) are essential for informed sport funding decisions.
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SOLIDARITY MECHANISM

The desire for a variety of competitions at the Olympics aligns with audience preferences (Baimbridge,
1998). Spectators and supporters wish to see their representatives compete, but domination by strong
countries limits diversity (Bosscher et al., 2018). The I0OC aims to increase countries' Olympic
participation and medal wins, combating competitive imbalance (Houlihan & Zheng, 2013). Solutions
like athlete quotas and universality places reflect the I0C's mission to broaden participation
and popularity in underrepresented countries.

NOCs can further this mission by distributing OS funds to boost PNFs' participation in the Olympics,
aligning with the Olympic Charter and Coubertin's emphasis on participation (Houlihan & Zheng, 2013).
This approach enhances NOC stakeholders' experience and encourages more NFs to qualify.
While equity-based allocation addresses competitive imbalance, it shouldn't exclude successful PNFs,
given the diverse range of programs OS funds offer (Burgers, 2006). POC must define allocation criteria,
especially when applying solidarity principles to strengthen weaker stakeholders.

Implementing solidarity-based OS funds allocation can strengthen POC, benefiting from the collective
success of PNFs (Pringle, 2001; Harrison et al., 2010). This approach aligns with stakeholder theory,
emphasizing fair resource distribution for overall success (Freeman, 1984; Freeman et al.,, 2021;
Donald & Preston, 1995; Huml et al., 2019). However, a stakeholder-focused approach must also
consider the surrounding environment and stakeholders' needs (Grix, 2012).

Increasing the strength of weaker federations enhances the Olympic team's overall competitiveness
and promotes the qualification of more PNFs. Limiting investment to medal-winning sports poses risks
to the Olympics' diversity and popularity, impacting stakeholders' well-being and strategic relationships
(Donald & Preston, 1995; Kasale et al.,, 2019). Strategically allocating OS funds with stakeholder
involvement ensures fair treatment and reinforces POC survival (Huml et al., 2019). Ultimately, POC
may play a pivotal role in balancing success, diversity, and stakeholder well-being through OS funds
allocation.
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RECOMMENDATIONS & CONCLUSIONS

This study delved into the complex landscape of OS funds allocation, focusing on equity, solidarity,
and good governance principles. The conclusions drawn from the analysis provide insights
and recommendations (R1-R25) for the POC to ensure a fair and equal distribution of OS funds among
its PNFs.

STAKEHOLDERS

Managing stakeholders is crucial for POCs, especially when distributing financial resources.
POC's approach should prioritize stakeholder well-being, considering the diverse needs
and expectations of key constituents. In the case of the POC, where PNFs have voting rights,
a mechanism for OS funds distribution should reflect all stakeholders' collective voices and benefits.
The POC should aim for a well-designed mechanism that strengthens weaker members while
considering the broader organizational benefit.

To involve key stakeholders and treat them fairly it is recommended that the POC will:

R 1. Treat key stakeholders fairly by ensuring transparency in providing information about OS funds
to PNFs, offering equal opportunities for all PNFs to apply for OS funds, and making decisions based
on a consensus reached during POC Board Meetings.

R 2. Develop a tailored and unique strategy for OS funds distribution that incorporates the principles
proposed in this paper and seek approval from the POC Board.

R 3. Support the development of less successful PNFs by allocating OS funds to those striving
for improvement and growth.

R 4. Facilitate active involvement of PNFs in the OS funds allocation process by establishing an OS
funds selection Committee or Commission - present their recommendations to the POC Executive
Committee and seek a collective agreement from PNFs during POC Board meetings.

R 5. Foster a shared objective among stakeholders, such as enhancing Poland's Olympic presence

by increasing Olympic qualifications in various sports - invest OS funds in projects aimed to help
struggling PNFs secure Olympic quotas they previously had difficulty obtaining.
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FUNDS ALLOCATION

Efficient funds allocation is challenging, especially with a limited budget and diverse stakeholders.
OS funds provide an opportunity for POC to support and develop PNFs. A well-targeted mechanism
based on clear and accepted criteria is crucial. The POC must ensure that its OS funds allocation aligns
with its strategic plan and resonates with its stakeholders, demonstrating a transparent and justified
approach.

To provide effective OS funds allocation it is recommended that the POC will:

R 6. Distribute OS funds based on justified needs — thoroughly assess stakeholders' needs to ensure
that allocated funds are well-targeted for specific projects.

R 7. Utilize OS funds to create meaningful impact — prioritize PNFs' applications that have a higher
likelihood of bringing about substantial and positive change.

R 8. Allocate OS funds to support the development of PNFs — consider not only the willingness of PNFs
to grow but also their capacity and capability for effective development.

R 9. Avoid allocating OS funds based on political considerations — ensure that the distribution of funds
is free from political influence or bias.

R 10. Use OS funds as an accelerator — direct funds towards PNF projects that have a strong potential
for success, enabling them to achieve greater outcomes with additional financial support.
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EQUITY

Equitable distribution of OS funds is a compelling alternative to the "winners take al

approach.

By supporting struggling PNFs, the POC can enhance competitive balance and improve diversity

in the Polish Olympic Team. Implementing an equitable OS funds allocation mechanism requires careful

planning and consideration of PNFs' development needs, ensuring each member can compete
at the highest level.

To implement equity in OS funds allocation it is recommended that the POC will:

R

11. Embrace equity at the level of resources rather than solely on sports results — when distributing
OS funds, prioritize analysis of PNFs' income levels over their sports performance.

12. Align with the national agenda by analyzing the stakeholders' environment — assess
governmental funding policies and PNFs' sponsorship agreements to strategically allocate OS funds
to those with the greatest development needs and aspirations.

13. Promote equity by allocating significant OS funds to support PNFs' specific projects rather than
addressing general issues within the sports system.

14. Direct OS funds to support pivotal PNFs projects with a substantial impact on overall
PNF development.

15. Consider various equity factors when making allocation decisions — take into account PNFs'

needs, additional sources of income, expenses, sports culture, popularity, and historical
significance, among other factors, during the allocation process.

29



SOLIDARITY

The principle of solidarity offers a means to equalize opportunities among PNFs with different levels
of success. The POC can utilize OS funds to strengthen weaker PNFs and provide them with a chance
to excel on the Olympic stage. By fostering collective improvement, the POC contributes to the overall
competitive strength of the organization and enhances the diversity of the Polish Olympic Team.

To preserve solidarity principles in OS funds allocation it is recommended that the POC will:

R 16. Implement a solidarity mechanism to ensure transparency and fairness in funds distribution,
thereby avoiding potential political allegations — propose a strategy wherein the most successful
PNFs agree to allow those with the greatest need to apply for OS funds with priority and present
this proposal for common agreement at a POC Board vote.

R 17. Encourage the most popular and successful stakeholders to actively support and contribute
to the development of less-developed PNFs — consult with your stakeholders before presenting
the solidarity mechanism for POC Board approval to explain its purpose.

R 18. Prioritize enhancing the probability of successful implementation when introducing solidarity
mechanisms — gain stakeholder support for the solidarity mechanism by presenting a common goal
of increasing the number of Olympic Quotas gained by PNFs.

R 19. Leverage the solidarity mechanism to alleviate disparities and enhance overall performance
among PNFs — allocate OS funds to help level up less-developed PNFs, thus creating a more
competitive environment within your PNFs.

R 20. Factor in socio-economic circumstances when determining the allocation of funds — if possible,

assess the financial status of athletes, their entourage, and other potential beneficiaries to allocate
OS funds to those who truly need them, particularly those lacking other sources of funding.
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GOOD GOVERNANCE

Good governance principles play a pivotal role in funds’ allocation. Transparency, clear allocation
criteria, and effective communication are essential to ensure stakeholder understanding and support.
POC must adhere to the I0C's guidelines on OS funds management while adapting them to the unique
Polish sports environment. By implementing good governance principles, POC can design a fair
and efficient OS funds allocation mechanism.

To distribute OS funds according to good governance principles it is recommended that the POC will:

R 21. Adhere to OS guidelines, 10C Principles of good governance, and the Olympic Charter —
incorporate the rules provided by the IOC in both your strategy and daily operations on OS funds.

R 22. Consider utilizing OS funds to elevate good governance standards among PNFs — encourage
PNFs to apply not only for high-performance sports projects but also for managerial improvements

to establish the foundation for sports development.

R 23. Employ good governance principles to ensure equality and fairness — by following these
principles in OS funds allocation, POC can avoid allegations of bias.

R 24. Avoid arbitrary decisions on OS funds allocation — establish a selection committee
or commission and involve the POC Executive Committee and Board for approval.

R 25. Allocate OS funds transparently — ensure that all information regarding OS funds distribution
is openly communicated to your stakeholders.
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STRATEGIC IMPLEMENTATION FRAMEWORK FOR RESEARCH FINDINGS

By adhering to this comprehensive implementation plan, the POC can effectively translate research
findings into practical actions, ensuring equitable and transparent distribution of OS funds.
The implementation framework comprises a series of five sequential steps (S1-S5), delineated across
three distinct actions (A1-A15). A comprehensive action plan framework, encompassing various
elements such as Priority, Recommendation, Action, Lead, Resources, Timescales, and Critical Success

Factors, has been elucidated in Appendix 7 of this research.

S 1. Stakeholder Engagement and Communication Strategy

A 1. Establish a dedicated communication platform.
A 2. Conduct workshops and seminars to disseminate research insights.
A 3. Call for PNFs candidates to participate in the POC OS Commission.

S 2.POC OS Commission

A 4. Establish the POC OS Commission within the POC Board.
A 5. Present conclusions from workshops and seminars during the first commission meeting.
A 6. Invite governmental representatives and sports experts to participate in subsequent meetings.

S 3. POC OS Strategy Approval

A 7. Formulate the final version of the OS strategy based on solidarity at the POC OS Commission.
A 8. Present the strategy for approval to the POC Executive Board.
A 9. Seek final approval from the POC Board.

S 4. Project Selections

>

10. Invite PNFs to submit high-impact projects for the next OS quadrennial.

>

11. Review PNFs' project proposals within the POC OS Commission, allocating maximum funds.
A 12.Select and support PNF projects based on recommendations from the POC Board.

S 5. Facilitation

>

13. Provide guidance to PNFs during the application process.
A 14. Monitor the progress of PNF projects, reporting on completed initiatives.
A 15. Evaluate PNFs' efforts and offer training to enhance project quality.

By adhering to this comprehensive implementation plan, the POC can effectively translate research

findings into practical actions, ensuring equitable and transparent distribution of Olympic Solidarity
funds and fostering the development and success of PNFs.
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PRACTICAL IMPLICATIONS

The POC's implementation of the recommended strategies aims to equalize support for PNFs through
OS funds. Strengthening PNFs with the greatest needs is crucial for enhancing the overall competitive
capacity of the organization. This alignment between POC and PNFs fosters collective development
and maximizes POC's contribution to the Olympics and the performance of the Polish Olympic Team.

THEORETICAL IMPLICATIONS

This paper aims to address the question of how NOCs can allocate OS funds to NFs in a manner
that promotes equity. Particularly, it addresses the case study of the POC and its PNFs.
Through the analysis and discussion of relevant data, the paper provides recommendations
for achieving equitable OS funds allocation. By creating an environment shaped by the activities of PNFs,
POC gains the tools necessary to treat their key stakeholders fairly. Drawing upon the expertise of the
IOC in understanding the expectations of NFs, NOCs are now poised to implement a policy of equitable
OS funds allocation. The empirical outcomes of this implementation have the potential to establish
a framework for fair practices in the allocation of sports funds. Instead of focusing solely on providing
financial resources to the most successful and popular sports, this research results in emphasizing
the importance of allocating funds in a more equitable manner. As a result, the findings of this study
pave the way for considering alternative fund allocation strategies beyond those solely based on sports
performance. This approach, rooted in the development of Olympic NFs, holds promise for effectively
addressing competitive imbalances among Olympic sports. In sum, this paper offers theoretical insights
that hold implications for the management of Olympic sports and the pursuit of competitive balance.

PROJECT LIMITATIONS

The research project faced a constraint of a nine-month timeframe, leading to a smaller sample size
of ten respondents for in-depth interviews. More time would have allowed a larger, diverse participant
pool. Temporal limits restricted data collection to qualitative methods, excluding quantitative analysis.
With more time, a mixed-methods approach could have provided a broader understanding.
Despite the constraint, qualitative findings remain valuable contributions.

FUTURE CONSIDERATIONS

Future researchers could expand this study through a multi-case analysis of OS funds allocation across
various NOCs. Investigating the effects of OS investments on sports performance and governance
improvements would provide valuable insights. Additionally, a more in-depth exploration of equitable
allocation mechanisms and their impact on competitive balance and diversity would contribute
to the ongoing discourse on effective sports funding.
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APPENDIX 1: Protocol of the literature review

Step 1:

Step 2:

Step 3:

Step 4:

Step 5:

Step 6:

Step 7:

Step 8:

Step 9:

Indication of the database

SPORTDiscus, Web of Science, Google Scholar, Scopus,
Sage Journals, Taylor Francis Journals

Selecting the right scientific discipline

Exclusion of medical sciences and their derivatives.

Keywords

sports, funds distribution, resource allocation, Olympics, stakeholders, resource-based view,
sport governing body, organization, equity, equitable, competitive balance, sport governing
body, organization

Titles review

Selection of titles according to the subject of research.

Keyword revision

Elimination of sources with keywords deviating from the topic.

Abstract analysis

Verification of the titles with the content of the abstract.

Content reading

Comparison of the abstract with the content of the article.

Literature mining

Analyzing the bibliography of read articles.

Final selection of articles

Creating a catalogue of articles.

Step 10: Articles review

Reading and comparison of articles.
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APPENDIX 2: Report of the literature review

Article search criteria

Database

Search field

Scientific discipline

Key words

Search date

Number of positions

Article selection criteria

Titles review
Keywords revision
Abstract analysis

Reading
Mining

Final selection

Number of selected positions

Journal articles
Working paper
Conference proceedings
Book sections

Books

SPORTDiscus, Web of Science,

Google scholar, Scopus, Sage
Journals, Taylor Francis
Journals

Title

excl. sports medicine

sports OR Olympics AND
stakeholders OR resource-
based view AND sport
governing body OR
organization*

16.10.2022

259

74
52
25
14
+16

30

41

71

60

SPORTDiscus, Web of Science,
Google scholar, Scopus, Sage
Journals, Taylor Francis
Journals

Title

excl. sports medicine

Sports OR Olympics AND funds
distribution* OR resource
allocation* OR competitive
balance OR equity AND sport
governing body OR
organization*

27.10.2022

406

111
85
49
34

+17
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APPENDIX 3: Map of the literature review
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APPENDIX 4: Questions for interviews

Q1. According to the Polish sport system, the NOC POL is not able and capable to proceed with sports
preparation projects for athletes and entourage. This is the responsibility and role of NFs who are NOC
members. However, 10C offers plenty of Olympic Solidarity programs which focus on sports training
and development. Therefore, is a particular NOC allowed to allocate OS funds according to its strategy,
plans and purposes, assuming all of them are compatible with OS guidelines?

Q2. Are there any other norms, principles or criteria, not expressed in OS guidelines literally,
but recommended by I0C (e.g., related to good governance on financial management)?

Q3. What strategy on OS funds allocation for NFs by NOC might be the most appreciated from the 10C
point of view? - Which of the NFs should have the privilege to receive OS funds first? - Are there any
criteria that 10C can recommend how to select NFs applications? - Can I0C share any best practices
implemented by other NOCs?"

Q4. In your opinion, do you think that less successful NFs, whose athletes compete as a part
of the Olympic Team, are struggling with greater problems accessing financial resources (from sponsors,
government, crowdfunding etc.)?

Q5. According to OS guidelines, the OS funds are dedicated to those with the greatest needs. Do you
think that less successful NFs can be privileged to access OS funds? Can it be the basis for NOC policy
on OS funds allocation?

gl. From the perspective of your NF, are OS funds relevant compared to other funding sources
(ministry/sponsors) you receive? Can these OS funds make a difference in your annual budget dedicated
to planned sports projects or are they added value to carry on additional activities?

g2. From the NF perspective, would you expect the NOC POL to implement a policy on OS funds
allocation for its members (NFs) to provide an equitable allocation of I0C resources? Representing one
of our NOC constituencies, what approach/strategy should be taken to provide equitable distribution?
- Which of the NFs should have priority to receive OS funds first? - Shall the OS funds be allocated to
those NFs whose athletes win the most medals at the Olympics? - According to your expertise, what
kind of OS funds distribution mechanism will be the most equitable from the perspective of the
organization which together with other NFs constitutes the NOC POL?

g3. In your opinion, the OS funds allocation criteria should be based only on sports results achieved by
NFs athletes at the Olympics. Do you think that there are any other indicators that may be decisive
in equitable OS funds allocation?

g4. Do you think that NFs whose athletes are less successful in winning Olympic medals as a part of the
Olympic Team are struggling with greater problems accessing financial resources (from sponsors,
government, etc.)?

g5. According to OS guidelines, the OS funds are dedicated to those with the greatest needs, giving
means to underfunded entities for additional resources. Do you think that NOC POL should follow the
same guidelines? In other words, If NOC POL would follow these guidelines, how would affect you?
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APPENDIX 5: Example of coding of transcribed interviews
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APPENDIX 6: Summarized data analysis with relevant citations

Q1. According to the Polish
sport system, the NOC POL
is not able and capable to

proceed  with  sports
preparation  projects for|
athletes and  entourage

This is the responsibility and
role of NFs who are NOC
members. However, 10C
offers plenty of Olympic
Solidarity programs which
focus on sports training and
development. Therefore, is
a particular NOC allowed to|
allocate OS funds according
to its strategy, plans and
purposes, assuming all of]
them are compatible with
05 guidelines?

Responses highlight the
importance of NOCs in the
allocation of OS funds and

the recognition of their
expertise in tailoring the
distribution to their specific
national contexts. The I0C
experts emphasize that
NOCs play a significant role
in ensuring that OS funds
are effectively distributed to
support the development of
sports within their
countries

10C1, who was involved in creating the OS fund, that the

TOCT: Because for Olympic Solidarity, the one who knows best what are the needs and the priorities on the national level 1s our]
partners, the NOC in each country.”

programs were designed with the intention that each NOC can allocate
them to their stakeholders at the national level. They argued that NOCs
have a better understanding of their local context and stakeholders, making
them well-suited to design allocation criteria. However, they also noted
that OS funds alone may not be sufficient to satisfy all stakeholders and
suggested that NOCs should develop their own strategies alongside other
sources of funding.

10C1: ‘Every one of them is completely different and works with different goals and priorities depending on the structure of the
sport on the national level. And because our offer is limited, an NOC has to make a choice and that's the work and it's a very|
difficult job.’

10C1: ‘How do you choose between 41 (NFs)? And that's the difficulty that we that NOCs are under every day. (..)

10C2: This expert highlighted the value that the I0C places on the role of
each individual NOC in the distribution of OS funds among national
stakeholders of the Olympic Movement. They explained that the general
nature of OS rules is necessary to apply to a diverse range of 206 NOCs. As
a result, the expertise of NOCs in how to allocate these funds is considered
essential by the I0C. The expert emphasized that the specific nature of
each national sport system prevents the 10C from distributing OS funds
without the active engagement of NOCs.

10C2: ‘Of course it is, you know, we have a problem that programs that are required to have rules for all 206 Olympic Committees.
Each of these committees is different, each has a different structure, each country has a different system.”

TOC3 and 10C4 confirmed that NOCs have the possibility of distributing 05
funds to NFs, as long as they adhere to the OS guidelines for management
and reporting. This suggests that NOCs have a degree of autonomy in
determining how OS funds are allocated within their national sports
systems, provided they follow the guidelines.

10C3: ‘So within the framework of the Olympic solidarity guidelines, each NOC is completely free to distribute the funds.’

10C4: “You are able to have the National Federation managing those funds for you. They just have to be with you, fulfilling all of the
guidelines and then the reporting.

Q2. Are there any other|
norms, principles or criteria,
not expressed in
guidelines literally,  but
recommended by 10C (e.g,
related to good governance
on financial management)?

Responses emphasize the
significance of good
governance principles in the
distribution of OS funds. The
experts suggest that
following these principles,
along with transparent and
well-defined criteria, is
essential for ensuring a fair
and effective allocation of
funds to support the
development of sports
within each country's
Olympic Movement.

TOCT: "We're asking you to 0bserve principles of good governance and to make sure that you have all of these rules and regulations|

loc1 the of good g in the
of 0S funds. They suggested that each NOC should ensure that rules of
good governance are implemented in the handiing of OS funds. To achieve

place at your NOC in terms of the management of fur\ds You know which baslcaHv means probably that we're asking you to
have a properly trained finance manager or even a a kind of
10C1: To solve the problem between national federauons being unhappy and |ea\ous of the other one and everything they|

this, hiring a trained finance manager or was

together the Ministry and the NOC. They developed criteria right to assess the results.”

Transparent and well-defined criteria based on good governance were
deemed essential to prevent conflicts of interest among NFs applying for
05 programs, where only one beneficiary can be selected.

10C1: "Principles of good governance are respected and that means transparency. That means that the funds have to be used for
the activity for which they've been allocated and and have to be justified accordingly. And those are the main basic principles that|
that, that we have.'

10C2 expert highlighted the 10C's document titled "Basic Universal
Principles of Good Governance within the Olympic Movement" as a key
reference. They recommended that NOCs follow these principles, including
those related to financial management, in the distribution of OS funds. The
implementation of these principles is reportedly monitored through annual
reports that NOCs are required to submit to the 10C

10C2: "The first thing is the basic Basic Universal Princess of Good Governance (..) A questionnaire that all committees require
competence. All this includes all the activities of the Olympic Committee and all sports organizations that are in this Olympic|
movement (..... There are financial rules, but also Olympic Solidarity rules.

10C3 suggested that the framework for OS funds distribution should
encompass the Olympic Charter, good governance principles, and 0S
financial guidelines. They further the of

TOC3: T guess there's also the Olympic Charter to some extent. | guess, provides a broad framework of to work in. | mean,
obviously the program guidelines are the main one, but | think the financial guidelines, good governance policy and Olympic
Charter a\so have some sway on it. But within that it's up to your NOC."

the

written criteria and the establishment of a selection committee by NOCs.
These measures would not only ensure adherence to good governance
principles but also provide a proper justification for the allocation of OS
funds.

10C3: 'So purely on sporting results so you know they put a a written criteria for example you|
have to he lop ten in the world or top eight in the world and and we do it. We then have a selection committee who then checks|
this is being applied.'

10C3: "I think it's good to have some sort of criteria written and some kind of selection committee.!

10C3: 'And you have to have a good sort of basis s so basic good governance to be able to justify it.

10C4 emphasized that NFs should also follow good governance and financial
guidelines, similar to the NOC. They suggested that NOCs might consider
implementing a policy involving secondary contracts to be signed with NFs.
Additionally, the expert highlighted that the 10C conducts quadrennial
audits of OS funds distribution in each NOC, providing feedback on

with 05 and adherence to good
governance principles were underscored as key factors in redistributing OS
funds for NFs at both the NOC and NF levels.

. Transparen:

10C4: "Olympic Solidarity working with an NFs. We distribute the funds to yourself and then you are able to redistribute those. But
with your management internal NOC policy for the the National Federation similar, I think to the athlete scholarships where youl
can have the athlete receiving the funding directly, but there has to be obviously the contract signed and maybe even we are

10C4: 'Um, but uh, you are able to have the National Federation managing those funds for you. They just have to be with you,
fulfiling the all of the guidelines and then the reporting and financial reporting so that you ultimately, if you were audited, you
have a clear paper trail on all of the documentation and it meets the objectives that you as the NC set out with the National
Federation.’

10C4: 'So it has to be transparent and there has to be good governance now actually. If we go to the the whole process off
redistributing the funds, the National Olympic committees, who are doing that, | think there has to be a maturity in the sport
system and in the good governance of the national federations.’

10C4: ‘The national federations also have to be meeting some minimum standards with regards to good governance.’

Q3. What strategy on 0S|
funds allocation for NFs by
NOC might be the most
appreciated from  the 10C
point of view?

- Which of the NFs should
have the privilege to)
receive OS funds first?

- Are there any criteria that
10C can recommend how to
select NFs applications?

- Can 10C share any best
practices implemented by|
other NOCs?

Responses highlight the
complexities and
considerations involved in
the distribution of OS funds
by NOCs to NFs. The experts
stress the importance of
clear criteria, good
governance, and alignment
with broader sports
development goals to
ensure effective and
impactful use of OS funds
within each country's
Olympic Movement.

10C1 acknowledged the challenges NOCs face in distributing OS funds

10C1: "And those African alliances used to say to me, it's very difficult because we've got 20 national federations and because the
national federations constitute the NOC and because if you're an NOC president and you like very much having that job and you
would like to be re voted in for another four years, the way to do that is to make sure that all the national federations are very|
happy with what you're doing'

10C1: 'With no kind of planning lines apart from, we want to keep everybody happy and | used to say to them. Don't think about
the sports which need very technical equipment because you won't be able to afford to provide that equipment. So not fencing|
not to equestrian sports.'

among NFs while avoiding political dilemmas and satisfying all
They emphasized the importance of targeting OS funds towards NFs with
the best capacity to improve sports performance. The expert provided
examples of NOCs, such as the Netherlands, USA, and Great Britain, that |t
have successfully adopted this strategy. They stressed that securing

10C1: Then with the with the the resources that you have available to you from Olympic solidarity, from government, from|

sponsors or whatever it is you need then to just target and focus on a few different sports. Because if you spread. The money, then
the impact of that money will be much, much less, you know, and and you'll never have 2 won Olympic champion because it takes
10C1: "The money, then the impact of that money will be much, much less, you know, and and you'll never have a won Olympic|
champion because it takes a lot of money to make one Olympic champion. You see what | mean?

participation and achieving strong Olympic results should be a top pr
for NOCs, s it guarantees revenue. Clear criteria and @ strategy aligned
with governmental fund distribution were recommended to avoid conflicts
of interest.

10C1: ‘The NOC's main responsibility is to bring her team of qualified athletes to the Olympic Games because if you don't go to the
Olympic Games then you you haven't got the right to have a share of the revenue from the Olympic Games. (..) Who win the
medals? Who create the spectacle for which the television and the sponsors are paying billions of dollars? Right? For me, that's
your number one priority.

10C1: 'To solve the problem between national federations being unhappy and jealous of the other one and everything they
developed together with each National Federation. No, not with each National Federation. First, the the Ministry and the NOC.
They developed criteria right to assess the results.’

TOCT: o tell you because they think tell you that the government gives them 100,000 a year, we're going to say, oh, well, i1
ou've got 100,000 from the 0u don't need solidarity money and they."

10c2 the ‘s sports finance policy as a
benchmark for NOCs in OS fund allocation. They suggested using OS funds
to boost NFs that struggle to achieve medals but have potential for
improvement. Different strategies, such as supporting NFs representing|
new Olympic sports, were discussed, depending on each NOC's strategic
plan and goals.

10C2: 'What does the ministry promote? What is most important for the Ministry, where are their priorities? And then compare it
with the priorities of the NOC'

10C2: "If the ministry has some criteria based on sports results, for example in the previous Olympics, that it is those associations|
that had the best results that will get the most money. Maybe for you you would like to take care of those sports that have results,
10C2: 'Often some committees in these new sports have a better chance, because before the big countries get involved and start
preparing players for these sports, the small ones have the opportunity to shine.

10C2: It depends on the strategy of your NOC. Do you want to develop all sports or just focus on a few?'

10C3 emphasized the importance of written criteria and a selection
committee in NOCs' best practices for OS fund allocation. They suggested
allocating OS funds to make a difference, particularly for NFs that have
never qualified athletes for the Olympics. Balancing support for less-funded

10C3: 'So we concentrate the scholarships purely on sporting results so you know they put a a written criteria for example you
have to be top ten in the world or top eight in the world and and we do it. We then have a selection committee who then checks
this i being applied and. That seems like a good system for me."

10C3: 'Life is changing. Everyone is now questioning everything, which is probably a good thing. But people you know, we see
athletes with the athlete commissions, Continental, NOC, I0C. But | think just it's a reflection on society to some extent. Everyone|
can question everything.

10C3: "Now our criteria is no one in the top ten in the world because we want the scholarship to make the difference between
qualifying and not qualifying. So we would exclude anyone in the top 20 in the world or top eight in the world and we will aim

10C3: 'Yeah, but you know, they'll they'll countries were wrestling is massive and so they will say, well, you know, we don't need
scholarships. Wrestlers. We can find alternative funding. So 'm some other sports. So we exclude these sports but in a transparent|
way because they have sufficient funding so."

10C3: I think that | can see the pressure and then NOCs is under, meaning that if there's scholarship to associated to athletes who
win medals who do well, then it looks good for the National Olympic Committee to an extent. But I'm not sure that in terms of and|
I think a lot of noises are under pressure to support their best athletes, even if the scholarship wouldn't necessarily make a true
difference.’

El

NFs and avoiding excessive support for strong NFs was rec The
expert mentioned the case of Bhutan, where cultural and environmental
factors influenced the decision to invest OS funds in Olympic archery.

10C3: 'Where they have very little funds, | take a a country with a high GDP like Switzerland but and the sport system is well
supported. But if you are in downhill skiing I'm sure a scholarship would make zero difference to your training. But if you're in, youl
know a small if you're in short track speed skating which hardly exists and switch and then it would probably make a real

10C3: 'Well, in each country | guess it was sport. So too strong for the scholarships, and there were probably those are too weak,
but could benefit from other Olympic solidarity programs to build it up. But maybe it would make sense somewhere in the middle
because the sport where it could actually, they have athletes of  sufficient level to benefit from the scholarship and but it could
also grow the sport through inspiration and drawing others there and people seeing opportunities in that sport."

10C3: "Different countries have different reasons to support the sport. | take Bhutan, just Bhutan, in Asia, tiny country Himalayas.
They're national sport is archery, but it's traditional archery and they have these big festivals and of archery. But it's a different|
form of archery from Olympic archery. But it is the number one sport. But until like. The last games with the games before they
[1OC3: T your tike the the countries. with the HIghest mountains T the- most snow, they have Basically o one I thelr wirter
delegations. \t's it's Pakistan, it's Nepal, it's Bhutan. It's northern India and China. You know, surely it's the potential to gruw some
of the sports all the economic factors and all that, But you know, they're living out a lot of the

R e o e ol 3o e e ot oG e s The Rt ol Dy mple Eomraecas mhoare Soimg kI
there has to be a maturity in the sport system and in the good governance of the national federations. So the NC would need to|
have good governance so that you also would have to be | again, 'm taling about an idealsituation, but I think there needs to be. |
know that the New Zealand, NC has a very robust system for
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10C4 cited New Zealand's OS funds distribution system as ideal and robust,
driven by a mature sports system and good governance of NFs. They
highlighted the importance of considering the national agenda of sports,
investment and tailoring OS funds distribution based on the level of sports
system development. Various strategies were proposed, including focusing|

1OC4: "And that can be I think that again that's an internal decision making departing on the maturity of the NC and whether you're
an NC that is more aiming for performance at the Olympic level performance at the continental level, regional or national level o]
whether you're also seeing that you need to increase participation in some sports to be able to potentially in the future have|

better performance or for the health of the sport system and the national agenda as well."
TOC4: 'S0 good governance, you know, delivering around coaching education based on the national standards, even Tf theyre

lowered national standards are higher, but there should be some sort of an educational system for coaches, management of]
officials, training of administrators and then athletes being exposed to things like anti doping, education, safeguarding as it
becomes more if that's something the NOC does or that's something that the does or both do.’

on sports performance indicators, improving standards,
advancing coaching education, promoting gender equality, and contributing|
to overall societal health. The approach to OS funds distribution was
emphasized to be contingent on the specific national context

10C4: 'Um like | used the example of rowing o athletics where very established very strong and that that funding actually does|
not. That's not a game changer for them, but maybe for the sport of sport climbing or ski mountaineering"

10C 4: like skateboard, where you actually can shift that sport from being baseline to being up another level . Now if you have the
as an example, the bowling federation or & federation that's non Olympic, all of the federation should still be fulfilling a basic|
criteria, but those Olympic sports or sports that are on your programme.’

10C4: 'And and and again we deal with that quite regularly. Not all teams are going to go to the games in terms of the Olympics,
but f there is a possibility for sex at success at a regional or continental level and it contributes to the overall health of the national
sports system.'

Q4. In your opinion, do you
think that less successful

NFs, whose athletes|
compete as a part of the
Olympic ~ Team,  are
struggling  with  greater|
problems accessing
financial resources (from
sponsors,  government,|

crowdfunding etc.)?

Responses highlight the
complexities of determining
resource allocation for less-
successful NFs and the need
to carefully consider each
NF's context, potential for
improvement, and impact
on the broader sports
ecosystem. The experts
emphasize the importance
of finding a balance
between supporting
successful and promising
NFs while also addressing
the needs of less-successful
ones to promote a more
inclusive and competitive
Olympic Movement

10C1 acknowledged that the trend globally is to provide more funding to
successful NFs. However, they stressed that the acceptability of this
strategy depends on how it is perceived ina particular country. The expert
provided contrasting examples from Great Britain, where allocating
resources to a non-professional handball NF was deemed pointless, and a
successful NF that was cut from further financing due to the assessment of|
future Games being more reasonable than past success.

10C1: "Where we're absolutely useless. They won't either because handle there's no handball in in Great Britain and there's no
chance to make handball because it it's not a traditional sport, so they're not going to put money to develop handball neither the

10C1: 'Can't remember Rio? Maybe Rio anyway. And one badminton was still being funded through the UK Sport system because|
there had been some medals in in previous games, right? But and then or this whatever this games was, | can't remermber Rio or|
whatever. They the team wasn't expected really to win any medals, but anyway the the the lads got the men's doubles bronze or|
something, but for the next Olympic period. The UK Sport decided right badminton. That's it. There's no possibility for medals.
Nothing. So they completely cut the funding. Well, what? What's then? Yeah, like it's unfair. And then the guys, yeah, but hey, we
won the bronze medal and we did this, and we did that. Yeah, but sorry guys, looking at the team as it is, we're assessing it.

10C2 simply confirmed that it is worth financing less-successful NFs that
have the potential to improve at future Olympics, suggesting the use of OS,
funds as a booster for such NFs.

10C2: 'Those sports that don't have results, but they show potential and may improve for future Olympics. If they get they willget]
this boost to do something to help them.

T0C3: 'S0 we concentrate the scholarships purely on sporting results so you know they put a a written criteria for example you
have to be top ten in the world or top eight in the world and and we do it. We then have a selection committee who then checks|

10C3 acknowledged that while some O programs focus on sports
as a main criteria, most successful NFs often have alternative sources of|
funding due to their success and popularity. They provided the example of|
NOC GB, which supports promising NFs rather than the most or least
successful ones. The expert stressed the importance of returning to.
Olympic Charter values in OS funds distribution, prioritizing those with the
greatest needs and improving the competitiveness of a wider range of|
countries at the Olympics.

is being applied”
10C3: "Yeah, but you know, they 'l they'll countries were wrestling is massive and so they will say, well, you know, we don't need
scholarships. Wrestlers. We can find alternative funding. So I'm some other sports. So we exclude these sports but in a transparent
way because they have sufficient funding so."

10C3: 'But I'm not sure that in terms of and | think a lot of noises are under pressure to support their best athletes, even if the
scholarship wouldn't necessarily make a true difference.”

10C3: 'Umm. But I think in in Tokyo we had the most NOC's ever when medals. | think | think if | remember right reading the the|
columns after.

10C3: | mean, that's clear in certain sports that's not good and it lacks interest and | think people like outsiders to come in. | mean
it makes an exciting story

10C4 cautioned against assuming that additional OS funds would not make
a difference for the most successful NFs, as they may already h:

10C4: 'Um like | used the example of rowing o athletics where very established very strong and that that funding actually does|
not. That's not a game changer for them, but maybe for the sport of sport climbing or ski mountaineering’

sufficient funding from various sources. They highlighted the importance of|

10C4: 'Or a newer sport as well, like skateboard, where you actually can shift that sport from being baseline to being up another]
level.’

defining success for NFs, noting that even small steps t
development can be considered successful, as demonstrated by the
example of skateboarding

10C4: 'Events that are the tournaments that are important and same thing for the individual sports as well. | you can't actually go|
from this level to this level. So let's just say this is like having 2 National Federation and a national championships to the Olympics|
and we sometimes made the mistake, | think in the Olympic movement of prioritising this without saying. Now we have a regional

Q5. According to 05|
guidelines, the O funds are
dedicated to those with the
greatest needs. Do you
think that less successful
NFs can be privileged to|
access OS funds? Can it be|
the basis for NOC policy on|
05 funds allocation?

The experts emphasized the
value of OS funds in
promoting participation and
development, while also
highlighting the need for
strategic targeting to ensure
a positive impact on less-
successful NFs and their
broader sports ecosystem.

10C1 highlighted the importance of the universality quota places for the
Olympics, which aim to secure participation for countries struggling to
qualify. They emphasized that this approach aligns with Olympic values,
where participation is considered significant. While the primary goal for|

event, Now yourre doing wellat the regionallevel. Now you're at the continental level these steps. |
TOC1: "Thankfully, the most popular and important multi sport competition on the planet. Why? Because you've got the best in the|
world, because that's what people want to see. They want to see Usain Bolt winning gold medals. They want to see world records|
and. But we are we have universal representation, OK? And the public want to see that guy from Equatorially in the swimming]
pool. They want to see a guy from Poland playing table tennis. They want to see the guy from Vanuatu. In, you know, canoeing or|
whatever it is. And that's why it continues to be so many announces they have exactly that they want to have the maximum
number of athletes at the games. And finally, they maybe know and probably 150 of them know that they're never going to win an
Olympic medal. Yeah, you know. Yeah, it's. But for them? It's this universal representation. It's the participating in the athletes|
parade. It's living in the Olympic village. It's giving the athletes this opportunity to to mix with the the the great. And feeling to be|

those with the greatest needs is the expert

that OS funds can also act as a booster to improve sports performance. An
example from Great Britain was given, where OS funds are used to raise
the level of less-developed sports.

on the same level when you know when you go and eat in the canteen. At the Olympic village. You know the guy from from

Vanuatu rowing guy? Who has maybe never been to even an international competition? Well, it must have been because it youl
have to have some sort of, vou know, sporting animal. You can't just bring anvbady. but the fact is he's sitting there looking at his

10C1: 'They want to raise the level, something that they're not level, but a competitive level.'

10C1: 'Well, the government is funding those 15, whatever it is, 20. So they do similar and the the the Great Britain will use our]

programmes for the less developed sports, for example.

10C2 agreed that allocating OS funds for those with the greatest needs,
could be a NOC strategy if it aligns with the NOC's overall plan. The expert
provided the Canadian NOC as an example, where OS funds are allocated to
NFs facing financial challenges. They also emphasized that OS funds can
support not only professional sports but also grassroots sports goals.

10C2:"Mhm, | think Canada s doing just that. They use our funds for those sports that don't receive a ot of money."
R:™- For those who have the greatest need, some additional support, right? I wonder T the National Olympic Committee could ot
have such a loophole for sports federations with these funds for those who do not have the greatest needs. Well, in the guidlines it|
says that the Olympic Solidarity Fund is dedicated to the with greatest needs and I'm wondering if it could be ours? 10C2: - Mmm,|
ves, but it has to be. You know, it has to be your decision."

10C2: "The one at the highest level, but also the ones below, for children, for teenagers, and for schools, and so on. Also, do you
know what else may play a role in this choice of sports?"

10C2: "It covered all these levels. We have these scholarships for athletes, which is of course for top-level athletes, but as you well|
know, we also have the Sport Development program and these programs are for the National Olympic Committees to help theirl
sports associations develop these areas.

10C3 argued against providing OS scholarships for the worst-performing
athletes in a sport. They shared examples of NOC practices that allocate OS
funds not only to medal winners but also to those who have potential for|
development. The expert highlighted the case of Great Britain, where OS
funds are invested in NFs that can reach another level of sports
performance. The expert stated that OS funds, along with universality,
quota places, can provide dignity to NOCs that may not aspire to win|
medals but aim for Olympic participation

10C3: 'To give a scholarship to the number one sort of bad enough Babbington player in the world will probably make no sense."

10C3: 'Now our criteria is no one in the top ten in the world because we want the scholarship to meet the difference between
qualifying and not qualifying. So we would exclude anyone in the top 20 in the world or top eight in the world and we wil aim|
between 20 and 40. Or there are other nurses that told me that. Look, you know, we have sports that are big in our country."

10C3: "And we want to use the scholarship for purely development process. So we have selected these, you know, 15 sports|
where the Scottish gets can come from but we've excluded these sports and it's done on. That I never take another example UK|
sport. | think you know they provide funding in that sort of way. They say they fund sports, but you've got to show the results and|
there's 5o you can't be too good, not too bad so."

TOC3:"DoR't qualify athletes for the games and participate through swimming and athletics and the places that we run
So in that case, you know, the scholarship has 2 different meaning. Maybe then it's to support maybe they're 245 best athletes so|
tht they can. They can get  universaity place because there's minimum citeria and they can participate in the games with

nity_meaning that the athlet:
\003 You know good enough w Derfcrm on a decent level and not sort of be humiliated to an extent. So then you know their|

reality and s very different for the But again | think it's,
R e D = e G Tike SwizerTand bt and The sport syeter = wel

supported. But if you are in downhill skiing I'm sure a scholarship would make zero difference to your training. But if you're in, youl
know a small if you're in short track speed skating which hardly exists and switch and then it would probably make a real
difference. Or to archery or another sport where there probably little funding. So maybe there's a scope to to to to grow that sport
and get you know and if.”

10C3: "Well, in each country | guess it was sport. So too strong for the scholarships, and there were probably those are too weak,
but could benefit from other Olympic solidarity programs to build it up. But maybe it would make sense somewhere in the middle
because the sport where it could actually, they have athletes of a sufficient level to benefit from the scholarship and but it could
also grow the sport through inspiration and drawing others there and people seeing opportunities in that sport. For me in a | mean|
again there's no sort of 1 size fits all. But | think in a lot of countries.

10C3: 'S0 've sort of feel it's never worth investing in something that's too weak. But there are other ones that with a bit of]
investment could really brought be brought up to a new level. And | think to extent.

10C3: 'Within the athlete programs, we well within Olympic solidarity in general, | think the in the last quadrennial there was a
definite push to go to go back to the Olympic Charter, which is those with the athletes. And then OCS with the greatest need. But
we obviously have a mission to distribute the funds of all NOC's. So we we can't exclude NCS, we want to help all NCS, every NPC|
has a need of some kind. But the idea was to to really try and go for the nurses with the greatest need and we've actually in."

10C4 explained that the NOC's strategy on OS funds distribution depends,
on the maturity of the national sports system and the national sports|
agenda. The expert emphaszed that 5 funds should be welltargeted to
make a meaningful impact. Examples were provided where OS funds

10C4: "And that can be | think that again that's an internal decision making departing on the maturity of the NC and whether you're|
an NC that is more aiming for performance at the Olympic level performance at the continental level, regional or national level o]
whether you're also seeing that you need to increase participation in some sports to be able to potentially in the future have
better or for the health of the sport system and the national agenda as well."

10C4: "That maybe you're saying, OK, either we distribute between 4:00 to 10:00 of these NFL that are weaker, that this money|
©|really will make a difference, that they have to be hitting certain targets or you say.

be used to raise the level of NFs beyond Olympic participation, mc\udmg
sports at  the level  or

10C4: "Not all teams are going to go to the games in terms of the Olympics, but if there is a possibility for sex at success at a
regional or continental level and it contributes to the overall health of the national sports system.

underrepresented genders in the same sport.

10C4: That's how we identify that group. And then we also were able to go deeper by saying those who are qualifying only with or]
who are participating only with universality or that then allows us to go okay those ones need even more support. But | would say|
that that sort of approach, as you've mentioned, the iOS approach, but then within the Polish Olympic Committee lens, how you're|
doing that would make a lot of sense. Yeah.'
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nonsense that i ot even 50 percent covered by the real preparation of the player, his real development, because | say in every it's not about that, because he was an ox|
. i

The staffi there and the mon tobe at the level of an athlete,

NE2: '8t how willyou arrange this gradation? Well, this i a certain difculy, because there are many aspects that should be taken into account, Y, of caurse you can, thef

ividing, or POC. This ' more or
some commines, sl gverrmets, ngenera,howthey did urds forphysal cutur o sors thy e them by pons o chienandyouthcompetfion because
itis th they have 1000 lotys. The club scores 10 points, 1000 x 10 comes out the amount and they may be|
unhappy, but that's how It turned out. This is the simplest method, but | don't know If Is the best, because due to the fact that t doesn't reflect the real needs of the costs
| wel, 100 millon ther things that should be taken into account i all his, and now we kind of sarted to take it into account so that divide t. Indeed fair. Unfortunately, the
vider is at risk.

NF2: s not @ crayon factory here you can't count it all. muliply t, Gvide 1t and 1t will cOme ut with Some amaunt, or some result 1t s 350 not that IFyou have a certan|
Jamount of money and then increase it by 2 times, you will have twice s good results, because It doesn't work that way either, 5o that's why there is 3 problem here and]
[abways i this divsion is not s clean.
NE2: itis mpossible 10 100
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34. Do you think that NFs whose athletes|

struggling with greater problems accessing|
francial  resources  (from  sponsors,
overnmens, eic.?

NF2 acknowledged that decisions on fund allocation are often based on sparts performance and|
popularty of sports due to their simplicity. However, they cautioned against relying solely on these|

NE2: | mean other aspects, you see. Well, withth hich may ot L although the resul is  key part
o it al because the whole algorithm i supposedly developed there, Accorcig fo which the miisry s she s, ahough th g 3 et 100 etrr beeae]
I don'tknow anyway. the slogan 30%

NFZ Generall, you know, discplies (. have results. Well, s ke, They deserve 1o some exten, (o some degree, to be supported In Thelr neads there. I they fave |

though ¢ can o e e, becse ik o example thoe nions het v qite igh subsiieso s, are threnthe et e us. Wel, my s

from these depencing on the. nand the costs|
dallthat!

Responses reflect diverse viewpoins on the|

o consider various factors beyond just sports|
esults and populariy to ensure farness and
support the development of 3 wide range of

Fadirect
resuts. NF2 proposed considering a more

for 05 fund allocation.

comprehensive approach that takes into accourt factors
beyond sports results, esnecially for less successful PNFs, and suggested a possile inverted system)

2 Thae st feckratons it o sl et o 0 st 5 he uestion it o i 2 el e e ity sy e

assume neither here from the POC, ror from the Ministry, nor from anywhere. Well maybe, ke, for example, . 1 don't know, for exampi
e were ot o mect I A, ey won o g ser, a6, ok went cray ad thenthe Oymics endd and susdnly barg d fresls et e

ing. Well, are there any in relation
Lowhot wes setout!

 Tess results. Mo, but how results? Well,you have to have some|
maney so tha people can come ug with some,even how to find them, some young man, you're @ going o start raiing them Vo mecal canidates now, 50 €5 e for ]

aonee
N2 s T hei Tederatons o hovs ot High subis o g s, oy ar thers T e T 3 37 ver wa. Wall iy s o Thse s
oo, e ot

NF2: Fedrations wil be in 2 losing position fram the Ministry,they wil receive less funds because they do not have paints, and the crcle willclse. This disciaine will no|
nave a chance to develop. In my opinlon, you must give the sport achance to develop.

NPz Well, Y
achrce ot nsome e ey wi e e

into make sense, 10 help those who do ot have resuls 2 of today, and perhaps there s

P2
e P hee s 1 o et e o o s o G o does not allow them (0 optimally program the traring. Efecive, opimal
programming of the training e fong

NF2: T shouldn't be that 100% i such a sports resuf, because at this point it Is known that only the best teke money and goodbye. Maybe even that would have to bel

sports

1 gt a5 s o st who e 5 1l n Ul ers 3 1€E0 ko mw vt sn 8, thryu ko o 2yt hr, i

005t to achieve success. They proposed targeting athietes with potential marked by s
o manee s st v o e v e aveady sscesha, w3 e NE3: Sportis sport tis s g

the importance of the transition from junior to serior age in sports and how OS funds could help e, ¢

reversea for tis result to be some | don't know 10%

W 73 <1 Foup TRt s STy Gordenime? T domekrow: Canges T Ehe age Category T our Case, or exaple |

clas changes. Ves, and when the class changes at all and at this pont we have to chase the leaders 3 b, If Someone changes there, someane has a worse season and In fact
Ireacy ited, or with.

731 Ves yes Gefintely yes ner you Know, 15 probably the bane ofa the GScipines here that the ransiton from belng urior o uniar 1 entering senor age. Yau Know, T

is 2 very difficut challenge, because there s a big diference in leel here. You know the traning between even the best youth plyer, and et say a Senior who starts ol

catch up somewhere. s not 3 years of hard work, but after one year. Iy the

\ in my opinion, not o talerted Youth who have shown themselves somewnere
You know those seniors already a

5lthe highest level or not?

13 Th b e e f o dcines e, e o e

Jarship, o for example, such 1 be on por
o ot o e S e e e e et S o S h T e o ST, v T T’ g g 7
stuation?”
NF3: Wel| nevertheless, such Urings may also have to be considered for T to make sense, to help those who do ot nave results as of ogay, and perhaps there is a chancel
that in some time they will

NE3: "Well, nevertheless, such Things may 50 have 1o be considered for 1 1o make sense, 1o help those who 4o not have results 2 of today, 3nd perhaps there i< a chance|

INF4 outlined the Polish Ministry of Sport and Tourism algorithm, which primariy favors successul

toless

that in some time they wil
40 ot the most mportant i, o course, sports results, the range ofsports. Tis ' the same|
25 the potential they have and of course there is aways such a margin.

- 5t popularity and sprts reslts are the ey NF: - Yes, that's Fow e the number of of counted. 4|
number of people also got some o rules
i Tt me edertons re wesker baeiee Tigure skaf ings, no hal, no coaches, no money for clothes

no choreographers”
sl sporsorsips fiom state-owned companis, which primany contrbute 10 portfor-al NFF-0F couses yon

orojects rather than igh-performance endeavors.

budge, 3Whole group o them, that s g, that

or fsure skating”
NFA: "And here, 1o Some exiant, T was mplemanted Tand from These sate-owned TpoTs, 50 10 Speak, ot very succesetl are|
vy low,lie 200, 300,000, and this allows for progress when it comes to sports, that the youngest ones, . on the promation of sport, on disserination, but it has ltle

training.’
s :

NFS noted that PIFs with past Dlympic successes are well-financed and developed cue to the|

Jaovantages gained from traciton. They emphasized that development based on tradition provides 2

e vt o e et st e s st Init, funding,notfunding, 3 ongrtonie et e, s s oo ko

NP6 highighted the financial nfluence of the popularity of certain sports and how Olympic medalits|

in niche disciplines can attract higher viewership, leading to additional funding. However, NFe)
sports

NFG: 73 port s popuar, 1 s Kow 1t L Wil ing I e an e ncome. Ve, Because viewersHp wil be gher, becaus 1 maiy comes down ta thes revenues

NFG: O course, f we Rave  we have medalst n som spor, (e viewersip s igh JutIook o ATta Wiodarcay's ammer trow. True? Trat would rave hovght o
hammer throw, ight? But we had our s

NFG: S0 1 We AT GoWwn, arfow Gow the e o 7ese Uets, Tarrow Gown {he UM o peGBe 1 audence wants 1o see T 1 o ikt may o ot
that these income:

NFG: L Is known that fwe have medal

throw, right? But we have our star and we want to'see it/

TWgh.Just ook at Anita Wiodarcayk's hammer throw. True? Thought 3 hammer]

. According to 05 guicelines, the 0S|
funds are dedicated to those with the|
reatest  neecs, gving means  to)
underfunded  entities for  acitional
resources. Do you think that NOC POL|
should follow the same guidelines? 1|
cther words, 1f NOC POL would follow|
these guidelines, how would affect you?

NFL recommended treating 3l sp0rts equally and avoiding categorization o PNFs. They suggested|
lawarding part of the OS funds 1o the most successful PNFs and distibuting the rest withour,
i 1 o

boister therr development.

NEL And A thanks to this, maybe example, let's assume it was so weak. Well hel
[would have 2 chance to use these funds so that maybe something could be done in this direction, to acauire these athletes or train them so that they would be able to
compete at the world level”

Ne2: Yeah, . but, vl ight now.”
NF2: in my opinion, we just want to give something 1o everyone. But ths thing does not give a chance for Gevelopment and now it s  question of whether everyone mus|

petition at the highes lovel?

NF2 suggested supporting PNFs that are not yet successfl bt are making efots to mprove. They e 2: Wit the best anes. Well,tis s a question to tink about, whether you should, fo exampl, fnance ther or ot e, snce there are scrce resaurces, it must b
acknowecged that tis might seem unfar to the s successfl PNFs, but believed i would aybe bt et

level up the entire NOC. NF2 cautioned that OS funds should be well-targeted and used to

lgenuine development

NFE Ay Gertal s o v 3 e 9 become fese medalt, Tave same | G fnow Lo mefalits for xamile o samesing? We, I v 3
password because there are those winter Yes, you can say thatthere vill probably be summer ones too, that, fo|
example, someane can only count on a 6/10 place lheve, e s moreor s here yo snerlyclch o v rere e compeon i sl where we

e one 2yes, s 40,1 S0 starts, t s 50,50 0n this principe,then. Ko, f|
vt o r e o s o o o e ool h o e o o i o of TS

NF3: From the defnition of s .

s ' e more suport Wel becase it he 1 . Players  Poand

least, those who have good results, 5o usualy there s olarshis for good resuls and i they have  better

it willbe easier esos v v

this suppor, and they can't abways get it so here I fact, | donit know if, s thisis the one. Ths targes|
Saivshard :

NE3: 1705 funcs ;

NF3 stressed the importance of soldariy and

orinciple. They suggested allocating 05 funds to athle
ush due to various circumstances, such as age transitions, injuris, or financil barriers, NF3 also| cass changes. Yes, and f the money changes a all and at this point we have to chase a it chase the leaders,If someone changes there, then someone has a wors

per the

oroposed considering socio-economic factors t0 ensure fai support.

o e close to success but need an extra| NF3: ‘Should the top performers get extra stulf or shouldr it g 10 a group that is actually borderline? | don't know. Changes in the age category i our case, for example

perspective of the union, which shoud|

apsly for

NE3: You know what, well, -
i it ccount layers ngenera, whom we would sply for i the some v, \ookmg at the development of coaches, we wauld also defintely consider those people|
o, lt's assume, cannot spend a ot of meney on 2 very nice raining and we ty.

NP3 175 very §00d for e, because T Know 3 1ot of small unons That certanly work well, o They try hard, they don' nave Tage Because they are smaler
s, base manyonspr.Remember that there a many assoaions thi (3 P of e actves apart o sprs. We ae o one of hem, and there r
oo that e ot ot e s o rtand | belleve that it 8 ther such opportunitis, because It s also for them at

Responses reflect. diferent. perspectives on|
Ihow the principle of supporting those with the|
Jereatest needs should be applied <o the
distrbution of 05 funds for PNFs. The experts|
discussed the potential impact on levelng the|
playing fiels, promoting  cevelopment,  and|
ensuring a diverse and compettive landscape|
[within the NOC.

NP4 recommended alocating O funds to underfunded PNFs that are stiving to compete at the|
h

INFE 1 scems 16 me Tatthre shuld s b 3 Chance ere To 7 cauable Py Yes, ¥ sk .1 5o B chanc for s = Gevlopmr, s ppronch o
aance.”

NF4: “Very Important here. Well-prepared sirategy and work. As you know, the POC Executive Board should work to comvince these federations. This requires very goad|
preparation

NP
accessing o the

but nave potential And they fave, for example, dfcultes
Ang s there a chanc 3

NF4: 'And 2 such a group, o that's wha | mean about federations that have been operating for many years, aking part in the Olympics, but the results are not satisfactory
However, i they had more resources, perhaps they could develop. And the second group consists of asocations and sports that have entered the worst program of thel
Olympics i recent years, and | mean here. breaking. skateboard. Why? Why these compounds? Well,there is also the Polsh Surfing Assocition, but they are Just starting|
here, and they don't have a training base, 50 to speak. Wel, it  probably the mst dificul sport o organize today, fwe are taking about the most expensive one, but me.
[ When it comes to Breaking and skateboarding, due to the popularity of these sports, there Is 3 chance, there is a chance, because they are massive. There is essy access to
sports nfrastructure and we are even successful. We have a bronze medal at the F b ips and gorb feathers. How s, but wharl
i do they e becuse st 1 ony st abute 0 Tokyo, nd Besking? Keep th et s, th rganiaiond, rgatnond taneg
raining, coaching staff. And here it seems to me that the.

sports rivalry.

janc less-popuar sports like archery and golf. NF4 stressed the potential impact of O funds on|are a whole group of these, is this i gof i i
PAFs,

“This s one thing and the. . of course, ways th
s or figure skating.

I<abaut archery, about those sports that are low-budget, low-funded in oursystem and there]

NE: "Wel, t's enough to take this year's table from last year. We have such deposit. How much is spent on the program and what kind of financial istory. The lades arel

[very similar, because,for examle, this year they received 20% more urions, but 203 more for athletic s a large amount, because it i for a arge amount, and if 20% s for o

small amount, hen 250 X 360 this 5 ot anyprogess fom 500X 600 hs sl an amount that does o allw the uion 10 do 50. fective,cptma programming of thef
1 talking about long

NF: That's how 1 dently with ths way. nhhmkmL and because there Is potential inthese relationships, ol they have a chance there. However, there are 3ot of threaty|
resulting from low bu training
R T ons STEUTy here, ot 55 ATy T veryons wans T & th St o Spomre Co To 5y, pracicly s e oo v
sponsors, but aso on our knowledge. Thisis avery diversiied co-financing by indvidual state-owned companies. Such a program a few years ago was the assumption tha|
at least one sponsor from Tt dic't work out, but many relationships here did. For example, Just me, because Tm even|
how?

i, 1t 1t e war o of e cerone somethn, 6t s ing s ot g chance o eveiopnant nd i 15 uestion ofwhete
e sport, I there are talents, provice thern|

ind of ke archery.Yeso gof, ves,
7 the ctrr e o M thm e 3:3 Ul ol g ey rarced b the i Wik K ofdvegset e it about)
d that

1 roose g 0 s 1 e Oy s vt gncr ey 0 g
4 for

[They adve

UFS ampbasized hat hese o shold hl rosde . spcirm o NS saripting i the| 5.

(Olympic Games.

Tisten, " vou know, historically cut off rom|

many.
NES: They are very motivated. They have such  cool approach to the sport. They just must be able to use t. It seems to me that this money will ot be wasted here, it will
o o o g

NEG: Olympic soldarty funds should be supportfor those who, due o lackof unds, polieyof ommittee|
should be aimed at increasing tis spectrum to the entire specirum. Relationships that can win, win mecals, rght, 50 we dor't stop. Or even take part in the Olympics. Or|
parcicipation in order to partcipate, because that's where yau have to start, right? I it s not possible in a given sport clicipline, there is no chance of winning a medal
because th itis known. I yes!

improve their sports performance. They wamed against a strategy that facuses only on 2 few strong|these incomes wil not be more. | already see it from this side.
PNFs, 3 it could lead to a lack of dversity and reduced viewership for the NOC. NF6 stressed that

underfunded

ot that

NEG: “Olympic Solidarity funds should support precisely thase who, due to lack of funds, are unable to develop, because n my opinian, the aalcy of the Palish Olympc]
c is direction, to ncrease fons thatcanwin medls o ust ualfy o the Ohmpics
out that

NFG: AT B THhre 0 et fom 2 counry 1t coniny il by 0 e 1§ o e i s What do we e st (e arorances o o
. in my opinon, it t0loakat it from this angle. How tol
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APPENDIX 7: Comprehensive action plan framework for the project results implementation

Priority Recommendation Action Resources | Timescales CSF
1. Establish a dedicated Time 1. Engagement
communication platform. IT Software of stakeholders
Involve key 2. C(?nduct W(?rksh(?ps and & Oct. 2003 2. Desirability
seminars to disseminate Hardware of the research
5 stakeholders and o : -
treat them fairl research insights. Working Jan. 2024 results
y. 3. Call for PNFs candidates to space ' 3. Proper
participate in the POC OS PNF & POC selection of
Comm. employees candidates
4. Establish the POC OS Time 4. Will and
Commission within the POC Legal favorability of
Board. advisory the POC Board
. Finances 5.The
5. Present conclusions from .
) ) Board Jan. 2024 desirability of
4 Implement equity in work.shops and. s§m|nars d-urmg meeting - the workshops
0S funds allocation. | the first commission meeting. Working Mar. 2024 and seminars
6. Invite governmental space ar. insights
representatives and sports PNF, POC, 6. Involvement
experts to participate in Gov. of government
subsequent meetings. employees and external
& experts experts
7. Formulate the final version of | Time 7. Agreement
the OS strategy at the POC 0S | POC and satisfaction
Commission based on solidarity | Exe€cutive of POC 05
Preserve solidarity principles Board Mar. 2024 | commission
3 principles in OS 8 PI’ESEI.'VE the strate for Meeting - members
funds allocation. ’ 8y Working May 2024 | 8. Approval of
approval to the POCEx. Board. | ¢pace Ex. Board
9. Seek final approval from the | POC Board 9. Willingness
POC Board. Meeting of POC Board
10. Invite PNFs to submit high- Time 10. Quality of
impact projects for the next 05 | PNFs the submitted
quadrennial. employees projects
11. Review PNFs' project External 11. Common
Is within the POC OS partners of agreement of
proposals within the
Provide effective OS Commission. allocatin the. May 20241 poc O?‘ )
2 funds allocation. 0 . ssion, allocating projects - Commission
maximum funds. Working Sep. 2024 | 12. Board
12. Select and support PNF space agreement in
projects based on the POC Board the voting
recommendation of the POC meeting process
Board.
13. Provide guidance to PNFs | Time 13. PNFs ability
during application process. POC& for
Distribute OS funds | 14- Monitor the progress of PNF PNFs improvements
ding t d projects reporting on employees Oct. 2024
1 according to goo Lo Project - 14. Delivery of
gO\./er.nance completed initiatives. Mgmt. Nov. 2028 | the projects.
principles. 15. Evaluate PNFs' efforts and | aqvisory 15 PNFs
offer training to enhance project | Audit willingness to
quality. evaluate
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CONTACT INFO

Krzysztof Jankowski

Manager
International Relations and Sports Projects Department

NOC of Poland

+48 500 066 883
kjankowski@pkol.pl
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