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********************************************************

HE Portland UK Sport Integrity Index published

early last month made grim reading for those

involved in the horseracing industry. Commissioned

by Portland Communications, an ‘international

communications consultancy’, and carried out by Populus, a

consumer research agency, the index sets out to ‘measure the

perceived level of integrity of the top 12 professional sports in

the UK’. The survey set out to look at ‘fixing’, the use of

performance-enhancing drugs, financial corruption and cover-

ups/scandals within 12 distinct sporting contexts .

The survey of 2,000 people revealed that 49% of

respondents linked racing to the fixing of results, and,

worryingly, racing was ranked only ahead of football as the

least trusted of the 12 sports. That’s quite an astonishing

ranking given that sports such as snooker, with a perceived

history of drug scandals and match-fixing, is rated as fourth

most trusted and even cycling, in the post-Lance Armstrong

period, comes in three places above the ‘Sport of Kings’.

It would be naive of me to suggest that racing is immune to

race-fixing and financial corruption, but if this survey is to be

taken at face value, and I accept that that is a very big ‘if’,

how depressing is it that one in every two people don’t trust

the evidence of their own eyes when they see the outcome of

a race?

While it would be easy to dismiss the results of the poll as

wildly inaccurate, the problem is one of perception. The

report itself states that ‘our research has found that a majority

(52%) of people would be likely to stop watching professional

sports if integrity issues are seen to persist.’ And one facet of

the report that caught my eye is the ranking of ‘perceived

integrity by age of the respondents’. Among those aged

between 45 and 54, racing was ranked as the least trustworthy

sport of all. The Dick Francis generation, perhaps?

Like it or loathe it, the report serves as a reminder of the

need for the industry to continue to educate the public and to

deal effectively with those integrity issues which will

inevitably arise from time to time. The perceptions revealed

by this survey simply have to be changed.

Off the bridle
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OP marks to William Haggas. When asked, as part

of the Racing Post’s Monday Jury feature, for his

reaction to the BHA’s raft of proposals to deal with

the alleged problem of non-runners, he had the presence of

mind to point out that many of the issues ‘would be

resolved in one stroke by reintroducing 24-hour

declarations for the Flat.’ 

Simple, and true.
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HE incident at Yarmouth recently when the six-

furlong novice auction event was ‘won’ by

Millie’s Kiss, a three-year-old filly turned out

by mistake in place of the intended runner, Mandarin

Princess, by trainer Philip ‘Charlie’ McBride,

engendered a great deal of sympathy for the Newmarket

handler.

The owners of Millie’s Kiss, Four Winds Racing

Partnership, and ‘winning’ jockey John Egan expressed

their sympathy for McBride in the aftermath of the race,

and the general response of the racing media seemed to

be to blame the procedures which allowed the drama to

unfold, rather than to apportion massive blame on the

trainer for saddling the wrong horse.

Until this affair played out, I didn’t know enough

about the procedure to hold a particularly strong view

about McBride’s actions. But after he was fined by the

BHA, I was appalled to read of his plans as to how he

will pay the fine imposed on him. McBride revealed that

he placed a bet on his horse in the race and will use his

£600 winnings towards paying off the £1,500 fine

imposed on him for his role in the mix-up.

“It was a fun bet, it wasn’t a gambling bet,” McBride

endeavoured to explain. “Most of the horses you run you

hope would run well, so as support for the horses you

put £10 each way on them or £5 each way. I was fined

£1,500 so I’m still £1,000 out of pocket.”

With bookmakers paying out on the result after the

‘weighed in’ signal was given, everyday punters who

gained from the fiasco can perhaps be forgiven for

holding on to their gains at the bookmakers’ expense,

but am I alone in thinking that it is outrageous for

McBride to profit from the mistake, and downright

insulting for him to use these ill-gotten gains towards the

fine imposed on him? His bet with his bookmaker was

for Mandarin Princess to win or be placed at Yarmouth.

How can he, the person ultimately responsible for that

filly being replaced by another, think it is morally

acceptable to retain his bookmaker’s cash, and to use it

to mitigate the penalty rightly imposed on him?

Here’s hoping Portland’s panel of respondents

weren’t watching this one.
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