
IKE the Beatles, I Should Have Known Better.

When I read Lee Mottershead’s Monday

Column in the Racing Post (March 4), I was

incensed by some of his comments regarding the ‘prize-

money debate’. Under a headline which hinted at a

conciliatory tone, ‘Jaw-jaw must now replace war-war

as prize-money debate enters next stage’, Mottershead

left no-one in any doubt that he was firmly on the

racecourses’ side of the debate.

Hinting at the use of intimidation, ‘illegal pressure’

and coercion, he took aim at the sport’s elite owners and

trainers. ‘Racehorse ownership is a hobby and should

not be portrayed as a business’, he averred, going on to

argue that ‘there is far greater potential for wider

negative publicity to come from owners and trainers

shouting for more prize-money’. Those outside racing,

he assured us, ‘will not see the protesters as comparable

with striking nurses or teachers’, a wholly inappropriate

comparison not least because Scotland’s teachers have

just been awarded a pay rise in excess of 10%, a rate,

incidentally, just slightly lower than that involved in the

Post’s recent price hike to £3.20.

I felt compelled to register my views on

Mottershead’s column with the Racing Post. Knowing,

however, that they would be unlikely to publish a highly

critical letter, I thought I would be clever and pick out

one paragraph with which I agreed, the need for greater

transparency in relation to racecourses’ media rights

income, to praise Mottershead for his appreciation of

that point and call on the paper to support his view.

Here is the text of the letter I sent to the Post by e-

mail on March 5: 

Writing in his Monday Column (March 4) about the
current impasse between the Arena Racing Company
and trainers over prize-money, Lee Mottershead hit the
nail on the head when he wrote: “Racecourses must be
prepared to provide far greater transparency in relation
to their media rights income. Too much of it is shrouded
in mystery. An opening up of the books would be a
positive and potentially very helpful development.”

Given the horrendous funding model of British racing
which has led over the years to the ludicrous reality that
the industry’s financial wellbeing depends, to a huge
extent, on bookmakers’ profits, it is imperative that, if
there are to be meaningful and constructive talks aimed
at a mutually acceptable resolution, these talks must
take place in an open and honest manner. With respect to
Lee Mottershead, the precise amount of income
generated by racecourses from the sale of media rights
is not just lacking in transparency – it is actually hidden
from view by non-disclosure arrangements, similar to
those used by politicians, leading business people and

celebrities to cover their transgressions.
Mottershead’s call for these income figures to be

published should be actively supported by your
newspaper, given its pivotal position within the industry,
and by all who have the best interests of the racing and
bloodstock industries at heart. Racecourses are entitled
to be run as businesses and to make profits if they are
able to do so; but they deserve little sympathy if they
seek to reduce prize-money without disclosing the
financial imperative to do so. So when David Armstrong,
RCA Chief Executive, asserts that racecourse executive
contributions to prize-money have risen by 74% over the
last five years, he must realise that his statement is
meaningless unless we are also told how his members’
income has risen in the same period.

HEN my letter was published in the Post on

March 10, the following sections were

omitted from the letter. Firstly, they cut my

reference to non-disclosure agreements: With respect to
Lee Mottershead, the precise amount of income
generated by racecourses from the sale of media rights
is not just lacking in transparency – it is actually hidden
from view by non-disclosure arrangements, similar to
those used by politicians, leading business people and
celebrities to cover their transgressions. 

Why omit this reference to the cloak of secrecy

behind which racecourses are hiding? As far as I am

aware, there is nothing inaccurate in what I had said.

Secondly, they, rather inelegantly, withdrew my

request that Mottershead’s call for media rights income

figures to be revealed be supported by the Post by

simply omitting the words ‘by your newspaper’ from the

text. The whole point of my letter was to persuade the

Racing Post that, notwithstanding the generality of

Mottershead’s views, it should intervene in the debate on

the side of those seeking a fair and transparent solution

to the impasse over prize-money.

These omissions from the original text of my letter

effectively rendered the letter pointless. As I said at the

outset, I should have known better. It’s definitely Racing

Post 1 Scanlon 0 in this particular match. But I can’t

help wondering whether the Post’s continuing failure to

champion the cause of horsemen will eventually

backfire on them. 

I struggle to understand why a newspaper which ought

to serve the racing and bloodstock industries seems so

unwilling to challenge the preposterous reality of a

negotiation where one side seeks to reduce expenditure as

a result of cuts, or rather an anticipated cut, in their

income, without making any attempt to vouch those cuts. 

What hold do racecourses have on them, I wonder?

Off the bridle
by JOHN SCANLON

L

W

25


