Responses to Reviews

Dear Reviewers and Editors, 

	Many thanks for considering this submission and the quick, constructive round of feedback. Numerous steps have been taken to refine my overall argument, including adding necessary nuance and integrating perspectives from indigenous literature. Based on this, several changes have been made in this second revision, and these are marked in blue within the manuscript. Point-by-point responses are also provided below.

I look forward to receiving further feedback and working towards publication in MSL.


All the best, 

The Author






















Reviewer 1
	Comment
	Response

	The argument is solid, has potential. However, I do have some suggestions which I believe will make the paper stronger as it is currently disconnected from the current debates which speak to point the author it trying to make. For example, it makes no mention of Indigenous SFD scholars who have been arguing along these lines, they just don't label it elite capture. I believe it would be important to locate this paper in light of these debates too. These scholars argue the importance of decolonizing SFD, so privileging other worldviews, making space for other ways of being and doing in SFD theory, research and practices. When we do this, the chances of seeing new rooms, new people in the rooms, something different to the room will increase. In the final paragraph the argument about wanting to provide a clear generalise path forward I don't believe is possible - that's the actual issue - we need recognise that there are multiple ways of being and doing. Perhaps also have a look at, “Hapeta et al 2019 Sport for social change with Aotearoa New Zealand youth: Navigating the theory- practice nexus through Indigenous principles. Journal of Sport Management, 33(5), 481-492. which talks to the idea of principles. I think it would be really important to recognise/make mention of the debates which have also been occurring which are calls for SFD to be decolonized and or Indigenized. A recently published special issue Indigenous Voices Matter in the Journal of Sport for Development
	Thank you for this! You are absolutely right, this is a point that has also been eloquently made by indigenous scholars as well, and it is worth integrating. 

I have added appropriate references and expand on some of these indigenous perspectives in the discussion section. From the collective critiques of the field, though I cannot offer any specific prescription, I do also offer some general values that could guide the field moving forward. 



Reviewer 2
	Comments
	Response

	The critiques of what the SFD movement has become are well made. However, there appears to be a tacit assumption (keenly felt in the final section 'Escaping capture') that SFD is a movement worth saving. This may be an argument that the author wishes to make, but it is one that needs to be made rather than implied. I was struck when reading the introductory section (and again in 'Escaping capture') that there is not a clearly elaborated case made in support of SFD as a social movement. I was left wondering, what does the author see as the (potential) benefits of SFD? Why does the author think it is worth saving based on the substantive content of the paper? Why not just argue for abandoning it altogether? The section 'A short overview of SFD and elites' does a little towards illuminating the (aspirational) value of SFD, but not enough to make a strong case for reorienting SFD back towards earlier (golden?) values and purposes. It would strengthen the paper overall to have either a case made for why SFD should be 'saved' or why it should be abandoned entirely (which I don't think the author is arguing for).
	This is a good point! I make a more explicit argument in the discussion about the value I perceive in sport as a potential tool, albeit a tool in drastic need of reorientation. 

	Relating to this, it would be helpful to add in examples of where SFD is / has been a vector for the kind of social change or challenge. Within the 'overview' section, and specifically in the paragraph commencing, "In this period, SFD organisations...", the argument would be strengthened by use of a positive example (In the 'Setting the Standards' section you use an example to illustrate the argument and this helps to both strengthen and bring it alive).
	I think this is a good idea, yet there are a couple of reasons that have stopped me from taking this on board. 

There is an evaluative nature to highlighting a positive counter-example that I find contradictory in the context of critiquing elite standard setting (after all, as white, Global North academic, who am I to say?). 

Plus, even though I may have some examples in mind, I am not sure the organisations in question would benefit from being publicly named, especially when they are actively advocating against their own national governments. 

	You may also wish to consider, in the 'overview' section, establishing how/when SFD came to be seen as a threat or somehow not approved, before moving on to establishing that it was captured. This would help to sequence the history for the reader.
	Right! My general argument here would be that the early 2000s, with the UNOSDP and the involvement of institutional/corporate actors in UN activities marked a turning point from a disparate field to a more ‘formalised’ (read: captured) one. I have integrated that into the overview. 

	In the final section ('Escaping capture'), you note that you are not indicating a conspiracy of a "cabal of elites"; this is in line with Taiwo who argues that the process of elite capture is a "systems behaviour" rather than something generated through the intentions of individuals and groups (see Taiwo, 2022, p10-11). To ensure this is clear throughout, the author may need to revisit the language used when elite capture is discussed. At present, examples such as that on p4, "process of elite capture whereby elites work to co-opt and disarm", suggest to the author that there is a more conspiratorial process going on. The author may wish to indicate this, but I think there is some nuance to Taiwo's project of elite capture that needs to be attended to. For Taiwo, for example, elites are always relative to the room and who they are can change depending on the situation (see Taiwo, 2022, p22).
	I have rephrased this in the introduction to consider this systems perspective, which is anyway my general position and follows arguments not only made by Taiwo, but also CW Mills. 

	The term "critical viewpoint essay" is not one that readers may be familiar with as an established methodology. Thus, it is unclear how this helps the reader to understand what will be advanced in the paper. You may need to revisit the introductory remarks about how the article is structured and how, methodologically, Taiwo's theory is applied to the subject area in advancing the argument.
	I have rephrased this to just essay – as this is what this is, it is not a purely methodological piece of research.

	In the introductory section, are the critiques relating to particular geographic areas where SFD is deployed, or are these going to be global arguments? Are the same problems found within national SFD as in international SFD? Does the article have a particular focus or is it more generalised? There is an allusion to the dynamics between the global north and global south, for example, but this is not developed.
	I mean to focus on the field as a whole and not take specific geographic lens. I have attempted to make this clearer, but I do not want to go down the rabbit hole of geographic dynamics, especially when so many have written already so eloquently on the topics of north-south relations or decolonization. 

	Minor comments:
	

	a.      The point about "evangelism" in the introductory section could do with a bit more unpacking. This might be evident to people working in the field, but this may need to be substantiated for readers less familiar with SFD.
	I have rephrased/expanded on this for clarity.

	b.      Please provide a page number for the Taiwo quote on p6 ("elite capture happens when...") in the citation.
	This is a quote from a presentation of his, not the book – the reference is accordingly different and there are no page numbers. 

	c.      Please provide a citation for claim on p7: "In this period, SFD organisations likewise became increasingly numerous and prominent...".
	Appropriate citations have been added

	d.      For clarity, please change the punctuation on p9 when listing the organisation, e.g. "including: Beyond Sport; Peace and Sport; and Laurean".
	Done. 

	e.      In the 'Setting the Standards' section it might again help the argument to bring in an example. Are there any examples of the kinds of projects that are "simply not recognised" in awards ceremonies? Perhaps there is an example that illustrates how a project is making a difference (and being recognised) elsewhere, but being excluded from mainstream recognition?
	See response above. 

	f.      The point about focusing on demonstrating "success" on p11 is well made. An additional comment - 'measuring' success is more difficult for systemic change; it may also include trial and error, or indeed, things being 'unsuccessful' before becoming successful.
	Thanks! And yes, you are absolutely right! 

	g.      Please provide a citation for sentence on p12 "me, myself and I".
	This is from an internal evaluation of a specific NGO – I am not at liberty to provide a specific source or organisation name. 

	h.      On p12, consider changing "vanishingly little" for "vanishingly few".
	Done.

	i.      On p14 you discuss the role of research/researchers. From what you've described, is it that research is "directed" by elites, or is that research is bound up with elite interests (which suggests a more "indirect" directing!) and that this disables the kind of autonomy/independence we might expect of research? Is another pressure to be balanced? I'm just wondering if this needs a little more nuance in the language.
	Good point – I’ve reworded this for nuance but also clarity! 



