THE GAME HAS CHANGED, NOT THE HORSE
There’s been a lot of high-profile, loose talk floating
around lately about how we are allegedly producing
weaker, softer, more fragile Thoroughbreds. A
Congresswoman from Illinois said so in a Congressional
Hearing. Randy Moss announced it to the nation on ESPN.
by rob whiteley And veteran story teller Bill Nack even made up a story
about it. I’m not sure what qualifies any of them to weigh
in on the issue, but I know for sure that they speak from hear-say or anecdotes, and personal opinion, rather than
from supportable or researched facts.
Quite a few folks lately seem to be looking at the steady decline in average starts per foal as an indication that
our breeding and in-breeding practices are causing racehorses to be less “durable. “ This notion is merely a
simplistic, knee-jerk response without any substantive base. It is nothing more than a red herring. Based on my 25
years of experience breeding racehorses, I see no change in the horses themselves. It’s the game that has
changed. It’s what we do to and with our Thoroughbreds that accounts for the decline in average starts. I’m
thinking that our contemporary horses may even be tougher than earlier models to be able to hold up as well as
they do despite everything we put in their way.
Speculation that in-breeding to Native Dancer, Mr. Prospector, etc., has weakened our breed is simply
unsubstantiated opinion, and it is nonsense to think that we could alter the breed in a few generations. So, if the
horses themselves haven’t changed significantly, what else might explain the decline in average starts?
A structural analysis of how the game has changed points to a complex interaction of many factors which,
taken together, explain the decline. One factor alone would only explain part of the decrease; but all of the factors
listed below, in combination, likely account for most of the downward trend. The reader may even be able to think
of additional circumstances that contribute to the drop in average starts.
First, it is important to note that average starts began to decline steadily with the advent of year- round racing.
In the ‘40s, ‘50s, ‘60s, and ‘70s, horses would typically race on a circuit and then be given a season off for rest
and recuperation. They might race seven or eight months a year and spend the rest of their time rejuvenating their
bodies and spirits and transitioning back into racing fitness. In our “modern” era, it seems we forget that horses
are herd animals and living creatures. They are not meant to be cooped up in cell-like stalls year round. Twelve
months in confinement with a brief time each day for exercise in repetitive routines is not merely tough on them
physically, it is unnatural for a horse and stifling to the spirit. As thinking, feeling creatures, horses need time off
to, well, just be horses, out picking grass with their heads down and some sunshine on their backs.
Second, and equally important, we too often substitute veterinary intervention for good, old-fashioned
horsemanship. Race track vets have a stranglehold on many racing barns. Just look at your vet bills each month.
Relying on medications and injections may get a horse to the next race, but it generally lowers the probability of
getting that horse through the next six or eight. It is not surprising to most of us, therefore, that career starts have
declined in an era of increasing drug use.
Third, our emphasis on speed in relation to two-year-old sales likely has a negative effect on the career
longevity of many young horses who go through the rigors of preparing to breeze as fast as they can on a given
day. Instead of bringing the babies along patiently, and within themselves, based on each horse’s own
developmental needs, predispositions, and time-table, we push them along on our own imposed schedule, to get a
return on investment. The minority of sales horses that hold up to this regimen are testimony to the concept of
survival of the fittest, and some of them go on to be major horses. But how many potential stars are compromised
along the way? This Darwinian process could be easily altered to benefit buyers, sellers, and horses alike by
simply returning to the previous practice of showing the babies in a strong gallop without causing them to fly
through the stretch faster than most of them will ever run again. Because this current fascination with speed still
reigns supreme, however, about 60% of the two-year-olds catalogued are not sold at auction, and an untold
number likely have their long-term durability affected in negative ways, contributing to the decline in average
career starts.
Fourth, trainer stats have been published for about 15 years, causing trainers’ reputations to be judged in part
by their win percentage. Thus, some trainers, wishing to maintain an edge in public perception and recruitment of
horses, pick their spots very carefully and sometimes scratch a horse when they don’t like their chances, in order
to protect their win percentage. When a horse is scratched, it typically has to sit out for several days before it can
be entered again for another race, thereby causing more wear and tear from training without having made another

start when it was ready. This modern phenomenon probably contributes incrementally to the overall annual
reduction in starts.
Fifth, economics figure heavily into the puzzle. Just chart the 40-year average cost of Thoroughbreds against
the decline in average starts and you will see that as investment cost goes up, average starts go down in an
inverse or similarly linear way. The inference here is that one way the game has changed is that managers and
trainers protect the investment. Clearly, expensive foals race less today, and cheaper foals race more. This is fully
supported by recent Blood-Horse research data which show that, during the last decade, foals by stallions with a
stud fee of $50,000 or more started 20% fewer times than foals by stallions with fees from $10,000 to $50,000.
Furthermore, average starts per foal in the latter group were 17.8, not that far from the 20.4 of the 1970s.
Our sport is not unique in the way the game has changed to protect investment. Take Major League Baseball,
for example. In the ‘70s, Major League pitchers typically pitched 300 or more innings per year and it was
commonplace for a starter to throw 200 pitches in a game. Today, in an era of expensive ball players and huge
investment, pitchers average closer to 130 – 140 innings per year and managers often yank their starters when
they approach 100 pitches. Are pitchers softer or more fragile today? Not likely. The economics and logistics of
the game have changed, and some of the change occurs to protect a large investment. I don’t hear anyone
blaming the pitchers’ Moms and Dads (or great-great grandfathers) because their boys’ pitch counts have declined
from those in the ‘70s.
Sixth, given the steadily rising costs of training and the gouging nature of veterinary charges, the annual
expense of keeping a horse in training ($30,000 -50,000+) enters heavily into the average starts equation. The
influence of economics on the decline in average starts is especially influential because purses are declining when
adjusted for inflation. Thus, many “modern” owners are quicker than their historic counterparts to pull the plug on
their horses in training, thereby shortening their careers if they are not sufficiently productive. Owners of wellbred fillies, for example, will typically try them a few times to see if they have potential to earn black type, but will
retire them early to be broodmares if they are not measuring up and paying their way. This aspect of the changing
game is even more noticeable and dramatic with regard to stallion prospects who are quickly pulled from the track
to the breeding shed.
Seventh, inefficiencies in modern condition books and the writing of races often restrict opportunity and,
therefore, play some role in a horse’s number of annual starts. As Yogi Berra might say, “They can’t run if they
can’t start.” Horses are trained on and trained on. When it is time to run, they need to run. Trainers point to a
particular race in the condition book, and when the race is “not used” or their horse does not “draw in,” the horse
does not get to run when it is ready. Missing a race when the horse is ready to race merely produces more
training, with all the wear and tear that continuous training entails. A comparative study describing the frequency
of missed opportunities in the ‘40s, ‘50s, ‘60s, and ‘70s needs to be conducted to assess the extent that our
game may have changed to delay or postpone racing opportunity. My guess is that in the previous era, because of
fewer horses and fewer races, when a horse was ready to run, it had a greater chance to race.
Obviously, a lot of complex variables are mixing and interacting together to reduce the number of starts our
horses make. The economic realities of keeping a horse in training are currently so daunting, we need to identify
and quickly address the causes in order to fix this serious problem. At a time when we are desperate to attract
new owners and keep the ones we have, we need our horses running much more often. They can’t earn money or
bring sufficient excitement and joy to their owners when standing in a stall or merely working themselves into the
ground while training on the track morning after morning. Meanwhile, let’s focus on the real causes of fewer starts
per foal, and stop trying to say it’s the breeders or the breed.
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RETIREMENT IMMINENT FOR FALCO?
Wertheimer et Frere=s G1 Poule d=Essai des Poulains
winner Falco (Pivotal {GB}--Icelips, by Unbridled) looks
to have run his last race, according to Racing Post.
Trainer Carlos Laffon-Parias told the trade daily that a
decision on his future would be made shortly. AFalco
has a small problem and is not sure to run again,@
Laffon-Parias told Racing Post. AHe will probably be
retired to stud, and a decision will be made this week.@
Falco captured the Poulains May 11 at Longchamp,
defeating Rio de la Plata by three lengths. The
homebred was off the board on his last two starts, the
June 17 G1 St James=s Palace S. at Royal Ascot and
G1 Prix Jean Prat at Chantilly July 13. He has won two
of his five starts, earning just over i250,000 in the
process. The bay will stand at Marc de Chambure=s
Haras d=Etreham when the final decision is made, with
the Wertheimer brothers retaining a 50-percent share.

Several responses I received to my August 3rd Op/Ed
(The Game Has Changed, Not The Horse!) deserve
further comment.
Jon White of HRTV (a walking encyclopedia of horse
and racing knowledge), believes we should also chart
the average distance of races between 1970 and the
present to see if there is a correlation between shorter
races and fewer starts. I do not have the data to address this point, but it is logical to think that if the
average race distance has shortened up, the increased
exertion and impact caused by speed would be harder
on horses and would, therefore, affect racing longevity.
Barry Irwin was not the only responder who expressed the opinion that corrective limb procedures
"compromise foals' careers as race horses." The important thing to note here is that our speculations remain
totally in the realm of opinion. Most veterinarians and
most horsemen do not share Barry's point of view, and
believe instead that these procedures actually contribute to durability and extend racing careers. Until this
issue is sorted out, however, buyers have two fundamental responsibilities: (1) Buyers should encourage
veterinary clinics and surgeons to answer the question
empirically by conducting longitudinal research that
relates their procedures to later racing success. And (2)
if buyers are bothered by corrective procedures, they
should simply ask consignors if any interventions have
been performed and make their buying decisions accordingly.
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

Comments? Please email
suefinley@thoroughbreddailynews.com

Finally, two race track vets took the time to respond.
Although neither commented on the steadily rising cost
of vet bills, both remarked that I am mistaken to think
that vets are in control of racing barns. Both commented that trainers, not vets, are responsible for the
increasing amount of vet work at the track. One vet
stated that trainers control the type and frequency of
veterinary interventions; and, further stated that if vets
do not do what they are told, they will be sacked. The
other vet believes that trainers are quick to order veterinary examinations and treatments because they don't
have to pay the bills and because they want to do
everything they can to get to the next race with the
best chance to win.
Whether trainers are in control or vets are in control,
it is clear that owners are not in control. Despite "owning" the racehorses, owners and their check books are
simply along for the ride. And that's the way it will
remain until owners establish an effective organization
of their own to represent the racing interests of all
owners. Operating as isolated individuals, instead of as
a cohesive unit, they give away their authority and
influence and have little say in the running of their own
businesses. Each purchased horse can be viewed as its
own small business, but the person who buys the horse
and pays the bills is at the bottom of the company's
organizational pyramid. This long-standing tradition is
very peculiar. BRob Whiteley, www.liberationfarm.com

