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1 Introduction

TheprimaryobjectiveofthePEAKprojectis“topromoteandsupportgoodgovernanceinsport”byprepar-

ingasetofcoachingpolicyrecommendationsforusebynationalandEuropeansportfederations,coaching

bodiesandgovernments.Sixguidingquestionsunderpinthisobjective,andgiveshapeandfocustothepro-

posed project:

1. Whatroles,responsibilities,andstatusesdocoachingcurrentlyholdintheoverallsportstrategiesofna-

tionalgovernmentswithintheEuropeanUnion?

2. Whatpolicies,programmesanddecision-makingprocessescurrentlyexist inEuropeancountriestode-

velopandenhancecoachingsystems;regulatecoachingtoimproveitsqualityandensurethesafetyofall

participantsinsport,especiallychildren?

3. DoEuropeanandNationalSportFederationshavepoliciesandprogrammesinplace,whichaimtoregulate

orstimulatecoachingdevelopment?

4. Whatarethebest,evidence-basedpracticescurrentlyavailablefortheinclusionofcoachingdevelopment

inanorganization’sstrategicplanbasedonwhichcriteria?

5. Whatevidence-basedstrategiesandpracticesareavailabletoincreaseopportunitiesforwomenincoaching?

6. Whatevidence-basedstrategiesandpracticesareneededtoenhancetheeffectivenessofgoodgovern-

ancemeasures(suchastransparencyofdecision-making,democraticandinclusivedecision-makingpro-

cesses)inthepracticeofsportcoaching?

Currentpoliciesare lackingaguidingframework.Theregulationofcoaching,although increasingamongst

EUcountries,isveryheterogeneous.Therefore,thePEAKprojectwillbeanimportantstepinstrengthening

thepolicyfoundationsofsportscoachinginEurope.Theprojectteammembersalsoacknowledgethat,dueto

thedifferentsportsystemsinEurope,standardizedanduniversalpolicyrecommendationscannotalwaysbe

developed.However,usingrigoroustheoreticalgroundingandevidence,theprojectdoesaimtoputfortha

selection of general good practice recommendations for coaching policies in Europe.

ThefollowingGoodPracticeMethodologyRecommendationsreportfirstsetsouttheproposedmethodolog-

icalapproachforaframeworkforcoachingpoliciesandarelatedself-assessmenttool.Thisapproach,based

onasoundtheoreticalframework,extensiveevidencefromthefield,andexperienceinthefieldofsportgov-

ernance,canbeusedasthebasisfornotonlytheformulationofrecommendationsorindicators,butalsofor

thecollectionofgoodpracticeexamplesandaself-assessmenttool.

This reportbeginsbyoutliningtherationaleandstructurebehindtheproposedmethodologicalapproach,

thenpresentsthetheoreticalframeworkandinsightsfromthepolicymakingfield.Usingthistheoreticaland

policybackground,incombinationwiththeevidenceinourresearchreportoncoachingpolicyinEurope,we

canthusbegindevelopinganinitialsetofpotentialpolicyrecommendationsandconnectedindicators.The

aforementionedresearchreportuses literature,expertsurveysandexpert interviewstoextractdatafrom

24Europeancountries.ThisdataprovidesinsightsintothekeyareasidentifiedbythePEAKproject,namely

CoachingSystems,CoachingRegulations,VolunteeringinCoaching,andWomeninCoachingacrossEurope.

Recommendationsarepresentedasasetofindicatorsandeachindicatorisdirectlyconnectedtotherelevant

evidenceandliterature.Finally,followingtheseproposedrecommendations,nextstepsfortheprojectand,

specifically,thedevelopmentoffurtherindicatorsandaself-assessmenttoolarediscussed.



P E A K  P R O J E C T  –   4

2 Methodological Approach: A Coaching Policy Index

Fortheimplementationofaframeworkforcoachingpoliciesandarelatedself-assessmenttool,theconstruc-

tionofacoachingpolicycomposite indicator,or index, is likelytoprovidetheoptimalmixbetweenclarity,

simplicity,andfunctionality.Compositeindicatorshavebeenusedinfieldssuchastheenvironment,econo-

my,society,ortechnologicaldevelopmentandareeasiertointerpretthantryingto“findacommontrendin

manyseparateindicators”(Nardo,Saisana,Saltelli,&Tarantola,2005,p.6).Insuchanindex,theconceptof

goodpracticeincoachingpolicywouldbebrokendownintovarioussub-categories(e.g.regulation,womenin

coaching),differentindicatorswouldbedevelopedforeachcategoryandcountriescouldthenassessthem-

selvesagainstthoseindicators,receivingbothanoverallscoreandascoreforeachsub-category.Aprominent

sport-relatedexampleofsuchanindicatorcomesfromtheSportsGovernanceObserver(Geeraert,2018).A

tooldesignedtoassessthegovernancequalityofsportfederations,itfeaturesindicatorsacrossfourmajor

categories-transparency,democraticprocesses,internalaccountabilityandcontrol,andsocietalresponsibil-

ity–andbasesthoseindicatorsonasetof57evidence-basedprinciplesofgoodgovernance(Geeraert,2018).

Similarly,inthecoachingfield,theInternationalCouncilforCoachingExcellence(ICCE)createdaQualityin

Coaching(QiC)modelaimedathelpingcoachingorganizationsanalysethekeycomponentsoftheircoachde-

velopmentsystem,namelyasitrelatestoleadership,education,strategyandtheoverallsystem(International

CouncilforCoachingExcellence,n.d.).

Thoughthereareinherentchallengesindevelopingsuchacompositeindicator–forexample,risksrelated

tooversimplification,improperrecommendationsormisinterpretation–suchindicatorsalsoallowcomplex

issuestobestreamlinedandfacilitatebenchmarkingaswellaspolicydevelopment(Nardoetal.,2005).From

theoutset, it isofutmostimportancethatanysuchindexisbasedonbothsound,currentevidenceaswell

asona solid theoreticalandconceptual framework (Geeraert,2018;Gómez-Limón&Sanchez-Fernandez,

2010).Giventhoserequirements,thePEAKprojectneedstocollectrigorousevidencerelatedtocoaching

policiesinEurope,identifygapswithinthosepolicies,andusethatevidencetodeveloprecommendationsand

indicatorsaroundastrong,widelyacceptedtheoreticalfoundation.Theresearchreporthasalreadycollected

extensivedataoncoachingsystems,regulation,womenincoachingandvolunteeringinEurope.Theupcoming

sectionpresentsthetheoreticalgroundingbehindpolicyandgoodpolicymaking.

Figure1.ProposedMethodologicalprocessforCoachingPolicyIndex,AdaptedfromGeeraert(2018).

Usingthisevidenceandtheoreticalbackground,webegintheprocessofdefiningsub-categories,recommen-

dationsandindicators.Oncedeveloped,theseindicatorswillbevalidatedbyexternalexperts,suchassport

ministriesorcoachassociationsoutsidetheproject.Usingthesevalidatedindicators,aself-assessmenttool

willthenbedesignedanddatawillbecollectedfromvariouscountries.Figure1presentsagraphicaldepiction

ofthedevelopmentprocessforsuchanindex.

Evidence Collection and Theoretical Framework

Evidence Analysis

Recommendation Development

External Review of Recommendations and Development of Indicators

Review and Aggregation of Feedback

Recommendation and Indicator Refinement

Index and Self-Assessment Tool
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3 Policy and Policymaking 

Despitetheomnipresenceofthetermpolicy,andextensiveresearchonpolicyrelatingtofieldsasdiverse

assport,finance,agricultureorhealth,thereisnouniversaldefinitionforpolicyreadilyinuseinacademicor

governmental literature (EuropeanCommission,2017).However,even in theabsenceofawidelyadopted

definition,fromtheoutset,wecannonethelessdistinguishbetweentwodistinctbutrelatedconcepts:policy-

makingandpolicy.

Policymakingistheprocesswherebyavisionistranslatedintoconcreteprogrammesandactionstodeliver

specifiedoutcomes.Inotherwords,policymakingestablisheswhatneedstobedoneandthenworksouthow

todoso(NorthernIrelandExecutive,2016).Morebroadly,theprocessofpolicy-makingincludeshowprob-

lemsareidentifiedandconceptualized,howtheyarebroughttotherelevantgoverningbodyforsolutions,

howalternativesareformulated,howapolicyisselected,andhowthatpolicyisimplemented,evaluatedand

revised(Sabatier,2019).

Policy,therefore,istheresultofthatprocess.Itisthespecificcourseofactionchosenbyanorganisationor

government to facilitate theachievementofaspecificobjective (Friedrich,1963;Rose,1969).Nabukneya

(2005)summarisesandcombinesseveralexistingdefinitions,andsubsequentlyproposesthatpolicycanbe

viewedas“apurposivecourseofactionfollowedbyasetofactor(s)toguideanddeterminepresentandfuture

decisions,withanaimofrealizinggoals”(p.55).Regardlessofthespecificdefinitionused,itisclearthatpolicy

includessomecombinationoflaws,regulations,fundingandotheractionsfollowedtoachieveaspecificset

of goals. 

Ifproperlydefiningpolicy itself is tricky,definingand identifyinggoodpolicy isevenmorecomplex.After

all,asScartascini,SteinandTommasi(2008)note,auniversalsetof“right”policiesdoesnotexist,and“what

mightworkatonepointintimeinagivencountrymightnotworkinadifferentplaceorthesameplaceat

anothertime”(p.5).However,usingcurrentliteraturefromthebroaderfieldofpublicpolicy,aswellasfrom

sportpolicy,allowsustomakecertainextrapolationsaboutboththecharacteristicsofgoodpolicy-making

andgoodpolicy.

Thepolicy-makingprocesscanbetheoreticallyconceptualizedasacycle involvingmanystages (European

Commission,2017;Griffiths&Leach,2018;NorthernIrelandExecutive,2016).Generallyspeaking,thecycle

includestheemergenceanddefinitionofaproblem,theappraisalofpotentialresponseoptions,theselection

ofoptionsandformulationofpolicy,theimplementationofthatpolicy,andfinallythemonitoringandadjust-

mentofthatpolicy,asdisplayedinfigure2(EuropeanCommission,2017;Griffiths&Leach,2018).

Figure2.OverviewofPolicy-MakingCycle(EuropeanCommission,2017;Griffiths&Leach,2018)

Problem 

Identificationand

Definition

Option Appraisal

PolicyFormulation
Policy

Implementation

PolicyMonitoring

andReview
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Inreality,however,thepolicymakingprocessisrarelyasstreamlinedandstraightforwardasdisplayedinthecy-

cle.Eachelementinthecycleencountersnumerouschallengesandbarriers.Itmaybedifficulttopreciselydefine

theproblemanddifferentinterestgroupsmayseektodefinetheproblemindifferentways(Griffiths&Leach,

2018).Timeormethodologicalconstraintsmaylimitoptionappraisal,whereasformulatingandimplementinga

policyisdependentonthebuy-inofseveralstakeholders,aswellasontheavailabilityandallocationofresources

(Griffiths&Leach,2018).Implementationofpolicycanbefurtheraffectedbyhowindividualsororganisations

interpretagivenpolicy,andanalysisoftenrevealsthatapolicycan“meanmorethanonething”(Yanow,1995).

Nonetheless,thesebasiccyclecomponentscanfacilitateananalysisofgoodpracticewithineachpartofthe

policymakingcycle.Thus,movingforward,wewillsummarisesomeoftherelevantliteraturerelatedtopoli-

cymaking,extrapolatekeygoodpracticerecommendationsfromthatliteratureanddirectlyconnectittothe

differentphasesofthepolicymakingcycle.

3.1 Evidence

Groundingpolicyinarigorous,evidence-basedapproachisoneofthemostcommonandoft-repeatedrecom-

mendationspresentinpolicyliterature(Cloete,Coning,Wissink,&Rabie,2018;EuropeanCommission,2017;

Griffiths&Leach,2018;Hallsworth&Rutter,2011;NorthernIrelandExecutive,2016;Orton,Lloyd-Williams,

Taylor-Robinson,O’Flaherty,&Capewell,2011).Morespecifically,literatureoftenemphasizestheneedfor

the policy process to be informedby current, relevant, high-quality evidence (Hallsworth&Rutter, 2011;

NorthernIrelandExecutive,2016).Forexample,itisimportantthattheevidenceaddresseskeypolicyissues,

thattheevidenceisappropriateandtransferabletothecurrentcontext,thattheevidencebecollectedre-

cently,andthatithelpsidentifyimplicationsforpolicy,researchorimplementation(NorthernIrelandExecu-

tive,2016).Considerationsrelatedtoquality,meanwhile,shouldalsoincludetheappropriatenessofthere-

searchmethodsused,thoroughreportingofstudydata,theexpertiseoftheresearchersororganisation,and

thepresenceofanyconflictsofinterest(NorthernIrelandExecutive,2016).Asystematicreviewrelatedto

evidence-basedpolicymakinginthehealthsectorfurthersupportsmanyoftheabovepoints,notingthatpoli-

cymakersneedresearchtobebasedoneffectivemethods,providesuggestionsforimplementation,aswellas

beunbiasedandcredible(Ortonetal.,2011).

Evidencecanbeobtainedthroughavarietyofsourcesorapproaches.Evidencecanbecollectedthroughex-

ternalresearch,throughconsultationwithstakeholdersdirectlyinvolvedinpolicy,andthroughbenchmarking

againstpolicies indifferentcountriesorcontexts (Hallsworth&Rutter,2011;Northern IrelandExecutive,

2016).Anotheroptionistooutsourcethecollectionandassessmentofevidencetoadedicatedauthoritywith

expertiseinresearchandanalysis(EuropeanCommission,2017).Policy-makinginmanyfieldsreliesonsuch

anapproach,includinginsport.Forexample,theKnowledgeCentreforSportNetherlands,whichisfundedby

theDutchMinistryofHealth,WelfareandSports,“aimstostrengthentheimpactofsportthroughbetteruse

ofknowledgeandtoincreasethelevelofknowledgeaboutsportandphysicalactivity”(KnowledgeCentrefor

SportNetherlands,n.d.).

Solidevidencecanplayaroleatalmosteverystageofthepolicycycle.Evidencecanhelppolicymakersdefine

aproblemandsetrealistic,usefultargets.Evidencecollectedduringthemonitoringphasecanalsodirectly

influencehowapolicyisimplementedoradjusted.

3.2 Consultation and Coalition Building

Literatureinthepolicyfieldalsoregularlyunderlinestheimportanceofconsultationandcoalitionbuildingin

thepolicymakingprocess.Consultationconfersmanybenefitsuponthepolicymakingprocess,and,whendone
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properly,helpsensurethe long-termsuccessofagivenpolicy (EuropeanCommission,2017;Hallsworth&

Rutter,2011;McConnell,2010;NorthernIrelandExecutive,2016;WorldBank,2010;Wouters,Hardie-Boys,

&Wilson,2011).Firstandforemost,activelyconsultingrelevantstakeholdersallowspolicymakerstonotonly

informrelevantgroupsofpolicydevelopments,butalsotoobtainadviceregardingpolicyalternativesand

takestepstowardsbuildinganeffectivecoalition(EuropeanCommission,2017;Woutersetal.,2011).Byen-

gagingstakeholdersmoredeeply,stakeholderscancontributedirectly tothe“developmentofalternatives

andtheidentificationofthepreferredsolution”(Woutersetal.,2011,p.17).Suchanapproachnamelyallows

policymakerstotapintoadditionalresourcesandknowledgethatmaynotimmediatelybeattheirdisposal

(EuropeanCommission,2017).And,ultimately,thisconsultationprocessnotonlyallowspolicymakerstoob-

tainvaluableinput,butitalsohelpsconferlegitimacyonthechosencourseofaction,whichiscriticalforthe

successforanypolicy(McConnell,2010).

Consultationcanbeconductedinvariousways,includingthroughpublicmeetings,workshops,specialcom-

mittees,focusgroups,web-basedtechniquesandsocialmedia(Shipley&Utz,2012).Eachofthesemethods

comewithinherentdrawbacksandadvantages,and,moregenerally,thereisstillnotool“toevaluatethecon-

sultationmethodsemployed”(Shipley&Utz,2012,p.37).

Properconsultationcanimprovenotonlythepolicyformulationprocess,butitcandirectlyinfluencepolicy

implementation,generatecompromiseandhelpbuildthenecessarycoalitionsforpolicysuccess.Coalitions

areessentialtosustainagivenpolicycourse,ascoalitionscanhavethe“capacitytoappealtooverlappingmoti-

vationsofmultipleconstituencies”(WorldBank,2010).Buildingsuccessfulcoalitionsisatimeconsuming,del-

icatetask.Thoughcoalitionsaremeanttoserveacommongoal,theymustalsocatertomultiplemotivations.

Furthermore,coalitionsmustensuretoincludeallrelevantstakeholders.Ifimportantstakeholdersareleftout

oftheprocessanddonotbuy-intoapolicy,thentheywillnotmaximizetheireffortstosuccessfullysupportor

implementthatpolicy,perhapsevenworkingagainstthenewpolicy(McConnell,2010;Wallner,2008).

3.3 Monitoring and Evaluation

Thoughsometimesperceivedasanunwelcomeburden,monitoringandevaluationisincreasinglyrecognised

asintegraltopolicysuccess.Indeed,practitionerguidelinesacrossEuropeconsistentlyemphasizethispoint,

astheresultsfromthemonitoringprocessallowdecision-makerstoassessthequalityofimplementation,if

apolicy isachieving itsobjectives,and ifvalue-for-moneyisbeingdelivered(EuropeanCommission,2017;

Hallsworth&Rutter,2011;NorthernIrelandExecutive,2016).Thefindingsfromsuchananalysiscanalso

allowdecision-makerstoadjustorreviewapolicyasneeded,aswellasprovidevaluableevidenceforsubse-

quentpolicy-makingendeavours.However,policymakingandpolicyevaluationarehighlycontext-dependent

andthereisnoone-size-fits-allapproach.Therefore,akeyelementofevaluationistounderstandthemecha-

nismsthatleadtothepolicyworkingorfailurewithinaspecificcontextandtargetgroup.

Policyevaluationshouldhowevernotsolelybelefttothehandsofpolicymakersorpolicyimplementers.In-

deed,evaluationsareoftenmanagedbythesameorganisationthatcarriedoutthepolicy,andtherefore,the

organisationhastheincentiveandopportunitytominimizenegativefindings(Hallsworth&Rutter,2011;Mc-

Connell,2010).As such, sceptical,external scrutiny isalsovaluable in stimulatingpolicydevelopmentand

ensuringpolicylegitimacy(EuropeanCommission,2017).Thismeanswelcomingexternalinspectionfromme-

dia,civilsocietygroupsorindependentacademics(EuropeanCommission,2017).Inacoachingcontextmore

specifically,external inspectioncouldincludeacademics,consultants,coachingcommittees,orprofessional

coachingassociations.Beitinternalorexternal,though,therequirementsformonitoringandevaluationare

verysimilartotherequirementsforevidencediscussedabove.Namely,thedatacollectedduringthisprocess

shouldbecurrent,relevant,andofhigh-quality(Hallsworth&Rutter,2011;NorthernIrelandExecutive,2016)
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4 Potential Evidence-Based Recommendations and Indicators

Usingtheevidencecollectedintheresearchreport,includingtheliteraturereview,expertsurveys,andexpert

interviews,wecanbegintoformulateasetofsub-categoriesandindicatorsforaCoachingPolicyIndex.These

sub-categoriesandindicatorsarenotonlybasedontheanalysisoftheobtainedevidence,butalsoaligned

withrecognizedgoodpracticeinthefieldofpolicymaking.Tentatively,wecanproposefourmajorsub-cate-

gories:coachingsystem,regulationandsupport,diversityandinclusion,anddataandresearch(seeFigure3).

Figure3.GraphicalDepictionofProposedCoachingPolicyIndex.

In the following,wewillpresentpotential top-level recommendationsandrelevant indicators,aswellasa

briefoverviewoftheevidenceandtheoreticalgroundingsthatsupportthoseindicators.Namely,theserec-

ommendationsaresupportedbytheaboveliteraturereviewaswellasthefindingsgeneratedintheproject’s

research report. 

Fromtheoutset,however,itshouldbedulynotedthattheseindicatorsarepreliminary.Exactdefinitionsmust

beagreedupon,andallindicatorsshouldbefurtherdefinedbytheprojectconsortium.Anysetofrecommen-

dationsandindicatorswillbesubjecttoexternalvalidationfromexpertsfromoutsidetheproject.Further-

more,thoughtheserecommendationsaremadeatthenationallevel,wemakenojudgementastowhoexactly

shouldimplementtheserecommendations.Dependingonthesportsysteminagivencountry,itcouldbethat

asportorganisation,coachingorganisationorgovernmentdepartmentarebestplacedtotakethelead.

Coaching  

System

Recommendation 1:Implementaformalorlegal,nationally-recognizeddefinitionofcoaching,

specifyingtheexactsubsectorstowhichthedefinitionapplies.

Recommendation 2:Clearlydefineanorganisation (orgroupoforganisations) responsible for

leadingcoachinginyourcountry.

Recommendation 3: Create a national professional association for coaches.

Regulation  

and  

Support

Recommendation 4: Implementalicensingsystemforcoachesinyourcountry.

Recommendation 5: Implement professional or occupational standards for coaches in your

country.

Recommendation 6: AligncoachingqualificationswithyourNationalQualificationFramework.

Recommendation 7:Implementmechanismsinyourcountrytosupportvolunteercoaches.

CoachingSystem
Regulation and 

Support
DiversityandInclusion Data and Research

 Recommendations 

and 

related  indicators

 Recommendations 

and 

related  indicators

 Recommendations 

and 

related  indicators

 Recommendations 

and 

related  indicators

Coaching Policy 
Index Score 

(Self-Assessment)
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Diversity 

and  

Inclusion

Recommendation 8: Implementrelevant,evidence-basednational-levelpolicyorprogrammes

to support women in coaching.

Recommendation 9: Implementrelevant,evidence-basednational-levelpolicyorprogrammes

tosupportdiversityincoaching.

Data and  

Research

Recommendation 10:Implementnationalregisterordatabaseofcoachesinyourcountry.

Recommendation 11: Actively track coachdata, including activity status, coachingqualifica-

tions,coachinglevel,demographics,andemploymentstatus.

Figure 4. Initial Proposed Recommendations

4.1 Coaching System

4.1.1 Recommendation 1: Implement a formal or legal, nationally-recognized definition of 
coaching, specifying the exact subsectors to which the definition applies.

Accordingtodatafrom24respondentsfromdifferentEuropeancountriesfeaturedintheresearchreport,19

(79.1%)reporthavingadefinitionforcoaching.Definingtheexact,relevantareainquestionisanimportant

step inthepolicymakingprocess,as ithelpsto identifyproblems,stakeholdersandtargetgroups(Europe-

anCommission,2017).Therefore, it isrecommendedthatcountriesdevelopacleardefinitionofcoaching,

includingtheexactsub-sectorstowhichthedefinitionapplies (e.g.competitivesport,recreationsport,fit-

ness,outdoors)aswellasdescribingofthespecificbodyofknowledgeandskillsofacoachthatdifferentiates

coachingfromrelatedoccupations(physicaleducator,instructor,etc.).

4.1.2 Recommendation 2: Clearly define an organisation (or group of organisations) 
 responsible for leading coaching in your country. 

Aswiththedefinition,mostEuropeanrespondentsofoursurveyindicatehavinganorganisationorgroupof

organisationsleadingcoachingintheircountries.Indeed,18respondents(75%)reporthavingaresponsible

organisationorgroupoforganisations.Giventhesizeandimportanceofthecoachingsector,itistherefore

importantthatanorganisation,orgroupoforganisations,beclearlyappointedtoberesponsibleforthesec-

torandthatitsresponsibilitiesareclearlyarticulated.Amongstotherthings,thisorganisationshouldhavea

clearroleintheregulationandsupportofcoaching,includingthedevelopmentofqualificationrequirements,

thedefinitionofanationalincensingsystem,andtheoveralltrackingofcoaches.Furthermore,thepresence

ofsuchanorganisationalsoallowsforgreateropportunitiesforagendasettingandpolicyimplementation.

However,wemakenopronouncementhereabouttheexacttypeoforganisation.Dependingonthecountry

context,GovernmentMinistries,OlympicCommittees,nationalsportorganisations,orcoaching-specificor-

ganisations could take on these responsibilities. 

4.1.3 Recommendation 3: Create a national professional association for coaches. 

Consultation is a keyelement in successful policy-making, as it allowspolicymakers todevelop a relevant

policyforstakeholders,obtainlegitimacy,andsupportpolicyimplementationandbuildcoalitions(European

Commission,2017;Hallsworth&Rutter,2011;McConnell,2010;NorthernIrelandExecutive,2016;Wouters

etal.,2011).Despitethesewell-establishedbenefits,themajorityofcountrieshaveweakrepresentationand

consultationmechanismswhenitcomestocoaching.Inotherwords,“thevoiceofthecoach”ismissing(Duffy,

North,Curado,&Petrovic,2013).Infact,15respondents(62.5%)indicatenothavinganational,multi-sport

associationtorepresentcoaches,thoughoccasionally,respondentsreportedthatspecificsportssuchasfoot-
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ballhavetheirownassociations.Asforthecountriesthatdohavesuchassociations,interviewrespondents

oftennotethattheseassociationswereweakandlittleactive.Forinstance,oneintervieweenotedthattheir

nationalassociationwas‘insufficientlyrecognized’andrequiredmorefinancialsupport.

Hence,werecommendthatcountrieshaveanationalprofessionalassociationtorepresenttheinterests,po-

sitionsandneedsof(paidandvolunteer)coaches.Notonlywouldthisempowercoachestobebetterinvolved

inagenda-settingandtheoverallpolicy-makingprocess(Cloeteetal.,2018;EuropeanCommission,2017),but

itcouldpotentiallycontributetogreaterprofessionalizationinthesector.Ideally,thisprofessionalassociation

wouldworkcloselywiththeorganisation(s)responsibleforcoaching,creatingcontinuousdialogueandatrue

coalitionfortheadvancementofcoachesandcoachingpolicy.

4.2 Regulation and Support

4.2.1 Recommendation 4: Implement a licensing system for coaches in your country.

Allcountriesreporthavingsomeformofcoachlicensingsystem.Basedonresponsesandinformationpro-

vided,countriesareroughlyevenlysplitbetweennationalandfederation-managedsystems,with11coun-

tries(45.8%)reportingthatlicensingsystemresidesatamulti-sport,nationallevelandanother13countries

(54.2%)reportingthattheir licensingsystemisdevolvedtothesport federation level.Forthosecountries

withfederation-managedsystems,though,manyrespondentsnotedthatnotallsportfederationshadarelat-

edlicensingsystem.

GiventhevarietyofEuropeansportsystems,andthedifferentlevelsofprofessionalandvolunteercoaches

acrossthecontinent,wecannotmakeaonesizefitsallrecommendation,especiallyasitrelatestohavinga

morecentralisedorfederation-basedlicensingsystem.However,countriesshouldhavesomeformoflicensing

system,andthatsystemshoulddefineclearpathways,establishthresholdsforlicensingandprovideguidance

oncontinuousprofessionaldevelopment(Duffyetal.,2011).Withoutsuchalicensingsystem,itcanbecome

unclearwhoexactlyhasarighttocoachandcanleadto“fragmentedcareerstructures”(Duffyetal.,2011).

4.2.2 Recommendation 5: Implement professional or occupational standards for coaches in 
your country.

ArecentEuropeanCommissionstudysuggeststhatthereareover3.5millionqualifiedcoachesintheEU

(pwc&CONI,2016),andthisnumberdoesnotaccountforthecountlesscoacheswhoworkorvolunteer

withoutaformalqualification.Thesecoaches,inturn,reachmillionsofchildren,youthandadultseveryyear

around Europe. 

Despitethisimportance,only15respondents(62.5%)ofthesurveyindicatehavingsomesortofprofessional

oroccupationalstandards.Giventheknownimpactcoacheshaveacrossawiderangeofsocietalgroups,as

wellastheroletheyplayinpromotingahealthy,activelifestyle,itisimportanttodevelopstandardsthaten-

sureaminimumstandardofqualityinsportcoaching.Mostcountriesinterviewedreportedthatcoachesmust

undergobackgroundchecks,which isapositivefirststep.Morecomprehensiveprofessionalstandardthat

featuresthedefinedroles,functions,skillsandknowledgeofacoacharethereforerequired.Thesestandards

shouldalsoclearlysettheminimumlevelofqualificationthatsomeoneneedstoperformacertaincoaching

roleandtogainemploymentdoingso.
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4.2.3 Recommendation 6: Align coaching qualifications with your National Qualification 
Framework. 

For themost part, respondents report that coaching qualifications are also alignedwith variousNational

Qualification Frameworks (NQF) in Europe. In total, 17 respondents (70.8%) indicate that their qualifica-

tionsarealignedtotheirNQF.ThisisanimportantstepthatshouldbereplicatedacrossEurope,asalignment

withNationalQualificationFrameworks isawarrantyofqualityandenhancesthecomparabilityofqualifi-

cationswithincountriesaswellasaroundEurope,andthereforealsosupportsgreaterprofessionalmobility

forcoachesinthesector.Ideally,allcountrieswillaligntheircoachingqualificationsagainsttheirrespective

NQFs,whichshould,inturn,bealignedwiththeEQFandthereforesupportcross-countrycomparabilityas

wellasemploymentmobility.Indeed,theOECDsuggeststhatsuchqualificationframeworkscanhelpincrease

transparency,openupprogressionpathways,andenhancerecognition(OECD,2004).

4.2.4 Recommendation 7: Implement mechanisms in your country to support volunteer 
coaches. 

VolunteersplayanincrediblyimportantroleintheprovisionanddeliveryofsportcoachingaroundEurope.

Sportvolunteeringrepresentsanywherebetween1%and16%oftheoverallvolunteeringpopulationinEu-

ropeancountries,while, in sportorganisations,73%ofvolunteersparticipate in coachingactivities (GHK,

2010).ArecentreportbytheEuropeanObservatoireofSportandEmployment(EOSE)showedthatupto

82%ofsportorganisationsengagevolunteers(EuropeanObservatoireofSportandEmployment,2019).De-

spitethesehighnumbers,manysportclubsreportthatfillingsportcoachingpositionsischallengingdueto

“thenewdemandforhigherskillsandqualifications.Manyvolunteersdonotmeettheserequirementsanddo

nothavethetimetoundertakethenecessarytrainingtoacquiretheskillsneeded”(GHK,2010,p.191).

Resultsfromin-depthinterviewsalsoechothis,withmanycountriesreportingthatvolunteeringispoorlysup-

portedinsportsandsportcoaching.However,giventheimportanceofvolunteersforthecontinuedoperation

andgrowthofcoaching,itisclearthatsupportmechanismsareneeded.Thoughthesesupportmechanisms

willcertainlyvarybetweendifferentcountries,theycouldincludethingsliketaxbreaks,freecoachingcours-

es,stipends,awardsorscholarships.

4.3 Diversity and Inclusion

4.3.1 Recommendation 8: Implement relevant, evidence-based national-level policy or 
programmes to support women in coaching. 

EvidencefromEuropesuggeststhatwomenaresignificantlyunder-representedwithincoachingatalllevels,

includingtheeliteandgrassrootslevels(Hallmann,2015;Norman,2014;Robertson,2016;SportsCoachUK,

2011).Datafromtheresearchreportreinforcesthisevidence.Only11respondents(45.8%)–wereableto

reportonthetotalnumberofcoachespergender.Ofthenumbersthatwereprovidedbytherespondents,

weseeasignificantdisparitybetweenmaleandfemalecoaches.Inthereportednumbers,womenaccountfor

1057698ofreportedcoaches(28.97%),whereasmenaccountfor2593412ofthereportedcoaches(71.03%).

Furthermore,countriesreportedhighlyunevenlevelsofsupportforwomencoaches.Thoughsomecountries

reportedthatcertainfederationsororganisationshavespecificprogrammestodevelopwomenincoaching,

onlyfivecountries(20%)indicatedhavinganysortofnational-levelprogrammeorpolicyrelatedtothetopic.

Inaddition,itisnotcleariftheseprogrammes(orlackthereof)arebasedonrobustevidence.However,during

qualitativeinterviewsrelatedtotheresearchreport,respondentsprovidedavarietyofanswerswhenasked

aboutthechallengesfacedbywomenincoaching,rangingfromwork-lifebalancetoculturalstereotyping,but
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norespondentwasabletopointtoresearch,dataorconsultationfromwithintheirowncountrytohelpsup-

porttheiranswers.Theissueofwomenincoachingisalsonotequallyvaluedacrosstheinvestigatedcountries,

withoneintervieweeevenstatingthat“thecurrentissueisnotbigenoughtobesupportedbyregulation”.

National-levelpoliciesandprogrammes,therefore,needtobedevelopedandimplementedtohelpcounteract

thisunderrepresentation,especiallyconsideringthatwomencoaches“canprovideinspirationandencourage-

menttogirlsandwomentotakepartinsportandsustaintheirparticipation”(Ecorys,2017,p.49).Inaddition,

giventheuniquecontextsofdifferentEuropeancountries,andthemyriadoffactorsinfluencingthepresence

ofwomenincoaching,itisimportanttonotonlydevelopnationalpoliciesandprogrammestosupportwomen

incoaching,buttoensurethatthosepoliciesandprogrammesareevidence-based,relevantandtrulyaddress

theissuespresentinagivencountry.

Again,wecannotmakespecificrecommendationsthatwillapplytoallEuropeancountries,butapproaches

suchasmentoringprogrammes,women-onlycoachingprogrammes,scholarships,stipends,orevengender

quotas can be potential solutions to help address the issue. 

4.3.2 Recommendation 9: Implement relevant, evidence-based national-level policy or 
programmes to support diversity in coaching. 

ThoughnotanexplicitfocusofthePEAKResearchReport,itisequallyimportantforpolicymakerstofoster

diverseandinclusivesportcoachingenvironmentsforpeopleofallbackgrounds.Literatureshowsthatthere

areimportantbenefitsfororganizations–insportordifferentareas–thatintegratedifferentideas,insights,

valuesandperspectivesthroughhiringqualifiedindividualsfromethnicminorities(Doherty,Fink,Inglis,&Pa-

store,2010).Studiesalsosuggestthatethnicallydiverserolemodels,suchascoaches,canallowethnicallydi-

versepeopletocommunicateandobservesuccessfulpeopleofsimilarbackgroundsand“provideasignificant

keyforencouragingbehaviouralchange”,includingimprovedsportparticipation(Payne,Reynolds,Brown,&

Fleming,2003).

Therefore,national-levelpoliciesandprogrammesneedtobedevelopedandimplementedtohelpfosterthis

diversity.Sportorganisationsandgovernmentsalsoneedtobeawareofthe“dominantnetworks,knowledge,

attitudesandideologiesthathavebecometheunquestionednormsandstandardsfromwhich‘other’racial

andethnicgroupsarejudged”(Rankin-Wright,Hylton,&Norman,2016).Inaddition,giventheuniquecon-

textsofdifferentEuropeancountries,andtheuniqueethnicmixwithinthosecountries,itisimportanttonot

onlydevelopnationalpoliciesandprogrammestosupportdiversityincoaching,buttoensurethatthosepoli-

ciesandprogrammesareevidence-based,relevantandreflecttherealitiesofthetargetedgroups.

4.4 Data and Research

4.4.1 Recommendation 10: Implement a national register or database of coaches in your 
country.

Policy-makingliteratureregularlyunderlinestheneedfordataandevidencetosupportnotonlytheformu-

lationofpolicy,butalso toassess thequalityof implementationand toevaluate ifapolicy isachieving its

objectives (Cloeteetal.,2018;EuropeanCommission,2017;Hallsworth&Rutter,2011;Northern Ireland

Executive,2016).Despitethiswidely-recognizedimportance,properregistrationanddatagatheringinsports

coachingisaweaknessinmanyEuropeancountries.Though15countries(62.5%)intheresearchreportin-

dicatedhavingsomesortofnationalcoachingregister, thequalityof thedatareported leavesmuchtobe

desired.Onecountry,forexample,provideddataforfull-time,part-timeandvolunteercoaches.However,the

totalofthosethreecategoriesdidnotequalthenumberstheyprovidedforthetotalnumberofcoaches,or
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thenumberofactiveorqualifiedcoaches.However,toproperlydefineasectorandelaborateeffectivepolicy,

gatheringbasicdataisparamount.Countriesmust,therefore,beabletocollectandtrackreliabledatarelated

to the sport coaching workforce in their countries. 

4.4.2 Recommendation 11: Actively track coach data, including activity status, coaching 
qualifications, coaching level, demographics, and employment status. 

Beyondmerelyhavinganationalregisterordatabase,thatdatabaseneedstocapturerelevantcoachingand

demographicinformationthatcanthenhelpinformpolicyevaluationandpolicymaking.Intheanalysedcoun-

tries,forexample, lessthanhalfcouldprovidedatarelatedtotheworkingstatusoftheircoaches(e.g.full-

time,part-timeorvolunteer),whileonlyone-thirdofcountriescouldprovidedatarelatedtothegenderof

theircoaches.Theseareas,aswellasotherareas,suchaslevelofcoachingorsportcoached,shouldbecom-

prehensivelytrackedbyorganisationsresponsibleforcoaching,asthisdatawillallowthemtogainfurtherin-

sightsonthesize,scopeandnatureoftheircoachingworkforce,aswellashelpevaluatethesuccessorfailure

ofpolicyinitiatives.
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5 Next Steps

TheaboverecommendationsareafirstapproximationoftheformatforEuropeancoachingpolicies.Asmen-

tionedfromtheoutset,theserecommendationsneedtoberefinedwithfurthersub-indicatorsandcleardefi-

nitions,andneedtobevalidatedthroughconsultationwithexternalexperts.Specialfocusmustalsobegiven

to theapplicabilityandfitof theproposedrecommendationsand indicators,especiallyconsidering thedi-

versityofsportsystemsandcontextsinEurope.Transferringanysetofindicatorsintoaworkableindexalso

meanscarefullyweightingeachindicator.Giventheseneedsandtheworkahead,wethereforeproposethe

following concrete steps:

1. Refinement of top-level indicators, development of definitions and sub-indicators within the project 

consortium. Specialattentionhereshouldbegiventodevelopingclearrecommendationsandindicators,

aswellasensuringtheirbroadapplicabilityacrosstheEU.

2. Validation of top-level indicators, sub-indicators and definitions through survey of external experts. Ex-

pertsshouldbeconsultedtoevaluatebothhowimportantrecommendationsareandhowappropriatethey

arefortheirnationalcontexts.Furtherrefinementcanalsotakeplacethroughselect,in-depthinterviews.

3. Addition, removal and editing of indicators based on feedback from an expert survey. Recommendations 

andindicatorsthatarefoundtobebelowacertainlevelofimportanceand/orappropriatenessshouldbe

removedwhileremainingindicatorscanbeweightedintheindexbasedonresultsfromstep2.

4. Development of self-assessment tool.Oncefinalised,recommendationsandindicatorsshouldbetrans-

ferred intoa self-assessmentquestionnaire forpolicymakers.This tool shouldprovideanoverall score

againstwhichpolicymakerscanbenchmark,aswellas individualscoresfortheselectedsub-categories,

helpingidentifystrengthsandweaknesses.Previousworkdoneinthesector,includingtheSportsGovern-

anceObserverandtheQualityinCoachingModelcanbeusedtoguidethisprocess.
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