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ABSTRACT

This article explored rural Australia’s community sport

policy process, focusing on policy development and

implementation issues alongside advocacy for community

organizations involved with ‘grassroots’ sport. The analysis

focussed on the significance of the relationships between

community sport clubs (CSCs), national sporting

organizations (NSOs), government, and other actors in the

community sport policy process. Through an intervention, a

group of CSCs (n=9) formed a coalition to lobby for their

collective issues and needs. The research drew attention to

the hierarchical nature of the community sport policy

process, the implications for collaboration, and the role of

CSCs in policy creation. Incorporating the evaluation of

partnership theory in conjunction with the Advocacy

Coalition Framework, a meso-level policy framework the

overall objective herein was to assess the potential for

advocacy structures in community sport through an

ethnographic action-research approach based on observing a

group of CSCs coalescing. It is posited that a localized

coalition can offer CSCs a voice in the policy process and

lead to a more accurate and equitable understanding of the

policy landscape.

Community sport, Australian sport policy and advocacy: 

Lobbying at a localized level

This article comprises observations based on an intervention

in a town (hereinafter ‘the town’, for deidentification) in a

rural setting in NSW, Australia, involving creating a

localized advocacy group for community sport. Some

critical relationships between community sport clubs (CSCs)

in the town, along with national sporting organizations

(NSOs), government, and other local stakeholders, were

highlighted to assess the potential of an advocacy group that

might contribute toward more effective localized policy

implementation and simultaneously promote the interests of

CSCs and the local community. The research focussed

predominantly on CSCs – the implementers of sport policy

(Skille, 2008) – and their observations and concerns, and the

potential for advocacy for organizations involved with

‘grassroots sport’: an oft-used term denoting the elementary

level of community sport (Cuskelly, 2004; Green, 2007;

Hartmann, 2003; Misener & Doherty, 2009; Phillpots et al.,

2011). In Australia, rudimentary issues impacting

community sport include scant resources, decreasing

participation levels, sustainability issues, organizational

capacity, problematic policy matters (Eime et al., 2016;

Jeanes et al., 2022; Nichols et al., 2015; Rossi et al., 2023;

Shilbury, 2000; Shilbury et al., 2020), and plummeting

volunteering rates (Bradbrook, 2022; Curtis, 2022; Davies et

al., 2021; Mountifield & Sharpe, 2022). Within such a

complicated backdrop, this paper aims to explore the

potential for how CSCs might contribute to policy

development, and go beyond the sausage sizzle (Crundall,

2012; Fechner et al., 2021) as a means to address, for

example, funding issues. Accordingly, the specific research

question addressed herein is: In the Australian regional

context, how can forming a community sport coalition help

address the strategic challenges of CSCs and influence the

policy process? In addressing the question, this article

contributes to a greater understanding of sport policy

processes and issues from the perspective of CSCs in a real-

world context.

For community sport, to make it more accessible and

stimulate participation levels, sporting organizations can

benefit from collaboration based on networks involving

various stakeholders and individuals at a local level, particu-
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lar the members of CSCs (Bolton et al., 2008; Doherty &

Misener, 2008; Ibsen & Levinsen, 2019; Meir & Fletcher,

2019). Historically, the concept of collaboration and

partnership in policy processes, in general, has proved

unclear, inconsistent, and imprecise (Hall, 1999;

MacDonald et al., 2022), a situation echoed in sport

(McDonald, 2005; Misener & Misener, 2016). Further, the

policy process is ordinarily subject to political control

(Colebatch, 2020) and overt top-down strategies and

influence that impact the interests of marginalized

stakeholders (Berkhout et al., 2018). In addition, policy

issues cannot be adequately addressed by a single

organization; it is necessary to consider the views of

multiple stakeholders, invoking the concept of collaboration

and partnership (MacDonald et al., 2022). Addressing the

interests of disenfranchised stakeholders and establishing

their involvement in a more collaborative policy process

requires consideration of advocacy, especially in the

community sector (Hancock, 2020). The potential for

collaborative decision-making determines the capacity for

forming a partnership (MacDonald et al., 2022) and a meso-

level approach to policy processes that includes the

appropriate mechanisms to advocate on behalf of all

stakeholders involved in a partnership (Rufín & Rivera-

Santos, 2013). In policy processes, there are meso-level

frameworks that consider the relevance of partnerships

(Willis et al., 2016) with a significant emphasis on

community-level stakeholders and the consideration of their

micro-level issues (Hampton et al., 2024).

In applying meso-level analytical frameworks to the policy

process, there is the potential to understand better the

importance of collaboration (Weible, 2023). Stakeholders –

or actors – in a policy subsystem can be affected by

relatively stable parameters, which, in turn, shape the

structure of the subsystem (Schlager, 2019). Policy actors in

the community sport subsystem – namely CSCs – are

influenced or manipulated by external exogenous

institutions such as the government (Goodwin & Grix,

2011; Parnell et al., 2019). Policy subsystems emerge as

areas in which actors coalesce to enact strategic plans,

coordinate the use of resources, and form part of an

advocacy structure to provide potential solutions to policy

problems (Sabbe et al., 2021; Stenling & Sam, 2019). In so

doing, this investigation points to the potential for

fashioning an advocacy structure – an artefact (Hevner et

al., 2004) – to serve the relationships and lobby for interests

in localized community sport.

Relationships and connections are crucial to effective policy

implementation (Bryson et al., 2015; Van Meter & Van

Horn, 1975). Where sport is concerned, organizational

member involvement in partnerships and the relationship to

coalition success is an area of research in its relative infancy

(Bornstein et al., 2015; Hylton & Totten, 2006). A

theoretical model such as the Advocacy Coalition

Framework (ACF) that acts as an interface between the

various stakeholders in community sport may cater to the

interests of CSCs. The ACF is a theory of policy-making

(Skille, 2008) that has been widely applied in the sport

policy domain (Jayawardhana & Piggin, 2021). Research in

sport policy has demonstrated the potential for theoretical

pluralism and the consideration of the ACF alongside

partnership theory (Harris, 2014) and the ACF is linked

with the notion that practical policy analysis needs to

include all stakeholders (Chikowore, 2018; Fahlén et al.,

2018). Thus, in sport policy, CSC involvement in a

collaborative policy environment facilitated by a meso-level

framework such as the ACF offers the potential for a more

nuanced (Osei-Kojo et al., 2022) understanding of policy

issues and connections between stakeholders (Fahlén &

Skille, 2017; Houlihan, 2012). Indeed, evaluating the

relationships with stakeholders and the potential for CSCs

to coalesce and influence typically top-down community

sport policy processes may provide a boon for community

sport.

Within a more equitable policy creation process, input from

a bottom-up perspective – a fundamental tenet of the ACF

(Mountifield, 2024b) – has merit. Understanding what

constitutes best practice for an advocacy coalition and how

a partnership can provide opportunities for strategic

alignment and organizational coordination and allow CSCs

to have input, from a bottom-up perspective, into the policy

process presents a potentially positive outcome (Bornstein

et al., 2015). That is not to say that the ACF is the only

analytical framework that might be relevant to community

sport policy (Houlihan, 2005). For this paper, however, the

ACF provides an opportunity to take the ‘first steps’ toward

a community sport coalition in the town and to gain a more

complete picture of the sport policy process (Bergsgard,

2018). Indeed, the ACF offers the potential for modifying

top-down policy directives on a more localized level

(Doherty et al., 2022) and provides a “valuable starting

point for the development of analytical frameworks capable

of illuminating the sport policy area” (Houlihan, 2005, p.

174). Thus, from the policy development perspective,

community sport can be considered as the “point of

departure” (Skille, 2008, p. 181) and a position from which

to work in an upward direction (Hill & Hupe, 2009).

Indeed, those directly involved in the process of

implementation– in this case, CSCs – should be the

commencement point in terms of any process to understand

the reality of policy implementation (Elmore, 1982; Elmore,

1979, 1985; Sætren & Hupe, 2018).



LITERATURE REVIEW

The literature addressed in this investigation is considered

essential for the raw elements of a coalition's formation

process. After some initial background on advocacy in

sport, the key foci are partnership theory and the meso-level

ACF.

Background

Advocacy in sport is multifaceted and takes many forms.

By way of examples over the last two decades, Green &

Houlihan (2004) examine the process of elite sport policy

change in swimming and track and field athletics in Canada

and the United Kingdom, Bergsgard et al. (2007) explore

activities of advocacy coalitions and consider meso-level

frameworks for research in sport, and Comeau & Church

(2010) compare women’s sport advocacy groups in North

America. There are examples of the role of health advocates

in addressing inequity by way of an advocacy framework

(Hubinette et al., 2014), advocacy for athlete rights and the

responsibility of sport organizations (Heil, 2016), research

seeking a better understanding of advocacy and political

influences impacting sport (Stenling & Sam, 2020c), and

advocacy relating to concussion issues in paralympic sport

(Purcell et al., 2024). With direct reference to grassroots

sport and physical activity, there are numerous examples of

research relating to advocacy and the need for more

effective government policy (Anderson-Butcher & Bates,

2021; Lindsey, 2020; Morgan et al., 2021; Stenling & Sam,

2020b).

Given that increasing physical activity levels in conjunction

with sport policy is a notable consideration for governments

(Green, 2007; Österlind, 2016; Rhodes et al., 2019; Varela

et al., 2017) – evident in Australia based on the Australian

Sports Commission’s (ASC) focus on factors influencing

participation in sport (Australian Sports Commission, 2024)

– it follows that attention is given to instruments to achieve

this (Sam & Jackson, 2004; Westerbeek & Eime, 2021). To

facilitate an approach to understanding the potential of

analytical frameworks in the sport policy space, it is critical

to enhancing awareness of important community sport

stakeholders, the role they play, the level of influence they

have and whose interests they serve (Brockett, 2017; Henry

et al., 2014; Marsh & Stoker, 2002). With that in mind,

there is value in considering advocacy at a localized,

community level (Bradbury et al., 2020; Kohl et al., 2019;

Pierce et al., 2020; Skille, 2008; Stenling & Sam, 2020a).

Such an approach would comprise a coalition of CSCs – a

“cluster of competitive, but not high-performance sports”

(Green & Houlihan, 2004, p. 400) – to lobby for

involvement in determining sport policy from the bottom

up.

From a macro-government perspective, Houlihan’s (2016)

reference to policy residue translates as delegating

community sport policy to other areas with limited

knowledge and understanding of sport sector policy (Hoye

et al., 2010). Indeed, the sport policy creation process

represents an unplanned cluster of activities, initiatives and

programs created by default, inadvertence, and spill-over

from other sub-sectors (Houlihan, 2016). The consequences

and resultant problems revolve around inconsistent policy

development based on constant shifts in political,

economic and cultural circumstances and influence

linked to policy creation (Bellew et al., 2008; Stewart et

al., 2004), producing a complex policy situation for

community sport. Further, the national sport policy in

Australia ultimately relies upon CSCs for policy

implementation (Brockett, 2017; Skille, 2008; Stewart et

al., 2004), yet the policy process evolves due to significant

political influence (Hoye et al., 2010; Sam, 2009; Weible &

Sabatier, 2007). Indeed, CSCs lack input into a process in

which they play a fundamental role primarily because

national policy concerns take precedence over local matters

(Adair, 2017; Shilbury et al., 2020; Skille & Stenling, 2018;

Skille, 2008). Such a scenario gives rise to the potential for

CSCs to form partnerships to lobby for their interests.

Partnership theory

Partnership theory was initially considered a transient

outlier concerning public policy (Giguère & Considine,

2008). It was mainly associated with tackling severe local

problems and as a potential solution to ongoing social

problems (McDonald, 2005). Further, it was suggested that

“local governance involves multi-agency working,

partnerships and policy networks” (Wilson, 2003, p. 336)

and that “partnership bodies are being created to manage

the complexities of policy networks” (Skelcher, 2000, p. 9).

From a government perspective, the significance of

partnerships rested upon the assertion that they “represent a

more effective, democratic, and participatory form of

service delivery” (McDonald, 2005, p. 580). Partnerships

are now considered inherently attractive to policymakers

because collaboration can help deal with complex problems

(Mattessich & Johnson, 2018). From a normative

perspective, partnerships were considered progressive

(McDonald, 2005) and related to a concept that “makes

things sound exciting, progressive and positive” (Finlayson,

2003, p. 63). Collaborative relationships are a product of

networks in public policy. They are generally accepted to

have five main benefits: trust, shared knowledge and

resources, innovation, agreed goals, and a return more

significant than the sum of the parts (Jones, 2004;
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McDonald, 2005). Further, as further justification, the

concept of partnership allows for the pooling of resources

and creates an environment of efficiency and cooperation

amongst key stakeholders focused on delivery to consumers

(McQuaid, 2000).

In sport policy, partnerships emerged to become the critical

mechanism of service delivery (Babiak & Thibault, 2008,

2009) which reflects the influence that government exerts

over the strategic development of sport policy. Broadening

governmental power, however, sits at odds with devolving

power to local communities, but ideologically and in terms

of implementing policy, partnerships were advanced across

many areas of public policy as a tool for connecting policy

areas and as a response to organizational fragmentation. At

the community sport level, aspects of the justification for

cooperative relationships include consolidation of capital,

the more effective engagement of non-financial resources

(e.g. facilities and volunteers), and the benefits of working

collaboratively with other organizations (Harris, 2014;

Mackintosh, 2011). Partnerships offer a platform for a

“resource-efficient, outcome-effective, and an inclusive-

progressive form of policy delivery” (McDonald, 2005, p.

579), themes relevant to the community sport policy

process (Harris & Houlihan, 2016).

With the contemplation of such a platform and a more

inclusive approach to sport policy, there is merit in linking

partnership theory with a meso-level policy analysis

framework (Harris, 2014). The utilization of policy

frameworks is fundamental to research in sport (Edwards et

al., 2002; Jayawardhana & Piggin, 2021; Levermore, 2009;

Sotiriadou et al., 2008)), mainly because there are examples

of the potential to develop more inclusive policy processes

and better manage the impact on various stakeholders

(Hampton et al., 2024; Jayawardhana & Piggin, 2021;

Westerbeek & Eime, 2021). Thus, to enable policy input

from CSCs, the emphasis needs to be on a policy

framework that facilitates a partnership for localized

lobbying as a starting point, hence consideration of the ACF

to better understand policy processes in community sport

and including bottom-up perspectives as part of the process

(Fahlén et al., 2018; Houlihan, 2005; Skille, 2008).

ACF & Top-Down/Bottom-Up Synthesis

In terms of considering the significance of meso-level

theories and sport policy, the ACF is an analytical

framework that emerged in the 1980s that has been applied

to studies of public policy in a wide range of developed

countries – both Western and Eastern nations (Jang et al.,

2016; Pierce et al., 2017; Sabatier, 2007; Weible & Jenkins-

Smith, 2016) – and increasingly so in developing nations

(Kukkonen et al., 2018; Li & Weible, 2019; Osei-Kojo et

al., 2022). The ACF is a contemporary framework in the

policy analysis discipline with the potential to evaluate

numerous and varied interconnected processes (Fahlén &

Skille, 2017; Funke et al., 2020; Green & Houlihan, 2004;

Houlihan, 2005; Jenkins-Smith et al., 2018; Jenkins-Smith

et al., 2014; Sabatier & Weible, 2007; Weible & Sabatier,

2018). The framework provides a method to analyse the

behavior – including attitudes and beliefs – of myriad actors

by clustering them into advocacy coalitions, defined as

people from various positions who (i) have similar beliefs

and attitudes and (ii) demonstrate levels of coordination

over time (Jenkins-Smith & Sabatier, 1999).

The ACF is based on two fundamental aspects: (i) a macro-

level notion that the policy process occurs within sub-

systems involving actors influenced by political and socio-

economic factors (Sabatier, 1988; Wellstead, 2017) and (ii)

a micro-level consideration of issues impacting actors such

as resources issues, a common problem for community

sport (Grix et al., 2021; Wicker & Breuer, 2011). For the

analysis of sport policy, the ACF offers a more extensive

approach than many meso-level frameworks and is more

proportionate in actor representation than solely catering to

top-down policy architects (Houlihan, 2005). Further, the

ACF provides for the bottom-up influence of the policy

process, viewed as essential to facilitate a synthesis with the

more established top-down process (Jenkins-Smith &

Sabatier, 1994; Pierce et al., 2020; Wellstead, 2017). For

example, some studies examine dominant top-down

decision-making, negotiation between coalitions, and

bottom-up inception (Li et al., 2024), with the bottom-up

aspect being a key consideration for ACF studies in

complex policy systems (Angst, 2020; Pierce & Osei-Kojo,

2022). Further, there are instances where the ACF has been

applied to help build knowledge about policy processes

impacting coalitions, mainly about political influence at the

subsystem level of analysis (Jang et al., 2016), alongside

recommendations for longitudinal studies to empirically

explore challenges to collaborative action over time

(Nohrstedt & Olofsson, 2016).

In sport, there are examples of the application of top-down

and bottom-up management techniques in the policy

process (Hylton & Totten, 2013), procedures that illuminate

issues leading to implementation failure, most noticeably

the contrast between macro-political objectives and the

reality of implementation (McDonald, 2005), and the policy

creation process and the conflict with the actual capacity of

the policy implementers (Hudson et al., 2019; Van Meter &

Van Horn, 1975). For example, a top-down process relies

upon implementer – CSC – compliance with successful

policy implementation (Durazzi, 2020; Halpin, 2002;



www.jsfd.org

Journal of Sport for Development96 MountifiedVolume 12, Issue 2, November 2024

Heidbreder, 2017). In contrast, the bottom-up process

generally supports the dominance of the policy

implementation settings and actors (Hjern, 1982; Hjern &

Hull, 1982; Hull & Hjern, 1987; Lipsky, 2010). This

approach allows for the examination of the perspectives of

grassroots implementers, as these actors have a decisive

influence on policy implementation and its success or

failure.

Within this subsystem, however, there is a sharp contrast

between macro-level objectives and micro-level concerns.

Further, there is a dearth of consistent application of

theoretical frameworks in sport policy analysis (Houlihan,

2005) and a lack of universal agreement among policy

scholars on a robust approach to policy analysis in sport

(Jayawardhana & Piggin, 2021). Similarly, there is scant

research on community sport (Skille, 2008), particularly

about the issues that CSCs face in their role as policy

implementers (Doherty et al., 2022; Harris & Houlihan,

2016; May et al., 2013). The resultant impact is that the

opinions of community sport stakeholders do not feature

prominently in policy processes, and, indeed, said views are

given only cursory consideration concerning policymaking.

Within that setting, introducing a meso-level framework to

examine actors’ behaviour requires forming an advocacy

coalition (Sabatier & Weible, 2007). Houlihan (2005)

opines that for public policy for sport, the ACF “has a

broader focus than many of its rivals and has the potential

to illuminate aspects of the policy process beyond a

preoccupation with agenda setting” (Houlihan, 2005, p.

174), a position supported in more recent research involving

the ACF (Fahlén & Skille, 2017; Funke et al., 2020;

Jenkins-Smith et al., 2018; Weible & Sabatier, 2018).

To summarize, based on advocacy, the potential for

partnerships, and a meso-level framework like the ACF to

emphasize a more inclusive, coalescive environment

incorporating bottom-up influence, policy processes in sport

have the potential to be improved. Such an approach would

rely upon a case study– based on a real-world intervention

– to test the potential of a collaborative approach amongst

CSCs focused on common objectives. Accordingly, there is

utility in a bottom-up approach to the policy process – the

starting point (Elmore, 1982; Elmore, 1979, 1985; Hill &

Hupe, 2009; Sætren & Hupe, 2018; Skille, 2008) – through

a localized advocacy structure, based initially on a

partnership (Harris, 2014), to illuminate the reality of

implementation.

METHOD

The intervention was based on an ethnographic action-

research method incorporating the observation of the

formation and growth of a community sport advocacy

group and comprised the following four sections: Design,

Participants, Data Collection, and Data Analysis.

Design

Adopting an ethnographic action-research approach, the

process for the analysis relied upon observing a sequence of

meetings between the participants over three months,

including the output from the meetings in terms of stages of

development of the group dynamic, their observations, and

the potential to achieve their objectives. Observing and

evaluating community sport programs is primarily output-

driven (Coalter, 2007), and the impact on the ability of the

group of CSCs to influence policy and address their

concerns was paramount to the study. The observations

focused on (a) the numerous connections between CSCs

and other participants and (b) the potential for forming

robust relationships based on a broader network between

the coalition and third parties. In this regard, the researcher

guided the creation of the coalition and undertook the role

of researcher (Robson, 2002), a position that included

observing and improving the organizational direction of the

CSCs through a bounded case study (Misener & Doherty,

2013; Yin, 2012). Further, establishing authenticity of the

process in connection with a constructivist approach

(Misener & Doherty, 2013; Schwandt, 2001) was facilitated

by the researcher’s intricate role as an overt insider to the

group (Homan & Dandelion, 1997; Strudwick, 2019).

The researcher’s insider role was crucial to the process and

helped create the structure for the coalition. The design

commenced with the researcher’s initial contribution of

coordinating the early stages of the alliance formation.

Guidance was offered on how the CSC members could

form a partnership and was based on (a) the researcher’s

relative expertise in management and administration, and

(b) an existing connection between the researcher and the

CSCs linked to previous research (Mountifield, 2024a). The

second essential contribution from the researcher was

setting a timetable for meetings of the CSC coalition and to

guiding meetings by way of (a) producing meeting agendas

and (b) guiding discussions. Throughout the process, the

researcher documented and recorded events as part of the

data collection objectives.

Given the short time frame involved in this research, there

was a need to swiftly build trust between CSCs and

establish common ground and objectives. Based upon the

developing relationships amongst CSC members, the

researcher considered it important to ensure the engagement

between CSCs was uncomplicated. The researcher gathered

opinions from CSCs in a narrative form, partly due to the
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aforementioned time frame and also for the ease of analysis.

Narrative research is a method of theorizing social

phenomena that offer helpful insight into real-world

experiences (Carless & Douglas, 2017), and has been

applied in the context of sport and physical activity (Carless

& Douglas, 2011; Douglas & Carless, 2014).

Participants

Participants for the advocacy group were selected from a

cluster of CSCs in the town. With a population of circa

7,000, the town is non-metropolitan, with proximity to the

coastline and a quiet, largely rural character surrounded by

bushland and national parks. The town has a range of CSCs

involved in cricket, mountain biking, netball, rugby league,

skateboarding, soccer, swimming, surf lifesaving, and

tennis. It has a distinct feature in that most of the town’s

CSCs practice and compete on or adjacent to a centralized

facility comprising a pool, skate park, cycle track, rugby

and soccer fields, netball courts, and cricket ovals. In

addition, many of the current sponsors of many of the CSCs

are based only a short distance from the sport fields. The

town falls within the local government area (LGA) of a

local metropolitan council, which plays an essential role in

establishing and maintaining sporting infrastructure (Wicker

et al., 2009; Wicker et al., 2013).

The recruitment of participants commenced with the

unsolicited expression of interest from a CSC president (the

‘initial president’) in forming a local coalition. Said interest

resulted from previous research, which included the initial

president (Mountifield, 2024a). A purposive sample was

subsequently drawn from the population of CSC presidents

of individual and team sport in the town. The president of

each CSC – the leader in charge of administrative and

control tasks during meetings (Cuskelly et al., 2006) – was

either known to the researcher through previous studies

(Mountifield, 2024a) or introduced to the researcher by the

initial president.

For the first meeting, presidents from six different CSCs

(mountain biking, netball, senior rugby league, senior and

junior soccer, and surf lifesaving) participated. Two further

stages of participant recruitment followed as critical stages

in the formation and growth of the coalition: (i) to establish

impartial leadership for the coalition, the process required

the recruitment of an independent party and (ii) as this

group increased in number over time, based primarily on

‘word-of-mouth’ spreading to CSC presidents who were

initially unable (or unwilling) to participate. Therefore, the

CSC coalition’s representation increased in size and

diversity, adding three CSCs – touch football, tennis, and

junior rugby league – to the total (n=9). By way of a very

general overview, some details for each CSC are provided

in Table 1.

In addition to the CSCs making up the central membership

of the coalition, it is crucial to note the connections with

three other parties. Firstly, representatives of the local

council and NSW Sport, the lead NSW government agency

for sport and physical activity (New South Wales Office of

Sport, 2024). To get engagement with government, the

researcher requested the attendance of two key personnel

from the local council and NSW Sport, who had direct

responsibility for community sport in the LGA. The

invitations were well received and said representatives

joined in at various stages during the coalition discussions.

As noted later in the findings, this development was

considered a significant achievement and fits with crucial

tenets of the ACF policy process, for example, the

multipartite membership of a coalition (Jenkins-Smith &

Sabatier, 1999). Secondly, the local Lions Club (an

international organization that actively promotes the welfare

of local communities) was included, as noted in the

findings, from a coalition leadership perspective. Finally,

the local Member for Parliament (MP) was kept abreast of

the coalition activities by the initial president, with whom

there was a close relationship. Although the MP did not

become directly involved, support for the project was

voiced in principle.
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Data Collection

Data collection was based on ethnographic observation

(FitzGerald & Mills, 2022) and occurred over three key

stages: (i) meetings of participants who came together to

establish if the coalition was desirable; (ii) the creation of

independent leadership and an organizational structure; and

(iii) noting the milestones of the burgeoning coalition over

an initial period of three months. Data was collected

through meeting minutes, audio recording, and

observational field notes, all undertaken by the researcher.

These methods facilitated the collection of rich, insightful

data (Coghlan & Jacobs, 2005) by way of CSC members

conveying their opinions, thoughts and experiences as part

of the process toward collaboration (Marshall & Rossman,

2014). In this respect, ethnographic action-research can play

an essential role by helping groups make informed

decisions based on results (Ledwith, 2020). Participants

were informed that all aspects of the research were

confidential, that their participation was voluntary, and that

they could withdraw at any time. The study was approved

by the ethics committee at the University of Canberra.

Data Analysis

The analysis process was based on examination of the

coalition formation, including ethnographic observations of

coalition member interaction, and progressed to identifying

critical issues for the CSCs in narrative form. When

measuring a coalition’s success (or otherwise), an inductive

approach provides an overview of the formation of

connections between CSCs and third parties and factors that

impact the potential for effective partnerships. Qualitative

research often follows inductive reasoning, which involves

shifts from specific observations of the phenomenon to

developing broader generalizations (Patton, 2014; Strauss &

Corbin, 1997). The researcher was responsible for driving

the formation of the coalition and the subsequent data

collection, and thus able to highlight key stages and identify

pivotal points raised by coalition members. The data

analysed was based upon meeting minutes, field notes, and

audio recordings. The audio recordings were not transcribed

but were replayed to (a) ensure meeting minutes and field

notes were correct and (b) identify any points the researcher

may have missed due to, for example, the need for the

researcher to facilitate aspects of discussions. Further,

specific quotes from the participants were identified in the

audio recordings and formed the supporting narrative in the

following findings.

FINDINGS

In the first instance, owing to the nature of the ethnographic

action-research approach adopted for this paper, the

discourse for this section necessitates supporting detail to

explain aspects of the narrative. The findings are based

principally on the stages that the members of CSCs went

through to form a coalition, inclusive of supporting

commentary throughout. The three key stages were: (i)

establishing the coalition; (ii) coalition leadership and

structure; and (iii) observations of the coalition activities.

As part of the observation process, aspects of each stage

elicited thematic sub-sections outlined as part of the

findings. These stages address crucial elements of the

research question by highlighting how the formation of the

coalition, inclusive of the focus on independent leadership,

lead to activities demonstrative of collaborative ability to

address some immediate challenges, and the potential for to

influence policy over time, a fundamental tenet of ACF

theory (Jenkins-Smith & Sabatier, 1999).

Establishing the coalition

When considering the steps to establish a coalition, it is

essential to present the background relating to fundamental

aspects of applying policy in community sport, as opined by

the CSC presidents. Successfully developing a coalition

requires the partners to have shared goals and the potential

to mobilize resources to influence policy decisions (Meyer

& Rowan, 1977). In many cases, the coalition partners are

likely to have competing priorities, so there will be pressure

to adopt sometimes divergent goals. Therefore, the

coalition’s success depends on accepting an overall strategy

that tracks outcomes over time.

Building a community sport coalition requires careful

attention to every process involved in the coalition timeline.

In this case, the coalition president showed knowledge of

the coalition structure and recognized warning signs of

potential problems, thus increasing the chances for success.

Upon forming the coalition, the president held a local press

conference after every meeting to publicly confirm the

commitment of the CSC to engage in the policy process.

Furthermore, the alliance developed binding agreements

between all CSC stakeholders. Three key emerging themes

were pertinent to CSCs: (i) the nature of the policy process

from creation to implementation; (ii) the degree to which

CSCs believe they can play a role in a cooperative process;

and (iii) CSC beliefs in their individual and collective

capacity to attain constructive and long-term outcomes for

their sport and the community.

The character of the policy process

Government-led policy development and implementation

processes were not new to the coalition participants. This
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situation, however, drew attention to the potential for a

more comprehensive commitment from CSCs, a factor

embodied in the notion that the government should assess

the capacity of the community to take on a degree of

responsibility for their future welfare. For the town

coalition, the prevailing opinion regarding the policy

process for community sport was that government and

NSOs set the agenda for policy input, with limited, if any,

capacity for policy implementers (CSCs) to influence the

proceedings. In short, the process was considered

hierarchical – top-down – and controlled by a narrow

coalition of power: “It’s clear that we [CSCs] are pawns in

the policy process, which is dominated by more powerful

groups”.

This viewpoint echoed concerns about sport-related

policies, for example, the NSW Active Kids policy (a NSW

Government policy initiative which helps families meet the

cost of their children accessing sport and recreation

activities, which suffered from low promotion). From the

town CSC perspective, there had been an absence of

consultation involving state government policy strategists,

regional government, and CSCs, along with an absence of

resources offered to aid the implementation of the policy: “I

think the Active Kids thing is a good idea, but we only

found out about it through word of mouth. Nobody from

our NSO told us about it, and it wasn’t advertised

anywhere”.

The primary concern with the above comment is that the

policy was viewed as whimsical and not meticulously

transmitted to CSCs. Indeed, rather than a systematic,

evidence-based method based on a consultative strategy, the

approach was ‘a good idea’ but enacted unilaterally. For

CSCs, encouraging evidence-based practice, innovation,

and capacity building are all matters ultimately based on

resources. Policies such as Active Kids were said to have

the potential to incentivize and encourage strategies

associated with improving participation or performance.

Where resources are concerned, however, CSCs must first

address the ‘chicken and egg’ scenarios relating to the

intent of policy and the potential for achieving it:

“Sometimes the government doesn’t think about how us

clubs might actually do things our end. Sure, get the

numbers up but giving money to parents but what about

giving money direct to clubs so they can improve

capacity?”.

Some CSCs considered the pressure to adhere to top-down

expectations too great, particularly in often short

timeframes. In keeping with ACF guidelines on the time

required for policy learning, the findings pointed to

concerns that the period necessary to support policy edicts

was insufficient:

We get instructions from the NSO or the council that say we

need to do things in a certain way or that things need to

change quickly. We can’t always cope and end up having to

improvise which is not good for anyone.

CSCs also noted that there were several unintended

consequences of the policy, including the definition of and

what construed community sport policy and the erratic

nature of macro-political objectives that often dictate policy

creation, supported by the idea that: “Some sports have

better [political] connections and more power and weaker

clubs from weaker sports miss out. Doesn’t ever take

community into consideration and we think it should”.

An additional consequence of policy was the identified as

the rivalry between sports, stated as: “We are always

fighting over the same group of players”.

Policy consequences suggest that policy decisions at a

macro-level often ignore local needs and that the

competition between sports, based on policy pressure, is

contrary to community objectives.

The level that CSCs form a valuable component of a

unified system

CSCs were quick to champion ideals that would replace the

top-down policy approach. CSCs ordinarily feel

marginalized – side-lined – in the government’s efforts to

promote community sport and promote the associated social

benefits. The consensus from CSCs was that collaboration

is limited, and there was no specific community focus. The

evidence indicated that the potential for practical

cooperation is directly affected by the different strategies

and priorities of CSCs: “I think we all agree why we’re

here. A coalition is a good idea and we’re all about

community. But some of us will struggle to see the

benefits”.

Differences in CSC objectives and those of the community

at large create challenges concerning a unifying approach to

attitudes and behavior. In some respects, these difficulties

result from a power imbalance in community sport and, for

some CSCs, impede a route to collaboration: “There’s

already a big difference between all the clubs. Some have

more money than others because their sport is more popular

nationally and their NSO can fund them”.

The government and NSOs have the authority to determine

the participants in the policy process, which amounts to

exploitative power in dominating and coercing to secure
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consensus (Curato et al., 2019; Lukes, 2005). This

imbalance was said to be a matter that CSCs are acutely

aware of and consider affects the prioritization of funding:

“Because we don’t have a say in policy, we don’t have a

say in funding. It’s up to the top of the tree to decide and

that’s fine but it doesn’t take in what’s happening locally”.

Furthermore, NSOs can influence CSC consensus on policy

matters through top-down funding mechanisms for CSCs,

along with performance reviews and details of CSC

adherence to NSO policy objectives. Conversely, there is

evidence to suggest a version of power relations that leans

to one side is unsophisticated and that there is an

omnipresent aspect of power that applies to local actors

(Foucault, 1982). Indeed, CSCs can adjust, undermine, or

defy NSO edicts: “Without giving the game away, we don’t

always do what we’re told. Sometimes, it’s just too hard

and haven’t got the manpower or just think the decision is

bad”.

The omnipresent power dimension emphasizes how CSCs

might exercise power in the pursuit of their interests rather

than feel they form part of a more altruistic, macro, NSO-

led approach that benefits from a collective, unified system:

“Doing our own thing is about survival. May not be in the

community interest and definitely not the NSO interest”.

The above complex power dimension partly results from

the diverse participants contributing to community sport

policy processes, a group that, at a macro-level, is

continually pulling and pushing against policy initiatives.

Equally, there are a variety of historically-rooted competing

priorities and issues relating to the allocation of resources

that impact the ability to align the objectives of all actors

(Sullivan & Skelcher, 2017).

CSC member beliefs concerning the achievement of sport

and community objectives

Aspects of the findings included details of CSC participant

attitudes and a belief in their capacity for achieving

increased membership and, thus, overall participation levels

in sport. Based on a combination of NSO, government, and

local objectives, CSCs outlined three challenges in

achieving the community sport goals: (i) an insufficient

level of resources, particularly that of funding; (ii) the

requirement for more innovation to increase CSC

membership; and (iii) the issue of capacity and a sufficient

level of skills, combined with funding, to bring about

change: “I think we need better access to resources,

including money. We need to work together and come up

with ideas if all the clubs are to benefit. That might mean

sharing skills amongst all of us and resources”.

There was an acceptance that by focusing on the levels of

participation and supporting the achievement of goals, the

change would rely upon a level of pragmatism regarding

what is possible. Equally, a realistic period, in keeping with

lengthy time frames associated with the ACF (Sabatier,

2007), would be required to improve levels of support and

to bring about a change in attitude and performance: “It will

be actually really hard. How long is it going to take and

how many of us really want this? I reckon it’s possible,

though”.

Most CSCs believed that a relationship with the local

government was most important for addressing the

challenges associated with delivering community sport

objectives. There was an assumption that local people

wanted to be active, and that the government held the key

for assisting CSCs, or a local coalition, to manage

problems: “But I think the local council can really help,

particularly with some of the things we’ve discussed”.

Coalition leadership and structure

For the organization and administration of the coalition, the

critical aspect was establishing independent leadership. This

situation was facilitated by involving the support of the

Lions Club to take on the role of Chair. Installing the Lions

Club representative as Chair helped to avoid a hierarchical

structure and to ensure equity in terms of advocacy. The

CSC leadership focused on creating a committee – or board

– that operated at a strategic level. Each CSC president

joined the coalition board and provided various skills across

the board’s membership. Of the nine CSC coalition

members, seven worked in business/commerce and had

connections that offered potential links for an advocacy

group. The board’s key role was to create a governance

structure for the coalition and create collective strategic

plans. The board also offered a platform to debate

operational matters and identify solutions to crucial

problems.

Some vital operational matters included interacting with

local community stakeholders, NSOs and local government.

As a leader, the Chairperson’s role was to offer

collaborative direction, help identify priority objectives, and

plan monthly coalition meetings. The Chairperson also

agreed to an action plan for the coalition and delegated

specific action to the coalition member most suited to

advocate for the alliance (usually based on the CSC

president’s existing network and the connections that

developed through the Lions Club).
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Observations of the coalition activities

This section provides some critical observations of coalition

group processes and advocacy based on the emerging

themes of Coalition relationships and Sentiment. The

overall relevance of these observations rests on the potential

for a process that leads to successful outcomes of the

advocacy group initiatives.

Coalition Relationships

The findings proved that CSCs have a network of

relationships that an advocacy group can exploit for the

coalition’s benefit. Across the group, CSCs took part in

numerous unique relationships, with as few as one

fundamental connection (e.g., with a sponsor) to as many as

eight (based on an entrepreneurial CSC president seeking to

build capacity for the applicable CSC). An essential matter

for CSCs related to the acquisition of physical or pecuniary

resources. As noted by a CSC representative, the most

common were relationships with sponsors and involved

support for equipment, facilities, and playing kit: “Most of

the money from our sponsors goes toward running the

sport. I know some of us pay players, but I guess we’re

spending most of the money on kit and getting the pitch

ready”.

Facilitating the deployment of these relationships as a

collective responsibility was an example of connections

based on the ACF. Such relationships relied on a

collaborative process and gave rise to the potential for

improving communication between actors (Doherty &

Misener, 2008; Putnam, 2000). One statement suggested

that connections between the town CSCs resulted from

leveraging existing relationships and establishing new

contacts, thereby expanding their collaborative network: “I

can connect you with [them]. They will be able to help at

least two clubs here. Just tell them I put you in touch and

they will look after you”.

Historically, partnerships relied upon CSC representatives

approaching third-party organizations, either locally or

further afield. These connections with these organizations

resulted from existing CSC membership (e.g., volunteers

connected to the CSCs). A member of the town advocacy

group indicated that they were able to put a mechanism in

place for expanding these connections through a more

collaborative and professional approach: “Let’s get a

contact book or something together. This can be

coordinated by the Chairperson, and we can all get access

when we need it”.

Coalition members also gave examples of new connections

derived from contacts previously unknown to the CSC. One

unique model, but a logical one for the advocacy group to

exploit going forward, arose from a CSC representative

contacting another CSC to explore a mutually beneficial

arrangement relating to a competitive fixture: “The

relationship with [them] happened because we had joined

the council and the local paper to coordinate some

advertising where they talked about our event”.

The concept of a mutually beneficial arrangement was

evident in many cases, with one of the CSC representatives

indicating that there were opportunities for various ‘win-

win’ scenarios where CSCs could take advantage of each

other’s assets: “Lots of possible angles here. I can see you

need [that] and [they] can help a few of us”.

Development of longer-term connections

The connection between CSCs results from the idea that the

potential for developing associations through sport fits with

the very nature of sport, with individuals and teams

participating in a series of competitive structures with

existing networks (Zakus et al., 2009). Such scenarios led to

the formation of friendships where CSC representatives

benefited from increased knowledge, deeper alliances, and

an improved ability to coalesce – all signs of solid social

links (Zakus et al., 2009). Observations from the initial

stages of the coalition formation suggested that friendship

was an unexpected but welcome benefit. For example, a

CSC president referred to mutual gains arising from a

specific relationship with another CSC that occurred due to

communicating within the advocacy structure: “I met them

after you suggested it. Good bunch and we’re going to do a

bit more with them. But we should all do it together to get a

better price”.

When considering CSCs and contributing toward

community issues, the advocacy group created a platform

for a collective voice to influence change at policy creation

at a local level. For them to achieve this platform and

improve the coalition governance, there was a need for a

strategy that would enable them to bring about changes to

the organizational culture that impacts the mindset and

beliefs within local government: “With the council

involved, we have got the potential to change things or at

least have our voice heard”.

Effective community leadership relies upon a strategic

relationship with local government and other organizations

with authority in the community governance process

(Darlow et al., 2007). Evaluating the connection between

local government and the advocacy group was necessary to

measure this potential, particularly when considering the
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efficacy of coalition objectives. This process followed a

gamut of variables, including symbolic gestures to evidence

of dedication to achieving outcomes (Anderson et al., 2014;

Bolton et al., 2008) and needed to address issues relating to

structures, culture, and processes throughout the

engagement process. One statement indicated that adopting

such criteria required robust evaluative potential of the

long-term effectiveness of the process in the town: “I know

the council were a bit wary at first but I think if we continue

to work with them, they will continue to support the idea of

our group”.

Noting that the coalition was in the early stages of its

journey, the above comment pointed to the council’s initial

caution which was based on (a) the connection with town

CSCs en masse being a new development and (b) the need

for the council to be impartial, certainly initially.

DISCUSSION

This research sought to illuminate the issues facing CSCs

concerning matters relating to community sport policy and

the significance of an advocacy structure, as well as assess

the ability of CSCs to form a coalition to advocate for their

needs. Based on the research question – In the Australian

regional context, how can forming a community sport

coalition help address the strategic challenges of CSCs and

influence the policy process? – this study provides valuable

data identified in an ethnographic action-research process.

From an initial interpretation of the findings above, given

the nature of the ACF and the emphasis on understanding

actor attitudes and beliefs, the view of the participants

points to the potential for a practical application in the real

world. The research outcome demonstrates that the data

gained from the observations blend with that identified in

the literature. Further, there is a proper alignment with the

research aims due to support for a practical intervention

through localized advocacy.

As an overall example of the appetite for localized

advocacy, the early stages of the coalition formation

demonstrated general CSC willingness and support for a

more collaborative approach to community sport policy,

along with the involvement of the researcher. Indeed, based

on the outline provided in the methodology section herein,

there was an aspect of direction required to drive the initial

formation of the coalition. This guidance, however, was

rationalized on the basis that (a) given the voluntarist nature

of CSC members (Cuskelly, 2004; Skirstad et al., 2017), it

would be challenging to leave the CSCs to form a coalition

without instruction and (b) it reduced bias in terms of the

CSCs that formed the coalition. Observing and improving

organizational capacity of the CSCs through a bounded

case-study (Misener & Doherty, 2013; Yin, 2012) and

establishing authenticity of the process in connection with a

constructivist approach (Misener & Doherty, 2013;

Schwandt, 2001) was facilitated by the researcher’s role

within the coalition (Homan & Dandelion, 1997; Strudwick,

2019). This insider role was central to the methodological

approach adopted and allowed for considerable benefits of

context within the process as it unfolded.

Most data presented herein adds to the existing literature on

community sport and provides significant avenues for

application to the intervention in the town. For example,

from a macro perspective, the intervention highlighted the

disjointed nature of the policy systems on community sport

(Charlton, 2010; Houlihan & Green, 2009; Jones et al.,

2018), a disparity in power and the connections between

actors (Fahlén & Skille, 2017; Grix & Phillpots, 2011), the

strain related to policy implementation (May et al., 2013;

Rich & Misener, 2019), and often unrealistic or unclear

expectations of community sport policy (Houlihan & White,

2002; Hoye & Nicholson, 2009). The opinions from the

participants’ testimonies include (i) the lack of policy

clarity at the local level, (ii) widespread resource deficiency

and dependency, (iii) an inordinately multifaceted

community sport policy system, (iv) a lack of participation

in policy creation and implementation; and (v) the dominant

position of NSO and government-driven strategies versus

community-lead and focussed strategies.

From a micro perspective, the experience of the coalition in

the town unearthed community attitudes and beliefs relating

to localized, collective action. The observations highlighted

challenges typical to CSCs, included the voluntary nature of

participation, CSC members with time restrictions and who

were initially unwilling or unable to join the coalition, and

the overall resource issues so common in community sport.

Further, there was evidence of tension, including general

attitudes toward the hierarchical nature of sport policy, the

dominance of NSOs, perceived inequities between sports,

and gaining the trust of the local council and NSW Sport. It

was the formation of the coalition, however, along with the

achievement of initial objectives, that demonstrated the

most positive attitude from CSCs that contributed to the

traction in the coalition’s construction process. The key

achievements are threefold: (1) the majority of CSCs in the

town has willingly entered into a structure to advocate for

issues that impact community sport locally; (2) a strategic

partnerships with the Lions Club has been realized, offering

independent leadership, additional skillsets, and an

understanding of community issues; and (3) a robust

connection with local council and NSW Sport has been

established, giving greater credibility to objectives of the

town CSC and legitimising the coalition. Although further
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observations are needed to outline and assess future

coalition activities, the overall initial benefit to the town is

that the coalition has been created and is taking steps to

address immediate issues with a longer-term goal to

improve policy from the bottom-up.

Although the research only provides details of the early

stages of the coalition formation, the achievements

nonetheless substantively outline the alliance’s relevance to

community sport in the town and its application on a

broader scale. In balancing partners’ needs across sectors

and developing connections with and through community

sport, CSCs can conceivably mitigate what can otherwise

be a complicated process. Further, a positive relationship

with local government enhances the coalition’s status

(Hylton & Bramham, 2007). While initial tensions were a

common theme, this was expected and not something

construed as harmful to the coalition formation process.

There was, however, a concern that NSOs might react

differently in the longer term, particularly as the coalition

matured and extended its network. Relations between CSCs

and NSOs were of varying strengths, and equally, NSO

policy objectives would not always match with local

community objectives. It was evident from the beliefs of the

town coalition that there is a ‘them and us’ culture;

comments such as ‘we don’t always do what we’re told’

and ‘definitely not the NSO interest’ pointed to a lack of

alignment between NSO objectives and those of the

community. The perception of the town coalition was that

an increase in collective knowledge and connections,

attaining a degree of power and gaining a form of political

influence through improved relations with local

government, would be a persuasive development in their

relationship with NSOs, particularly in terms of securing

the policy consensus of CSCs and avoiding the

undermining of policy implementation objectives at a local

level (Van Meter & Van Horn, 1975). This matter,

however, was viewed as a step to address in the longer term

and to try and create more resilient partnerships with NSOs

based on the collective platform.

From an advocacy focus, the indications are that it is

genuine for a localized cooperative initiative to challenge

the fragmented community sport policy system

(Berenskoetter & Williams, 2007; Misener & Doherty,

2013). Such potential results from the CSCs engaging in a

collaborative process that involves connecting CSCs, the

local community and local government into a cohesive

network. Mobilising connections with multiple and diverse

partners, potentially through an institution like an advocacy

group, presents an opportunity for CSCs to achieve policy

goals. As CSCs embrace these partnerships across various

sectors, a coalition offers a platform to retain their values

and manage pressure relating to the objectives of key

stakeholders (Berrett & Slack, 1999). Developing and

nurturing the relationship between CSCs and several other

organizations would make it easier to establish connections

and reproduce social cohesion. This finding echoes the

argument brought forward by Pierce et al. (2020) and

Wellstead (2017) that the bottom-up approach to policy

formation can aid inter-organizational relationships between

CSCs beyond the traditional mandate of facilitating

grassroots sport.

There is also the potential to provide an overall

understanding of how CSCs might shape policy processes

to address, for example, resource issues: collaboration

between opposing clubs and different sports could help fill

volunteer gaps (Bradbrook, 2022). To facilitate such a

strategy, it is critical to enhance awareness of important

community sport stakeholders, their role, their influence

level, and whose interests they serve (Brockett, 2017;

Henry et al., 2014; Marsh & Stoker, 2002). In the town’s

case, it was clear that the local community would benefit

from contributing to the policy process (Hylton & Totten,

2006). The town CSCs were immersed in the process, from

considering the initial concept and early discussions,

through to by establishing the advocacy group, pointing to

the potential for localized advocacy (Bradbury et al., 2020;

Kohl et al., 2019; Pierce et al., 2020; Skille, 2008; Stenling

& Sam, 2020a). From the ACF perspective, the success of

an advocacy coalition is based on common attitudes and

beliefs of actors and the separate but ultimately collective

characteristics (Berger & Luckmann, 2017). At the local

level, such an approach would comprise a “cluster of

competitive, but not high-performance sports” (Green &

Houlihan, 2004, p. 400) to engage in shaping community

sport policy actively.

LIMITATIONS

Properly evaluating the potential of a local advocacy group

revolves around power among coalition actors, the

formation of policy from a top-down perspective, and the

coercive nature of the influence of external actors in the

policy process. Although acknowledging and understanding

actor self-interest was essential to gain the support of CSC

members, the revelation of external friction complicated the

reality of creating a robust, stable advocacy structure

through a coalition. In particular, some CSC members

considered that the potential for collaboration and

consultation with the community risked being stymied by a

power imbalance perpetuated by administrative bodies such

as NSOs and government. Problems associated with

national actors like the ASC and NSOs can result in

coercive pressure on local-level implementers like CSCs to
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comply with the policy objectives (Agranoff, 2007;

Durazzi, 2020; Heidbreder, 2017). Such coercion does not

present a practical approach for national oversight of policy

implementation. Thus, it is crucial to establish conditions

that cater for positive connections between actors

responsible for implementation (Scheberle, 2004). On the

point of connections between actors, two notable attributes

– mutual trust and involvement – emerged, and such

characteristics are crucial to the efficacy of implementation

partnerships (Cline, 2000; May et al., 2013; Scheberle,

2004).

Another limitation revolves around the level of involvement

of policy creators at the top of the policy hierarchy, such as

the ASC and NSOs. Such interest might involve funding,

resource allocation, and the evaluation of policy processes

(Scheberle, 2004). An elevated degree of interaction,

however, might be considered unnecessary or intrusive and

“could be counterproductive” (Scheberle, 2004, p. 21) in

establishing highly effective working relations between

implementing actors like CSCs. Further, creating

harmonious professional associations is challenging, takes

time, and relies upon an apparent dedication and focus from

all actors involved (Scheberle, 2004; Song & Mayer, 2010).

Indeed, functional collaboration does not exist in isolation

and depends upon recognising that implementing actors

(e.g. CSCs) have an essential role in the policy process

(Scheberle, 2004). Hence, an analytical framework such as

the ACF should be tested and address an aspect of

implementation usually given scant attention in the policy

process.

Future direction

The contribution of this study has the potential to illustrate

how analytical frameworks such as the ACF may contribute

to knowledge about Australian sport policy processes and

the role of CSCs in coalitions. The study parallels and adds

to the growing literature on sport policy networks and the

realization of the significance of relationships in sport

policy formation (Baiocco et al., 2018; Jeanes et al., 2018;

John, 2013; Shearer et al., 2016). In this case, the ACF can

predict the extent to which the beliefs and behavior of

stakeholders are embedded within the networks guiding the

policy-making process. Additionally, the participants in

policymaking – such as CSCs, national governments, local

governments, and NSOs – might try to convert their belief

systems into policy ahead of opponents (Strittmatter et al.,

2018). Based on the findings herein, any prospect of

success necessitates searching for allies, sharing resources,

and adopting complementary strategies. The interaction

between CSCs illuminated a general willingness to work

together and focus on achieving shared goals through a

formal partnership. The results imply that the growth of

CSC partnerships, as part of forming an advocacy coalition,

can benefit the wider community. The strength of any

alliance lies in its membership making collective decisions

while respecting that each CSC may also have a particular

position on a matter (Harris & Houlihan, 2016). Arriving at

this objective will help to fuse a core ‘coalition belief’

(Cairney, 2013) for effectively influencing collective

reforms.

Based on the potential of CSCs to coalesce with a view to

impacting the polity process, this research advances a re-

conceptualization of community sport. The potential for a

multipartite connection between CSCs, the local

community, and other stakeholders like local government is

recognized. This relationship shapes a rationale for applying

a methodology for understanding sport governance

structures incorporating bottom-up and top-down

approaches. Merely by the example of an analytical

framework – but one with significant support in the sport

policy space (Chatzopoulos, 2019; Dodo et al., 2020;

Hodgkinson et al., 2021; Tacon, 2018) – the ACF can

enable this approach and, with the guidance of a coalition,

help shift policy creation and implementation towards a

non-hierarchical model for community sport. The utility of

the ACF allows for explaining, illustrating, and evaluating

the policy process as it affects community sport. Further,

the ACF has found credence in the emerging analysis of

sport policy as it provides a coherent understanding of

critical factors and processes within overall policy

processes. For the process of building a coalition, the

experience in the town points to the potential for

independence and input, and suggests that “the community

and provider may become co-authors of destiny, or partners

in policy and practice” (Hylton & Totten, 2006, p. 83).

Based on the observations of the interaction of the CSC

coalition in the town, there is merit in future research

further examining the potential for lobbying for community

sport at a local level.

In terms of recommendations, the first step would be to

continue research with the town and adopting the same

methodology, undertake longer-term observations of the

activities, achievements, and influence of the coalition. On

a wider scale, however, the research has provided a

platform that is transferrable elsewhere, commencing in

non-metropolitan environments. In the first instance, to

improve service delivery and build collective interests,

CSCs need to develop robust, sustainable alliances where

mutual benefits outweigh self-interest, ideally guided by an

independent body. In a localized context, CSCs should

consider creating partnerships with appropriately placed

voluntary and community sector organizations such as the
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Lions Club. Secondly, such partnerships can serve as a first

stage in creating better connected communities and

eventually evolve into a coalition to lobby for collective

interests and help address the power imbalance impacting

marginalized stakeholders. Finally, to test the reality of this

potential based on the experience in the town, there is a

need to apply longitudinal studies (e.g. as per Nohrstedt &

Olofsson, 2016) – in keeping with ACF timeframes – and

conduct further research elsewhere in Australia. Such a

suggestion may be a consideration for the ASC to better

recognize the importance of the role CSCs and local

government in the community sport policy system. Despite

the governmental nature of top-down policy (Colebatch,

2020) and the ASC’s politically-focused strategy of funding

NSOs rather than local authorities (e.g. as per Jang et al.,

2016), a more nuanced approach (e.g. as per Osei-Kojo et

al., 2022) may be advantageous. Such an initiative would

involve improving resources for local government to better

support community sport, incorporating bottom-up input

from local advocacy groups to inform future policy

initiation (e.g. as per Angst, 2020; Li et al., 2024; Pierce &

Osei-Kojo, 2022), and facilitating an environment where

policymakers and policy implementers become ‘partners in

policy and practice’.

CONCLUSION

Through observations in the initial stages of an intervention,

this paper has identified CSC views on various issues,

including resource concerns, support with policy

implementation, hierarchical policy edicts, and perennial

funding problems. The investigation was embedded in a

real-world context and evaluated the potential for CSCs to

coalesce concerning issues that impact local sport and the

community. Developing relationships with other

stakeholders is one way for CSCs to increase knowledge,

obtain resources, contribute to policy objectives, and

improve community cohesion. The findings revealed

concerns from CSCs but equally relationships based on

trust, consistency, balance, and the potential for engagement

in policy processes through collaboration. Specifically, in

terms of theoretical and practical implications, the findings

point to the importance of partnerships in the community

setting and how an advocacy group based on unity

regarding belief systems and shared goals increases the

potential to influence policy. Further, when positioning the

ACF as a meso-level theory for sport policy analysis, the

outcome of this research helps inform the development of

an ‘artefact’ to operationalize a more inclusive policy

process. In addition, on a broader scale, the findings offer

guidance for a transferrable program and the

implementation of advocacy structures in other community

sport settings.

Overall, the town experience provides substantive results to

support further research. The critical contributions from

this research can advance the theory and understanding of

advocacy in sport in Australia and, from the perspective of

all stakeholders in community sport, influence a more

equitable approach to the policy creation process. There is

the potential to produce robust output that will aid the

comprehension of, from a policy perspective, the needs at

community sport level. In turn, there is the ability to link the

research findings to any subsequent development,

specification and evaluation of a model for best practice for

a localized advocacy coalition representing CSCs. As a

theoretical point of departure in the policymaking and

implementation process, the ACF can help illuminate,

inform, and guide the situation facing CSCs. The research

increases the understanding of how establishing a localized

advocacy group might facilitate the first steps toward

helping achieve local objectives in community sport.

Author Contribution

The author completed all stages of the research and writing

independently and without input/contribution from third

parties.

Ethics

Approved by the University of Canberra Human Research

Ethics Committee (project number 20180310).

Informed Consent Statement

Informed consent was obtained from all subjects involved

in the study.

Funding

This research received no external funding.

Conflicts of Interest

The author declares no conflict of interest.

REFERENCES

Adair, D. (2017). Value(s) of Australian sport: the National

Sports Plan. https://theconversation.com/value-s-of-

australian-sport-the-national-sports-plan-78407

Agranoff, R. (2007). Managing within networks: Adding

value to public organizations. Georgetown University

Press.



www.jsfd.org

Journal of Sport for Development106 MountifiedVolume 12, Issue 2, November 2024

Anderson-Butcher, D., & Bates, S. (2021). Social work and

youth sport. Child and Adolescent Social Work Journal,

38(4), 359-365. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10560-021-00777-

6

Anderson, M., Bolton, N., Davies, B., & Fleming, S.

(2014). Local implementation of national policy: a case-

study critique of the Free Swimming Initiative for the 60

plus population. Managing Leisure, 19(2), 151-165.

https://doi.org/10.1080/13606719.2013.859456

Angst, M. (2020). Bottom‐Up identification of subsystems

in complex governance systems. Policy Studies Journal,

48(3), 782-805. https://doi.org/10.1111/psj.12301

Australian Sports Commission. (2024). AusPlay:

Participation data for the sport sector. Canberra:

ClearingHouse for Sport, Commonwealth of Australia.

https://www.clearinghouseforsport.gov.au/research/ausplay

Babiak, K., & Thibault, L. (2008). Managing inter-

organisational relationships: The art of plate spinning.

International Journal of Sport Management and Marketing,

3(3), 281-302. https://doi.org/10.1504/IJSMM.2008.017193

Babiak, K., & Thibault, L. (2009). Challenges in multiple

cross-sector partnerships. Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector

Quarterly, 38(1), 117-143.

https://doi.org/10.1177/0899764008316054

Baiocco, R., Pistella, J., Salvati, M., Ioverno, S., & Lucidi,

F. (2018). Sports as a risk environment: Homophobia and

bullying in a sample of gay and heterosexual men. Journal

of Gay & Lesbian Mental Health, 22(4), 385-411.

https://doi.org/10.1080/19359705.2018.1489325

Bellew, B., Bauman, A., Bull, F. C., & Schoeppe, S.

(2008). The rise and fall of Australian physical activity

policy 1996–2006: a national review framed in an

international context. Australia and New Zealand Health

Policy, 5(1). https://doi.org/10.1186/1743-8462-5-18

Berenskoetter, F., & Williams, M. (2007). Thinking about

power. In Power in World Politics (pp. 11-32). Routledge.

Berger, P. L., & Luckmann, T. (2017). A construção social

da realidade: tratado de sociologia do conhecimento. Vozes,

12(2). https://doi.org/10.5433/1980-511X.2017v12n2p316

Bergsgard, N. A. (2018). Power and domination in sport

policy and politics‒three intertwined levels of exercising

power. International Journal of Sport Policy and Politics,

10(4), 653-667.

https://doi.org/10.1080/19406940.2018.1490335

Bergsgard, N. A., Houlihan, B., Rommetvedt, H., Mangset,

P., & Nødland, S. I. (2007). Sport policy: A Comparative

Analysis of Stability and Change. Routledge.

Berkhout, J., Beyers, J., Braun, C., Hanegraaff, M., &

Lowery, D. (2018). Making inference across mobilisation

and influence research: Comparing top-down and bottom-

up mapping of interest systems. Political Studies, 66(1), 43-

62. https://doi.org/10.1177/0032321717702400

Berrett, T., & Slack, T. (1999). An analysis of the influence

of competitive and institutional pressures on corporate

sponsorship decisions. Journal of Sport Management,

13(2), 114-138. https://doi.org/10.1123/jsm.13.2.114

Bolton, N., Fleming, S., & Elias, B. (2008). The experience

of community sport development: A case study of Blaenau

Gwent. Managing Leisure, 13(2), 92-103.

https://doi.org/10.1080/13606710801933446

Bornstein, D. B., Pate, R. R., Beets, M. W., Ortaglia, A.,

Saunders, R. P., & Blair, S. N. (2015). New perspective on

factors related to coalition success: novel findings from an

investigation of physical activity coalitions across the

United States. Journal of Public Health Management and

Practice, 21(6), E23-E30.

https://doi.org/10.1097/PHH.0000000000000190

Bradbrook, S. (2022). Riverland sports clubs battle

volunteer shortage, as basketball president calls for more

sharing. ABC News. https://www.abc.net.au/news/2022-08-

16/riverland-sports-clubs-lack-volunteers-basketball-

football/101337696

Bradbury, T., Mitchell, R., & Thorn, K. (2020). Moving

forward: business model solutions for amateur sport clubs.

Managing Sport and Leisure, 26(3), 189-205.

https://doi.org/10.1080/23750472.2020.1734479

Brockett, C. (2017). Australia: Evolution and Motivators of

National Sport Policy. In J. Scheerder, A. Willem, & E.

Claes (Eds.), Sport Policy Systems and Sport Federations

(pp. 19-40). Palgrave Macmillan.



www.jsfd.org

Journal of Sport for Development107 MountifiedVolume 12, Issue 2, November 2024

Bryson, J. M., Crosby, B. C., & Stone, M. M. (2015).

Designing and implementing cross‐sector collaborations:

Needed and challenging. Public Administration Review,

75(5), 647-663. https://doi.org/10.1111/puar.12432

Cairney, P. (2013). Understanding public policy: theories

and issues. Public Administration, 91(3), 782-793.

https://doi.org/10.1111/padm.12008

Carless, D., & Douglas, K. (2011). Sport and Physical

Activity for Mental Health. John Wiley & Sons.

Carless, D., & Douglas, K. (2017). Narrative research. The

Journal of Positive Psychology, 12(3), 307-308.

https://doi.org/10.1080/17439760.2016.1262611

Charlton, T. (2010). ‘Grow and Sustain’: the role of

community sports provision in promoting a participation

legacy for the 2012 Olympic Games. International Journal

of Sport Policy and Politics, 2(3), 347-366.

https://doi.org/10.1080/19406940.2010.519340

Chatzopoulos, I. (2019). Sport policy, citizenship and the

social integration of immigrants in Denmark [Doctoral

dissertation, Loughborough University]. Loughborough

University Repository.

https://repository.lboro.ac.uk/account/articles/8321066

Chikowore, A. (2018). Advocacy Coalition Framework as

an Actor-Centred Approach to Policy Formulation and

Implementation. International Workshop on Public Policy,

Pittsburgh/PA,

https://www.ippapublicpolicy.org/file/paper/5b1e8454029ff

.pdf

Cline, K. D. (2000). Defining the implementation problem:

Organizational management versus cooperation. Journal of

Public Administration Research and Theory, 10(3), 551-

572. https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordjournals.jpart.a024281

Coalter, F. (2007). A Wider Social Role for Sport: Who's

Keeping the Score? Routledge.

Coghlan, D., & Jacobs, C. (2005). Kurt Lewin on

reeducation: Foundations for action research. The Journal

of Applied Behavioral Science, 41(4), 444-457.

https://doi.org/10.1177/0021886305277275

Colebatch, H. K. (2020). Beyond the Policy Cycle: The

Policy Process in Australia. Routledge.

Comeau, G. S., & Church, A. G. (2010). A comparative

analysis of women’s sport advocacy groups in Canada and

the United States. Journal of Sport and Social Issues, 34(4),

457-474. https://doi.org/10.1177/0193723510387053

Crundall, I. (2012). Alcohol management in community

sports clubs: impact on viability and participation. Health

Promotion Journal of Australia, 23(2), 97-100.

https://doi.org/10.1071/HE12097

Curato, N., Hammond, M., & Min, J. B. (2019). Power in

Deliberative Democracy. Palgrave Macmillan.

Curtis, K. (2022). Declining rate of volunteering heralds

'collapse in comunity life': minister. SMH.

https://www.smh.com.au/politics/federal/declining-rate-of-

volunteering-heralds-collapse-in-community-life-minister-

20220812-p5b9ek.html

Cuskelly, G. (2004). Volunteer retention in community

sport organisations. European Sport Management

Quarterly, 4(2), 59-76.

https://doi.org/10.1080/16184740408737469

Cuskelly, G., Taylor, T., Hoye, R., & Darcy, S. (2006).

Volunteer management practices and volunteer retention: A

human resource management approach. Sport Management

Review, 9(2), 141-163. https://doi.org/10.1016/S1441-

3523(06)70023-7

Darlow, A., Percy-Smith, J., & Wells, P. (2007).

Community strategies: Are they delivering joined up

governance? Local Government Studies, 33(1), 117-129.

https://doi.org/10.1080/03003930601081457

Davies, A., Holmes, K., & Lockstone-Binney, L. (2021).

Loss of two-thirds of volunteers delivers another COVID

blow to communities. The Conversation.

https://theconversation.com/loss-of-two-thirds-of-

volunteers-delivers-another-covid-blow-to-communities-

159327

Dodo, O. E., van Niekerk, R., & Lyoka, P. (2020).

Theoretical and Conceptual Framework for Sports

Development: A Stakeholder Strategic Diversity

Management Model Approach. International Journal of

Sport & Society, 11(4). https://doi.org/10.18848/2152-

7857/CGP/v11i04/17-36



www.jsfd.org

Journal of Sport for Development108 MountifiedVolume 12, Issue 2, November 2024

Doherty, A., Millar, P., & Misener, K. (2022). Return to

community sport: Leaning on evidence in turbulent times.

Managing Sport and Leisure, 27(1-2), 7-13.

https://doi.org/10.1080/23750472.2020.1794940

Doherty, A., & Misener, K. (2008). Community sport. In

M. Nicholson & R. Hoye (Eds.), Sport and Social Capital

(pp. 113-141). Routledge.

Douglas, K., & Carless, D. (2014). Life Story Research in

Sport: Understanding the Experiences of Elite and

Professional Athletes through Narrative. Routledge.

Durazzi, N. (2020). Between rule-makers and rule-takers:

policy change as the interaction of design, compliance and

feedback. Journal of European Public Policy, 1-20.

https://doi.org/10.1080/13501763.2020.1839536

Edwards, A., Skinner, J., & Gilbert, K. (2002). Extending

the boundaries: Theoretical frameworks for research in

sport management. Common Ground.

Eime, R., Harvey, J., Charity, M., & Payne, W. (2016).

Population levels of sport participation: implications for

sport policy. BMC Public Health, 16(1), 752.

https://doi.org/10.1186/s12889-016-3463-5

Elmore, R. (1982). Backward Mapping: Implementation

Research and Policy Decision. In W. Williams (Ed.),

Studying Implementation: Methodological and

Administrative Issues. Chatham Publishing.

Elmore, R. F. (1979). Backward mapping: Implementation

research and policy decisions. Political Science Quarterly,

94(4), 601-616. https://doi.org/10.2307/2149628

Elmore, R. F. (1985). Forward and Backword Mapping:

Reversible Logic in the Analysis of Public Policy. In K.I.

Hanf & T.A.J. Toonen (Eds.), Policy Implementation in

Federal and Unitary Systems (pp. 33-70). Springer.

Fahlén, J., Eliasson, I., & Wickman, K. (2018). Resisting

self-regulation: An analysis of sport policy programme

making and implementation in Sweden. In B. Houlihan & J.

Zheng (Eds.), Sport Policy in Small States (pp. 83-98).

Routledge.

Fahlén, J., & Skille, E. Å. (2017). State sport policy for

indigenous sport: inclusive ambitions and exclusive

coalitions. International Journal of Sport Policy and

Politics, 9(1), 173-187.

https://doi.org/10.1080/19406940.2016.1232297

Fechner, D., Filo, K., Reid, S., & Cameron, R. (2021).

Charity sport event sponsorship as value creation strategy:

An event participant perspective. Journal of Sport

Management, 36(1), 68-81.

https://doi.org/10.1123/jsm.2020-0139

Finlayson, A. (2003). Making Sense of New Labour.

Lawrence & Wishart.

FitzGerald, J., & Mills, J. (2022). The importance of

ethnographic observation in grounded theory research.

Forum Qualitative Sozialforschung/Forum: Qualitative

Social Research, 23(2).

Foucault, M. (1982). The Subject and Power. Critical

Inquiry, 8(4), 777-795. https://doi.org/10.1086/448181

Funke, N., Huitema, D., Petersen, A., & Nienaber, S.

(2020). The Roles of Experts and Expert‐Based Information

in the Advocacy Coalition Framework: Conceptual and

Empirical Considerations Based on the Acid Mine Drainage

Case Study in Gauteng, South Africa. Policy Studies

Journal. https://doi.org/10.1111/psj.12409

Giguère, S., & Considine, M. (2008). Partnership and

Public Policy: the importance of bridging theory and

practice. In M. Considine & S. Giguere (Eds.), The Theory

and Practice of Local Governance and Economic

Development (pp. 1-12). Springer.

Goodwin, M., & Grix, J. (2011). Bringing structures back

in: The ‘governance narrative’, the ‘decentred approach’and

‘asymmetrical network governance’in the education and

sport policy communities. Public Administration, 89(2),

537-556. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9299.2011.01921.x

Green, M. (2007). Olympic glory or grassroots

development?: Sport policy priorities in Australia, Canada

and the United Kingdom, 1960–2006. The International

Journal of the History of Sport, 24(7), 921-953.

https://doi.org/10.1080/09523360701311810

Green, M., & Houlihan, B. (2004). Advocacy coalitions and

elite sport policy change in Canada and the United

Kingdom. International Review for the Sociology of Sport,

39(4), 387-403. https://doi.org/10.1177/1012690204049066

Grix, J., Brannagan, P. M., Grimes, H., & Neville, R.

(2021). The impact of Covid-19 on sport. International

Journal of Sport Policy and Politics, 13(1), 1-12.

https://doi.org/10.1080/19406940.2020.1851285



www.jsfd.org

Journal of Sport for Development109 MountifiedVolume 12, Issue 2, November 2024

Grix, J., & Phillpots, L. (2011). Revisiting the ‘Governance

Narrative’ ‘Asymmetrical Network Governance’and the

Deviant Case of the Sports Policy Sector. Public Policy and

Administration, 26(1), 3-19.

https://doi.org/10.1177/0952076710365423

Hall, C. M. (1999). Rethinking collaboration and

partnership: A public policy perspective. Journal of

Sustainable Tourism, 7(3-4), 274-289.

https://doi.org/10.1080/09669589908667340

Halpin, D. (2002). Interest groups and (re-) establishing

stability in policy making: The case of the NSW Farmers'

Association and the Native Vegetation Conservation Act.

Australian Journal of Political Science, 37(3), 489-507.

https://doi.org/10.1080/1036114021000026373

Hampton, M., O’Hara, S., & Gearin, E. (2024). Assessing

Restorative Community Development Frameworks—A

Meso-Level and Micro-Level Integrated Approach.

Sustainability, 16(5), 2061.

https://doi.org/10.3390/su16052061

Hancock, L. (2020). Bringing in the community sector:

Partnerships and advocacy. In H. Colebatch (Ed.), Beyond

the Policy Cycle (1st ed., pp. 42-65). Routledge.

Harris, S. (2014). An analysis of the significance of sub-

regional partnerships in the community sport policy process

[Doctoral dissertation, Loughborough University].

Loughborough University Repository.

https://repository.lboro.ac.uk/articles/thesis/An_analysis_of

_the_significance_of_sub-

regional_partnerships_in_the_community_sport_policy_pro

cess/9610265?file=17257307

Harris, S., & Houlihan, B. (2016). Implementing the

community sport legacy: The limits of partnerships,

contracts and performance management. European Sport

Management Quarterly, 16(4), 433-458.

https://doi.org/10.1080/16184742.2016.1178315

Hartmann, D. (2003). Theorizing sport as social

intervention: A view from the grassroots. Quest, 55(2), 118-

140. https://doi.org/10.1080/00336297.2003.10491795

Heidbreder, E. G. (2017). Strategies in multilevel policy

implementation: moving beyond the limited focus on

compliance. Journal of European Public Policy, 24(9),

1367-1384.https://doi.org/10.1080/13501763.2017.1314540

Heil, J. (2016). Sport advocacy: Challenge, controversy,

ethics, and action. Sport, Exercise, and Performance

Psychology, 5(4), 281. https://doi.org/10.1037/spy0000078

Henry, A. D., Ingold, K., Nohrstedt, D., & Weible, C. M.

(2014). Policy change in comparative contexts: Applying

the advocacy coalition framework outside of Western

Europe and North America. Journal of Comparative Policy

Analysis: Research and Practice, 16(4), 299-312.

https://doi.org/10.1080/13876988.2014.941200

Hevner, A. R., March, S. T., Park, J., & Ram, S. (2004).

Design science in information systems research. MIS

Quarterly, 75-105. https://doi.org/10.2307/25148625

Hill, M., & Hupe, P. (2009). Implementing Public Policy

(Second ed.). London: Sage.

Hjern, B. (1982). Implementation research: The link gone

missing. Journal of Public Policy, 2(3), 301-308.

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0143814X00001975

Hjern, B., & Hull, C. (1982). Implementation Research as

Empirical Constitutionalism. European Journal of Political

Research, 10(2), 105-115. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1475-

6765.1982.tb00011.x

Hodgkinson, I. R., Hughes, P., & Leone, V. (2021).

Collective organisational publicness versus privateness in

community sport: a national panel study of local authorities.

European Sport Management Quarterly, 21(4), 564-582.

https://doi.org/10.1080/16184742.2020.1765403

Homan, R. E., & Dandelion, P. (1997). The religious basis

of resistance and non‐response: A methodological note.

Journal of Contemporary Religion, 12(2), 205-214.

https://doi.org/10.1080/13537909708580800

Houlihan, B. (2005). Public sector sport policy: developing

a framework for analysis. International Review for the

Sociology of Sport, 40(2), 163-185.

https://doi.org/10.1177/1012690205057193

Houlihan, B. (2012). Sport policy convergence: a

framework for analysis. European Sport Management

Quarterly, 12(2), 111-135.

https://doi.org/10.1080/16184742.2012.669390

Houlihan, B. (2016). Sport policy making. In M.

Butterworth, A. Bairner, J. Kelly, & J. W. Lee (Eds.),

Routledge Handbook of Sport and Politics (pp. 16-27).

Routledge.



www.jsfd.org

Journal of Sport for Development110 MountifiedVolume 12, Issue 2, November 2024

Houlihan, B., & Green, M. (2009). Modernization and

sport: The reform of Sport England and UK Sport. Public

Administration, 87(3), 678-698.

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9299.2008.01733.x

Houlihan, B., & White, A. (2002). The Politics of Sports

Development: Development of Sport or Development

through Sport? Routledge.

Hoye, R., & Nicholson, M. (2009). Social capital and sport

policies in Australia: Policy transfer in action. Public

Management Review, 11(4), 441-460.

https://doi.org/10.1080/14719030902989524

Hoye, R., Nicholson, M., & Houlihan, B. (2010). Sport and

Policy: Issues and Analysis. Routledge.

Hubinette, M., Dobson, S., Voyer, S., & Regehr, G. (2014).

‘We’not ‘I’: health advocacy is a team sport. Medical

Education, 48(9), 895-901.

https://doi.org/10.1111/medu.12523

Hudson, B., Hunter, D., & Peckham, S. (2019). Policy

failure and the policy-implementation gap: can policy

support programs help? Policy Design and Practice, 2(1),

1-14. https://doi.org/10.1080/25741292.2018.1540378

Hull, C. J., & Hjern, B. (1987). Helping Small Firms Grow:

An Implementation Approach. Croom Helm.

Hylton, K., & Bramham, P. (2007). Sports Development:

Policy, Process and Practice (2nd ed.). Routledge.

Hylton, K., & Totten, M. (2006). Community Sports

Development. In P. Bramham, K. Hylton, & D. Jackson

(Eds.), Sports Development (pp. 80-112). Routledge.

Hylton, K., & Totten, M. (2013). Community Sports

Development. In K. Hylton (Ed.), Sports Development:

Policy, Process and Practice (pp. 80-126). Routledge.

Ibsen, B., & Levinsen, K. (2019). Collaboration between

sports clubs and public institutions. European Journal for

Sport and Society, 16(2), 187-204.

https://doi.org/10.1080/16138171.2019.1610619

Jang, S., Weible, C. M., & Park, K. (2016). Policy

processes in South Korea through the lens of the Advocacy

Coalition Framework. Journal of Asian Public Policy, 9(3),

274-290. https://doi.org/10.1080/17516234.2016.1201877

Jayawardhana, A., & Piggin, J. (2021). The need for the

development of a unique framework for sport policy

analysis. Journal of Physical Education & Health, 10(17),

14-29. https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.6481139

Jeanes, R., Penney, D., O’Connor, J., Spaaij, R., O’Hara,

E., Magee, J., & Lymbery, L. (2022). Spatial justice,

informal sport and Australian community sports

participation. Leisure Studies, 1-15.

https://doi.org/10.1080/02614367.2022.2085772

Jeanes, R., Spaaij, R., Magee, J., Farquharson, K., Gorman,

S., & Lusher, D. (2018). ‘Yes we are inclusive’: Examining

provision for young people with disabilities in community

sport clubs. Sport Management Review, 21(1), 38-50.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.smr.2017.04.001

Jenkins-Smith, H. C., Nohrstedt, D., Weible, C. M., &

Ingold, K. (2018). The advocacy coalition framework: An

overview of the research program. In C. M. Weible & P. A.

Sabatier (Eds.), Theories of the Policy Process (4th ed., pp.

135-171). Routledge.

Jenkins-Smith, H. C., Nohrstedt, D., Weible, C. M., &

Sabatier, P. A. (2014). The advocacy coalition framework:

Foundations, evolution, and ongoing research. In C. M. W.

Paul A. Sabatier (Ed.), Theories of the Policy Process (3rd

ed., pp. 183-224). Westview Press.

Jenkins-Smith, H. C., & Sabatier, P. A. (1994). Evaluating

the advocacy coalition framework. Journal of Public

Policy, 14(2), 175-203.

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0143814X00007431

Jenkins-Smith, H. C., & Sabatier, P. A. (1999). The

advocacy coalition framework: An assessment. In P.A.

Sabatier (Ed.), Theories of the Policy Process (pp. 117-

166). Westview Press.

John, P. (2013). Analyzing Public Policy. Routledge.

Jones, G. J., Edwards, M. B., Bocarro, J. N., Bunds, K. S.,

& Smith, J. W. (2018). Leveraging community sport

organizations to promote community capacity: Strategic

outcomes, challenges, and theoretical considerations. Sport

Management Review, 21(3), 279-292.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.smr.2017.07.006

Jones, H. (2004). Greater than its parts: partnerships

evolving with theory. Forests, Trees and Livelihoods, 14(2-

4), 313-324.

https://doi.org/10.1080/14728028.2004.9752500



www.jsfd.org

Journal of Sport for Development111 Mountified.Volume 12, Issue 2, November 2024

Kohl, H., Murray, T., & Salvo, D. (2019). Foundations of

Physical Activity and Public Health. Human Kinetics

Publishers.

Kukkonen, A., Ylä-Anttila, T., Swarnakar, P., Broadbent,

J., Lahsen, M., & Stoddart, M. C. (2018). International

organizations, advocacy coalitions, and domestication of

global norms: Debates on climate change in Canada, the

US, Brazil, and India. Environmental Science & Policy, 81,

54-62. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envsci.2017.12.008

Ledwith, M. (2020). Community Development: A Critical

Approach. Bristol University Press.

Levermore, R. (2009). Sport-in-international development:

Theoretical frameworks. In R. Levermore & A. Beacom

(Eds.), Sport and International Development (pp. 26-54).

Springer.

Li, W., Pierce, J. J., Chen, F., & Wang, F. (2024). The

politics of China's policy processes: A comparative review

of the Advocacy Coalition Framework's applications to

mainland China. Politics & Policy, 52(4), 728-756.

https://doi.org/10.1111/polp.12574

Li, W., & Weible, C. M. (2019). China’s policy processes

and the advocacy coalition framework. Policy Studies

Journal, 49(3), 703-730. https://doi.org/10.1111/psj.12369

Lindsey, I. (2020). Analysing policy change and continuity:

Physical education and school sport policy in England since

2010. Sport, Education and Society, 25(1), 27-42.

https://doi.org/10.1080/13573322.2018.1547274

Lipsky, M. (2010). Street-Level Bureaucracy: Dilemmas of

the Individual in Public Service. Russell Sage Foundation.

Lukes, S. (2005). Power: A Radical View. Palgrave

Macmillan.

MacDonald, A., Clarke, A., & Huang, L. (2022). Multi-

stakeholder partnerships for sustainability: Designing

decision-making processes for partnership capacity. In K.

Martin, K. Shilton, & J. Smith (Eds.), Business and the

Ethical Implications of Technology (pp. 103-120). Springer.

Mackintosh, C. (2011). An analysis of County Sports

Partnerships in England: The fragility, challenges and

complexity of partnership working in sports development.

International Journal of Sport Policy and Politics, 3(1), 45-

64. https://doi.org/10.1080/19406940.2010.524809

Marsh, D., & Stoker, G. (2002). Theories and Methods in

Political Science. Palgrave.

Marshall, C., & Rossman, G. B. (2014). Designing

Qualitative Research. Sage Publications.

Mattessich, P. W., & Johnson, K. M. (2018).

Collaboration: What Makes It Work (3rd ed.). Fieldstone

Alliance.

May, T., Harris, S., & Collins, M. (2013). Implementing

community sport policy: understanding the variety of

voluntary club types and their attitudes to policy.

International Journal of Sport Policy and Politics, 5(3),

397-419. https://doi.org/10.1080/19406940.2012.735688

McDonald, I. (2005). Theorising partnerships: Governance,

communicative action and sport policy. Journal of Social

Policy, 34, 579.

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0047279405009165

McQuaid, R. (2000). The theory of partnership: Why have

partnerships? In S. Osborne (Ed.), Public-Private

Partnerships: Theory and Practice in International

Perspective (1st ed., pp. 27-53). Routledge.

Meir, D., & Fletcher, T. (2019). The transformative

potential of using participatory community sport initiatives

to promote social cohesion in divided community contexts.

International Review for the Sociology of Sport, 54(2), 218-

238. https://doi.org/10.1177/1012690217715297

Meyer, J. W., & Rowan, B. (1977). Institutionalized

organizations: Formal structure as myth and ceremony.

American Journal of Sociology, 83(2), 340-363.

https://doi.org/10.1086/226550

Misener, K., & Doherty, A. (2009). A case study of

organizational capacity in nonprofit community sport.

Journal of Sport Management, 23(4), 457-482.

https://doi.org/10.1123/jsm.23.4.457

Misener, K., & Doherty, A. (2013). Understanding capacity

through the processes and outcomes of interorganizational

relationships in nonprofit community sport organizations.

Sport Management Review, 16(2), 135-147.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.smr.2012.07.003

Misener, L., & Misener, K. E. (2016). Examining the

integration of sport and health promotion: partnership or

paradox? International Journal of Sport Policy and Politics,

8(4), 695-712.

https://doi.org/10.1080/19406940.2016.1220405



www.jsfd.org

Journal of Sport for Development112 MountifiedVolume 12, Issue 2, November 2024

Morgan, H., Bush, A., & McGee, D. (2021). The

contribution of sport to the sustainable development goals:

Insights from Commonwealth Games Associations. Journal

of Sport for Development, 9(2), 14-29.

www.jsfd.org/2021/08/23/the-contribution-of-sport-to-the-

sustainable-development-goals-insights-from-

commonwealth-games-associations/

Mountifield, C. (2024a). Community Sport, Australian

Sport Policy and Advocacy: A Qualitative Study of

Stakeholder Perspectives. Rural and Regional

Development, 2(2). https://doi.org/10.35534/rrd.2024.10006

Mountifield, C. (2024b). Community sport, Australian

sport policy, and advocacy: The views of community sport

club officials. Journal of Community & Applied Social

Psychology, 34(4). https://doi.org/10.1002/casp.2822

Mountifield, C., & Sharpe, S. (2022). COVID-19 and the

decline of volunteers in Australian community sport:

solutions to move forward. In P. Pedersen (Ed.), Research

Handbook on Sport and COVID-19 (pp. 312-327). Edward

Elgar Publishing.

New South Wales Office of Sport. (2024). Building active

communities. NSW Government. Retrieved 8 June from

https://www.sport.nsw.gov.au/

Nichols, G., Wicker, P., Cuskelly, G., & Breuer, C. (2015).

Measuring the formalization of community sports clubs:

Findings from the UK, Germany and Australia.

International Journal of Sport Policy and Politics, 7(2),

283-300. https://doi.org/10.1080/19406940.2015.1006661

Nohrstedt, D., & Olofsson, K. (2016). A review of

applications of the advocacy coalition framework in

Swedish policy processes. European Policy Analysis, 2(2),

18-42. https://doi.org/10.18278/epa.2.2.3

Osei-Kojo, A., Ingold, K., & Weible, C. M. (2022). The

advocacy coalition framework: lessons from applications in

African countries. Politische Vierteljahresschrift, 63(2),

181-201. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11615-022-00399-2

Österlind, M. (2016). Sport policy evaluation and governing

participation in sport: governmental problematics of

democracy and health. International Journal of Sport

Policy and Politics, 8(3), 347-362.

https://doi.org/10.1080/19406940.2015.1123755

Parnell, D., May, A., Widdop, P., Cope, E., & Bailey, R.

(2019). Management strategies of non-profit community

sport facilities in an era of austerity. European Sport

Management Quarterly, 19(3), 312-330.

https://doi.org/10.1080/16184742.2018.1523944

Patton, M. Q. (2014). Qualitative Research & Evaluation

Methods: Integrating Theory and Practice. Sage

Publications.

Phillpots, L., Grix, J., & Quarmby, T. (2011). Centralized

grassroots sport policy and ‘new governance’: A case study

of County Sports Partnerships in the UK–unpacking the

paradox. International Review for the Sociology of Sport,

46(3), 265-281. https://doi.org/10.1177/1012690210378461

Pierce, J. J., Giordono, L. S., Peterson, H. L., & Hicks, K.

C. (2020). Common approaches for studying advocacy:

Review of methods and model practices of the Advocacy

Coalition Framework. The Social Science Journal, 59(1),

139-158. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.soscij.2019.06.005

Pierce, J. J., & Osei-Kojo, A. (2022). The Advocacy

Coalition Framework. In C. Ansel (Ed.), Handbook on

Theories of Governance (2nd ed.). Edward Elgar

Publishing.

Pierce, J. J., Peterson, H. L., Jones, M. D., Garrard, S. P., &

Vu, T. (2017). There and back again: A tale of the advocacy

coalition framework. Policy Studies Journal, 45(S1), S13-

S46. https://doi.org/10.1111/psj.12197

Purcell, L., Ahmed, O. H., Blauwet, C., Meeuwisse, W., &

Schneider, K. J. (2024). Jamie Kissick: a champion for

concussion education and Para sport. British Journal of

Sports Medicine, 58(4), 235-236.

https://doi.org/10.1136/bjsports-2024-108083

Putnam, R. D. (2000). Bowling Alone: The Collapse and

Revival of American Community. Simon and Schuster.

Rhodes, R. E., McEwan, D., & Rebar, A. L. (2019).

Theories of physical activity behaviour change: A history

and synthesis of approaches. Psychology of Sport and

Exercise, 42, 100-109.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.psychsport.2018.11.010



www.jsfd.org

Journal of Sport for Development113 Mountified.Volume 12, Issue 2, November 2024

Rich, K., & Misener, L. (2019). Playing on the periphery:

troubling sport policy, systemic exclusion and the role of

sport in rural Canada. Sport in Society, 22(6), 1005-1024.

https://doi.org/10.1080/17430437.2019.1565387

Robson, C. (2002). Real World Research: A Resource for

Social Scientists and Practitioner-Researchers (Vol. 2).

Blackwell Oxford.

Rossi, L., Feiler, S., Dallmeyer, S., & Breuer, C. (2023).

Organizational capacity building in non-profit sport clubs:

exploring the role of competition as a capacity building

stimulus. European Sport Management Quarterly, 1-19.

https://doi.org/10.1080/16184742.2023.2203191

Rufín, C., & Rivera-Santos, M. (2013). Cross-sector

governance: From institutions to partnerships, and back to

institutions. In M. M. Seitanidi & A. Crane (Eds.), Social

Partnerships and Responsible Business (pp. 125-142).

Routledge.

Sabatier, P. A. (1988). An advocacy coalition framework of

policy change and the role of policy-oriented learning

therein. Policy Sciences, 21(2-3), 129-168.

https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00136406

Sabatier, P. A. (2007). Fostering the development of policy

theory. In P. A. Sabatier (Ed.), Theories of the Policy

Process (pp. 321-336). Routledge.

Sabatier, P. A., & Weible, C. M. (2007). The advocacy

coalition framework. In P. Sabatier (Ed.), Theories of the

Policy Process (pp. 189-220). Westview Press.

Sabbe, S., Bradt, L., Spaaij, R., & Roose, R. (2021). ‘We’d

like to eat bread too, not grass’: Exploring the structural

approaches of community sport practitioners in Flanders.

European Journal of Social Work, 24(1), 162-174.

https://doi.org/10.1080/13691457.2019.1618792

Sætren, H., & Hupe, P. L. (2018). Policy implementation in

an age of governance. In E. Ongaro & S. V. Thiel (Eds.),

The Palgrave Handbook of Public Administration and

Management in Europe (pp. 553-575). Palgrave Macmillan.

Sam, M. P. (2009). The public management of sport:

Wicked problems, challenges and dilemmas. Public

Management Review, 11(4), 499-514.

https://doi.org/10.1080/14719030902989565

Sam, M. P., & Jackson, S. J. (2004). Sport policy

development in New Zealand: Paradoxes of an integrative

paradigm. International Review for the Sociology of Sport,

39(2), 205-222. https://doi.org/10.1177/1012690204043463

Scheberle, D. (2004). Federalism and Environmental

Policy: Trust and the Politics of Implementation, Revised

and Updated. Georgetown University Press.

Schlager, E. (2019). A comparison of frameworks, theories,

and models of policy processes. In P. Sabatier (Ed.),

Theories of the Policy Process (2nd ed., pp. 293-319).

Routledge.

Schwandt, T. A. (2001). Dictionary of Qualitative Inquiry

(2nd ed.). Sage.

Shearer, J. C., Abelson, J., Kouyaté, B., Lavis, J. N., &

Walt, G. (2016). Why do policies change? Institutions,

interests, ideas and networks in three cases of policy

reform. Health Policy and Planning, 31(9), 1200-1211.

https://doi.org/10.1093/heapol/czw052

Shilbury, D. (2000). Considering future sport delivery

systems. Sport Management Review, 3(2), 199-221.

https://doi.org/10.1016/S1441-3523(00)70086-6

Shilbury, D., Karg, A., Rowe, K., & Phillips, P. (2020).

Sport Management in Australia: An Organisational

Overview. Routledge.

Skelcher, C. (2000). Changing images of the state:

Overloaded, hollowed-out, congested. Public Policy and

Administration, 15(3), 3-19.

https://doi.org/10.1177/095207670001500302

Skille, E., & Stenling, C. (2018). Inside-out and outside-in:

Applying the concept of conventions in the analysis of

policy implementation through sport clubs. International

Review for the Sociology of Sport, 53(7), 837-853.

https://doi.org/10.1177/1012690216685584

Skille, E. Å. (2008). Understanding sport clubs as sport

policy implementers: a theoretical framework for the

analysis of the implementation of central sport policy

through local and voluntary sport organizations.

International Review for the Sociology of Sport, 43(2), 181-

200. https://doi.org/10.1177/1012690208096035



www.jsfd.org

Journal of Sport for Development114 MountifiedVolume 12, Issue 2, November 2024

Skirstad, B., Doherty, A., & Girginov, V. (2017). New

Perspectives on Sport Volunteerism. Routledge.

Song, L., & Mayer, B. (2010). An Empirical Study on Paths

of Creating Harmonious Corporate Culture. Weidener

Diskussionspapiere. No. 23, ISBN 978-3-937804-25-5,

Hochschule für angewandte Wissenschaften Amberg-

Weiden (HAW), Weiden i.d.OPf.

https://www.econstor.eu/bitstream/10419/56447/1/6892699

51.pdf

Sotiriadou, K., Shilbury, D., & Quick, S. (2008). The

attraction, retention/transition, and nurturing process of

sport development: Some Australian evidence. Journal of

Sport Management, 22(3), 247-272.

https://doi.org/10.1123/jsm.22.3.247

Stenling, C., & Sam, M. (2019). From ‘passive custodian’to

‘active advocate’: Tracing the emergence and sport-internal

transformative effects of sport policy advocacy.

International Journal of Sport Policy and Politics, 11(3),

447-463. https://doi.org/10.1080/19406940.2019.1581648

Stenling, C., & Sam, M. (2020a). Can sport clubs be

represented? Pre-packed policy advocacy and the trade-offs

for democratic responsiveness. International Journal of

Sport Policy and Politics, 12(4), 583-598.

https://doi.org/10.1080/19406940.2020.1821079

Stenling, C., & Sam, M. (2020b). Professionalization and

its consequences: How active advocacy may undermine

democracy. European Sport Management Quarterly, 20(5),

577-597. https://doi.org/10.1080/16184742.2019.1637915

Stenling, C., & Sam, M. (2020c). Sport advocacy: The art

of persuasion and its by-products. Sociology of Sport

Journal, 37(4), 319-327. https://doi.org/10.1123/ssj.2019-

0047

Stewart, B., Nicholson, M., Westerbeek, H., & Smith, A.

(2004). Australian Sport – Better by Design?: the Evolution

of Australian Sport Policy. Psychology Press.

Strauss, A., & Corbin, J. M. (1997). Grounded Theory in

Practice. Sage.

Strittmatter, A.-M., Stenling, C., Fahlén, J., & Skille, E.

(2018). Sport policy analysis revisited: the sport policy

process as an interlinked chain of legitimating acts.

International Journal of Sport Policy and Politics, 10(4),

621-635. https://doi.org/10.1080/19406940.2018.1522657

Strudwick, R. (2019). Tensions in ethnographic

observation: overt or covert? Journal of Organizational

Ethnography, 8(2), 185-195. https://doi.org/10.1108/JOE-

11-2016-0022

Sullivan, H., & Skelcher, C. (2017). Working Across

Boundaries: Collaboration in Public Services. Bloomsbury

Publishing.

Tacon, R. (2018). Sport policy and the structure of sport in

the UK. In D. Hassan (Ed.), Managing Sport Business (pp.

58-76). Routledge.

Van Meter, D. S., & Van Horn, C. E. (1975). The policy

implementation process: A conceptual framework.

Administration & Society, 6(4), 445-488.

https://doi.org/10.1177/009539977500600404

Varela, A. R., Pratt, M., Powell, K., Lee, I.-M., Bauman,

A., Heath, G., Martins, R. C., Kohl, H., & Hallal, P. C.

(2017). Worldwide surveillance, policy, and research on

physical activity and health: The global observatory for

physical activity. Journal of Physical Activity and Health,

14(9), 701-709. https://doi.org/10.1123/jpah.2016-0626

Weible, C. M. (2023). Theories of the Policy Process.

Taylor & Francis.

Weible, C. M., & Jenkins-Smith, H. C. (2016). The

advocacy coalition framework: an approach for the

comparative analysis of contentious policy issues. In B.

Peters & P. Zittoun (Eds.), Contemporary Approaches to

Public Policy (pp. 15-34). Palgrave Macmillan.

Weible, C. M., & Sabatier, P. A. (2007). A guide to the

advocacy coalition framework. In F. Fischer & G. J. Miller

(Eds.), Handbook of Public Policy Analysis: Theory,

Politics, and Methods (1st ed., pp. 123-136). Routledge.

Weible, C. M., & Sabatier, P. A. (2018). Theories of the

Policy Process. Routledge.

Wellstead, A. (2017). Plus ça Change, Plus C’est La Même

Chose? A review of Paul Sabatier’s “An advocacy coalition

framework of policy change and the role of policy-oriented

learning therein”. Policy Sciences, 50(4), 549-561.

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11077-017-9307-z

Westerbeek, H., & Eime, R. (2021). The physical activity

and sport participation framework—a policy model toward

being physically active across the lifespan. Frontiers in

Sports and Active Living, 3, 90.

https://doi.org/10.3389/fspor.2021.608593



www.jsfd.org

Journal of Sport for Development115 Mountified.Volume 12, Issue 2, November 2024

Wicker, P., & Breuer, C. (2011). Scarcity of resources in

German non-profit sport clubs. Sport Management Review,

14(2), 188-201. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.smr.2010.09.001

Wicker, P., Breuer, C., & Pawlowski, T. (2009). Promoting

sport for all to age-specific target groups: the impact of

sport infrastructure. European Sport Management

Quarterly, 9(2), 103-118.

https://doi.org/10.1080/16184740802571377

Wicker, P., Hallmann, K., & Breuer, C. (2013). Analyzing

the impact of sport infrastructure on sport participation

using geo-coded data: Evidence from multi-level models.

Sport Management Review, 16(1), 54-67.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.smr.2012.05.001

Willis, C., Greene, J., Abramowicz, A., & Riley, B. (2016).

Strengthening the evidence and action on multi-sectoral

partnerships in public health: an action research initiative.

Health Promotion and Chronic Disease Prevention in

Canada: Research, Policy and Practice, 36(6), 101.

https://doi.org/10.24095/hpcdp.36.6.01

Wilson, D. (2003). Unravelling control freakery: redefining

central-local government relations. The British Journal of

Politics and International Relations, 5(3), 317-346.

https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-856X.00109

Yin, R. K. (2012). Case study methods. In H.M. Cooper &

APA Handbook of Research Methods in Psychology, Vol 2:

Research designs: Quantitative, Qualitative,

Neuropsychological, and Biological. (pp. 141-155).

American Psychological Association.

Zakus, D., Skinner, J., & Edwards, A. (2009). Social capital

in Australian sport. Sport in Society, 12(7), 986-998.

https://doi.org/10.1080/17430430903053224


