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Governance in regional sports organisations: An 
analysis of the Catalan sports federations
Joshua Muñoz1,2*, Francesc Solanellas1,2*, Miguel Crespo3 and Geoffery Z. Kohe4

Abstract:  In recent decades there has been an increasing concern among stake-
holders surrounding sport organisations regarding the implementation of govern-
ance principles and processes. It is believed that these can help them to overcome 
sustainability problems and to promote organisational success. This research aims 
to analyse the governance of Catalan sports federations (CSFs), an area that has not 
been analysed to date. The study, based on previous approaches in the sport 
management literature, proposes a model to measure three dimensions considered 
key to good governance in sport organisations: democracy and participation, ethics 
and integrity, and accountability and transparency, which are measured by quan-
titative performance indicators. 38 CSFs were assessed, and the results showed 
considerable room for improvement with respect to metrics in divergent areas of 
organisational governance. Six clusters were determined using the Hierarchical 
Ascending Classification, and statistical correlations were also found between the 
dimensions analysed and the size of the organisations. In addition to the interest 
for stakeholders in the context of Catalonia, the authors believe that this research 
supports recent calls for good governance in sport and can serve as a foothold for 
scholars to investigate other contexts.
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1. Introduction
Interest in governance in sport has not only increased substantially in recent years in academia 
(Dowling et al., 2018), but there has also been growing concern from the political spheres of 
international and national bodies (e.g., Scheerder et al., 2017). Recent trends pushing towards 
a broader domain of sport management: increasing commercialisation, professionalism, growing 
government involvement, and funding, among others (Shilbury & Ferkins, 2011), call for more 
formalised governance structures, processes, and principles (McLeod, Shilbury, et al., 2020). For, 
the consequences of their omission could affect the sustainability of the current sport system 
(Ferkins et al., 2005), and of sport organisations themselves, by directly affecting their resilience, 
capacity building or ability to continue to provide the services demanded by a changing society.

In an increasingly complex sporting world, national (and territorial at different levels) responsi-
bility for the key functions of promotion, management and coordination of sport remains with 
sport federations (Cabello et al., 2011). Nonetheless, despite the outstanding contribution over the 
years to the development of sport at all levels (Winand et al., 2014), recent corruption scandals 
(Chappelet, 2018; Phat et al., 2016), and/or failures in their management to comply with viability 
plans (Puga et al., 2020), have made the governance problems of these entities a major focus of 
concern. According to Dowling et al. (2018), the implementation of the structures and processes of 
governance in the sport context should raise awareness of how sport organisations and systems 
are run and controlled. Indeed, as pointed out by authors such as Geeraert et al. (2014), the 
implementation of good governance principles can help organisations to overcome corruption 
problems and, in general, promote organisational success.

While there is a general consensus on what constitutes good governance in sport governing 
bodies (Chappelet, 2018; Geeraert et al., 2014), in recent decades, a wealth of analysis and 
research has emerged on assessing the implementation of “good governance” in sport organisa-
tions (e.g., Australian Sport Commission, 2012; Chappelet, 2018; Council of Europe, 2013; Geeraert, 
2018; Muñoz & Solanellas, 2023; Parent, Hoye, et al., 2018; Pielke et al., 2020). All these checklists 
have the dual purpose of identifying good governance criteria that can be applied to the evaluation 
of sport organisations, and of helping entities to identify and understand the key factors and 
principles involved in good governance. In particular, various scholars such as (Chappelet & 
Mrkonjic, 2019; Henry & Lee, 2004; McLeod, Shilbury, et al., 2020) have stressed that transparency, 
democracy, accountability and social responsibility are considered important principles of sport 
governance that should be upheld.

To date, research has predominantly focused on sport organisations such as international and 
national federations, clubs, leagues, or organisations operating at multiple levels, however, terri-
torial contexts have been analysed to a lesser extent (Dowling et al., 2018; Muñoz & Solanellas, 
2023). The aim of this research is to expand the literature on sport governance by assessing 
Catalan sport federations (CSFs) on the implementation of good governance practices. A topical 
issue due to the society’s growing concern for better governed organisations. Specifically, the 
analysis focuses on aspects such as democracy and participation in sport governing bodies (SGBs), 
ethical and integrity aspects, as well as accountability and transparency. The importance of this 
paper is to generate new knowledge on the subject by examining the previously unexplored 
context of Catalonia. In doing so, it seeks to expand knowledge on governance in sport, as well 
as to provide a new approach to the analysis and discussion of aspects that deserve special 
attention for the improvement of the governance and structuring of Catalan sports federations, 
such as democratisation and participation in decision-making processes. We firmly believe that the 
exploration of the Catalan federative context, due to the great contribution it has on national sport 
at all levels, can be of great interest and act as a catalyst for future research in territorial contexts.
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2. Literature review
Over the past decades, revelations of questionable governance practices in sport organisations 
have raised serious questions about the way in which they are governed (Stenling et al., 2022). 
Cases of corruption scandals in governing bodies (McLeod, Adams, et al., 2020), the need to fully 
understand the surrounding landscape of sport organisations (Dowling et al., 2018), as well as 
a greater strategic and organisational performance orientation (Hoye & Cuskelly, 2007), have 
brought sport governance to the forefront of public debate. As a result of this critical and reflexive 
process, sport organisations, and in particular federations, are under great pressure to adopt good 
governance practices that mitigate dishonest practices and promote sporting success (Chappelet, 
2018). Principles that have been widely discussed in the literature, such as accountability, effi-
ciency, effectiveness, sound financial management, anti-corruption, and transparency, among 
others (Geeraert et al., 2013).

The concept of governance has been described as vague and ambiguous. In their scoping review 
of governance in sport, Dowling et al. (2018) identified as many as seven different definitions of 
governance in sport used by researchers and which differ from each other in some respects. This 
could lead one to think that the term has too many meanings to be useful (Rhodes, 1996). 
According to Geeraert et al. (2014), definitions of governance depend on the research of the 
scholars or the phenomenon under study. For the categorisation of the different studies that 
were analysed in their work, Dowling et al. (2018) adopted the three general approaches or 
types of governance that Henry and Lee (2004) anticipated: organisational, systemic, and political. 
According to the authors, “organisational governance” refers to ethically based norms of manage-
rial behaviour, or accepted norms, values, and processes in relation to the management and 
governance practices of sport organisations. “Systematic governance” focuses on competition, 
cooperation, and mutual adjustment between organisations within a given organisational system, 
in this case, sport. Finally, “political governance” is concerned with how governments, or any 
governing body in sport, “direct” or “indirect” influence the behaviour of organisations. Thus, the 
study of governance can be seen to consider both the structuring and manner in which organisa-
tions operate, as well as the role they play in a wider network of interconnected stakeholders 
subject to influence by the sport systems in which they are housed (McKeag et al., 2022; Renfree & 
Kohe, 2019). The present study is positioned within the domain of organisational governance. 
Aligning with Hoye and Cuskelly (2007), understanding how sport organisations (in this case the 
Catalan federations) adopt the known standards of good sport governance is crucial for their 
continuous development, improvement, and sustainability.

As mentioned earlier, although there are some guidance documents at international and 
national level that serve to provide some form of training and knowledge base structures, to 
date, there is no universal code of good governance used by most of the actors that make up the 
sport sector (McLeod, Shilbury, et al., 2020). However, across all the codes and assessment check-
lists developed by researchers and practitioners, a certain consistency can be identified in terms of 
the general principles that are promoted. It should be noted, however, that while these principles 
are widely used, the details of what they imply for each of the different codes developed may vary 
(Parent, Hoye, et al., 2018). For example, as McLeod, Shilbury, et al. (2020) points out, a code may 
consider transparency in a limited way, such as the publication of annual reports, or it may entail 
a broader range of requirements, including the publication of minutes of board meetings. Similarly, 
Parent, Hoye, et al. (2018), Parent, Naraine, et al. (2018) reported differences in the implementa-
tion requirements of governance codes. Depending on the demarcation of sport organisations, 
adherence to a governance code may be a legislative requirement, a voluntary option, or 
a prerequisite for receiving public funding. The authors pointed to these inconsistencies as an 
obstacle for researchers in the field to gain a deeper understanding of which guidelines improve 
governance performance. Despite these difficulties, authors such as McLeod, Shilbury, et al. (2020) 
noted that, in practice, there is a sufficient degree of congruence between governance codes to 
claim that there is a general understanding of what good governance looks like in sport federa-
tions. In particular, according to Chappelet and Mrkonjic (2019) the principles of transparency, 
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accountability and democracy feature prominently in virtually all guides. Principles and guidelines 
that aim to ensure efficient and ethically sound governance of sports organisations (Stenling et al., 
2022).

Geeraert (2018), on the other hand, in his work on indicators and instructions for assessing good 
governance in national federations, indicated that, in general, there are four basic principles of 
good governance, which, in addition, according to authors such as Brown and Caylor (2009) lead to 
positive organisational results and economic growth. Evidence suggests that transparency, demo-
cratic processes, internal accountability and control, and social responsibility are pervasive princi-
ples of good governance (Geeraert, 2018). Specifically, one could point to transparency as an 
effective mechanism for mitigating corruption (Kolstad & Wiig, 2009), as well as for democratisa-
tion, as it can support stakeholders in challenging management (Mulgan, 2003). There is also 
a body of research that highlights the benefits of sport organisations having a broad orientation 
towards democratic and participatory processes leading to the development of policies that 
address stakeholder interests (Kohe & Purdy, 2016; McKeag et al., 2022; Renfree & Kohe, 2019). 
For example, by considering the representation of different constituencies in general assemblies 
(Geeraert et al., 2014), or in leadership positions, such as women (Nielsen & Huse, 2010; Post & 
Byron, 2015) or independent board members (Sport England, 2016). In terms of accountability and 
internal controls, a high implementation of measures related to this principle would lead to the 
promotion of democratic measures to monitor and control the conduct of governance, to avoid the 
development of concentrations of power, as well as to enhance the learning capacity and effec-
tiveness of management (Aucoin & Heintzman, 2000; Bovens, 2007). Indeed, the authors them-
selves identified accountability as a cornerstone of governance, as it is the principle that informs 
the processes by which those who have, and exercise authority are held accountable (Aucoin & 
Heintzman, 2000). Finally, there is broad consensus that sport organisations should promote social 
accountability (Chappelet & Mrkonjic, 2019; Renfree & Kohe, 2016).

The evidence presented highlights the potential value of implementing the principles of good 
governance, which further strengthens the justification for this study. The aim of this study is to 
shed light on the situation of Catalan sports federations in terms of the implementation of good 
governance principles such as democracy and participation, ethical and integrity aspects, as well 
as accountability and transparency. The following section presents the measurement model 
implemented for the evaluation of these governance principles and practices.

3. Methods
When investigating good governance in sport one is confronted with the lack of a set of core and 
homogeneous principles (Geeraert et al., 2014). The research addresses the assessment of three 
dimensions considered key to good governance of sport organisations: democracy and participa-
tion, ethics and integrity, and accountability and transparency (Geeraert et al., 2014; Pielke et al., 
2019). To this end, the research proposes a specific measurement model that is methodologically 
inspired by Boateng et al. (2018), Nardo and Saisana (2009), and Richard et al. (2009) who 
developed best practices for developing and validating scales and composite indicators. As 
a result of their contributions, we followed the next phases and steps:

(a) Items development:
● Defining the measurement model that combines several conceptual dimensions and objectives. The 

model applied to measure the governance of sport federations includes quantitative indicators that 
are considered to have the potential to measure the achievement of good governance practices in 
each of the conceptual dimensions. An exploratory set of parameters was compiled based on 
a review of the available literature on good governance (e.g., Chappelet & Mrkonjic, 2019; Geeraert 
et al., 2014; Geeraert, 2018; Kolstad & Wiig, 2009; McLeod, Shilbury, et al., 2020; McKeag et al., 2023, 
Post & Byron, 2015; Sport England, 2016; among others).

● Construction and validation of indicators. Validity of these indicators was reviewed by 15 experts in 
the field (practitioners and academics).
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(b) Scale development:
● Definition of specific procedures for normalisation. Due to indicators’ values have different measure-

ment units, these values were normalized. Their rank was expressed as a percentage for all CSFs and 
then values obtained were reduced to a scale of 0 to 10.

● Determination of the weighting of the indicators. It was assumed that the performance of each 
dimension could be calculated through the average of the performance scores of its indicators. 
However, it is worth noting that the proposed indicators may have a different weight for the 
dimension it belongs, so the relative weight of them was assessed through a questionnaire sent 
to 15 experts (general secretaries of the CSFs and experts who are used to work with performance 
indicators in the sport management field). Experts assessed the relative weight of each indicator 
within its dimension, using a scale from 0 (not important at all) to 5 (highest importance). The 
average score derived from the experts’ evaluations for each of the indicators was the reference for 
calculating the relative weight percentage within its dimension.

(c) Scale evaluation:

● General validation of the consistency of the measurement system. Consistency of the measurement 
model was tested through the Cronbach alpha test.

Table 1 shows the rationale for the inclusion of the indicators in the model implemented for the 
measurement of governance, as well as the details of the measurement scale and the relative 
weight of each indicator and dimension. Furthermore, to deepen the analysis of the relationships 
between the variables under study and the size of the sports federations analysed, variables that 
account for the size of the organisations (such as number of members, income, and total employ-
ees) were also included.

4. Research context
The Spanish sports system is structured as follows. The Ministry of Culture and Sport is responsible 
for proposing and implementing government policy on sport. The Consejo Superior de Deportes de 
España (CSD), an autonomous body attached to the Ministry of Culture and Sport, as the opera-
tional arm of the latter, directly exercises the powers of the General State Administration in the 
field of sport. Law 10/1990 of 15 October 1990 on Sport regulates the Spanish Sports Federations 
as associations of a legal-private nature, to which the exercise of public administrative functions is 
expressly attributed, dedicated to the promotion, management and coordination of certain sports 
recognised in Spanish territory (Royal Decree 1835/1991). Essentially, entities which, under the 
tutelage of the CSD, contribute to the development of sport at all levels (Guevara et al., 2021). This 
pretext also extends to the entire national territory, adapting the organisation of the federations to 
that of the State in Autonomous Communities. In other words, the Spanish sports federations are 
made up of sports federations at the autonomous community level, which represent them and 
exercise public functions delegated by the respective autonomous community (see, for example, 
Legislative Decree 1/2000, of 31 July, on the Law on Sport in Catalonia, which establishes the 
General Secretariat of Sport of the Generalitat de Catalunya as the body responsible for the 
management, planning and execution of the sports administration in Catalonia). In Spain there 
are 66 national federations, each with its corresponding sport modalities; however, in terms of 
regional organisation, not all of them have territorial representation in the 17 autonomous com-
munities of the Spanish territory (CSD licences and clubs, 2021). In this study, we have focused on 
the 66 national sports federations that have territorial representation in Catalonia; an autonomous 
community that, with 7,763,362 inhabitants, is the second most populated region in Spain 
(National Institute of Statistics, 2021), and the first autonomous community in the Spanish ranking 
by number of licences and clubs (CSD licences and clubs, 2021).

Finally, it should be noted that both the Spanish national and regional federations take the form 
of voluntary associations, with a board of directors elected by the general assembly. The board of 
directors is the highest decision-making body and must act in the interest of its members (Hoye & 
Cuskelly, 2007). For although the general assembly, as the supreme governing body, elects the 
board of directors, and since it is very rare that the board’s proposals are rejected, the assembly is 
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limited to an essential control function in terms of who gets access to formal positions of power in 
the sport (Stenling et al., 2022).

5. Data collection
Two sources of information to collect data were used:

- Secondary data: reports that the CSFs had submitted to the General Secretary of Sport of 
Catalonia in 2019 were analysed, as well as information that CSFs had publicly available on their 
websites.

- Primary data: a questionnaire was carried out. The preliminary questionnaire was evaluated 
and validated by 15 experts in the field, and based on their feedback, it was then modified for the 
pilot test. The resulting questionnaire was piloted among 10 sport organisations that did not 
participate in the study to ascertain length of completion and comprehensibility. Both stages 
helped to refine the final questionnaire to be administrated.

6. Sample
Thanks to the support of the General Secretary of Sport of Catalonia, the questionnaire was sent to 
the 66 CSFs. The response rate was 57.5%, which means that the final sample of the study is 
composed of 38 CSFs. It is also important to mention that all the CSFs participating in the study 
accounted for 85.76% of the total number of federation licences in Catalonia.

Through the invitation emails, organisations’ president and general secretary were informed 
about the research project aim. In addition, online meetings were scheduled to discuss the project 
in more detail, as well as to resolve possible doubts about the questionnaire. The emails contained 
a personalised link to the online questionnaire that allowed respondents to log in and log out while 
completing the data. Respondents were required to complete the questionnaire based on the 
practices of their organisations and were asked to provide data in reference to the year 2019, 
the year before the questionnaire was administered because it was the latest household year 
completed.

7. Data analysis
The first step was to clean the database to standardise the data collected (i.e., check for com-
pleteness, duplications, anomalies, etc.) and to correct any errors detected. The consistency of the 
measurement model was checked using Cronbach’s alpha test (see second column of 
Table 1; “α”).

The good governance practices were analysed using correlational relationship and the 
Hierarchical Ascendant Classification (HAC) with the Ward method (Ferguson et al., 2000; Marlin 
et al., 2007). The HAC is a clustering method which highlight homogeneous groups of cases 
according to the variables by which they are assessed. The first step is to group, in the same 
cluster, several cases that are close to each other, then the HAC groups close cases, in accordance 
with the distance were chosen. To determine this distance, the Ward distance, which minimizes 
the intra-group variance was used to obtain contrasted groups. When every case is grouped in one 
cluster, the process stops. Then, the analysis of the dendrogram enables the determination of the 
groups of interest (the clusters that make sense).

In accordance with the clustering, thresholds were defined to highlight scores from which it was 
possible to assume that a CSFs has achieved a standard level of an indicator. Table 2 and Figure 1, 
respectively, present the scores obtained for each indicator and dimensions of the 38 CSFs and the 
clusters obtained.
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The collected data was analysed with Microsoft Excel 2019 (17.0) and Statistical Package for the 
Social Sciences (SPSS), Version 23, ©IBM. The following section presents the results of the study, 
which are presented in line with the research objective.

8. Findings
Table 2 presents the scores obtained by the 38 CSFs on each indicator assessed, and the results of 
the grouping are also presented. In addition, for the reader’s ease of interpretation, Figure 1 shows 
the mean scores separately for the different groups in each of the dimensions (or principles of 
good governance) analysed, and for the 38 CSFs (mean).

The mean score for the 38 CSFs was 6.19 (median = 6.38; SD = 0.94) out of 10, with a maximum 
of 8.35 (Collective 13) and a minimum of 4.10 (Individual 14).

While the scores could be discussed individually, it was possible to identify some areas where 
the CSFs could focus their attention if they intend to improve management practices towards good 
governance. Among the three dimensions of analysis, in general, the CSFs performed better on 
aspects of democracy and participation in decision-making processes. On the other hand, the 
indicators that fall under the dimension of ethics and integrity showed very low scores (where it 
could be highlighted that only 2 of the 38 CSFs have independent board members). Furthermore, 
although the average score for the accountability and transparency dimension was around 6.10, 
overall, the CSFs showed great room for improvement in terms of transparency (with an average 
score of 3.52 for the corresponding indicator).

Six groups of CSFs were determined using HAC clustering, according to their performance in 
good governance practices.

Cluster 1 includes those CSFs that showed score levels close to the average on the first two 
dimensions. It could be argued that, although they could improve on the number of committees 
they have (e.g., the CSFs individual 1 scored low), they seem to demonstrate a high awareness of 
democracy and participation in decision-making processes by having several groups represented 
in the general assembly. On the other hand, regarding the dimension of ethics and integrity, it 
should be noted that they need to demonstrate a greater concern for the representation of 
women in the governing bodies, as well as that they do not have independent board members. 
However, the scores obtained in other indicators suggest that they have control systems in place 
to avoid the concentration of power, as the rotation of chairpersons seems to be adequate. 
Finally, regarding aspects related to accountability and transparency, this seems to be the group 
of federations with the greatest room for improvement.

Cluster 2, although some key areas for improvement can be identified, it could be argued that, in 
general, they show high levels of the governance variables analysed (when compared to the 
average of the CSFs). However, this is the group of federations that scored the lowest on the 
transparency indicator (publicly available documents).

Cluster 3 includes CSFs that indicated major shortcomings in aspects of democracy and partici-
pation in their governing bodies. In particular, it is important to note that these are CSFs, many of 
which did not organise a general assembly for the 2018–2019 financial year. They also generally 
showed below-average scores on ethical and integrity aspects such as having low levels of gender 
equity on boards or the provision of independent members. On the contrary, they seem to be quite 
open to sharing the information they have, as they showed an above-average level of performance 
on transparency.

As can be seen from Figure 1, Cluster 4 is a group of CSFs that, although they show room for 
improvement in the different indicators analysed, they generally scored around average in the 
three dimensions studied. Finally, Clusters 5 and 6 are the two groups of federations that showed 
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Table 2. Performance score of the 38 CSFs across the three governance dimensions analysed

(Continued)
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the best levels of performance in the good governance practices analysed (despite cluster 6 
showing low levels of scores in the practices related to the ethics and integrity dimension).

8.1. Correlations analysis
With the aim of obtaining a broad perspective, the correlation analysis was carried out considering 
all the indicators that make up the measurement model implemented and some variables that 
account for the size of the organisations (Table 3). Correlation coefficients were interpreted 
according to the criteria of Safrit and Wood (1995): no correlation (score of 0–0.19), low correlation 
(0.20–0.39), moderate correlation (0.40–0.59), moderately high correlation (0.60–0.79), and high 
correlation (≥0.80). This section is presented highlighting some interesting findings.

In general, no correlations were found between the indicators analysed. This could indicate that, 
despite some trends (both positive and negative), overall, the CSFs show room for improvement in 

Table 2. (Continued) 

*In blue = performance score greater than the mean: highest achievement; Md = Missing data. For reasons of 
confidentialityof the CSFs analysed, the results are presented by distinguishing between federations that are mainly 
active in collective orindividual sports. 
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divergent areas. In other words, the results show that having good scores in, for example, the 
dimension of democracy and participation, is not correlated with showing the same in the dimen-
sion of, for example, ethics and integrity. Perhaps most strikingly, low, and moderate positive 
correlations (Pearson correlation: r) were found between the size of the organisations (members, 
total income, total grants, and total employees) and participation in their executive bodies 
(committees they have). While this might seem an expected finding, it appears that larger CSFs 
(more members), which also have more committees, tend to show better scores on accountability 
orientation and transparency (r = 0.402, p < 0.05; r = 0.426, p < 0.01). This could be related to the 
need for large sport organisations to address problems that are embedded in their own structural 
idiosyncrasies, such as the need to report to key stakeholders because of the legitimacy, impact, or 
pressures they may exert. This will be discussed in more depth in the next section.

9. Discussion
Following the lines proposed by authors such as Geeraert et al. (2014) or Pielke et al. (2020), based 
on the selection of indicators, this research shows the picture of Catalan sports federations in 
terms of key aspects of organisational governance such as democracy and participation, ethics, 
and integrity, as well as accountability and transparency. As can be seen from the results section, 
the metrics show some areas of improvement on which the governing bodies of the CSFs could 
focus their efforts to improve the governance of their organisations.

According to Mulgan (2003) the democratic perspective is very important as “citizens”, in the 
case of SGBs the members and stakeholders, must be able to control those in public (or power) 
positions. It will therefore be paramount that governance mechanisms are put in place to ensure 
that those who govern act in a way that is consistent with the interests of their stakeholders 
(Geeraert et al., 2014). According to Geeraert et al. (2014), the main way in which member 
organisations can hold their SGB accountable is through their statutory powers, i.e., members 
should be able to elect their chairperson and board of directors on the basis of voting rights. In this 
sense, it is well known that in SGBs, it is the general assembly that should be able to control the 
activity of the board (Hoye & Cuskelly, 2007) and, through at least one annual meeting, be able to 
criticise the government. Thus, having a general assembly that considers the different stake-
holders will be an essential aspect of improving the democratic and participatory processes of 
SGBs’ governing bodies (Geeraert et al., 2013). These aspects are noteworthy in our findings, as in 
general, the representativeness of the collectives in the general assemblies of the CSFs is ques-
tionable. In line with other findings (i.e., Geeraert et al., 2014; Houlihan, 2005), it seems that the 
main stakeholders of the CSFs, athletes, coaches, referees, public administration, and sometimes 
clubs, are kept out of the political processes that are decisive for the rules governing their 

Figure 1. Average score of the 
clusters in the dimensions 
analysed.
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activities. Something which, according to Geeraert et al. (2014) could be considered undemocratic 
as those at the bottom of the pyramid, i.e., clubs and athletes, are automatically subject to the 
rules and regulations of the governing bodies. For example, it was found that the ten CSFs in 
cluster 3 (26.3% of the sample) showed a low orientation towards democracy and participation in 
their governing bodies. Many of them did not even organise a general assembly in the 2018–2019 
financial year and reported a low level of representation of the different groups. Thus, it is not 
unreasonable to say that there is still much room for improvement in terms of stakeholder 
representation in the CSFs. Generally, federations would be expected to maintain a balance of 
stakeholder representation (Geeraert et al., 2013), to ensure that programmes and initiatives are 
internally consistent, ensure equal opportunities and include the interest of all groups. In this 
regard, it should be noted that, although the Catalan Law on Sport establishes that sports 
federations must be made up of associations or clubs and, where appropriate, athletes, coaches, 
referees, or other representatives of natural persons, at no point does it establish the minimum 
representativeness of these key actors in the general assemblies of the federations. Thus, in line 
with what authors such as Parent, Hoye, et al. (2018) anticipated, and in the specific case of the 
Catalan context, it could be corroborated that adherence to a code of governance (in terms of 
democracy and participation in the governing bodies of sports federations) tends to be more 
a voluntary option (implementation of good practice) than a legislative requirement or prerequisite 
for public funding (as there are no guidelines or consequences for a low representation of the 
different groups). However, it is important to note that this is an aspect that deserves further 
exploration, as while improving the representativeness of different collectives could be the first 
step towards a greater orientation towards democracy and participation, it could sometimes be 
argued that representation may not necessarily mean participation (Kihl & Schull, 2020).

According to authors such as McLeod et al. (2021), one of the key aspects of board composition 
is board diversity. In fact, Adriaanse and Schofield (2014), pointed out that it is an important driver 
of organisational and board performance. Moreover, not only for reasons of effectiveness and 
efficiency this diversity is notably important, but there is also a growing appreciation of the ethical 
need for greater diversity for reasons of social justice (Elling et al., 2018). The literature contains 
a few studies that have raised issues of equity in terms of leadership positions within SGBs, 
particularly with respect to gender (Henry & Lee, 2004). Furthermore, various public bodies have 
called for greater diversity within governing bodies (e.g., Council of Europe, 2012; 2019; Consell 
d’Associacions de Barcelona, 2019), as it has been found that the inclusion of women on boards 
leads to better governance as they bring a different voice to discussions and decision-making 
(Zelechowski & Bilimoria, 2004). The results of the present research indicate that, in general, there 
is an over-representation of male members within the governing bodies of CSFs. It is therefore 
important that they place female representatives in decision-making positions so that they can 
contribute their experiences and views. Furthermore, this gender myriad could contribute to 
women establishing themselves as role models for other women who would like to participate in 
the management of Catalan sports organisations (Geeraert et al., 2013). Also, in terms of board 
diversity, and in line with these findings, it would be advisable for CSFs to consider the possibility of 
incorporating independent board members. As authors such as Chappelet (2018) point out, these 
can be useful to connect with multiple stakeholders, and as a management control mechanism for 
governance bodies, to avoid concentration of power and ensure that decision-making is sound, 
independent, and free from undue influence (Arnaut, 2006). However, it is noteworthy that it 
appears that concentration of power by chairpersons is not a major problem in the vast majority of 
the CSFs analysed. In general, the CSFs scored acceptably on the indicators of chairperson rotation 
and the provision of rules regulating a maximum number of years and terms of office as 
a preventive measure (Schenk, 2011). While overall acceptable levels of chair rotation were 
found, which stands out as a symptom of good governance (Geeraert et al., 2014), the outliers 
are the federations that make up cluster 5, which scored below average on this particular 
indicator. It is important to consider that, while it was decided in the indicator what are acceptable 
levels of turnover (based on previous literature, e.g., McLeod et al., 2021; Schenk, 2011), one might 
think that term limits could work against talent retention and expertise. However, there is 
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a contrasting argument in the literature that term limits allow voters to selectively elect higher 
quality agents for a second term (Smart & Sturm, 2004). Thus, while CSFs show some weaknesses 
in terms of democracy and participation, as well as in their ethical and integrity aspects of 
organisational governance, it could be argued that, in general, the renewal of the core of the 
organisations occurs on a continuous basis.

Since SGBs are charged with caring for a public good (sport), and since they also rely heavily on the 
support of this sector (mainly at the financial level) (Guevara et al., 2021), it is to be expected that SGBs 
demonstrate a high degree of accountability to the community (Henry & Lee, 2004). However, Forster 
and Pope (2004) and Pielke (2013) pointed out that the governance of international federations is 
characterised by accountability deficits. Findings that can be collated in the present research on CSFs. 
As can be seen in Table 2, Catalan sports federations could strive to improve mechanisms that lead to 
better accountability, as few CSFs have documents such as a strategic plan, code of good governance, 
conflict of interest, ethics manuals or a document detailing regulations and democratic processes. It is 
remarkable how important the creation of these documents, together with the reflective process that 
accompanies them, can be for organisations. For, in addition to helping them become more accountable 
to their stakeholders and society at large, they could also serve as a mechanism for requiring managers 
to reflect on governance failures resulting from past behaviour (Bovens, 2007). In other words, it would 
allow working from the perspective of internal governance learning. Furthermore, in general, the CSFs 
scored even lower on transparency, something that according to authors such as Aucoin and Heintzman 
(2000), Mulgan (2003), and Bovens (2007) could provide a breeding ground for issues related to corrup-
tion, concentration of power and lack of democracy and effectiveness. Therefore, and although this is 
something that needs to be further explored, one could reflect again on the possibility that the existence 
of governmental regulations, or coercive pressures (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983), for CSFs to develop these 
documents and make them proactively available to their stakeholders, could contribute to the improve-
ment of the governance of Catalan regional sport federations.

Finally, a note that could be highlighted from the correlation results is that, while one might 
expect larger organisations, with greater capacity to respond to challenges and address good 
governance (Pielke et al., 2019), to show higher scores on the implemented model, this was only 
the case for the dimension of accountability and transparency. This indicates that not only “small”, 
but also larger CSFs should be concerned about some aspects surrounding their governance.
10. Limitations and future lines of research
As anticipated by Dowling et al. (2018), organisational governance can be a useful perspective for 
examining traditional sport organisations (in this case, regional sport federations). However, since 
this research applies a specific model for the measurement of good governance practices, and 
while basing it on previous literature and the opinion of experts in the field, this methodology does 
not escape limitations of previous implemented approaches. Nardo and Saisana (2009) pointed out 
that these methodologies can summarise complex problems in order to support decision-making. 
However, they can lead to simplistic conclusions. Therefore, some limitations are outlined below to 
allow readers to make a fairer interpretation of the data presented.

First, it is worth noting that this is a model that comes from a purely quantitative measurement 
approach that attempts to quantify some aspects that it would be advisable to examine in greater 
depth. For example, the scoring of each indicator is not a completely objective exercise, as it 
depends on the evaluation criteria pre-established for each indicator. Moreover, it should be noted 
that the balance between indicators and dimensions could not be ensured, as the weighting 
decided by the experts would also have been an exercise in subjectivity. Also, note that the 
model applies indicators of different calibre. On the one hand, we would find dichotomous 
indicators that lead to scores of 0 or 10, and on the other hand, indicators that are more complex 
and in which it is difficult for organisations to achieve excellence (as in the case of the transpar-
ency indicator). It can therefore be argued that quantitative measurement of governance should 
encourage researchers in the field to contribute significant improvements.
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Secondly, while these externally applied tools can help raise awareness of good governance in relation 
to certain measures (Pielke et al., 2019), they may have little bearing on governance practice or how 
these relate to each other (e.g., providing details on organisational behaviours). That is, a good score on 
the indicators does not mean that the organisation is necessarily well governed. It simply means that it 
is doing a good job in relation to the metrics. Thus, from the approach of the present research, it is 
assumed that each factor could not be analysed in depth and there is scope for further studies to focus 
on different elements of these findings. In line with authors such as Dowling et al. (2018), we believe that 
there remains an explicit need to examine several additional specific areas, particularly within the field of 
organisational governance. We encourage researchers in the field to track information and other 
governance data, perhaps through qualitative approaches, to understand how factors relate to govern-
ance practices. To give some examples, it would be interesting if research could delve deeper into the 
decision-making power of different constituencies represented in assemblies, the range of meanings of 
board representation (possible implications of different viewpoints as in (Stenling et al., 2022)), or the 
depth of development of documents that account for greater accountability and how organisations 
make use of this knowledge. In fact, given that the present research is the first to shed light on a hitherto 
unexplored context (the governance of Catalan regional sports federations), we believe that it would be 
of interest to continue with this line of research, and even, for example, to open the range to compar-
isons between different regional federations that would allow researchers to identify differences accord-
ing to the territories or the roles of the different regional federations in a broader context.

Finally, given the size of the research sample, it provides a snapshot at a given point in time and 
could be the first step for a longitudinal comparison in the future that would surely lead to a better 
understanding of the evolution of the governance of Catalan sports federations.

11. Conclusions
This research presents new insights into some aspects that have emerged as important about the 
governance of SGBs.

By addressing governance measurement through a specific model, this research can contribute to 
the body of knowledge on organisational governance in the continuous improvement of measurement 
systems that focus on the normative ethical principles and practices in which sport organisations 
should operate. Furthermore, to date, no other study has explored the context of Catalan sports 
federations. In doing so, this research can contribute to creating a basis on which to have a more 
informed debate on how the CSFs are governed. A regional context, with an important relevance in 
terms of the development of sport at all levels in the national territory of Spain as a whole.

While not intended to paint a complete picture of the governance problems of CSFs, our application 
of the proposed framework reveals a wide range of scores across organisations and considerable room 
for improvement with respect to the metrics. As the results indicated, the sports federations analysed 
should pay special attention to aspects related to the representativeness and participation of different 
groups in decision-making processes, gender equity in their governing bodies, as well as transparency 
and accountability towards their stakeholders. Of course, for some observers it is not necessary to 
quantify governance to understand that there are opportunities for improvement, however, this 
research can contribute practically by providing an external perspective to stakeholders in the 
Catalonia context. To know how CSFs adopt the known standards of good sport governance is crucial 
for their continuous development, improvement, and sustainability. Indeed, we hope that the mere 
exercise of having carried out the data collection with the presidents and general secretaries of the 
CSFs has contributed to raising awareness of how their sports organisations are managed and 
controlled, as well as helping them to identify the key factors and principles involved in good govern-
ance. In particular, the results will be relevant for stakeholders seeking to challenge management and 
decide on policies related to the governance of regional sport federations. The authors, however, are 
aware that even from the measurement of good governance principles, the governance of the CSFs 
will only improve with the engagement of stakeholders to develop a consensus on what constitutes 
good governance of sport governing bodies in the territory. Therefore, as noted in the previous section 
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on future lines of research, we encourage the research community to carry out further research on 
sport governance in specific territories, so that knowledge can be extended elsewhere and contribute 
to the exchange of best practice within the sport sector.
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