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  Aim of the first stakeholder  
  validation
The INAMOS project aims not only to 
conduct research on sports clubs, but 
also research for sports clubs. Thus, as a 
research focused consortium it was neces-
sary to ensure that the research is not only 
of academic value but also meaningful 
to practitioners (first stakeholder valida-
tion) and transferable into local practices 
(second stakeholder validation). 

Therefore, it is important that the view 
of the practise is included in the project 
implementation. Otherwise there could 
be the danger of getting entangled in irre-
levant problems that are of no relevance 
to practice. That is why, the first stake-
holder validation had been included into 
the INAMOS project. The first stakeholder 
validation was designed to confront the 
envisaged research process with potential 
critique and suggestions for improvement 
from different stakeholder perspectives 
(especially sports clubs and sports asso-
ciations). The process was implemen-
ted once the theoretical framework and 
methodology were defined, before the 
actual fieldwork started. This was to ensu-
re, that the process is applicable and that 
the ‘right questions’ were being asked in 
order to make the research relevant and 
meaningful for the practical field.

  Preparation of the validation  
  questions
The first stakeholder validation process 
proceeded in two steps. To this end, the 
working group was first put together to 
work out the most important theoretical 
and methodological questions, in order to 
find the right questions for the stakehol-
der validation. So, different meetings with 
and without the practice partners were 
held over Zoom due to the Covid-19-Pan-
demic. In small groups, several structured 
and unstructured brainstorming sessions 
and discussions in bigger groups were 
done. In this way, the advantages of 
brainstorming could be used to genera-
te a lot of ideas, to identify problems and 
find possible solutions (Isaksen & Gaulin, 
2005; Khan, 2013). As a result, five general 
subjects were created on the basis of the 
project’s research focus. These subjects 
were: 

(1) ’Questions about the exploration’,

(2) ‘Questions about form and language’, 

(3) ‘System-related Questions’, 

(4) ‘Questions about willingness to parti-
cipate’, 

(5) ‘General questions’

Under each subject heading, 1-3 questions 
were developed in order to sharpen the 
focus for practice and to increase the com-
prehensibility for participants. The final 
questions for the stakeholder validation 
for the first subject ‘Questions about the 
exploration’ were: 

1. ‘How relevant are the research questi-
ons from your point of view?’

2.  ‘Would you amend something to the 
research questions?’

For the second subject ‘Questions about 
form and language’, the following questi-
ons were formulated:

1. ‘In which format do you prefer to recei-
ve the results or conclusions of the 
project (e.g. brochure, report, presen-
tation, online tools (podcast), etc.)?’

2.  ‘How important is it for you to receive 
project related results and information 
in your own-language?’

The third subject area ‘System-related 
Questions’ included the question: 

1. ‘Would you prefer to receive the results 
in the form of real life best practice 
examples or in the form of a general 
guidance document with information 
about potential problems/solutions?’

For the fourth subject area ‘Questions 
about willingness to participate’ the fol-
lowing three questions arose:

1. ‘How relevant is the project for your 
sports club?’

2. ‘How important is the project for other 
clubs in your country, from your point 
of view?’

3.  ‘How interested are you in participa-
ting in this project?’

The questions for the last subject area 
“General questions” were:

1. ‘What information/knowledge does 
your sport club need for integrating 
newly arrived migrants (NAMs)?’ 

2.  ‘Does the project have the right focus 
and address the relevant challenges/
problems regarding the integration of 
newly arrived migrants?’
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  Addressing the stakeholders  
  via homepage
In a second step, after working out the 
questions for the first stakeholder vali-
dation, it was determined to find an 
easy-to-understand and easy-to-disse-
minate format to how the stakeholder 
validation should be carried out. In order 
to transport all relevant information of 
the project quickly and compactly and to 
uniformly coordinate the transmission in 
the various countries, a homepage was 
created. This homepage (inamos.org) had 
also many other advantages in compari-
son to an ‘usual’ questionnaire survey or 
an interview especially during the Covid-
19-Pandemic (Best & Krueger, 2008; Hew-
son & Laurent, 2008). 

At first, a scribble video for the landing 
page and as a starting point, was produ-
ced in a film studio. A Scribble video is one 
of the most popular explainer video styles 
where illustrations come from nowhere 
into the picture or are pushed into the 
picture. Explainer videos have the advan-
tage that the knowledge of participants 
rises during a project and that drop out is 
reduced (Kraemer & Boehrs, 2017). So, the 
whole complex research project and the 
research questions were presented in a 
visual and easily understood manner. The 
5 minutes video also guided the partici-
pants through the homepage. If the par-
ticipants needed more information about 
the project, they were able to download a 
project manual or to see the whole project 
team including contact data in the case 
of questions or uncertainties. After that 
at the latest, the participants were led to 
the actual validation.

  The validation procedure
The participants were guided through 
the five subjects with the particular ques-
tions, but were not forced to answer all 
questions in order to minimise drop out 
(Frick et al., 2001; Goeritz, 2006; Hoerger, 
2010). To make it more interesting, easier 
and more diversified for the participants 
to answer, there was the possibility to 
publish the answers (Clifford, & Jerit, 
2015; Michalak & Szabo, 1998). So, the 
answers became more the style of a blog, 
where the participants could answer to 
other participants and a possible discus-
sion could arise (O’ Conner et al., 2008; 
Wakeford & Cohen, 2008). In addition to 
the opportunity to answer the questions, 
the participants had the opportunity to 
state their name, their country of origin 
and their club or federation. However, this 
information was provided on a voluntary 
basis.

The online validation process was carried 
out in English from November 05, 2020 
to February 28, 2021 via the homepage 
inamos.org. The link to the homepage 
and therefore to the validation was sent 
to voluntary sports clubs (VSCs) and fede-
rations in 6 countries (Denmark, Germa-
ny, Norway, Serbia, Sweden, Switzerland) 
via our practical partners the European 
Non-Governmental Sports Organisation 
(ENGSO), EU Diaspora Council (EUDC), 
Serbian Cricket Federation (SCF) and our 
research partners at the universities in the 
different countries. The link was shared 
over social media channels (like Facebook, 
Twitter, etc.), newsletters and private con-
tacts. In total n=22 responses could be 
generated for the validation. As far as it 
can be seen, there were returns from all of 
the 6 countries, but an exact breakdown 
is not possible due to the voluntary infor-
mation.

All interviews were evaluated using qua-
litative content analysis according to 
Mayring (2015), and especially using the 
specific technique of structuring con-
tent analysis. The aim of the structuring 
content analysis is to classify each text 
passage in a category system in order to 
be able to present and analyse the text 
material in a compressed and structured 
form. The main and sub-categories resul-
ted from the five general subjects and the 
corresponding validation questions. With 
the help of this deductive approach, the 
entire text material could be assigned.
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  Feedback of the stakeholders 
Questions about the exploration

Concerning the first question ‘How rele-
vant are the research questions from 
your point of view?’ of the first subject 
it can be said, that all participants rated 
the research questions as very relevant, 
as demonstrated by the following state-
ments: 

 � “The questions are very relevant from 
our point of view because they are 
the key questions we and our mem-
ber organisations also face in our daily 
work.” (Respondent 22).

 � “The questions are engaging, clear and 
well aligned with the project's research 
foci.” (Respondent 14).

 � “I think all the Research questions are 
relevant, because they try to involve all 
dealing protagonists.” (Respondent 6).

All participants see the problems and 
difficulties that the research questions 
address in their countries and associati-
ons or clubs:

 � “I think the research questions are very 
relevant and important for our society, 
because the integration of migrants 
in sports clubs is very important.” 
(Respondent 5).

 � “The questions are relevant. My sports 
club is also working with the integra-
tion of migrants.” (Respondent 4).

In relation to the second question ‘Would 
you amend something to the research 
questions?’, none of the participants 
would change the research questions. 
Nevertheless, some participants made 
some objections and suggestions. Two 
participants mentioned that problems 
from “end-countries” differ from prob-
lems that “transit-countries” have: 

 � “The focus is on the 'end-countries' 
for the NAMs. However, for us and the 
remaining SE Europe countries, it may 
be useful to have some research ques-
tions relevant to the transit countries.” 
(Respondent 1).

Another suggestion was to include the 
intersectional perspective: 

 � “The suggestion is to include the inter-
sectional perspective where it´s pos-
sible. New arrivals are more than just 
new arrivals, they are a man/women, 
young/old, have a gender identity and 
sexual orientation, religion and func-
tion (possible disability) and often low 
socio-economic conditions. And focus 
on seeing the norms of sport that can 
counteract integration.” (Respondent 
20).

Questions about form and language

With regards to the first question of the 
second subject ‘In which format do you 
prefer to receive the results or conclusi-
ons of the project (e.g. brochure, report, 
presentation, online tools (podcast), 
etc.)?’ the statements differ. Most of the 
respondents would like to receive a report 
and / or a brochure including the main 
results. But beyond this, the suggestions 
ranged from a presentation or a video to 
a workshop: 

 � “I think having it both in an easy-acces-
sible online written format (such as a 
report) as well as a more layman broad 
audience content such as a presentati-
on or video, is of benefit. The latter can 
easily be presented to a broader club 
member audience without the neces-
sity of reading an in-depth report.” 
(Respondent 1).
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In answer to the second question ‘How 
important is it for you to receive project 
related results and information in your 
own-language?’, the respondents agreed 
that it is not necessary to get the results 
in their own-language if the results are 
available in English. 

However, some of the participants men-
tioned that there would be advantages, if 
the results were obtained in the respecti-
ve national language:

 � “For further dissemination and imple-
mentation, translation into the own 
language would be good.” (Respon-
dent 20).

System-related Questions

Concerning the system-related question 
‘Would you prefer to receive the results in 
the form of real life best practice exam-
ples or in the form of a general guidance 
document with information about poten-
tial problems/solutions?’ the results were 
ambivalent and inconclusive regarding 
the question. However, most of the par-
ticipants communicated that they would 
like to get both, real life examples on the 
one hand and general guidance on the 
other:

 � “A bit of both would work for us. 
There certainly should be some gene-
ral guidance/principles that would be 
applicable to various countries, cir-
cumstances and issues. However, it 
would be helpful to see the examples 
of best practice from other countries 
and see how we can learn from them.” 
(Respondent 1).

Another suggestion is to combine both.

 � “It would be helpful to include real life 
good practice examples in a general 
document about potential problems 
and solutions.” (Respondent 13).

Questions about willingness to partici-
pate

The fourth subject addresses three questi-
ons about the project’s relevance for clubs 
and the willingness to participate in the 
project. The first question ‘How relevant 
is the project for your sports club?’ was 
mostly answered positively.

 � “From my point of view, it is very 
important for my club. From time to 
time migrants participate in the club 
life, e.g. training sessions, but we don't 
have any plan and/or imagination how 
to approach them and how fruitful a 
permanent membership can be for all 
of us.” (Respondent 11).

Just one participant answered that he 
does not see a relevance for his sports 
club, what can be attributed to the focus 
of the club.

 � “Not especially. Hard to get newly arri-
ved involved in Alpine skiing.” (Respon-
dent 17).

Regarding the assessment of relevance for 
other clubs ‘How important is the project 
for other clubs in your country, from your 
point of view?’, all participants agreed 
that the project would be important for 
the other clubs in their country. Some of 
them also see not only an importance for 
clubs, but also for government:

 � “The findings from this project would 
be beneficial to the sports I am invol-
ved in - to disseminate this resource 
from national, state and to local sport 
clubs would assist increase understan-
ding and confidence of managers to 
encourage newly arrived migrants to 
their club.” (Respondent 13).



  Conclusions
The stakeholder validation was included 
to ensure that the research is relevant and 
applicable for voluntary sports clubs and 
sports associations. The feedback shows 
that the project seems to have the right 
focus and is well prepared. Important 
challenges and information deficits the 
clubs in all different countries have, appe-
ar to be covered by the different research 
questions of the project. 

Some comments have also helped to sen-
sitise the project with regards to finer dis-
tinctions. It is particularly important to 
note that newly arrived migrants should 
not be viewed as a homogeneous group, 
but rather in a more differentiated man-
ner. ‘Newly arrived migrants’ is a highly 
agreeable ascription that is suitable as 
a basic inclusion criterion, but has to be 
viewed in a more differentiated manner 
in the study, both theoretically and empi-
rically. Following this, we have sharpened 
both the theoretical framework and the 
methodological approach. 

In addition, the feedback also draws 
attention to aspects of integration policy, 
which are of great importance, but which 
cannot be addressed in the INAMOS pro-
ject. In particular, this refers to the fact 
that transit countries, compared to desti-
nation countries, are faced with comple-
tely different challenges and problems 
when accepting and integrating newly 
arrived migrants. This note is important 
for further research projects, while the 
INAMOS project deliberately focuses 
‘only’ on target countries. 

The feedback also helped to answer the 
question how the results should be pre-
sented and which form and language 
would be preferred. So, the research pro-
cess can better cater to the needs of prac-
tice. It also seems advisable to give best 
practice examples in the report and not 
just a pure science report. 
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In line with this attitude, the respondents 
showed a positive openness concerning 
their willingness to participate in this 
project in the future. So, the participants 
answered the question ‘How interested 
are you in participating in this project?’ 
with yes, and some of them with the note 
that they are especially interested in the 
results:

 � “We would be happy to participate in 
this.” (Respondent 9). 

 � “I could imagine that the project is an 
interesting experience for my club.” 
(Respondent 11).

General questions

In the final subject area, some general 
questions concerning the project were 
asked. At first the participants were asked 
‘What information/knowledge does your 
sport club need for integrating newly arri-
ved migrants (NAMs)?’ All the answers 
show that there is a lack of knowledge 
regarding the procedures and possibilities 
for the integration of NAMs. Some of the 
participants would like to know which 
resources or which programmes are avai-
lable in their country:

 � “Concrete proposals for the imple-
mentation and the provision of the 
necessary resources from the country.” 
(Respondent 5).

For some participants even the starting 
point, to get in contact with NAMs, is in 
need of explanation:

 � “What do clubs have to consider con-
cerning bureaucracy, how to address 
and get in contact (language, culture), 
what are their needs.” (Respondent 21).

As a result, the responses show a wide 
range of information that clubs need 
when working with NAMs. Encouraging-
ly, the answers to the second question, 
‘Does the project have the right focus and 
address the relevant challenges/problems 
regarding the integration of newly arrived 
migrants?’, show that the project is on the 
right track and that all participants think 
that their questions will be answered and 
knowledge deficits removed: 

 � “I think the project has the right focus 
and addresses to the proper reci-
pients.” (Respondent 5).
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Also, the high willingness to participate 
is encouraging at this point. On the one 
hand, it can be assumed that a large num-
ber of test subjects can be found and, on 
the other hand, the answers demonstrate 
again the high degree of interest in the 
entire project. The participants see the 
project as a very important subject and 
very relevant for sport clubs. This also con-
firms the correct and useful orientation of 
the project.

The high and widely expressed need for 
information shows that clubs are not 
familiar with solution mechanisms for 
the problems arising in-practice. Even 
the very first steps seem to be difficult 
for some clubs in different countries. The 
clubs are in need of information and solu-
tions and the project seems to fulfill these 
demands in the eyes of the participating 
stakeholders. 

In summary, the following conclusions 
can be derived from the first stakehol-
der validation, which must be taken into 
account as a premise for the INAMOS pro-
ject regarding both empirical field work 
and preparing dissemination:

� When interpreting the results and the 
recommendations for action, it should 
be noted that the focus is placed on 
sports clubs in target countries.

� Ethnicity and nationality are not to be 
used as central selection criteria for 
the ‘Newly arrived migrants’.

� Concrete proposals for the implemen-
tation of projects and measures for the 
integration of ‘Newly arrived migrants’ 
should be derived from the results.

� When presenting the results, reference 
should be made to concrete examples 
from practice.

� In addition to English, essential fin-
dings have to be presented in the local 
language of the participating count-
ries, also.




