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Sport Socialization and Its Role in Shaping Social Innovation in European and African 
Contexts 

 
This article explores how sport socialization fosters social innovation in Europe and Africa. 
Drawing on interdisciplinary literature and empirical studies, the research highlights how sport 
participation serves as a catalyst for building social capital, promoting inclusion, and fostering 
community engagement. The analysis identifies family, peers, coaches, organizations, and digital 
platforms as pivotal agents facilitating sport socialization and driving social innovation. 
Differences in governance, policy frameworks, and socio-economic contexts between Europe and 
Africa result in distinct trajectories for leveraging sport in social innovation initiatives. European 
cases are marked by structured policies and decentralized governance, while African examples 
demonstrate dynamic grassroots innovation amidst limited formal support. Despite contextual 
challenges, both regions harness sport to address social exclusion and empower marginalized 
groups. The findings underscore the need for context-sensitive, participatory approaches to 
optimize the societal impact of sport-driven social innovations. 
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Introduction 
 
The era we currently live in can be characterized as the age of global crises. The most pressing 
global challenges today are primarily centered around geopolitical armed conflicts, climate change 
and extreme weather events, societal polarization, economic instability, and technological risks, 
as highlighted by leading international reports in 2025 (Elsner et al., 2025; United Nations, 2025). 
Beyond the ongoing wars in regions such as Ukraine, the Middle East, and Sudan, alongside proxy 
conflicts, coups, and terrorism (IRC, 2024), severe weather phenomena including heatwaves, 
floods, wildfires, and hurricanes rank among the top short- and long-term risks (United Nations, 
2025). Climate change also drives wider environmental issues such as pollution and biodiversity 
collapse. The spread of misinformation and disinformation, along with deepening social divisions, 
poses serious threats, fueling instability and weakening systems of governance. Heightened 
tensions between major global powers particularly between the United States and China along 
with sanctions, tariffs, and the fragmentation of the global economic system, further exacerbate 
these risks. 
Artificial intelligence represents a major long-term risk, especially as regulatory measures struggle 
to keep pace with rapid technological advancement (Elsner et al., 2025). Continuing humanitarian 
crises, including food insecurity, displacement, and fragile state structures in countries such as 
Sudan, Syria, Myanmar, and Somalia, constitute critical global challenges (IRC, 2024). Moreover, 
inflation, unemployment, and poverty remain pervasive concerns, amplified by geopolitical and 
climatic factors (Nadler, 2025). 
These complex problems are often closely interconnected. Addressing them increasingly relies 
on social innovation which encompasses novel solutions to social problems that are more 
effective, sustainable, or just than existing approaches, with value accruing primarily to society 
rather than individuals (Guenther & Guenther, 2013). Social innovation has come to represent a 
genuine paradigm shift in both innovation theory and the management of societal challenges. The 
significance of social innovation is widely regarded as commensurate with that of economic and 
scientific innovation (Kocziszky at. al., 2017). Frequently, it is economic and scientific 
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innovations themselves that generate social issues - problems that can only be effectively resolved 
through social innovation. Social innovation typically originates from addressing a social need, in 
contrast to traditional innovation, which may be sparked by invention. The key distinction lies in 
its origin: social innovation begins with “problematisation” rather than deliberate intention 
(Neumeier, 2017). While profitability often motivates traditional innovation, social innovations 
frequently arise despite the absence of viable commercial markets for their products or services 
(OECD, 2025). 
Sport socialization is generally understood as the process by which individuals internalize social 
norms and values through sport participation, shaping their identity, interpersonal skills, and 
community engagement, influenced by family, peers, coaches, and organizational contexts, 
however, it is not consistently defined in literature (Moustakas & Robrade, 2023). 
Sport socialization can foster social innovation by creating inclusive communities, enhancing 
social capital, and facilitating communication across diverse social groups. Sport enables 
individuals to “live together” and build social innovations by reinforcing community ties 
(Romanelli, 2023). and has a potential in addressing social challenges like exclusion, particularly 
through educational and service innovations (Stănescu et al., 2020).  Nałęcz et al., 2020 provides 
empirical backing, showing a strong correlation between sports participation, social capital, and 
national innovativeness.  Baciu & Baciu (2015) further supports this, highlighting sport’s ability 
to contribute to problem-solving and enhance life quality for individuals and communities.  
The purpose of this study is to examine the relationship between sport socialization and social 
innovation, and to explore how sport socialization contributes to the advancement of social 
innovation. Particular attention is devoted to the identification of similarities and differences 
between European and African approaches, an area that has remained largely underexplored. 
Given that the level of social innovation tends to be higher in European countries and lower on 
the African continent (The Economist Intelligence Unit, 2016), the research also extends to the 
comparative analysis of contexts representing both socially innovation-advanced and less-
developed societies.  
 
Social Innovation 
 
The term social innovation originated in the mid-1970s, with its dissemination notably advanced 
by the International Sociological Association and its dedicated working group concentrating on 
innovative methods of social change (Michalkó et al., 2018). Due to its interdisciplinary scope 
and broad range of applications, the definition of the concept remains heterogeneous, resulting in 
significant divergence among social scientists regarding its precise meaning. Despite the absence 
of a universally accepted definition of social innovation, the OECD was among the first 
organizations to articulate the concept in 2000, defining it as “creating and implementing new 
solutions that entail conceptual, process, product or organisational changes, with the ultimate goal 
of enhancing the welfare and well-being of individuals and communities (OECD, 2010)”. 
Social innovation refers to novel solutions targeting social problems that are more effective, 
efficient, and sustainable than existing approaches, with the value generated primarily benefiting 
society as a whole rather than individuals (Phills, Deiglmeier, & Miller, 2008). 
Social innovation encompasses initiatives, products, processes, or programs that fundamentally 
alter the core routines, resource access, social processes, and belief systems of any societal 
structure. Successful social innovations are characterized by their sustainability and broad societal 
impact. The capacity of a society to generate a continuous flow of social innovations - particularly 
those that re-engage the most vulnerable groups - plays a crucial role in fostering the resilience of 
both the social and the natural environment (Westley, 2008). 
According to the European Commission ESF+ Regulation (European Union, 2021), the  definition 
of social innovation is “an activity  that is social as to both its ends and its means and, in particular, 
an activity which relates to the development and implementation of new ideas concerning 
products, services, practices and models that simultaneously meets social needs and creates new 
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social relationships or collaborations between  public, civil society or private organisations, 
thereby benefiting society and boosting its capacity to act”. 
According to the Centre for Social Innovation at the Stanford Graduate School of Business, social 
innovation is the development and implementation of effective solutions to complex, often 
systemic social and environmental challenges that aim to advance social progress. It is not 
confined to any specific organizational form or legal structure; rather, it transcends institutional 
boundaries. The creation of such solutions frequently necessitates active collaboration among 
stakeholders across the public, private, and nonprofit sectors (Soule, 2025).  
Expanding upon the foundational work OECD (2010), the 2022 OECD Recommendation on the 
Social and Solidarity Economy and Social Innovation identifies social innovation as one of nine 
separate building blocks that establish the necessary conditions for the social economy to flourish 
(OECD, 2022). Social innovation has the potential to impact both urban and rural settings by 
addressing public service deficits, fostering experimentation with innovative business models, and 
enhancing community cohesion, especially in rural areas (OECD, 2024). 
Social innovation provides new or novel responses to the problems faced by a given community, 
with the aim of improving overall well-being. The concept of social innovation potential refers to 
the aggregate of latent capacities that facilitate the creation of social innovations (Benedek, 
Kocziszky & Veresné Somosi, 2015). Consequently, the measurement of social innovation 
potential is both feasible and has been implemented in practice. To date, the only cross-country 
comparative study in this field is the report by The Economist Intelligence Unit (2016), titled “Old 
Problems, New Solutions: Measuring the Capacity for Social Innovation Across the World.” 
which examines the capacity of 45 countries to foster social innovation. It focuses on measuring 
how well countries enable social innovation by evaluating four key pillars: the policy and 
institutional framework, availability of financing, level of entrepreneurialism, and strength of civil 
society. The report highlights the importance of supportive government policies, financing 
mechanisms, entrepreneurial culture, and active civil society networks in enabling social 
innovation to address societal challenges. It also discusses different country performances, 
examples of social innovations, and stresses that social innovation is a means to tackle social 
problems through novel solutions that benefit society broadly rather than individual profit. The 
report provides a comparative index that helps policymakers and stakeholders understand how to 
better encourage social innovation in diverse economic and social context. 
 
Sport socialization 
 
Sports socialization is a complex, lifelong process of learning and internalizing societal norms 
through athletic participation, involving behavioral, cognitive, and emotional components 
(Joncheray et al., 2016). The evidence in literature suggests multiple mechanisms of socialization. 
Sport socialization is not merely about learning to play a sport; it encompasses the acquisition of 
social identities, behavioral norms, and cultural values that are embedded within broader social, 
political, and economic contexts (Pot et al., 2016). 
Early papers like Spreitzer & Snyder (1976) portray it as a dynamic process, which is often 
bidirectional, where children may influence parental involvement (Dorsch et al., 2009), while 
parents transmit values and skills (Kremer-Sadlik and Kim, 2007).  They provide concrete 
evidence, showing that sports activities are positively associated with skill development and value 
transmission, with parents playing an active role in this process. Nucci & Young-Shim (2005) 
further notes that sports provide a “microcosm for living and society,” influencing participants’ 
social skill development.  
Sport socialization is not merely about learning to play a sport; it encompasses the acquisition of 
social identities, behavioral norms, and cultural values that are embedded within broader social, 
political, and economic contexts. Individuals are not passive recipients; they actively engage with 
and negotiate the meanings, norms, and expectations of sport within their social environment 
(Benson et al., 2016). Sport socialization is culturally embedded, i.e. the process is shaped by 
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cultural, social, and institutional contexts, reflecting and reproducing broader societal structures, 
including class, gender, and race (Lenartowicz, 2016). According to Jiang et al. (2023) sport 
socialization is central to the development of social identity, particularly through group 
membership (e.g., teams, fan communities).  
Across definitions, several recurring elements emerge such as social agents, internalization of 
values, broader social forces, as well as identity and belonging. The main social agents are the 
family (especially parents), peers, coaches, community organizations, and increasingly, media and 
digital platforms (Pot et al., 2016; Dorsch et al., 2015).  
Internalization of values involves not only learning the technical aspects of sport but also 
internalizing values such as teamwork, fair play, and competition (Joncheray et al., 2016; Asada 
& Ko, 2019). Sport socialization is influenced by and reproduces broader social, political, and 
economic orders, including relations of gender, race, and class (Haycock & Smith, 2014, 
Joncheray et al., 2016). Participation in sport and sport-related communities fosters a sense of 
belonging and shapes individual and collective identities (Asada & Ko, 2019; Jiang et al. 2023) 
2019;  Mastromartino et al., 2022). 
Research on sport socialization identifies multiple agents influencing individuals’ participation 
and identity in sport. Spreitzer and Snyder (1976) first highlighted the family including parents, 
siblings, and relatives as primary socializing agents. Later work, such as Dorsch et al. (2009) 
expanded this view by showing that children can also socialize parents into sport, indicating a 
bidirectional influence within families. Kremer-Sadlik and Kim (2007) emphasized how parental 
roles are shaped by broader cultural and societal expectations. Beyond family, several researchers 
(MacPhail et al. (2003), Benson and Eys (2017); Dorsch et al., 2009) underscored the importance 
of peers and teammates in fostering motivation and belonging, while Benson et al. (2016) 
identified coaches and instructors as key leaders shaping both skill and character. Institutional 
factors such as clubs and leagues (Dorsch et al., 2009; MacPhail et al., 2003; Asada & Ko, 2019) 
and broader community or media influences (Beamon, 2010; Ruddell & Shinew, 2006; 
Mastromartino et al., 2022; Oh, 2023) further structure opportunities and meanings in sport. Social 
media platforms, YouTube, and online fan communities are increasingly central to sport 
socialization, especially among youth. These platforms facilitate new forms of engagement, 
identity formation, and community building (Kirkwood et al., 2019, Yadav et al., 2023). Digital 
fan communities create new rituals and experiences (e.g., communal viewing, social media 
engagement), with phenomena like Fear of Missing Out (FoMO) driving deeper involvement and 
identification (Choi et al., 2025). Some researcers such as Ruddell and Shinew (2006), Oh (2023) 
and Brown (2017) demonstrated how socialization varies by race, gender, and ability. According 
to Mastromartino et al., (2022), participation in fan communities enhances social capital, fosters 
a sense of belonging, and can influence broader social behaviors (e.g., civic engagement). Overall, 
the literature reflects a shift from early, family-centered models to multilayered, ecological 
frameworks recognizing the interplay among family, peers, institutions, and culture in shaping 
sport involvement.  
The managerial implications of sport socialization include understanding the mechanisms and 
agents of sport socialization can inform policies aimed at promoting inclusive and equitable sport 
participation. Coaches, educators, and community leaders can leverage insights into socialization 
processes to foster positive sport environments and support identity development. port 
organizations and fan communities can harness digital platforms to enhance engagement, build 
community, and promote positive socialization outcomes. Sport can serve as a tool for social 
integration, particularly for migrants and minority groups, by facilitating both cultural adaptation 
and the maintenance of identity. 
As for the outcomes and consequences of sport socialization, participation in sport affects 
individuals and families across behavioral, psychological, and social dimensions. Spreitzer and 
Snyder (1976) found that sport involvement shapes behavior, family relationships, and personal 
identity formation. Extending this, Dorsch et al. (2009) showed that sport experiences can 
transform parents’ behaviors, emotions, and family communication, fostering greater parental 
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engagement and psychological growth. Parents are often the primary socializing agents, shaping 
children’s initial attitudes, values, and habits related to sport. Parental support, modeling, and 
involvement are critical in early sport socialization (Pot et al., 2016; Dorsch et al., 2015). Kremer-
Sadlik and Kim (2007) linked sport participation to reduced delinquency and improved academic 
and social performance, emphasizing the development of values and life skills. MacPhail et al. 
(2003) noted outcomes ranging from friendship and social integration to public health and elite 
sport aspirations, suggesting sport as both a personal and societal asset. Benson et al. (2016) 
highlighted the tension between conformity and individuality in sport, showing how socialization 
shapes identity alignment within teams. Conversely, Beamon (2010) documented negative 
outcomes, such as identity narrowing and unrealistic career expectations, particularly among 
racialized youth who experience overrepresentation in sport. Ruddell and Shinew (2006) 
emphasized that sport fosters character, discipline, and moral development. 
While the core process of sport socialization is widely recognized, its specific manifestations and 
outcomes are deeply shaped by cultural, institutional, and socioeconomic contexts. This 
underscores the need for context-sensitive research and theory such as comparing sport 
socialization in different cultures as well as developing and developed countries.    
 
Sports Socialization as a Catalyst for Social Innovation  
 
Analyzing the relationship between sports socialization and social innovation is crucial for 
understanding how sport can be leveraged as a catalyst for social change, particularly in addressing 
health disparities, social exclusion, and organizational transformation. To examine the 
relationship between sport socialization and social innovation, this study conducted a 
comprehensive literature analysis using Scopus-indexed publications spanning from the 1980s to 
2024, with particular emphasis on research published from 2000 onward. My analysis 
encompassed interdisciplinary contributions from the fields of sport management, social 
innovation, public health, organizational studies, digital media, and social psychology. 
Sports socialization is a multi-level, lifelong process influenced by individual, organizational, and 
societal factors, while social innovation encompasses new ideas, practices, organizational forms, 
and digital tools that address social needs, enhance social inclusion, and create social value. In the 
context of sport, social innovation is often linked to Sport for Development and Peace (SDP) 
initiatives, social entrepreneurship, and the use of sport as a platform for public health, gender 
equality, and community empowerment (Cardella et al., 2021). Sport for Development and Peace 
(SDP) refers to the strategic use of sport and physical activity as instruments for advancing broader 
social objectives, including youth empowerment, peace-building, health promotion, and gender 
equality (Darnell, 2012). Innovation capacity in SDP organizations is a key predictor of social 
innovation practices and mediates organizational performance. Five dimensions including human 
resources, finance, partnerships, infrastructure, and planning explain significant variance in social 
innovation outcomes (Svensson et al., 2020; McSweeney et al., 2025). Shared leadership and a 
mission-driven culture enhance innovative work behavior and adaptability, while entrepreneurial 
mindsets and intentional management practices are critical for sustaining innovation (McSweeney 
et al., 2025; Svensson & Mahoney, 2020). Bricolage, i.e. adaptive resource use is positively 
associated with higher levels of social innovation, except for process-focused innovations, which 
are significantly associated with environmental turbulence (Andersson et al., 2024). Community 
size and group cohesion shape early-stage sport socialization by influencing perceptions, group 
identity, and self-efficacy, which in turn mediate well-being and social innovation outcomes (Lin 
et al., 2022; Asada & Ko, 2019). Social capital developed through sports participation is 
foundational for broader social innovation, with bonding and bridging capital supporting both 
individual and community-level outcome (Lin, 2022).  
As for the actor roles and mechanisms in sport social entrepreneurship, it is found that 
intermediaries (e.g., NGOs, local facilitators) play crucial roles in linking actors, building 
communities of social innovators, and supporting social business ecosystems (Ho & Yoon, 2022). 
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Collaboration mechanisms (e.g., Design Thinking, co-creation) are essential for effective social 
innovation but require intentional design and management (Pinheiro et al., 2020).  
Sport-driven social innovation programs promote social inclusion and public health by enhancing 
social cohesion, trust, and community engagement, especially among vulnerable groups (Bunde-
Birouste et al., 2022). Challenges include limited transferability for highly vulnerable youth, 
sustainability issues, and management skill gaps, underscoring the need for tailored, context-
sensitive approaches (Philip et al., 2022). Digital social innovations show promise but face 
adoption challenges including the resistance toward the technology (Harith et al., 2025) 
Social innovation in the context of sport can be conceptualized as a political and organizational 
form grounded in social entrepreneurship (Schenker et al. 2021). They further argue that 
prevailing theories of social innovation often lack clear conceptualizations of the actors involved, 
whereas the theoretical framework of social entrepreneurship places central emphasis on the figure 
of the social entrepreneur. 
Glocalization - the concept that combines globalization and localization, referring to the process 
by which global products, ideas, or practices are adapted to fit local cultures - balances global 
strategies with local cultural identities, enabling sports organizations to foster social innovation 
through adaptation and localized engagement. Empirical evidence from global events (e.g., FIFA 
World Cup, Tour de France) shows that glocalization enhances fan engagement, economic 
sustainability, and cultural diversity (Li et al., 2025). Glocalization facilitates social innovation by 
enabling context-sensitive adaptation, but outcomes are shaped by local realities and 
organizational strategies. 
The current literature indicates that sports socialization and social innovation are interconnected 
through a complex interplay of individual agency, intraorganizational practices, and digital 
behavioral interventions. Research on sports socialization and social innovation is expanding (239 
publication on social innovation in sport published between 1990 and 2022 (Sobarna et al., 2024)), 
with increasing thematic diversity and international collaboration in sports sociology. Integrated 
theoretical frameworks such as glocalization help explain how sport socialization contributes to 
social innovation by fostering empowerment, social capital, and transformative leadership. 
However, causal mechanisms between sports socialization and social innovation are often inferred 
rather than directly tested. Under-representation of marginalized groups and non-Western contexts 
can be found in much of the empirical literature. 
As far as the implications concerned, building innovation capacity and shared leadership in SDP 
organizations enhances social innovation and organizational performance. Community-based and 
digital interventions can effectively promote social inclusion, health, and empowerment, but must 
be tailored to local contexts and address structural barriers. Grassroots sports clubs and digital 
platforms are critical for sustaining participation and social innovation legacies. Sports 
participation is an effective tool for improving mental well-being, cognitive health, and social 
capital, especially among older adults and marginalized groups. Digital media and social support 
mechanisms can amplify these effects but require careful design to ensure accessibility and equity. 
Entrepreneurial bricolage and resourcefulness are key drivers of social innovation in resource-
constrained environments. Intentional management, participatory culture, and adaptive leadership 
are essential for fostering innovation and resilience. 
Future research should prioritize mixed-method, interdisciplinary approaches, with a focus on 
digital innovation, marginalized populations, and the operationalization of agency and constraint 
negotiation. Addressing these gaps through interdisciplinary, critical, and technologically 
advanced research will be essential for realizing the full potential of sport as a vehicle for social 
innovation. 
 
Comparative Insights from Africa and Europe 
 
The social innovation performance of European and African countries reveals notable differences 
rooted in their institutional frameworks, financing availability, entrepreneurial culture, and civil 
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society strength (The Economist Intelligence Unit, 2016). European countries generally score 
higher than African countries on the overall social innovation index (Figure 1).  

 

Figure 
1: Social Innovation Index (SII) - Overall scores 

Source: The Economist Intelligence Unit, 2016 
 
Comparing Europe and Africa reveals both convergences and divergences rooted in governance 
structures, cultural and socioeconomic contexts, and historical legacies (Riordan & Krüger, 2003; 
Petry et al., 2004; McSweeney et al., 2023; Tchimgungule et al., 2024). Understanding these 
similarities and differences is crucial for advancing inclusive sport policies, effective talent 
development, and equitable social outcomes. Table 1 summarizes similarities and differences in 
sport socialization between Europe and Africa. 
Similarities in sport socialization between Europe and Africa include a shared emphasis on sport 
as a tool for social cohesion, identity formation, and community integration, as well as 
involvement of family and community institutions. Differences stem largely from governance 
structures and socioeconomic contexts. While both continents use sport as a means for social 
integration and identity construction, European models benefit from decentralized systems and 
structured policies, whereas African contexts are influenced by centralized governance, economic 
constraints, and colonial legacies. In Europe there is progression toward decentralized, multi-
stakeholder governance enhances flexibility and grassroots integration.  
 

Table 1: Sport Socialization in Europe and Africa 

Dimension Europe Africa Similarities Differences 

Governance  
Structures 

Decentralized, multi-
stakeholder, flexible, 
grassroots integration 

Centralized, state-
controlled, colonial 
legacies, elite focus 

Sport as 
socialization tool; 
family/community 
involvement 

Governance models; 
grassroots vs. elite focus; 
colonial impact 

Cultural/ 
Socioeconomic 
Contexts 

Identity, social 
cohesion, welfare 
policies, structured 
sport systems 

National identity, 
economic 
empowerment, post-

Sport for social 
cohesion, identity, 
integration 

Emphasis on economic 
empowerment, 
migration, colonial 
legacy 
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Dimension Europe Africa Similarities Differences 

colonial legacies, 
migration 

Family and 
Community 
Influence 

Lifelong engagement, 
integration, clubs, 
immigrant support 

Traditional structures, 
emotional/social 
support, economic 
constraints 

Family/community 
as key agents 

Structure, resources, 
historical/cultural 
practices 

Methodological 
Challenges 

Integrated, 
participatory, 
intersectional 
approaches emerging 

Limited indigenous 
perspectives, colonial 
influence, need for 
decolonization 

Need for robust, 
culturally sensitive 
comparative 
methodologies 

Underrepresentation of 
indigenous perspectives 

Source: Own compilation based on literature review 
Welfare state frameworks and local authorities play significant roles, with voluntary sports clubs 
(VSCs) and community programs fostering broad participation (Ibsen et al., 2022). 
Decentralization supports grassroots sport, multi-level governance, and stakeholder involvement.  
In Africa centralized, state-controlled regimes dominate, especially in French-speaking countries, 
with sport managed through Ministries of Youth and Sports and National Olympic Committees. 
Colonial legacies persist, focusing on elite athlete development and limiting grassroots 
diversification (Du Plessis & Koen, 2024). Centralization prioritizes elite development, legalistic 
control, and administrative rigidity. Political interference, resource constraints, and gender 
disparities hinder grassroots participation and social inclusion (Burnett, 2023). 
Sports socialization in Africa, particularly South Africa, functions as a dynamic tool for social 
innovation by improving social cohesion and facilitating community development through 
grassroots, bottom-up approaches that leverage sport for conflict resolution, empowerment, and 
addressing exclusion (gender, racial, disability). Sports can serve as a vehicle for reconciliation 
and social cohesion in South Africa, with initiatives at national, community, and individual levels 
potentially contributing to peace building and conflict resolution (Höglund & Sundberg, 2008). 
One of the best examples of sport socialization programmes in Africa is the Mighty Metres 
programme, which is a school-based, incentive-driven sport-for-development initiative 
implemented in South Africa. It aims to promote regular physical exercise among primary school 
children in underserved communities. The programme has shown positive impacts in several areas 
including improved school attendance, fitness levels, social recognition, independence, and 
identification among participants. It involves giving medals and certificates to children for their 
achievements, which boosts their confidence and self-esteem and encourages parental and 
community support. Beyond physical benefits, the Mighty Metres programme fosters pro-social 
behavior, supporting better relationships with teachers and adults, and enriching children's 
personal lives beyond school hours (Burnett, 2014). 
European approaches tend to emphasize individual skills and structured sport policies, whereas 
African contexts frequently intertwine sport with national identity (Burnett, 2021), economic 
empowerment, and migration dynamics. Addressing literature gaps and methodological 
challenges especially the underrepresentation of indigenous African perspectives and the need for 
participatory, intersectional research will be essential for advancing inclusive sport socialization 
policies and practices across both continents. 
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Conclusions  
 
The study provides compelling evidence that sport socialization serves as a significant catalyst for 
social innovation, shaping both individual and collective capacities for addressing societal 
challenges. In Europe, strong policy frameworks and vibrant civil societies enable structured 
support for social innovation, while Africa’s entrepreneurial vitality compensates for limitations 
in formal infrastructure through grassroots initiatives. Despite divergent governance structures, 
both continents demonstrate the potential of sport to foster social capital, enhance community 
integration, and drive innovative responses to complex social problems.  
For policymakers and practitioners, fostering innovation capacity within sport organizations, 
promoting shared leadership, and leveraging community-based and digital interventions are 
essential strategies for maximizing the societal benefits of sport socialization. By advancing 
context-sensitive strategies and critical research, stakeholders can unlock the transformative 
potential of sport as a tool for social innovation across diverse settings, ultimately contributing to 
more inclusive and resilient societies. 
 
Summary 
 
This article investigates the complex relationship between sport socialization and social 
innovation, emphasizing the comparative context of Europe and Africa. Drawing on 
multidisciplinary literature and empirical studies, the research explores how the process of sport 
socialization can foster social innovation by building social capital, promoting inclusion, and 
facilitating community engagement. 
The study identifies that sport socialization operates through multiple agents, including family, 
peers, coaches, organizations, and increasingly, digital platforms. These agents contribute to the 
development of individual and collective identities and shape the values and behavioral norms 
necessary for vibrant communities. 
Key findings highlight both similarities and differences in the mechanisms and outcomes of sport 
socialization and social innovation between Europe and Africa. While both regions leverage sport 
for social cohesion and community development, European models are characterized by 
decentralized governance and structured policies, whereas African models often reflect centralized 
control and socio-economic constraints. Despite systemic obstacles, African countries display 
dynamic grassroots social innovation, demonstrating resilience and adaptability. 
The article concludes that the synergy between sport socialization and social innovation can 
significantly contribute to addressing contemporary societal issues, particularly when tailored to 
local contexts and inclusive of marginalized groups. Future research should prioritize 
interdisciplinary, context-sensitive, and participatory approaches to better operationalize these 
linkages and enhance the societal impact of sport-driven social innovation. 
 
Acknowledgements 
 
This   research   has   been supported by the National Research, Development and Innovation 
Office on behalf of the Prime Minister’s Office – National Authority – through the project RRF-
2.3.1-21-2022-00013, titled National Laboratory for Social Innovation.  
 
References 
 
Andersson, F. O., Svensson, P. G., & Faulk, L. (2024). Entrepreneurial Bricolage and Innovation 

in Sport for Development and Peace Organizations. Journal of Sport Management, 38(2), 
77–91. https://doi.org/10.1123/jsm.2023-0030  



Észak-magyarországi Stratégiai Füzetek XXII. évf.  2025  4 
 

56 
 

 

Asada, A., & Ko, Y. J. (2019). Conceptualizing Relative Size and Entitativity of Sports Fan 
Community and Their Roles in Sport Socialization. Journal of Sport Management, 33(6), 
530–545. https://doi.org/10.1123/jsm.2018-0362  

Baciu, C., & Baciu, A. M. (2015). Quality of life and students` socialization through sport. 
ScienceDirect International Conference “Education, Reflection, Development”, ERD 
2015, 3-4 July 2015, Cluj-Napoca, Romania. 
https://api.semanticscholar.org/CorpusID:146445774  

Beamon, K. K. (2010). Are Sports Overemphasized in the Socialization Process of African 
American Males? A Qualitative Analysis of Former Collegiate Athletes’ Perception of 
Sport Socialization. Journal of Black Studies, 41(2), 281–300. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0021934709340873  

Benedek, J., Kocziszky, G., & Veresné Somosi, M. (2015). Regionális társadalmi innováció 
generálása szakértői rendszer segítségével. Észak-magyarországi Stratégiai Füzetek, 
12(02), 4–22. https://ojs.uni-miskolc.hu/index.php/stratfuz/article/view/3268  

Benson, A. J., Evans, M. B., & Eys, M. A. (2016). Organizational socialization in team sport 
environments. Scandinavian Journal of Medicine & Science in Sports, 26(4), 463–473. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/sms.12460  

Benson, A. J., & Eys, M. (2017). Understanding the Consequences of Newcomer Integration 
Processes: The Sport Team Socialization Tactics Questionnaire. Journal of Sport and 
Exercise Psychology, 39(1), 13–28. https://doi.org/10.1123/jsep.2016-0182  

Brown, D. D. (2017). The Portrayal of Black Masculinity in the NFL: Critical Race Theory and 
the Images of Black Males. In B. J. Hawkins, A. R. Carter-Francique, & J. N. Cooper 
(Eds.), Critical Race Theory: Black Athletic Sporting Experiences in the United States 
(pp. 217–246). Palgrave Macmillan US. https://doi.org/10.1057/978-1-137-60038-7_9  

Bunde-Birouste, A., Richmond, A., & Kemp, L. (2022). Sports as Social Innovation for Social 
Inclusion. In P. Liamputtong (Ed.), Handbook of Social Inclusion (pp. 1757–1775). 
Springer International Publishing. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-89594-5_101  

Burnett, C. (2014). The impact of a sport-for-education programme in the South African context 
of poverty. Sport in Society, 17(6), 722–735. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/17430437.2014.882903  

Burnett, C. (2021). Framing a 21st century case for the social value of sport in South Africa. Sport 
in Society, 24(3), 340–355. https://doi.org/10.1080/17430437.2019.1672153  

Burnett, C. (2023). Issues of gender in sport leadership: reflections from Sub-Saharan Africa. 
Third World Quarterly, 44(1), 1–21. https://doi.org/10.1080/01436597.2022.2121694  

Cardella, G. M., Hernández-Sánchez, B. R., & Sánchez-García, J. C. (2021). Entrepreneurship 
and Sport: A Strategy for Social Inclusion and Change. International Journal of 
Environmental Research and Public Health, 18(9), 4720. 
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph18094720  

Choi, S. M., Brown-Devlin, N., & Jin, E. (2025). Connecting Through Fear of Missing Out 
(FoMO): Social Media Involvement and Team Identification Among Sports Fans. 
Communication & Sport, 21674795251346506. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/21674795251346506  

Darnell, S. C. (2012). Sport for Development and Peace: A Critical Sociology (1st ed.). 
Bloomsbury Publishing Plc. https://doi.org/10.5040/9781849665896  

Dorsch, T. E., Smith, A. L., & McDonough, M. H. (2009). Parents’ Perceptions of Child-to-Parent 
Socialization in Organized Youth Sport. Journal of Sport and Exercise Psychology, 
31(4), 444–468. https://doi.org/10.1123/jsep.31.4.444  

Dorsch, T. E., Smith, A. L., & McDonough, M. H. (2015). Early socialization of parents through 
organized youth sport. Sport, Exercise, and Performance Psychology, 4(1), 3–18. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/spy0000021  



Észak-magyarországi Stratégiai Füzetek XXII. évf.  2025  4 
 

57 
 

 

Du Plessis, L., & Koen, E. (2024). Football administration in post-colonial Africa: transposing 
political neutrality into the regulation and governance of sport. The International Sports 
Law Journal, 24(2), 124–142. https://doi.org/10.1007/s40318-024-00272-x  

Elsner, M., Atkinson, G., & Zahidi, S. (2025). The Global Risks Report 2025 (No. 20th edition; 
p. 105). World Economic Forum. https://www.weforum.org/publications/global-risks-
report-2025/   

European Union (2021), Regulation (EU) 2021/1057 of the European Parliament and of the 
Council of 24 June 2021 establishing the European Social Fund Plus (ESF+) and 
repealing Regulation (EU) No 1296/2013. Official Journal of the European Union, 64, 
21-59. https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-
content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=OJ:L:2021:231:FULL&from=EN    

Guenther, E., & Guenther, T. (2013). Accounting for social innovations: Measuring the impact of 
an emerging intangible category. In T. Osburg & R. Schmidpeter (Eds.), Social 
Innovation (pp. 155–170). Berlin, Heidelberg: Springer. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-
642-36540-9_14  

Harith, S., McSweeney, M., Willem, A., Winand, M., & Marlier, M. (2025). The dark side of 
social innovation: integrating a digital application for sport-for-development 
programmes. Sport Management Review, 28(4), 676–704. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/14413523.2025.2497598  

Haycock, D., & Smith, A. (2014). A family affair? Exploring the influence of childhood sport 
socialisation on young adults’ leisure-sport careers in north-west England. Leisure 
Studies, 33(3), 285–304. https://doi.org/10.1080/02614367.2012.715181  

Ho, J.-Y., & Yoon, S. (2022). Ambiguous roles of intermediaries in social entrepreneurship: The 
case of social innovation system in South Korea. Technological Forecasting and Social 
Change, 175, 121324. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2021.121324  

Höglund, K., & Sundberg, R. (2008). Reconciliation through Sports? The case of South Africa. 
Third World Quarterly, 29(4), 805–818. https://doi.org/10.1080/01436590802052920  

Ibsen, B., Nichols, G., Piątkowska, M., Nagel, S., Llopis-Goig, R., & Elmose-Østerlund, K. 
(2022). What can explain the differences between European countries’ public policies for 
sports clubs? International Journal of Sport Policy and Politics, 14(3), 435–451. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/19406940.2022.2052148  

IRC. (2024). The top 10 crises the world can’t ignore in 2025 (p. 60). The International Rescue 
Committee. https://www.rescue.org/sites/default/files/2024-12/CS2405-Watchlist-25-
Report%20Final%20DIGI.pdf  

Jiang, Y., Tao, B., Lu, T., & Yan, J. (2023). Challenges and countermeasures of China’s research 
on “sports promoting adolescent socialization”– data mining based on Weibo and CNKI. 
Frontiers in Psychology, 14, 1123712. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2023.1123712  

Joncheray, H., Level, M., & Richard, R. (2016). Identity socialization and construction within the 
French national rugby union women’s team. International Review for the Sociology of 
Sport, 51(2), 162–177. https://doi.org/10.1177/1012690213517108  

Kirkwood, M., Yap, S.-F., & Xu, Y. (2019). An exploration of sport fandom in online 
communities. International Journal of Sport Communication, 12(1), 55–78. 
https://doi.org/10.1123/ijsc.2018-0133  

Kocziszky, G., Veresné Somosi, M., & Balaton, K. (2017). A társadalmi innováció vizsgálatának 
tapasztalatai és fejlesztési lehetőségei. Vezetéstudomány / Budapest Management 
Review, 48(6–7), 15–19. https://doi.org/10.14267/VEZTUD.2017.06.02  

Kremer-Sadlik, T., & Kim, J. L. (2007). Lessons from sports: children’s socialization to values 
through family interaction during sports activities. Discourse & Society, 18(1), 35–52. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0957926507069456  

Lenartowicz, M. (2016). Family leisure consumption and youth sport socialization in post-
communist Poland: A perspective based on Bourdieu’s class theory. International Review 
for the Sociology of Sport, 51(2), 219–237. https://doi.org/10.1177/1012690213516619  



Észak-magyarországi Stratégiai Füzetek XXII. évf.  2025  4 
 

58 
 

 

Li, Z., Waquet, A., & Campillo, P. (2025). The glocalization of sport: A research field for social 
innovation. Social Sciences, 14(1), 20. https://doi.org/10.3390/socsci14010020  

Lin, Y., Zhao, B., & Ma, X. (2022). The influence of guozhuang dance on the subjective well-
being of older adults: The chain mediating effect of group identity and self-efficacy. 
International Journal of Environmental Research and Public Health, 19(21), 14545. 
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph192114545  

Macphail, A., Gorely, T., & Kirk, D. (2003). Young people’s socialisation into sport: A case study 
of an athletics club. Sport, Eúducation and Society, 8(2), 251–267. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/13573320309251  

Mastromartino, B., Wang, J. J., Suggs, D. W., Hollenbeck, C. R., & Zhang, J. J. (2022). 
Dimensions of sense of membership in a sport fan community: Factors, outcomes, and 
social capital implications. Communication & Sport, 10(6), 1229–1256. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/2167479520956370  

McSweeney, M., Otte, J., Eyul, P., Hayhurst, L. M. C., & Parytci, D. T. (2023). Conducting 
collaborative research across global North-South contexts: benefits, challenges and 
implications of working with visual and digital participatory research approaches. 
Qualitative Research in Sport, Exercise and Health, 15(2), 264–279. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/2159676X.2022.2048059  

McSweeney, M., Robar, J., Doherty, A., & Svensson, P. G. (2025). Conceptualizing an 
entrepreneurial mindset in sport for development and peace. Journal of Sport 
Management, 39(2), 128–139. https://doi.org/10.1123/jsm.2024-0079  

Michalkó, G., Kenesei, Z., Kiss, K., Kolos, K., Kovács, E., & Pinke-Sziva, I. (2018). Társadalmi 
innováció a turizmus kontextusában. Turizmus Bulletin, 18(1), 45–54. 
https://doi.org/10.14267/TURBULL.2018v18n1.5  

Moustakas, L., & Robrade, D. (2023). Sport for social cohesion: from scoping review to new 
research directions. Sport in Society, 26(8), 1301–1318. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/17430437.2022.2130049  

Nadler, J. (2025). What Worries the World? (p. 82). IPSOS. 
https://www.ipsos.com/sites/default/files/ct/publication/documents/2025-10/What-
Worries-the-World-October-2025.pdf  

Nałęcz, H., Skrok, Ł., Majcherek, D., & Biernat, E. (2020). Through sport to innovation: 
Sustainable socio-economic development in European countries. Sustainability, 12(24), 
10489. https://doi.org/10.3390/su122410489  

Neumeier, S. (2017). Social innovation in rural development: identifying the key factors of 
success. The Geographical Journal, 183(1), 34–46. https://doi.org/10.1111/geoj.12180  

Nucci, C., & Young-Shim, K. (2005). Improving socialization through sport: an analytic review 
of literature on aggression and sportsmanship. The Physical Educator, 62(3), 123+. Gale 
Academic OneFile. 
https://go.gale.com/ps/i.do?p=AONE&u=anon~5eaec64b&id=GALE%7CA138751343
&v=2.1&it=r&sid=googleScholar&asid=f2e8ba68123  

OECD. (2010). SMEs, entrepreneurship and innovation. OECD. 
https://doi.org/10.1787/9789264080355-en 

OECD. (2022). OECD Legal instruments. 
https://legalinstruments.oecd.org/en/instruments/OECD-LEGAL-0472  

OECD. (2024). Assessing the framework conditions for social innovation in rural areas (OECD 
Local Economic and Employment Development (LEED) Working Papers No. 2024/04). 
https://doi.org/10.1787/74367d76-en  

OECD. (2025). Starting, scaling and sustaining social innovation: Evidence and impact of the 
European Social Fund. (No. ISBN 978-92-64-56008-6; p. 58). Local Economic and 
Employment Development (LEED). 



Észak-magyarországi Stratégiai Füzetek XXII. évf.  2025  4 
 

59 
 

 

Oh, Y. (2023). The relationship between exercise re-participation intention based on the sports-
socialization process: YouTube sports content intervention. Behavioral Sciences, 13(2), 
187. https://doi.org/10.3390/bs13020187  

Petry, K., Steinbach, D., & Tokarski, W. (2004). Sport systems in the countries of the European 
Union: similarities and differences. European Journal for Sport and Society, 1(1), 15–
21. https://doi.org/10.1080/16138171.2004.11687744  

Philip, B., Hoye, R., & Sherry, E. (2022). Sport-for-development and social inclusion in caste-
ridden India: opportunities and challenges. Soccer & Society, 23(8), 970–986. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/14660970.2021.1993199  

Phills, J. A., Deiglmeier, K., & Miller, D. T. (2008). Rediscovering social innovation. Stanford 
Social Innovation Review, 6, 3443. https://doi.org/10.48558/GBJY-GJ47    

Pinheiro, M., Chueri, L., & Santos, R. (2020). Identifying topics and difficulties on collaboration 
in social innovation environments. In F. E. A. Horita, C. A. Kamienski (Eds.), SBSI’20: 
Proceedings of the XVI Brazilian Symposium on Information Systems (pp. 1-8). New 
York: The Association for Computing Machinery. 
https://doi.org/10.1145/3411564.3411581  

Pot, N., Verbeek, J., Van Der Zwan, J., & Van Hilvoorde, I. (2016). Socialisation into organised 
sports of young adolescents with a lower socio-economic status. Sport, Education and 
Society, 21(3), 319–338. https://doi.org/10.1080/13573322.2014.914901  

Riordan, J., & Krüger, A. (2003). European cultures of sport: Examining the nations and regions. 
Intellect Ltd.; Scopus. https://www.scopus.com/inward/record.uri?eid=2-s2.0-
84947550245&partnerID=40&md5=47e1982e605cfe2b3c608f19d72f7ab3  

Romanelli, M. (2023). Towards inclusive communities through sport for development. In 
STRATEGICA 2023 International Academic Conference, 11th edition, (pp. 521–529). 
Bucharest: STRATEGICA. https://doi.org/10.25019/STR/2023.038  

Ruddell, J. L., & Shinew, K. J. (2006). The Socialization Process for Women with Physical 
Disabilities: The Impact of Agents and Agencies in the Introduction to an Elite Sport. 
Journal of Leisure Research, 38(3), 421–444. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/00222216.2006.11950086  

Schenker, K., Peterson, T., & Bjärsholm, D. (2021). Social Innovations and Social 
Entrepreneurship in Sport. In A. Tjønndal (Ed.), Social Innovation in Sport (pp. 37–54). 
Springer International Publishing. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-63765-1_3  

Sobarna, A., Setiawan, E., Yudha Isnaini, L. M., Ahmedov, F., Gazali, N., & Abdullah, K. H. 
(2024). Publication trends on sports sociology: Global perspectives and emerging 
themes. SPORT TK-Revista EuroAmericana de Ciencias Del Deporte, 13, 41. 
https://doi.org/10.6018/sportk.574931  

Soule, S. A., Malhotra, N., & Clavier, B. (2025). Defining Social Innovation. 
https://www.gsb.stanford.edu/experience/about/centers-institutes/csi/defining-social-
innovation  

Spreitzer, E., & Snyder, E. E. (1976). Socialization into Sport: An Exploratory Path Analysis. 
Research Quarterly. American Alliance for Health, Physical Education and Recreation, 
47(2), 238–245. https://doi.org/10.1080/10671315.1976.10615367  

Stanescu, M., Bota, A., Bejan-Muresan, R., & Corlaci, I. (2020). Sport Activities in Romania – A 
Tool for Social Innovation. Revista Romaneasca Pentru Educatie Multidimensionala, 
12(1), 320–333. https://doi.org/10.18662/rrem/216  

Svensson, P. G., Andersson, F. O., Mahoney, T. Q., & Ha, J.-P. (2020). Antecedents and outcomes 
of social innovation: A global study of sport for development and peace organizations. 
Sport Management Review, 23(4), 657–670. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.smr.2019.08.001  

Svensson, P. G., & Mahoney, T. Q. (2020). Intraorganizational conditions for social innovation in 
sport for development and peace. Managing Sport and Leisure, 25(3), 220–238. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/23750472.2020.1727358  



Észak-magyarországi Stratégiai Füzetek XXII. évf.  2025  4 
 

60 
 

 

Tchimgungule, D. C. B., Cruz, L. D. J. H., Teixeira, L. J. A., Nunes Júnior, O. F., Lima, S. F. C., 
Langsdorff, J. P. S., Oliveira, L. V. F., Sá Filho, A. S. D., Oliveira-Silva, I., & Oliveira, 
J. R. (2024). Sports teachings for Africans: A narrative review. Fronteira: Journal of 
Social, Technological and Environmental Science, 13(3), 10–17. 
https://doi.org/10.21664/2238-8869.2024v13i3.p10-17  

The Economist Intelligence Unit. (2016). Old problems, new solutions: Measuring the capacity 
for social innovation across the world. EIU. 
https://impact.economist.com/perspectives/sites/default/files/Social_Innovation_Index.
pdf  

UN. (2025). The Sustainable Development Goals Report 2025 (1st ed). United Nations Research 
Institute for Social Development. 

Westley, F. (2008). The Social Innovation Dynamic. 8. 
https://www.torontomu.ca/content/dam/cpipe/documents/Why/Frances%20Westley%2
C%20Social%20Innovation%20Dynamic.pdf  

Yadav, J., Yadav, R., Sahore, N., & Mendiratta, A. (2023). Digital social engagements and 
knowledge sharing among sports fans: Role of interaction, identification, and interface. 
Technological Forecasting and Social Change, 195, 122792. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2023.122792  

 
  


