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Introduction

Roland	Naul	&	Claude	Scheuer

Europeanization in a wider sense has been a mark stone of national physical education 

(PE) development for many decades during the last 200 years (see parts A and B in this 

book). The Europeanization of PE, in a narrow sense, started in the early 1990s with 

the inauguration of the European Union (EU) and the Maastricht Treaty (1992). It was 

accompanied, in the early 1990s, by the foundation of the European Physical Education 

Association (EUPEA, 1991, 2011) and the establishment of the European Network of 

Sport Science, Education & Employment (ENSSEE; Petry et al., 2008), both in 1991; the 

early work of a first European Physical Education Committee (1993), supported by the 

European Commission (EC) (Laporte, 2001); the foundation of the European College 

of Sport Science (ECSS, 1995); and a first wave of health-enhancing physical activity 

(HEPA) policies within the HEPA Europe group in the late 1990s. Increased orientation 

toward school sports, either as a curricular part of PE lessons or as an extra-curricular 

supplement to PE, started in EU countries with elementary school reform (e.g., Germany 

with the introduction of the all-day-school and “bredeschool” in the Netherlands) in the 

early 2000s. However, a real breakthrough for PE started after the year 2000 when 

milestones were achieved by the European Commission and the European Council.

The major starting point was the year 2004, the “European Year of Education through 

Sport” (EYES) with an expansion of EU members from 14 to 24. Along with many school-

based and sport-club projects in the 24 EU member states (Janssens et al., 2004), the 

General Directorate of Education and Culture (EAC) of the EC launched a research review 

entitled “Study on young peoplè s lifestyle and sedentariness and the role of sport in the 

context of education and as a means of restoring the balance” (Brettschneider & Naul, 

2004).

The commissioned review study was conducted by a team of EU-wide scientists led by 

Wolf-Dietrich Brettschneider and Roland Naul (2004) and had some recommendations 

on how to re-shape physical education in Europe and its role for education and health. 

The traditional role of physical education and its lower status and acknowledgment 

as a school subject across Europe was discussed in detail (Brettschneider & Naul, 
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2004, pp. 141). Finally, recommendations were set up based on the idea that PE can 

only counteract sedentariness and restore balance in the future by “initiating and 

progressively expecting new ‘networks’ going beyond the institution ‘school’ and 

incorporating the home, sport clubs, public health authorities and the social community 

at large” (Brettschneider & Naul, 2004, p. 156). The idea of establishing a comprehensive 

network for PE with some other cross-sectoral stakeholders for physical activities in local 

communities was taken up by the EAC for further EU-based policy activities from 2005 

onwards (Kornbeck, 2013, 2018). The idea of a cross-sectoral network to support PE 

at school was finally incorporated into the chapter on education in the “EU Physical 

Activity Guidelines” (EC, 2008; Naul, 2018). Later, many other authors and institutions 

recommended this school partnership model to improve items of PE through bi-lateral 

agreements with local sport organizations (e,g., Hardman, 2007; van Acker et al., 2011; 

UNESCO, 2015; EU-Expert Group, 2015) or, even better and more effective, on multi-

lateral level with other partners representing more sectors (public health, welfare, social 

work) within a community (Naul, 2012; Naul et al., 2018).

The outcome of this review and its reception by the EC led to other important steps 

for physical education policy on an EU level: a broad review of the state-of-the art of 

physical education and school sport in 23 member states and some special provinces 

launched by the EC (Klein & Hardman, 2007), the White Paper on Sport (2007), the EU 

Physical Activity Guidelines (2008) and the Sport Paragraph (§ 165 TFEU) in the new 

Treaty of Lisbon (2009). 

In this context of EU-based activities to re-promote the role of physical education, 

physical activities and sport at school in the 2000s, two essential research reviews of PE 

in Europe were published.

Uwe Pühse and Markus Gerber (2005) published their worldwide international 

comparisons of physical education which included state-of-the art developments in PE 

across 18 European countries. A quality of their review is to address seven compulsory 

questions for each national country report: “1. What is the current political situation of 

physical education?”; “2. Which are the most dominant ideals of physical education?”; 

“3. Which are the predominant contents of physical education?”; “4. Is there in general a 

positive climate vis-a-vis physical education?”; “5. Is there a prevalent didactical model 
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of physical education?”; “6. Which are the most relevant articles to legitimate physical 

education?”; and “7. How should future physical education look?” (Pühse & Gerber, 2005, 

p. 46). A final summary was requested with personal remarks.

As some review questions prevail, there is a certain input visible of the “decade of PE crisis 

studies,” done by Ken Hardman and Joe Marshall (2000), and Hardman (2002, 2003, 

2008). The international comparison studies of Pühse and Gerber include a well-written 

introduction chapter of items and concerns about comparative PE (Brandl-Bredenbeck, 

2005), however, a final chapter about major outcome items of the national studies, e.g., 

on any continental base with future perspective, is lacking. 

The Klein and Hardman EU review (2007) included 23 states. The review highlights four 

essential topics per country: 1. The current national context with the history, geography, 

economy and educational system of the country; 2. The organization of PE and school 

sport, including administration, relationship with the school system, views of the main 

stakeholders; 3. Programs for curricular PE and school sport, extra-curricular offers, 

evaluation of PE, and PE teacher training; and 4. Deficits and future perspectives in the 

view of the country and the European Union. 

Again, the “crisis decade of PE” is explicitly addressed in the introductory chapter “Avant-

Propos” with references to the 1st Berlin PE Summit (1999) and the 2nd PE Summit 

in Magglingen (2005) (Klein & Hardman, 2007, p.  9). Although this review lacks 

comprehensive cross-country comparisons, at least some comparative features of PE 

development are reported:

“Les	conséquences	de	la	décentralisation	en	Italie;	la	flexibilité	des	horaires	au	Portugal;	

l’absence	de	structure	du	sport	scolaire	en	Grèce	et	en	Espagne;	l’absence	de	partenariat	

des	différents	secteurs	au	Portugal	et	en	France;	l’indifférence	de	nombreux	pays	du	sud	de	

l’Europe	aux	recommandations	européennes	sur	la	santé	et	l’activité	physique	minimale;	

(…),	la	coopération	entre	l’école,	le	club	et	la	cité	en	Suède,	au	Royaume-Uni,	aux	Pays-Bas	

et	en	Allemagne” (Klein & Hardman, 2007. p. 9).

On a political level, the Sport Paragraph of the Lisbon Treaty in 2009 marked another 

turning point at the end of the 2000s, extending an EU sports policy which supported 
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the subject of curricular physical education and extra-curricular physical activities and 

grass-roots youth sport inside and outside the school system. In the same year of 2009 

a new EC program was launched called “Preparatory Actions in the Field of Sports” 

(2009-2013). Out of the first 141 application entries in 2009 only nine EU projects, such 

as the “HEPA projects,” were awarded (DG Education, Youth, Sport and Culture, 2015). 

One of the awarded projects was the diffusion of the Dutch and German intervention 

study “Healthy Children in Sound Communities” (HCSC) to six EU countries (the Czech 

Republic, Germany, Italy, Netherlands, Poland and the UK) (Naul, 2011).

With the preparatory action phase after the Sport Paragraph of the Lisbon Treaty a broad 

collection of papers for actions were published: 

The EU communication on sport (2011), EU Work Plan for Sport (2011-2014), 

European Parliament Resolution “European Dimension in Sport” (2012), EU Council 

Recommendations on HEPA (2013), Erasmus+ sport program (2014-2020), EU Work 

plan for sport (2014-2017), EU Expert Group (2014-2017), EU Work Plan for Sport 

(2017-2020). 

In particular, the recommendations of the expert group of the European Commission 

2014-2017 encouraged PE in schools. Their proposals on HEPA are of special interest 

for European associations focusing on the promotion of physical education and school 

sports, such as EUPEA and the “Conseil Européen de Recherche en Éducation Physique 

et Sportive” (CEREPS). The Expert Group listed 10 priorities out of their list of 28 

recommendations: physical literacy and fundamental motor skills to be promoted before 

any school setting; PE curricular content, an inclusive approach, injury prevention, PE 

taught time, exemptions from PE, assessment in PE, PE teachers, monitoring PE, extra-

curricular activities and activities outside the PE curriculum. Recommendation Nos. 6, 7, 

10, 13 and 16 are the most relevant for school-based PE (for more details see: Scheuer, 

2019, pp. 141). Recommendation No. 10, for instance, refers to PE taught time with five 

hours per week of the PE curriculum European-wide in all class levels. 

In the 2010s up to the year 2020 there were many documents, commissioned projects 

and a variety of PE studies as a part of the Erasmus+ sport program. Two further 

essential EU-documents must be addressed here: the EACEA/Eurydice (2013) “Report 
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on Physical Education and Sport at School” and the “European Framework of Quality 

Physical Education” by the Hungarian School Sport Federation (Vass, Boronyai, & 

Csànyi, 2015).

About 50% of all 28 EU countries developed a national strategy to promote 

physical education, mainly with the purpose and outcome of health and healthy 

lifestyles. However, only seven countries included a strategy with a monitoring 

system (England, Wales/Northern Ireland, Spain, Latvia, Austria, Slovenia, Romania 

and Flanders; cf. EACEA/Eurydice, 2013, p. 16). In all EU countries except France 

(14%), the teaching load of PE is less than 10% of the whole teaching load at school 

which varies between the countries, with total school levels ranging between 50 

hours and 80 hours a year. Three domains of PE teaching build a European baseline: 

a physical, a personal and a social domain to enhance health, healthy lifestyles, 

lifelong enjoyment of physical activity and exercise as common purposes of the 

subject. Although no real expansion of PE lessons can be seen between the school 

years of 2006/07 to 2011/12, extra-curricular time for physical activities exceeded 

in some countries.

The purpose of the “European Framework of Quality Physical Education“ (EFQPE) is to 

identify standard learning outcomes of physical education in three domains (knowledge, 

skills, attitudes), structured according to five criteria for quality education (teacher 

credentials, class size and time requirements, learning environment, instruction, 

assessment) and applied on the four first levels of the European Qualification Framework 

(EQF), as well as on a previous level “0,” not included in the EQF (Vass, Boronyai, & 

Csànyi, 2015, p. 10). EFQPE refers to the seven criteria of physical literacy (Whitehead), 

the five standards of PE according the North American Sport and Physical Education 

Association (NASPE) and the definition of a physically well-educated person by the 

European Physical Education Association (EUPEA). The standards of learning domains in 

quality PE are: (1) movement literacy; (2) health-enhancing physical activity (HEPA); (3) 

health-consciousness beyond physical activity; (4) self-awareness and self-management; 

(5) problem-solving and constructive thinking (Vass, Boronyai, & Csànyi, 2015, p. 9). The 

theoretical work of EFQPE combines different academic inputs for teaching, learning and 

assessment of quality PE, however, it still lacks practical application and cross-cultural 

verification in the subject of PE.
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Except for the EACEA/Eurydice empirical report of 2013, there has been only one new 

EU-based review on the status and the state of the art of physical education and school 

sport related to the single topic of PE teacher education and training in 24 countries, 

including Turkey (MacPhail, Tannehill, & Avsar, 2019).

But in the last years of the 2010s, four comprehensive publications were released with the 

support of FIEP: on the history of physical education (Zivanovic et al., 2015a, 2015b) with 

a focus on Baltic and many Eastern European countries; on primary physical education 

with a broad collection of empirical research studies on physical and motor development 

(Colella, Antala, & Epifani, 2017); on secondary school physical education (Popovic at 

al., 2018); and on early childhood development in kindergarten and pre-schools (Antala 

et al., 2019), which also includes studies from outside Europe. In both anthologies, some 

reports of “best practices” are documented as well.

The decade of the 2010s was supported by different programs of the EC which, supported 

by some national school reforms, led to re-focusing support for physical activities with 

PE and grass roots youth sport. This caused some unique national developments with 

additional PE hours and new extra-curricular programs at school with new partnership 

networks on a community level. A main facilitator for this renewal of PE across Europe 

was the obesity epidemic with preventive health protection efforts for children and 

adolescents in their living settings, particularly at schools.

Although some new common developments in school-based PE across EU countries are 

visible, many unique and different national items of PE (beside differences in subject 

terminology) still exist due to different social, educational and school contexts between 

the East and West, as well as between the North and the South of Europe. Therefore, with 

the inauguration of CEREPS in 2015 a new attempt was made with a decision to prepare 

to monitor Physical Education and School Sport (PESS) using a broad range of criteria in 

order to update the former assessment criteria, e.g., Pühse and Gerber (2005) and Klein 

and Hardman (2007), and to include new criteria according current developments in 

PESS in EU member states. 

At the 1st CEREPS Summit of 2016 (Luxembourg) and the 2nd CEREPS Summit of 2017 

(Brussels), the European Council of Research in Physical Education and Sport Education 
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decided to develop and select a set of criteria for monitoring the state of sport in PESS in 

at least 20 EU countries. However, colleagues and authors from five European countries 

cancelled their enrolment, although some extensions of the deadline to deliver their 

country reports were granted during the last two years. Seventeen EU countries are now 

included in this anthology which has, besides an introduction to current European PE 

development, three parts of study.

In part A of the book, the editors write in brief about the most important PE concepts 

in different countries and decades during the last 200 years, with Europeanization 

developments already starting in the early 19th century. In part B of the book, 17 EU 

country reports are documented, all structured according to the given criteria for national 

monitoring of the state of PE and new current developments in research. According to 

the decision of the CEREPS council, the criteria for monitoring the development and 

research of physical education and school sport (PESS) in Europe include the following 

eight compulsory items (A to H) to report on. 

These review criteria are:

A.	Current	structure	and	important	criteria	of	the	national	school	system	for	primary	and	

secondary	schools.

B.	Historical	background	and	development	of	physical	education	and	school	sport	(PESS)	

after	WWII.

C.	Aims	and	objectives	of	curricular	PESS	and	extra-curricular	concepts	of	teaching	school	

sport.

D.	The	promotion	of	active	learning	with	physical	activity	at	school.

E.	 Extra-curricular	 settings	 at	 school	 and	 networking	 with	 external	 stakeholders	

representing	local	sport	organizations	and	community-based	partners.

F.	Purposes,	aims	and	objectives,	methods	and	content	of	PE	in	PE	teacher	training.
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G.	Current	items	of	research	and	research	findings	of	PE	and	school	sport	studies	in	the	

country.

H.	 Needs,	 tasks	 and	 future	 main	 items	 for	 cross-border	 research	 in	 EU-based	 PE	 and	

school	sports.

Compared to former review studies on physical education in Europe, a final part C of the 

book is included. The many country reports in part B have been checked cross-culturally, 

taking each of the eight review criteria into consideration for the structure of the chapter. 

Part C of the book highlights comparative items of physical education and school sport 

developments across the countries and investigates whether comparisons really exist, or 

at least equivalent trends are visible in development between countries.

Finally, the editors want to thank all colleagues and authors who contributed to the 

CERPES anthology and remained on the project with updated delivery of their national 

chapters after the year of 2017. The editors also want to thank the editors of the book 

series of “Edition School Sport,” Dr. Heinz Aschebrock and Dr. h.c. Rolf-Peter Pack, who 

accepted this volume (No. 38) which includes a European dimension to PE as a part of 

their German book series.

Last but not least, we thank Ira Küster at Münster for her final work and editorial support 

to deliver the manuscript to our publisher Meyer & Meyer. Meyer & Meyer helped us with 

their support, patience and goodwill to get this first volume of CEREPS reports published 

and advertised across Europe. We thank the Meyer & Meyer staff. 

May this volume inspire PE experts and novices in each EU member state to strive for 

better quality of PESS and extended research on PESS.

Roland Naul, Willibald Gebhardt Research Institute, University of Münster

Claude Scheuer, Institute for Teaching and Learning, Department of Education and 

Social Work, University of Luxembourg

Münster & Luxembourg, December 2019 
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and	the	role	of	sport	in	the	context	of	education	and	as	a	means	of	restoring	the	balance	–	

Final	Report. Retrieved from http://ec.europa.eu/sport/library/doc/c1/doc374_en.pdf

EACEA/Eurydice (2013).	 Physical	 education	 and	 Sport	 at	 School	 in	 Europe.	 Eurydice	

Report. Luxembourg: Publication Office of the European Union.

EU-Expert Group on Health-enhancing physical activity (2015). Recommendations	 to	

encourage	physical	education	in	schools,	including	motor	skills	in	early	childhood,	and	to	

create	valuable	interactions	with	the	sport	sector,	local	authorities	and	the	private	sector. 

Brussels: EC.

European Commission (2007).	White	Paper	on	Sport. Brussels: EC. 

European Commission (2008). European	 Physical	 Activity	 Guidelines.	 Recommended	

policy	actions	in	support	of	health-enhancing	physical	activity. Brussels: EAC.

European Physical Education Association (EUPEA) (1991). Declaration	 of	 Madrid	 “No	

Education	without	Physical	Education”	27th	of	October	1991.	Ghent: EUPEA.



Introduction

19

European Physical Education Association (EUPEA) (2011). Declaration	 of	 Madrid	 “No	

Education	 without	 Physical	 Education”	 27th	 of	 October	 1991,	 amended	 10	 November	

2011	in	Brussels	by	the	“add	that”	points. Ghent: EUPEA.

Hardman, K. (2003). School physical education in Europe – rhetoric and reality: current 

and future perspectives. Kinesiology.	International	Journal	of	Fundamental	and	Applied	

Kinesiology,	35(1), 97-107

Hardman, K. (2007). Current	 situation	 and	 prospects	 for	 physical	 education	 in	 the	

European	Union.	Brussels: European Parliament.

Hardman, K. (2008). The situation of physical education in schools: A European 

perspective. Human	Movement,	9(1), 5-18.

Hardman, K., & Council of Europe Committee for the Development of Sport (CDDS) 

(2002). Report	on	School	Physical	Education	in	Europe. Strasbourg: Council of Europe. 

Hardman, K. & Marshall, J. J. (2000). World-wide	survey	of	the	state	and	status	of	physical	

education.	Manchester: University of Manchester.

Janssens, J., Stegeman, H., & van Hilvoorde, I. M. (eds.) (2004). Education	through	Sport.	

An	overview	of	good	practices	in	Europe.	Nieuwegein: Arko. 

Klein, G., & Hardman, K. (2007). L’éducation	physique	et	l’éducation	sportive	dans	l`Union	

européenne.	Tome	1	et	tome	2. Paris: Revue eps.

Kornbeck, J. (2013). The European Union, sport policy, and health-enhancing physical 

activity (HEPA). Deutsche	Zeitschrift	für	Sportmedizin,	64(6), 157-161. 

Kornbeck, J. (2018). Health-friendly sport policy: an emerging soft law doctrine. In J. 

Anderson & R. Parrish (eds.), EU	Sports	Law	and	Policy	(pp. 49-78). Cheltenham: Edward 

Elgar.



Research on Physical Education and School Sport in Europe

20

Laporte, W. (2001). Physical Education Teacher Education in a European Perspective. In 

R. Naul & R. Te Uhle (eds.), The	Future	of	physical	education:	from	central	governmental	

regulation	to	local	school	autonomy? (pp. 186-197). Velen: eads.

MacPhail, A., Tannehill, D., & Avsar, Z. (eds.) (2019). European	Physical	Education	Teacher	

Education	Practices.	Maidenhead: Meyer & Meyer.

Naul, R. (2011). HCSC.	Final	Report,	Technical	Implementation. Essen: dsj/WGI.

Naul, R. (2012). European Union multisector strategies to enhance health, physical 

education, and physical activities for children and youth. Global	Journal	of	Health	and	

Physical	Education	Pedagogy,	1(1), 22-41. 

Naul, R. (2018). Die EU-Guidelines for physical activity. Entwicklung und Bedeutung. In 

J. Mittag (ed.), Europäische	Sportpolitik (pp. 271-286). Wiesbaden: Nomos.

Naul, R., Utesch, T., & Niehues, D. (2018). Linking physical education with local sport 

organizations. Implementation of an “Active School Community”.	European	 Journal	of	

Physical	Education	and	Sport	Science,	4(11), 1-27.

Petry, K., Gütt, M., & Fischer, C. (2008). European Education Policy and the Implementation 

of the Bologna Process in Sport. In K. Petry, K. Froberg, A. Madella & W. Tokarski (eds.), 

Higher	Education	in	Sport	in	Europe (pp.10-43.). Maidenhead: Meyer & Meyer. 

Popovic, S., Antala, B., Bjelica, D., & Gardasevic, J. (eds.) (2018). Physical	Education	in	

Secondary	Schools:	Researches	–	Best	Practices	–	Situations. Niksic: Faculty of Sport and 

Physical education of University of Montenegro, Montenegrin Sports Academy and FIEP 

Europe.

Pühse, U., & Gerber, M. (2005). International	Comparison	of	Physical	Education.	Concepts,	

Problems,	Prospects. Oxford: Meyer & Meyer.



Introduction

21

Scheuer, C. (2019). The challenge of HEPA for physical education in Europe. In C. Scheuer 

& D. Dreiskämper (eds.), Schola	 ludens	 Europaea.	 Papers	 dedicated to Roland	 Naul 

(pp.139-150). Maidenhead: Meyer & Meyer. 

UNESCO (2015). Quality	Physical	Education.	Guidelines	for	Policy-Makers.	Paris: Unesco.

Van Acker, R., de Bourdeaudhuij, I., de Marteleaer, K., Seghers, J., Kirk, D., Hairens, L., 

de Cocker, K., & Cordon, G. (2011). A framework for physical activity programs within 

school-community partnerships. Quest,	63(3), 300-320.

Vass, Z., Boronyai, Z., & Csányi, T. (2015). European	 Framework	 of	 Quality	 Physical	

Education. Budapest: HSSF.

Zivanovic, N., Pavlovic, P., Antala, B., & Babic, K. P.  (eds.) (2015a). History	of	Physical	

Education	in	Europe	I.	Leposavic: University of Pristina and FIEP Europe.

Zivanovic, N., Pavlovic, P., Antala, B., & Babic, K. P.  (eds.) (2015b). History	of	Physical	

Education	in	Europe	II.	Leposavic: University of Pristina and FIEP Europe.


