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Introduction

This research is based on a total of 100 children’s and
youth matches, which were recorded, analysed, and re-
viewed. In total, around 600 U8 to U14 players participat-
ed in the study (including both boys and girls). Individual
observations of 310 players were also carried out in the
spring of 2013.

In the first section of the study on the number of players
and pitch size study, we learned a great deal about pitch
sizes. It became clear that small pitches encourage more
player related actions even though the ball is more often
out of play, and that larger pitches result in less player
related actions, but greater rates of success. These find-
ings has enabled us to be able to make a series of empiri-
cal suggestions as to how large an ideal pitch should be
(e.g. fora 3v3 or 5vs game). It is also clear that there are
differences in relation to age and ability level when sizing
an ideal pitch. However with a few adjustments, we have
managed to develop a series of practical pitch sizes for all
matches.

It was decided that the committee behind the Number of
players study should also be involved in the supplementa-
ry studies. The committee behind the initial autumn 2012
study of the Number of players consisted solely of repre-
sentatives from the Danish grassroot football community,
as well as staff from the DBU grassroots department and
DBU'’s regions. To ensure the best possible representation,
it was decided that the committee should be expanded
to include two representatives with a background in elite
football. Hence, the final committee behind the study was
organised as follows:

Danish FA grassroots department:
Morten Nielsen, Project Leader Children’s football. Anders
Rortoft-Madsen, Project Leader Youth football.

Danish FA regions:

David Kiaer Nielsen, DBU Jutland. Michael Juul, DBU
Zealand. Brian Molberg, DBU Copenhagen. Mogens
lpr-gensen, DBU Funen.

Danish FA national teams department:
Steen Gleie, Talent Coordinator/Boys.

Danish FA - group of national coaches:
Peter Bonde, 1st. Assistant Coach/ DBU’s A-National Team.

The qualitative analysis of different game types was a vital
factor for the initial studies with respect to experiment-
ing with other game types and pitch sizes in the second
part of the study. As an example: Based on background
knowledge, we noted that although there were many ball
possession per player in the gvg game (mainly passes and
receiving the ball), most passes occurred across the field -
a type of passes which cannot be considered as particular-
ly challenging for the players. Thus, based on this knowl-
edge, and an awareness that 7v7 games are often played
on a half-sized full pitch, we decided to test an 8v8 game
on a half-sized ful pitch (52.5 x 68m).

In this supplementary report U8 boys, U10 boys, U11 boys
and girls, and U13 boys and girls were filmed and analysed.
In relation to the final recommendations of this report, we
have chosen to operate with individual age groups that
we categorise as ‘the challenging age groups’. This specifi-
cally relates to the U1o and U13 age groups, where there
are differences in the number of players allowed across
the country. This results in quite a few discussions about
the number of players allowed and the pitch sizes. Hence
this report has a more intensified focus on these age
groups, thereby providing as much information as pos-
sible, and allowing us to develop concrete recommenda-
tions for the preferred number of players allowed on the
pitch.
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Method

The conclusion from the first report of Autumn 2012 has
formed the basis for what this supplementary study aims
to clarify. As highlighted in the introduction, we learned a
lot about pitch sizes in the first report, so this time around
we have not tested the same game types on differently
sized pitches, as we feel confident that we have already
covered this in previous studies. This second part of the
study on number of players allowed and pitch size focuses
more on comparing the ideal pitch size in one game type
against the ideal pitch size of another game type. In do-
ing so, we aim to ensure that we achieve accurate recom-
mendations for the correct game type and pitch size for

each individual age group, thereby ensuring the greatest
amount of involvement per player, and the best develop-
ment possible for players.

The selection of age group, game type, and pitch size
chosen for this study are based on the results of the first
study. In the first study, we confirmed that 3v3 was the
most challenging game type for the youngest players. The
following table shows which age groups, game types, and
pitch sizes are included in this supplementary study:

Year Group Level Number of Players per Team
U-8 Boys A 5V5
U-8 Boys @ 5V§
U-11 Boys A 8v8
U-11 Boys B 8v8
U-13 Girls B 7v7+8v8
U-11 Girls B 7v7+8v8
U-10 Boys A 5v5+8v8
U-10 Boys C 5v5+8v8
U-13 Boys A 8v8+11v11
U-13 Boys C 8v8+11vn
Number of Players and ideal Pitch Sizes in Childr:zisgi;o:;{\at;iigzg 6
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One challenge we encountered was that the recommend-
ed ideal 5vs pitch size (24 x 3om) for the most talented
U1o players was too small. Hence we have examined a
larger svs field of 30 x 4om for U1o Boys at A and C levels.
We have used the same pitch size for the age group U8 at
Aand C level to ensure that it is the correct pitch size for
U8, Ug, and U1o. U10 Boys were also tested on an 8v8 —
52.5m x 68m pitch for comparison with the 5v5 30 x 4om
pitch.

The premise for this study has been to test whether 8v8
is the correct game type for age groups between U11 and
U13. Hence we investigated U13 Boys 8v8 and compared

with 11v11 on a normal pitch size. U1 were also tested on
an 8v8 52.5m x 68m field.

The second part of the study supplements the results we
gained from the first part of the study, and arrives at a
combined recommendation of what game types should
be offered to players in Danish children’s and youth foot-
ball.

Another aim of this study was to simplify the recommen-
dations for game types and pitch sizes, to ensure optimal
player development as well as provide greater clarity for
all parties including clubs, coaches, parents, and players.

There are almost unlimited options for what one can
choose to investigate in a study. Hence it was critical to
provide some limitations in order to remain focused on
achieving the study’s main goal, as well as focussing on
the study’s target audience; in this case grassroot players.

We have therefore deliberately avoided testing the im-
pacts of having offside in 8v8 games (among other
things). The committee believes that this would put too
great a focus on the individual player’s position on the
pitch in a given tactical situation at too young an age,
thereby going beyond the Player Development Philosophy
of the Danish FA. This philosophy defines individual player

development, as well as the recommendations outlined in
the Danish FA's Age Related Training Manuals. The same
applies for which goal size fits best with an 8v8 game.
Here, the committee concluded that 7v7 goals would fit
best to this pitch size, as well as the players’ technical and
physical skill levels. The 2012 study highlighted that larger
goal sizes do not necessarily mean that more goals are
scored. In general, focusing on specific rules was deliber-
ately avoided. This was done in order to ensure the clear-
est results for which game type and pitch sizes can involve
and develop the individual player as much as possible.

All matches were conducted on artificial grass. The com-
mittee are well aware that there are differences when
playing football on artificial grass and normal grass, how-
ever this does not have a large impact on the game in-
volvement of individual players.

To ensure the best possible results for the study, the total
number of matches and players were carefully selected in
collaboration with the Centre for Team Sports and Health
at the University of Copenhagen. In doing so, we can be
confident that our results have an adequate and valid
base, and are statistically significant. The Centre for Team
Sports and Health also measured pulse rates and con-
ducted GPS tracking on specific age groups. The results of
these measurements are not included in this report, but
are expected to form a part of the dissemination of study
results.

The processing of match data was undertaken by Amisco
Scandinavia, who ordinarily provides match analyses for
several clubs in the Danish Super League. Amisco have
observed all the individual actions of each player in the
matches, and we are very confident that the statistics give
an accurate picture of the differences between the various
game types and pitch sizes.

Number of Players and ideal Pitch Sizes in Children’s and Youth Football 7
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Quantitative Results

Results

This section contains both the qualitative and quantitative
results —We have chosen to present some of the key figures
and then highlighted those that are most significant. A total
overview of all data can be seen in Appendix 1and 2, where
the complete results of the quantitative analysis are pre-
sented.

Quantitative Results

As mentioned earlier, matches were analysed by Amisco.
Amisco provided not only an overview which was used in
the first part of this study, but also individual player sta-
tistics of all relevant players in the selected age groups. In
the following section we will present the most significant
results from the quantitative analysis

U8 Boys

As expected, the results show a very high degree of in-
volvement (player action) in the game on a correctly sized
pitch. At both A and C levels the average was around 46
actions per player per match of 20 minutes duration,
which is very impressive.

U10 Boys A level

There is no doubt that many more actions per player occur
in a 5v5 game compared to an 8v8. The overview below
provides a good insight of the number of touches per play-
er in the two different game types (the data only includes
players who participated in both game types).

Uio A 5v5 8v8 Difference
No.Players | Minutes Actions Per Min. Success Success % | Minutes Actions Per Min. Success Success % Actions Per Min. |Success Act.
30P. (30) 20 45 2,25 25 55.56 19 17 0,89 10 58.82 28 1,36 15
2P (02) 20 56 2,8 44 78.57 19 12 0,63 10 83.33 44 2,17 34
8P.(08) 20 84 4,2 68 80.95 19 47 2,47 38 80.85 37 173 30
9P (09) 20 62 31 44 70.97 19 23 1,21 17 7391 39 1,89 27
1P (01) 20 42 2,1 29 69.05 19 13 0,68 8 61.54 29 1,42 21
57,80 2,89 42,00 22,40 118 16,60 35,40 171 25,40
1P.(01) 20 70 3,5 58 82.86 24 26 1,08 14 53.85 44 2,42 44
3P (03) 20 62 31 40 64.52 24 36 1,50 25 69.44 26 1,60 15
7P.(07) 20 46 2,3 31 6739 24 49 2,04 32 65.31 -3 0,26 -1
2P (02) 20 52 2,6 38 73.08 24 15 0,63 10 66.67 37 1,98 28

1P. (01) 20 45 2,25 42 93.33 19 19 1,00 17 89.47 26 1,25 25
2P.(02) 20 79 3,95 68 86.08 19 50 2,63 47 94.00 29 1,32 21
3P (03) 20 53 2,65 39 7358 19 37 1,95 29 7838 16 0,70 10
6 P.(06) 20 94 4,7 73 77.66 19 58 3,05 50 86.21 36 1,65 23
7P (07) 20 88 4,4 68 7727 19 64 3,37 48 75.00 24 1,03 20
7,80 3,59 58,00 45,60 2,40 38,20 26,20 1,19 19,80
1P.(01) 20 59 2,95 55 93.22 24 7 0,29 7 100.00 52 2,66 48
10 P (10) 20 93 4,65 72 77.42 24 40 1,67 32 80.00 53 2,98 40
12P (12) 20 103 5,15 83 80.58 24 51 2,13 43 84.31 52 3,03 40
2P (02) 20 99 4,95 87 87.88 24 74 3,08 60 81.08 25 1,87 27
88,50 4,43 74,25 43,00 179 35,50 45,50 2,63 38,75

The table shows that all players (18) with the exception of one had more frequent possession of the ball in the 5v5 game than the 8v8 game,
as well as greater numbers of successful actions. And all players (without exeption) had more actions per minute in the svs than the 8v8. The

numbers are so apparent that they speak for themselves.

Number of Players and ideal Pitch Sizes in Children’s and Youth Football
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U1o Boys C-level
The same pattern is evident for the C-level players as it were
for the A-level players. A similar table can be seen below:

Uto C 5V5 8v8 Difference
No.Players | Minutes Actions Per Min. Success Success % | Minutes Actions Per Min. Success Success % Actions Per Min. |Success Act.
12 P (12) 21 6 0,29 5 83.33 24 72 3,00 56 7778 -66 2,7 -51
8P (08) 21 93 4,43 7 7634 24 38 1,58 28 73.68 55 2,85 43
2P.(02) 21 18 5,62 90 76.27 24 19 0,79 bl 57.89 99 4,83 79
1P (1) 21 73 3,48 43 58.90 24 57 2,38 44 7719 16 1,10 -1
1P (01) 21 33 1,57 22 66.67 24 33 1,38 20 60.61 o 0,20 2
64,60 3,08 46,20 43,80 1,83 31,80 20,80 1,25 14,40
1P (01) 21 34 1,62 21 61.76 24 74 3,08 54 72.97 -40 -1,46 -33
2P (02) 21 76 3,62 57 75.00 24 45 1,88 36 80.00 31 1,74 21
6 P.(06) 21 59 2,81 43 72.88 24 25 1,04 17 68.00 34 177 26
7P (07) 21 65 3,10 43 66.15 24 26 1,08 16 61.54 39 2,01 27
10P. (10) 21 87 44 57 65.52 24 26 1,08 1 42.31 61 3,06 46
64,20 3,06 44,20 39,20 1,63 26,80 25,00 1,42 17,40
1P.(01) 20 53 2,65 42 79.25 20 31 1,55 23 7419 22 1,10 19
4P (04) 20 8o 4,00 65 81.25 20 15 0,75 10 66.67 65 3,25 55
12P.(12) 20 78 3,90 65 83.33 20 17 0,85 12 70.59 61 3,05 53
5P.(05) 20 47 2,35 34 7234 20 76 3,80 65 85.53 29 1,45 -31
1P (01) 20 37 1,85 22 59.46 20 57 2,85 46 80.70 -20 -1,00 -24
4P (04) 20 38 1,90 28 73.68 20 34 1,70 25 73.53 4 0,20 3
12P.(12) 20 Vil 3,55 58 81.69 20 9 0,45 5 55.56 62 3,10 53
48,67 2,43 36,00 3333 1,67 2533 15,33 o717 10,67

In this table, five players out of 17 had fewer actions in the
5v5 than the 8v8, with one player having even numbers of
actions in both games. However, from an overall perspec-
tive, there is no doubt that players were more involved
and had more successful actions in the 5vg than the 8v8.

One explanation for the large discrepancies in the C-level
figures may be that some of the players took turns to be
goal keeper in the two game types, and thus why some
players results stand out compared to other players. This
does not change the overall picture however, and clearly
shows that: The greatest levels of player involvement oc-
curin asvs gamel

Number of Players and ideal Pitch Sizes in Children’s and Youth Football 'I O
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U13 Boys A-level ages are also very much in line with what we've seen in
The results indicate a less significant difference between earlier studies. The reason behind the minor difference is
the two tested game types, 8v8 and 11v11 at the U13 Boys mostly due to the fact that there were fewer actions per
A-level in comparison with the results for the U1o players player in general:

but the difference is however still noticeable. The percent-

U3A 8v8 nvn Difference
No.Players | Minutes Actions Per Min. Success Success % | Minutes Actions Per Min. Success Success % Actions Per Min. |Success Act.
1P (01) 22 31 1,41 25 80.65 21 6 0,29 4 66.67 25 1,12 21
6 P.(06) 22 45 2,05 40 88.89 21 27 1,29 21 7778 18 0,76 19
3P.(03) 22 33 1,50 27 81.82 21 23 1,10 21 91.30 10 0,40 6
7P.(07) 22 16 0,73 8 50.00 21 17 0,81 13 76.47 -1 -0,08 -5
8P.(08) 22 32 1,45 25 7813 21 45 2,14 31 68.89 -13 -0,69 -6
10P. (10) 22 59 2,68 49 83.05 21 13 0,62 9 69.23 46 2,06 40
9 P.(09) 22 32 1,45 27 84.38 21 22 1,05 15 68.18 10 o,41 12
3P (03) 22 41 1,86 40 97.56 21 24 114 17 70.83 17 0,72 23
5P. (05) 22 31 1,41 26 83.87 21 24 114 16 66.67 7 0,27 10
6 P.(06) 22 45 2,05 37 82.22 21 30 1,43 25 83.33 15 0,62 12
10 P. (10) 22 30 1,36 21 70.00 21 18 0,86 13 72.22 12 0,51 8
1P (1) 22 14 0,64 10 71.43 21 29 1,38 19 65.52 -15 -0,74 -9
9P (09) 22 34 1,55 23 67.65 21 17 0,81 n 64.71 17 0,74 12
7P.(07) 22 37 1,68 32 86.49 21 3 014 1 3333 34 1,54 31
1P.(01) 20 15 0,75 14 9333 20 20 1,00 16 80.00 -5 -0,25 -2
5P. (05) 20 52 2,60 39 75.00 20 37 1,85 32 86.49 15 0,75 7
6 P.(06) 20 7 3,55 63 88.73 20 66 3,30 54 81.82 5 0,25 9
2P (02) 20 50 2,50 36 72.00 20 32 1,60 25 7813 18 0,90 1
12 P.(12) 20 38 1,90 27 71.05 20 20 1,00 15 75.00 18 0,90 12
3P.(03) 20 35 1,75 31 88.57 20 29 1,45 24 8276 6 0,30 7
8P.(08) 20 23 1,15 17 73.91 20 24 1,20 16 66.67 < -0,05 1
1P () 20 24 1,20 19 79.17 20 18 0,90 12 66.67 6 0,30 7
3850 1,93 30,75 3075 1,54 24,25 775 039 6,50
1P.(01) 20 13 0,65 13 100.00 20 13 0,65 12 9231 o 0,00 1
3P (03) 20 53 2,65 42 79.25 20 52 2,60 44 84.62 1 0,05 -2
7P (07) 20 42 2,10 37 88.10 20 50 2,50 47 94.00 -8 -0,40 -10
8P.(08) 20 47 2,35 37 78.72 20 23 1,15 16 69.57 24 1,20 21
4P.(04) 20 37 1,85 27 72.97 20 48 2,40 42 87.50 -1 -0,55 -15
9P.(09) 20 41 2,05 36 87.80 20 43 2,15 4 95.35 ) -0,10 -5
6P (06) 20 62 3,10 51 82.26 20 42 2,10 32 76.19 20 1,00 19
10P. (10) 20 27 1,35 24 88.89 20 44 2,20 35 79.55 =17 -0,85 S

2,01 39,38 1,97

Number of Players and ideal Pitch Sizes in Children’s and Youth Football 'I 'I
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U13 Boys C-level
The statistical results show that the same tendencies ap-
ply as for the U13 boys from the A-level:

U3 C 8v8 nvn Difference
No.Players | Minutes Actions Per Min. Success Success % Minutes Actions Per Min. Success Success % Actions Per Min. |Success Act.
3P.(03) 21 55 2,62 50 90.91 24 35 1,46 26 74.29 20 1,16 24
4P (04) 21 48 2,29 37 77.08 24 20 0,83 12 60.00 28 1,45 25
7P (o7 21 27 1,29 19 7037 24 37 1,54 29 78.38 -10 -0,26 -10
6 P.(06) 21 34 1,62 23 67.65 24 15 0,63 9 60.00 19 0,99 14
8P.(08) 21 52 2,48 39 75.00 24 9 0,38 6 66.67 43 2,10 33
9P.(09) 21 54 2,57 39 72.22 24 20 0,83 18 90.00 34 1,74 21
10P. (10) 21 30 1,43 25 83.33 24 27 1,13 22 81.48 3 0,30 3
42,86 2,04 3314 23,29 0,97 17,43 19,57 1,07 15,71
12P.(12) 21 13 0,62 5 38.46 24 14 0,58 10 71.43 -1 0,04 -5
6P.(06) 21 32 1,52 23 71.88 24 49 2,04 Al 83.67 -17 -0,52 -18
3P (03) 21 74 3,52 61 82.43 24 21 0,88 14 66.67 53 2,65 47
8P (08) 21 16 0,76 5 31.25 24 8 0,33 6 75.00 8 0,43 -1
5P. (05) 21 16 0,76 12 75.00 24 16 0,67 9 56.25 o 0,10 3
7P.(07) 21 48 2,29 38 7917 24 23 0,96 17 73.91 25 133 21
10 P. (10) 21 20 0,95 16 80.00 24 12 0,50 9 75.00 8 0,45 7
9P (09) 21 58 2,76 43 7414 24 58 2,42 46 79:31 o 0,35 -3
34,63 1,65 25,38 PLAE] 1,05 19,00 9,50 0,60 6,38
13 P. (01) 21 24 114 15 62.50 21 15 o 6 40.00 9 0,43 9
7P.(05) 21 16 0,76 9 56.25 21 16 0,76 8 50.00 o 0,00 1
12 P. (06) 21 46 2,19 37 80.43 21 28 1,33 20 71.43 18 0,86 17
6P.(02) 21 il 0,52 7 63.64 21 17 0,81 13 76.47 -6 -0,29 -6
10P (12) 21 43 2,05 23 53.49 21 34 1,62 22 64.71 9 0,43 1
1P.(03) 21 24 114 16 66.67 21 17 0,81 13 76.47 7 0,33 3
1P (08) 21 26 1,24 18 69.23 21 17 0,81 14 82.35 9 0,43 4
2714 1,29 17,86 20,57 0,98 13,71 6,57 0,31 4,14
1P.(01) 21 28 1,33 22 78.57 21 14 0,67 10 71.43 14 0,67 12
3P (03) 21 53 2,52 4 7736 21 27 1,29 21 77.78 26 1,24 20
6 P.(06) 21 43 2,05 34 79.07 21 35 1,67 28 80.00 8 0,38 6
8P.(08) 21 33 1,57 29 87.88 21 51 2,43 46 90.20 -18 -0,86 =il
4P (04) 21 35 1,67 26 74.29 21 22 1,05 14 63.64 13 0,62 12
7P (07) 21 50 2,38 Al 82.00 21 51 2,43 35 68.63 -1 -0,05 6
9 P.(09) 21 32 1,52 23 71.88 21 34 1,62 22 64.71 £ -0,10 1
10P. (10) 21 22 1,05 n 50.00 21 12 0,57 8 66.67 10 0,48 3
37,00 1,76 28,38 30,75 1,46 23,00 6,25 0,30 538

There is no doubt that the 8v8 ensures a greater degree of  there should be a difference between girls and boys. Obvi-

player involvement than the 11v11 for the U13 age group in ously there are some differences between girls and boys

general. football, but this is discussed more in the qualitative anal-
yses. Quantitatively speaking, there are no differences.

What about the girls?

In relation to total number of actions or effective playing

time, neither study shows any statistical indication that

Number of Players and ideal Pitch Sizes in Children’s and Youth Football ‘I 2
A supplementary study



]
¥
-
[

r-p -:-p~l'ri;‘t‘*‘i"" I‘ﬁ i "z Rl
4 i X h

i

-i-l'-ﬂ‘i'.-#‘-l* .

Number of Players and ideal Pitch Sizes in
Children’s and Youth Football

Qualitative Results




|

Qualitative Results

Results

As mentioned in the introduction, we have worked with the
so-called ‘challenging age groups’. With this in mind, we de-
cided to begin the qualitative analysis by looking at these age
groups first. Regardless of the quantitative analysis outcomes,
the idea was to assess whether the different game types make
developmental sense for the players. In other words: Do the
players experience player actions which are performed under
pressure, but which simultaneously have the potential to be
successful actions? There is little point in performing many
successful actions if the majority are executed without pres-
sure. There is also no point in performing under pressure all
the time, such that no successful actions are achieved. This
idea is based on the Player Development Philosophy of the
Danish FA, where one of the most important elements for a
player is to be able to manage 11 situations under pressure.
This idea has been central for the qualitative analysis. As a
starting point, the committee, and in particular Peter Bonde
from the group of national coaches, have analysed videos of
matches with different game types from the two challenging
age groups (as well as making comparisons with the 8v8 for
Un). This included both Aand C levels.

U1o Boys A-level

The 5v5 game on a 30 x 4om pitch functioned very well.
Many successful actions were evident where the players had
to perform under pressure, but also where the field’s size en-
sured that there was always enough space to react and suc-
cessfully play the ball away from the pressure.

The 8v8 game on a 52.5 x 68m pitch worked quite well. There
were quite a few successful actions; however the field was
so large that as soon as a player manoeuvred the ball away
from pressure, a long time passed before they encountered
another situation under pressure. In other words, there was a
lot of running after (or with) the ball until another opponent
(or player) was encountered. It was also noted that the larger
playing field naturally lead to more focus on team/tactical
organisation, which resulted in the outcome that more play-
ers were less involved in the game.

A part-conclusion here is that the 5vs for Uio Boys A level is
by far the best game type.

THE DANISH FA

To be sure, we also closely analysed the U11 Boys A level 8v8,
where the quality/standard of play was dramatically higher.
The players are bigger and faster, which means that they are
able to put their opponent under pressure more rapidly than
the U0 players. Similarly, their technical abilities, as well as
their capacity to read the play and exploit available space in
the game, are also better. 8v8 is a very good game type for Un,
and it therefore makes sense that the changeover between
smaller and larger game types occurs at this age group.

U1o Boys C-level

Overall, the same conclusions from the A level can be drawn
for the C level. Prior to analysis, one could imagine that the
less skilled players would benefit from having more space,
and on this basis, expect that the 8v8 game type would per-
haps be best here. However, to a large extent, there were
very few players that appeared to be involved when there
were eight players per team. In the 5v5 game type one might
assume that there would be too little time, in relation to the
technical ability level, but the good thing with the C players
is that they do not put pressure as hard or as fast. On some
occasions players even gave their opponents time to control
the ball before trying to tackle them and win the ball. The
experience of the C level also therefore shows, that 5vs is by
far the best game type, where players have successes under
(moderate) pressure, and where all are involved in the game.

U13 Boys A-Level

The 8v8 game type on an a half 11-man pitch (52.5m x 68m)
was an even greater and intense game. The players’ techni-
cal abilities and game understanding were constantly chal-
lenged under substantial amounts of pressure. There are an
immense number of patterns and elements which can also
be seen in a regular 17vi1 game. The players were challenged
at all times and the structure of the game invited many 11
situations. Furthermore, successfully beating a player in a 1
situation often resulted in a shot at goal. The players were of-
ten successful when performing difficult actions under pres-
sure, which resulted in many shots on goal.

The 11v11 game type also works well for these players, as they

actually have the technical and tactical strength to play a

Number of Players and ideal Pitch Sizes in Children’s and Youth Football 14
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full size game. The game itself takes place in a small space
with lots of pressure on the ball carrier, and thus functions
extremely well. The differences with the 8v8 game type are
that when a player is successful at escaping opponent pres-
sure, the result is nearly always a (long) deep ball, which
produces a competitive sprint over 30-40m to win the ball.
If and only if, the attacker wins the sprint, they get a chance
for a shot at goal. The results show however, that there were
few shots at goal after a long sprint with pressure, and most
of these shots were from the edge of the penalty area.

A part conclusion here is that even though these players are
strong enough to play on a full-sized pitch, they get a lot
more out of playing an 8v8 game. This game type contains
all the same elements of the game — both technical and tac-
tical, however it does not have the same amount of 'running’
in order to create a goal scoring opportunity or to prevent a
goal from being scored.

In comparison with the U14 Boys A level, there was a clear
difference. The U14 Boys have a physical capacity which al-
lows them a much greater ability to play on a full-sized pitch.
They were better and quicker at putting pressure on the ball
carrier, and covered the field better so it was less likely that

a direct sprint between two players would result in a shot

at goal. Although untested, we assumed that the increased
physical capacity of this group means the 8v8 pitch is too
small for them.

U13 Boys C-level

The 8v8 game type provided good challenges for the players
in this level. There was a constant, moderate amount of pres-
sure on the ball carrier, yet the ball carrier still had space to
be successful in their actions.

The 11vi1 game made absolutely no sense for the players in
this age group and level. It was often a matter of kicking the
ball back and forth until it slipped past a defender and then
pursued by both teams. There were many occurrences of a
player running with or after the ball and completely free of
pressure. There were also many examples of a single player

running with the ball for more than % of the field’s length
without encountering opposition, and ending with the at-
tacker missing the 1-on-1 chance against the goal keeper.

Other age groups and levels

The analysis of video material from the other age groups and
levels broadly confirms the conclusions of the first study, par-
ticularly regarding pitch sizing. Our analysis confirms the cor-
rect pitch sizes that can provide players with enough space
for successful actions, whilst still ensuring enough pressure,
instead of running for long stretches with or without the
ball, without being challenged by an opponent.

Boys vs. Girls — should they changeoverto a

new game type at the same age?

From a qualitative perspective, there is a great difference
between the levels of girls and boys, when comparing Un

B level for example. The boys are technically and tactically
more skilled than the girls, but this is due to many factors.
These factors are irrelevant however for the purpose of our
study. As mentioned earlier, there are |arge differences be-
tween A and C levels in the U1o group, where there could be
some concern regarding a lack of space on the smaller field.
The case for the U10 C Boys also applied to the U1 B Girls.
When compared to U11 B Boys, the girls ran slower when un-
der pressure, or when putting pressure on an opponent. As
a result, the direct analysis shows that it makes no sense to
differentiate between genders when assessing the correct
age to changeover from one game type to the next. Chil-
dren obviously develop at different rates, both physically and
mentally, so of course there will be differences in develop-
ment between boys and girls. Nevertheless, there is nothing
in the study that indicates there should be a differentiation
between genders in relation to the changeover between
game types.
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Conclusion

Based on the results of our qualitative and quantitative anal-
ysis, we have concluded that we now have a great deal of
knowledge about age groups and ability levels with respect
to which game types and pitch sizes are best for developing
the most talented and contented Danish football players.

Our first concrete recommendation which should form part
of ‘Attitudes and Actions’ in the future, is that there should
be a minimum of 5 balls available per game, so that effective

THE DANISH FA

playing time per game can be increased. Parents, siblings etc
can help out with this by being ‘ball boys’.

The results presented have been thoroughly discussed and
interpreted, such that a unanimous committee has proposed
the following model to be used in future Danish FA and re-
gional tournaments:

Year Group Game Type Field Size
Us, U6, and U7 3v3 13X21M
U8, Ug, and U1o 5V5 30x40m
Un, U12, and U13 8v8 52.5X68m

U14 and over 1V 68x105m

The recommendation above means that we will be able to
reduce the number of pitch sizes and game types (before we
had 5)

And at the same time, without compromising the results of
this study, will be able to help many clubs’to reduce their
practical and logistical challenges on a daily basis.

We also recommend that a smaller number of players are
used for ‘beginner groups’ within each age-group (e.g. offer-
ing a 3v3 game for U8 beginners etc.).

The structure of development through game types ensures
that not only talented elite players, but also the other 98% of
players benefit as much as possible. This is not simply some-
thing we are guessing, but something we now know a lot
about...

A final word

The Danish FA and the committee behind the study would
sincerely like to thank all those that were involved in the pro-
cess and who have made the completion of this report pos-
sible. Thank you to all the clubs and their players who agreed
to participate in the remaining 35 football matches in the
spring of 2013, which have formed the background for the
final observations.

Thank you to all the internal staff of the Danish FA and the
regions that have contributed and ensured the completion of
the project.

Appendices
Appendix 1: Overview of Quantitative Analyses
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Overview of Quantitative Analyses
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1 U-8 Drenge A 5V5 30"40 00.20.18 00.11.36 57% 19,60 31,39 25,498 1,65 1,87 1,76 44,88 3,87 1 4 5 1 2 1 o 7 1 24 2 6 6 1 3 12 25% 40 40% 77 64% n7 5 60% 56 47 72,34% 83 81,93% 130 78,46%
2 U-8 Drenge A 5V5 30740 00.21.22 00.12.13 57% 23,61 22,40 23,001 1,94 2 1,97 45,31 3,71 1 3 4 o 1 1 o 2 22 o 5 4 1 3 16 0,00% 56 39% 40 58% 96 11 64% 67 62 88,71% 61 85,25% 123 86,99%
3 U-8 Drenge A 5V5 30740 00.19.19 00.12.16 64% 25,61 19,80 22,704 2,13 2,08 2,105 47,79 3,90 3 3 6 o o o o 2 25 o 7 4 1 3 10 20,00% 54 67% 41 54% 95 71 82% 50 65 92,31% 52 80,77% 17 87,18%
4 U-8 Drenge C 5V5 30%40 00.20.06 00.11.08 55% 21,80 22,59 22,198 2,4 1,91 2,155 47,84 4,30 3 3 6 1 1 4 o 2 31 1 5 1 2 7 1 36,36% 43 51% 34 62% 77 23 74% 48 70 85,71% 66 78,79% 136 82,35%
5 U-8 Drenge C 5V5 30°40 00.20.19 00.12.42 63% 19,01 21,41 20,207 2,33 2,16 2,245 45,36 3,57 3 2 5 o o 1 o 2 20 o 5 6 2 4 2 0,00% 45 73% 55 53% 100 12 50% 43 57 85,96% 58 87,.93% 15 86,95%
6 U-8 Drenge C 5V5 30*40 00.22.10 00.13.26 61% 21,80 24,00 22,902 2 2,33 2,165 49,58 3,69 4 1 5 o o 2 o 1 26 1 5 7 7 3 7 29,41% 33 70% 44 57% 77 16 69% 45 61 71,05% 61 86,89% 122 78,97%
7 U-10 Drenge A 5V5 30%40 00.20.22 00.14.20 70% 24,79 29,59 27,192 1,97 2,25 2,1 57,38 4,00 1 7 8 o 7 1 7 1 25 1 7 6 2 5 7 42,86% 73 63% 84 71% 157 18 67% 51 69 89,86% 101 91,09% 170 90,59%
8 U-10 Drenge A 5V5 30*40 00.20.42 00.13.46 67% 23,61 28,40 26,004 2,06 2,85 2,455 63,84 4,64 o 1 1 o o o 1 1 18 o 6 5 3 6 o 0,00% 72 72% 85 73% 157 21 52% 42 53 83,02% 102 86,02% 155 84,99%
9 U-10 Drenge A 5V5 30%40 00.20.08 00.11.59 60% 20,39 30,01 25,201 2,06 2,47 2,265 57,08 4,76 o 9 9 o 1 2 4 4 34 3 9 7 6 7 9 44,44% 46 78% 90 83% 136 13 69% 31 43 83,72% 93 93,55% 136 90,44%
10 U-10 Drenge A 8v8 52,5°68 00.19.58 00.13.07 66% 12,50 18,49 15,49625 2,14 2,34 2,24 34,71 2,65 6 3 9 o o 2 1 2 24 4 2 5 5 3 16 25,00% 56 77% 95 83% 151 7 65% 39 56 94,64% 98 91,84% 154 92,86%
il U-10 Drenge A 8v8 52,568 00.24.58 00.18.05 72% 14,75 20,50 17,6275 1,65 2,59 2,12 3737 2,07 o 7 7 o 1 o o o 19 o 3 1 1 3 3 33,33% 51 61% 109 77% 160 4 25% 48 47 76,60% 128 92,97% 175 88,57%
12 U-10 Drenge C 5V5 30%40 00.21.34 00.14.01 65% 24,60 24,79 24,695 2,34 2,17 2,255 55,69 3,97 4 3 7 o 3 1 o 2 28 o 16 4 o 3 9 0,00% 56 55% 57 67% 13 18 44% 49 72 83,33% 76 80,26% 148 81,75%
13 U-10 Drenge C 5V5 30*40 00.20.43 00.13.00 63% 24,60 20,39 22,495 2,32 2,76 2,54 57,14 4,40 2 o 2 o 7 7 7 o 29 3 9 9 9 5 14 28,57% 62 63% 52 63% 14 13 69% 52 60 91,67% 56 94,64% 16 93,10%
14 U-10 Drenge C 5V5 30"40 00.20.01 00.11.20 57% 25,61 17,80 21,703 2,44 2,03 2,235 48,51 4,28 6 1 7 o o 1 2 4 23 o 4 4 3 5 11 9,09% 60 73% 28 68% 88 11 82% 36 85 82,35% 51 76,47% 136 80,15%
15 U-10 Drenge C 8v8 52,5°68 00.20.04 00.13.27 67% 15,62 14,37 14,994375 2,65 2,36 2,505 37,56 2,79 2 3 5 o 2 o 1 1 23 2 5 6 6 6 7 28,57% 66 70% 59 58% 125 19 58% 52 83 90,36% 67 92,54% 150 91,33%
16 U-10 Drenge C 8v8 52,568 00.20.07 00.12.33 62% 12,62 12,75 12,684375 2,59 2,77 2,68 33,99 2,7 o 7 7 1 o 1 2 2 28 3 3 4 5 7 71 18,18% 54 65% 52 67% 106 28 50% 44 64 93,75% 70 85,71% 134 89,55%
17 U-11 Piger B v 40%56 00.21.24 00.15.30 72% 22,42 18,57 20,49928571 2,56 1,67 2,115 43,36 2,80 4 o 4 1 1 o 1 4 15 1 6 3 5 9 3 33,33% 100 56% 70 46% 170 15 73% 87 106 85,85% 71 73,24% 177 80,79%
18 U-1 Piger B VT 40756 00.20.00 00.11.13 56% 19,42 14,4 16,78285714 2,04 1,51 1,775 29,79 2,66 10 2 12 2 o 3 1 o 27 3 8 5 4 1 9 66,67% 70 79% 41 51% m 4 25% 40 85 83,53% 46 65,22% 131 77,10%
19 U-1 Piger B V7 40*56 00.11.52 00.07.30 63% 11,00 10,58 10,78785714 2,08 1,74 1,91 20,60 2,75 o o o o o o o o 8 o 5 1 o 2 3 0,00% 60 48% 66 52% 126 1 82% 42 41 90,24% 38 76,32% 79 83,54%
20 U-11 Piger B 8v8 52,568 00.20.10 00.13.19 66% 14,12 18,12 16,121875 1,56 2,38 1,97 31,76 2,38 [o} 5 5 o o o o 2 24 1 2 3 3 3 10 30,00% 73 40% 92 67% 165 8 100% 81 45 84,44% 97 91,75% 142 89,43%
21 U-1 Piger B 8v8 52,5*68 00.20.03 00.14.56 74% 23,38 11,25 17,3125 1,97 2,07 2,02 34,97 2,34 5 o 5 o o o o 1 31 o 1 2 5 4 4 50,00% 15 73% 28 32% 143 10 60% 51 109 88,99% 46 65,22% 155 81,94%
22 U-11 Drenge A 8v8 52,568 00.20.22 00.15.28 76% 24,38 11,25 17,813125 2,24 1,88 2,06 36,70 2,37 6 o 6 2 o 3 2 2 17 7 3 4 6 9 14 78,57% 138 87% 56 77% 194 26 77% 33 127 96,06% 57 90,20% 178 94,38%
23 U-1 Drenge A 8v8 52,5*68 00.29.29 00.21.22 72% 27,25 26,62 26,93625 2,22 2,16 2,19 58,99 2,76 7 o 7 o 7 1 o 2 19 7 3 2 o 2 4 50,00% 152 84% 137 75% 289 7 55% 64 139 89,21% 139 84,89% 278 87,05%
24 U-11 Drenge B 8v8 52,5*68 00.20.53 00.15.53 76% 17,26 18,25 17,75125 2,49 2,22 2,355 41,80 2,63 o 2 2 o o 2 o o 19 1 8 3 1 4 10 20,00% 86 66% 92 68% 178 19 63% 66 87 86,21% 82 91,46% 169 88,76%
25 U-11 Drenge B 8v8 52,5°68 00.21.06 00.16.13 77% 22,50 16,13 19,311875 2,37 2,1 2,24 43,26 2,67 4 [o} 4 o o 1 o 1 27 2 5 4 1 3 3 30,77% 111 77% 57 67% 168 1 55% 51 10 89,09% 69 79.71% 179 85,47%
26 U-13 Piger B 8v8 52,5"68 00.19.55 00.12.56 65% 18,12 12,99 15,558125 2,43 173 2,08 32,36 2,50 4 o 4 1 o 1 2 4 14 7 5 3 4 7 3 33,33% 95 67% 55 53% 150 18 100% 62 98 90,82% 57 80,70% 155 87,10%
27 U-13 Piger B 8v8 52,5"68 00.20.44 00.13.09 63% 19,25 11,25 15,24875 2,05 1,63 1,84 28,06 2,13 5 1 6 3 o o 2 3 18 5 3 3 5 8 9 44,44% 97 69% 39 41% 136 13 77% 59 95 90,53% 37 89,19% 132 90,15%
28 U-13 Drenge A 8v8 52,568 00.21.09 00.12.05 57% 13,13 15,50 14,31375 2,43 2,1 2,265 32,42 2,68 1 3 4 o 3 o o 1 17 2 4 4 o 3 12 25,00% 58 79% 8o 83% 138 18 83% 34 58 87.93% 70 92,86% 128 90,63%
29 U-13 Drenge A v 68*105 00.20.04 00.15.43 78% 12,09 14,55 13,32 2,37 2,44 2,405 32,03 2,04 o 1 1 o o o 1 1 3 o 1 o 1 1 7 28,57% 99 68% 122 77% 221 12 58% 62 84 91,67% 104 97,12% 188 94,68%
30 U-13 Drenge A v 68*105 00.21.23 00.12.38 59% 10,00 9,36 9,68 2,02 2,2 2,1 20,42 1,62 o o o o o o o o 12 o 3 2 2 o 4 50,00% 68 69% 66 67% 134 6 33% 40 64 92,19% 66 89,39% 130 90,77%
31 U-13 Drenge A 8v8 52,5*68 00.20.36 00.13.52 67% 17,50 17,00 17,249375 2,04 2,28 2,16 37,26 2,69 o 3 3 1 o 2 7 1 1 7 3 4 1 7 11 36,36% 101 79% 92 77% 193 71 45% 47 83 92,77% 83 89,16% 166 90,97%
32 U-13 Drenge C 8v8 52,5*68 00.21.45 00.12.01 55% 16,01 13,87 14,939375 2,17 2,13 2,15 32,12 2,67 3 1 4 1 o o 1 o 16 2 9 1 5 6 8 25,00% 81 74% 67 72% 148 14 86% 42 83 87,95% 61 90,16% 144 88,89%
33 U-13 Drenge C v 68*105 00.21.53 00.15.34 % 1,18 15,64 13,41 1,78 1,81 1,795 24,07 1,55 o o o o o o o o 5 o 2 1 2 2 o = 75 55% 127 74% 202 12 58% 70 49 89,80% 82 87,80% 131 88,55%
34 U-13 Drenge C v 68*105 00.24.34 00.15.28 63% 8,36 9,36 8,86 2,08 2,2 2,14 18,96 1,23 2 1 3 1 o o o o 14 1 5 1 1 3 4 75,00% 50 64% 52 62% 102 1 82% 35 52 86,54% 59 79,66% 1 82,88%
35 U-13 Drenge C 8v8 52,5°68 00.21.16 00.13.08 62% 10,38 18,00 14,19 2,1 1,92 2,01 28,52 2,17 o 1 1 o o 1 o o 9 o 4 3 o o 12,50% 30 53% 93 74% 123 9 44% 43 36 88,89% 76 85,53% 712 86,61%




