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Abstract

In a post-9/11 world, ‘security’ and ‘security governance’ have become increasingly
central to the hosting of sport mega-events (SMEs). Currently, security operations at
contemporary SMEs constitute some of the largest security operations in the world. In
recent years, one can observe a growing academic engagement with the social and
spatial effects of SME securitizations. Still, researchers agree that there is a need for
more critical engagement with event-specific security strategies and governance, and
examinations of what ‘security’ means in a SME context. This thesis provides an
examination of the meanings, perceptions and constructions of ‘security’ before the
2020 The Union of European Football Associations (UEFA) European Football
Championship (Euro 2020). This SME was assigned a historical format. For the first
time in history, 12 European countries shared the hosting rights for the tournament
originally to be staged in June and July 2020. Such novel hosting format raised a series
of new questions speaking to mega-event securitizations. Then, in light of the global
coronavirus disease 2019 (COVID-19) pandemic, further questions emerged and
intensified as Euro 2020 was provisionally postponed for 12 months, in March 2020,
on ‘health’ and ‘safety’ grounds. In global sports, Euro 2020 therefore symbolized an
extraordinary and historical SME from a security outlook.

In this thesis, | argue that in a society increasingly preoccupied with ‘security’ and
‘risk’, Euro 2020’s security planning — aiming to protect the geographically unique
event — proves an exemplary and powerful empirical site for broader transnational and
precautionary practices of security governance in the present-day world. Whilst these
driving forces have appeared in existing research on SMEs, the reality is that each
SME possesses unique local characteristics and contexts which they are planned and
delivered within. Such claim comes particularly true in relation to Euro 2020’s multi-
national format. In addition to ensuring ‘safe’ or ‘secure’ events, accounting for the
(ever-)changing dynamics in the international system, the thesis also records how these
underpinning processes tie firmly into commercial and sanitizing processes that are
brought together by security-related policies. To explain the construction of ‘security’,
my thesis introduces a new framework — the ‘troika of security’ — through which SME

‘security’ can be understood.
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Drawing from qualitative methods, including stakeholder interviews, policy
documents and media sources, this thesis provides an in-depth investigation into the
‘security’ pre-planning before Euro 2020. It also captures the unfolding events as
COVID-19 resulted in the collapse of European-wide sporting events. The thesis
critically unpacks what ‘security’ in a SME context means, can mean, and how it is
reconfigured. Overall, this thesis makes sociological sense of the processes through
which ‘security’ was to be constructed in Euro 2020’s case. Thereby, it contributes to
the field with the most comprehensive study to date, on Euro 2020’s extraordinary pre-
event securitization. It also adds to the existing knowledge with one of the first studies
that critically interrogates COVID-19 as a ‘security threat’ both in a general sense and

as situated in global sports.
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Anecdote

The pictures of the two planes crashing into the World Trade Center on 11 September
2001 are amongst the most famous images of the twenty-first century. Since | was only
seven years old when these gruesome attacks took place, | would not have had the
slightest clue about how this day would shape the world we live in and what immense
implications it would have for the contemporary society. To be honest, | think very

few people had, even the most merited political or social scientists.

Less than a year after the 9/11 attacks | would, during a family visit to South Korea,
join the celebrations of the 2002 FIFA World Cup held in the country. | remember this
well. Not only because South Korea did exceptionally well and (surprisingly) reached
the semi-finals, but because it was my first experience visiting a sport mega-event.
Around me, | would see people from all over the world dressed up in football shirts,
scarfs and funny hats. South Korea, which traditionally was best associated with other
sports than football, had gone ‘football mad’. Their passionate supporters and the
South Korean team’s never-say-die attitude charmed the world of football. Globally,
all eyes were on South Korea and co-host Japan — who despite an uneasy past — were

joint hosts of the very successful event.

We would stay at my uncle’s apartment on the twentieth-something floor with a view
of a busy highway in the outskirts of the dynamic capital, Seoul. Quite early, one
morning, | would look out from the balcony and see a large convoy of tanks and other
militarized vehicles. This sight was pretty uncommon for an eight-year-old who grew
up in Norway, who had only been exposed to such vehicles and armoury through
blockbuster movies and videogames. That may be the exact reason why this sight has
stuck with me for years, ever since. To this date, I still don’t know if this fascinating
sight I witnessed was related to the on-going World Cup, or if it had to do with the
perpetual, volatile situation on the Korean peninsula, with the two countries still

formally at war.

Interestingly, even to this day, when | look back at my memories of my summer
holiday in South Korea in 2002, there are in particular two things | remember, apart
from spending valuable time with family members, of course. First, I remember the
unique and friendly atmosphere during the month-long event. A feeling of togetherness
and being a part of something bigger; even for people who were not particularly
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concerned about sports, like my grandparents. Secondly, and not so sports-related, |
remember the sight of an army flexing its ‘muscles’, perhaps to show the rest of the

world that the World Cup’s security was in good hands.

Anyway, one the biggest and most spectacular sport mega-event in the world, and
security. The summer of 2002 surely was a memorable one. | should acknowledge that
I did not draw the parallel between these two concepts, nor did | reflect much upon
this at the time. Yet, somewhat ironically, the relationship between those two concepts
turned out to be the topic for this thesis sixteen years later. To a degree, the same
applies to my experiences of living in a post-9/11 world too. Although | had no idea
what 9/11 would turn out to mean in 2001, | have gradually grown more conscious
about many of the effects and the historical marks this day has left. There is zero
chance, even today, that | have fully grasped all the consequences this day would have.
Most definitely, I will never comprehend the full extent of 9/11, and the moments the

two planes crashed into the Twin Towers and sent the world into a shock mode.

I have, however, become increasingly aware of the importance of studying the ways
in which 9/11 influenced and still influences the society we live in today, just like
countless of other academics, non-academics, commentators and great thinkers have.
9/11 remains a date which always will haunt us and remind us about how vulnerable
we can be — and how our safety can be stolen or undermined in a matter of seconds.

Unfortunately, this also applies to today’s sport mega-events.

Figure 1.1: Me at the 2002 World Cup in South Korea. The picture was taken at
Suwon World Cup Stadium, 29 June 2002.

Fundamentally arenas for joy, celebrations and defining sporting moments — sport

mega-events have become sites where individuals’ physical and perceived security is

xXiv



now at stake. This inconvenient truth remains central to this thesis and has hopefully
been clarified (to some extent) through this anecdote. If not, don’t worry. The
remainder of this thesis will. Finally, I am hopeful this thesis can contribute — if even
the slightest bit — to our overall understanding of one aspect of security in a post-9/11
world. As utopian and optimistic —perhaps naive— as this may sound, | remain hopeful
that one day all those visitors of future events can participate whilst feeling as safe and
worry-free as the eight-year-old boy in the picture above was during his first meeting

with the sport mega-event spectacle.
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‘Only the insecure strive for security’

- Wayne Dyer
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Chapter 1: Introduction

Chapter 1: Introduction

Setting the Scene

1.1 Sport Mega-Events and ¢(In)security’

This thesis provides an investigation into the perceptions, meanings, and constructions
of ‘security’ in the case of the 2020 Union of European Football Associations (UEFA)
European Championship in men’s football (Euro 2020). Boasting a historic hosting
format, Euro 2020’s hosting rights were shared by 12 co-hosting countries, and the
mega-event’s associated security planning and delivery were described by the event
owner as ‘one of the largest safety and security operations in the world’ (UEFA, n.d.,
Sector 6: 2). Moreover, the outbreak of the highly contagious and global coronavirus
disease 2019 (COVID-19) pandemic added to Euro 2020’s securitized nature. Euro
2020’s geographies and ‘networked strength’ became its ‘Achilles heel” (Parnell et al.,
2020: 3) as the mega-event was provisionally postponed for 12 months.! Instead of
being staged as planned between 12 June and 12 July 2020, the new provisional dates
were 11 June to 11 July 2021. Consequently, this meant the security-related efforts
and delivery were temporally prolonged, whilst COVID-19 attached another layer to
the already unique securitization timeline of Euro 2020, as European-wide sports were

temporarily suspended over ‘health’ and ‘safety’ concerns (Tovar, 2020).

By unpacking the concept of ‘security’ in the case of Euro 2020, from a pre-planning
stage to the COVID-19 outbreak, this thesis examines Euro 2020’s security
governance and the interrelationships between security-related policies and processes
of policing, risk-management, commodification, surveillance and knowledge
exchange. The thesis’s main argument is that Euro 2020 was not solely an important
empirical site for present-day ‘security’ constructions and governance, but rather, an
exemplary site for two distinctive driving forces of security governance and practices

apparent in the current world. That includes the transnationaliztion of security

! Despite the postponement, I refer to the event as ‘Euro 2020° because UEFA confirmed that the event
would retain its original name, format and venues despite the postponement. Regardless, at the time of
writing, some uncertainty still exists around the precise dates of Euro 2020, each host country’s situation
and whether fans will be allowed to gather in stadiums and fan zones given the unpredictable COVID-
19 situation.
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knowledge and the use of precautionary governance. | also argue that the meanings of
‘security’ in a sport mega-event (SME) context are not only subject to change, but that
‘security’” meanings were significantly reconfigured following COVID-109.
Sociologically, this study is particularly important in a time where the security and
policing operations at mega-events have become subject to increased public attention,
require enormous financial and human resources and have diverse socio-spatial effects
(Cleland, 2019; Giulianotti and Klauser, 2010; Roche, 2017). The importance of the
thesis’s argument relates to how it reaffirms mega-event securitizations’ position as

end-results and expressions of current security dynamics and developments.

The rise of mega-events can, according to Roche (1992, 2000, 2003), be attributed to
the late nineteenth century. In modern societies, mega-events represent significant and
spectacular occasions that are experienced individually, collectively and culturally.
Further, the importance of mega-events for the reading of wider social issues is
incontestable (Hall, 2006; Roche, 2000; Doidge et al., 2019). Notwithstanding, as
Mdller and Gaffney (2018: 254) remind us, mega-events are ‘inherently risky
undertakings’. After the tragic events unfolding on 9/11, security issues and risk-
management at — or associated with SMEs quickly manifested themselves at the
forefront of both media discourses and in relevant academic spheres (Cleland, 2019;
Giulianotti and Klauser, 2010, 2011). However, public security concerns related to
SMEs can be traced back to the 1960s (Houlihan and Giulianotti, 2012). They were
also crystallized following the terrorist attacks targeting the Olympic Village in
Munich in 1972 (Roche, 2000; Boyle and Haggerty, 2009) and Centennial Park during
the 1996 Olympics in Atlanta (Cleland and Cashmore, 2018).

Following 9/11 and with the subsequent global ‘war on terror’ occurring in a time
where transnational terrorism became increasingly dominant on the international
security agenda, discourses surrounding the ‘security’ and SME nexus intensified
rapidly (Coaffee and Wood, 2006). Broadly, notions of ‘(in)security’ became
increasingly globalized and responses to it framed in terms of exceptionalism, leading
Bigo (2008: 36) to ask whether it is ‘the norm that defines the exception or the
exception that defines the norm?’ in security management. Fundamentally, SME
securitizations do not occur in isolation from wider security developments and,
increasingly, a strong emphasis is placed by hosts and organizers on maintaining

‘security’ and ‘safety’ before, during and after SMEs (Clavel, 2013).
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Kitchen and Rygiel (2014: 202) highlight that because SMEs represent exceptional
happenings, it is possible to question their capacity for providing understandings of
‘security’ more generally. Yet, they argue that this is exactly why SMEs are so crucial,
since it is through the ‘appeal to exceptionalism’ that SMEs are used as ‘policy
windows’ or ‘testing grounds’ for securitization techniques. Hence, the exceptional
shifts become routinized in everyday aspects of modern societies, commonly
camouflaged as mega-event ‘security legacies’ (Boyle and Haggerty, 2009; Giulianotti
and Klauser, 2010). This, again, illustrates how SMEs can accommodate the
‘naturalisation of social inequalities’ (Horne and Manzenreiter, 2006: 18). To
paraphrase Giulianotti and Robertson (2007), it may be most appropriate to
analytically approach a SME as a ‘mirror’ and ‘motor’ of securitization.? A mirror,
because it reflects wider security processes and developments that warrant
investigation. A motor, because SMEs also advance, accelerate, or can be the drivers
for securitization processes or techniques adapted elsewhere in public life.

The rise of security complexes at mega-events is regularly and best illustrated by the
continually growing security budgets at post-9/11 SMEs (Sugden, 2012). This is inter-
related to the upsurge in the number of active personnel and the introduction of state-
of-art security and surveillance measures that are deployed with an overarching aim of
keeping events undisrupted from unwanted actors or incidents (Boyle and Haggerty,
2009). Indeed, separate SME’s security operations, involving military troops, armoury
and monitoring systems have been described as the ‘largest peacetime security
operation in history’ (Yu et al., 2009: 390, describing the 2008 Beijing Olympics).
Meanwhile, Ryan (2002, cited in Boyle and Haggerty, 2012) claimed that wars had
been planned and executed in less time and with less people than mega-events.
Following such powerful descriptions, the sophistication, money and planning
invested into ‘safe’ mega-events have increased continually and, like other facets of
mega-events, the ‘security’ has become truly ‘spectacular’ (Boyle and Haggerty,
2009).

The expansion of the SME-security pair was also recently demonstrated by the global
‘Sports Against Terrorism’ initiative launched by the United Nations (UN) in the early

months of 2020. This programme ‘aimed at safeguarding major sporting events from

Z Importantly, this is argued by the authors in the context of ‘globalization’ in sport.
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terrorism-related threats’ (UN News, 2020). As the Head of UN Office of Counter-
Terrorism declared, ‘[p]rotecting major sporting events entails multilevel cooperation
and coordination [and] complex security and policy arrangements’ (ibid.). Thus, mega-
event security constitutes a global issue requiring large-scale intergovernmental and

universal responses.

For Roche (2017: 133), mega-event securitizations are ‘up to a point [...] normatively
defensible in terms of event organisers’ legal and moral responsibilities for basic
public safety’. However, mega-event securitizations still provide fertile grounds upon
to situate a critical scholarly analysis. Despite representing some of modern societies’
largest, most comprehensive security operations, dealing with a manifold of threats,
SME ‘security’ is yet to be fully appreciated academically (Giulianotti and Klauser,
2010, Toohey and Taylor, 2008; Cleland, 2019). Still, there is a pressing need for
critically examining event-specific risk contexts and ‘security governance’
(Giulianotti and Klauser, 2010) with ‘governance’ referring to the intentional activities
designed to mould a flow of events (Wood and Shearing, 2007). Further, a central
aspect of mega-event securitization has been left under-researched: that is what
‘security’ ultimately means or can mean within a SME’s ‘fabricated zones of risk’
(Atkinson and Young, 2012: 289).

Further, the impacts of COVID-19 on elite sport raised a host of questions relevant to
the study of mega-event securitizations (Parnell et al., 2020). By addressing these gaps
in the literature, this thesis examines perceptions, meanings and constructions of
‘security’ at Euro 2020. However, unlike the traditional style of staging SMEs, the
hosting rights for this edition of the ‘Euros’ were not awarded to one or two host
countries. For the first time historically, the spectacular event’s hosting rights were

awarded to 12 countries spread across the European continent.®

1.2 ‘A Bridge Between Nations’: Contextualizing Euro 2020

The UEFA Euro 2020, or the 2020 European Football Championship —as it is formally
titled — would be the sixteenth edition of the ‘Euros’ and coincided with the
tournament’s 60" anniversary. As officially announced in 2012 by then UEFA

president, Michel Platini, the event — promoted under the banner a ‘Euro for Europe’

3 Originally, there were 13 host cities, but in December 2017 Brussels lost its hosting rights. Resultantly,
London was assigned four additional games, including semi-finals and the final.
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— was to be staged across 12 different countries spread around the Europe in a
celebration of the tournament’s anniversary (UEFA, 2012). The host cities, however,
were not confirmed by UEFA until September 2014. Chappelet and Parent (2015: 11)
argue that the decision to employ such spatially diffuse format also was linked to
challenges in finding interested hosts with 12 satisfactory stadiums, following the
tournament’s expansion from 16 to 24 teams before Euro 2016. Notwithstanding, a
stakeholder interviewed in this thesis also insisted that it was partly because ‘when
they started the bidding process the only bidder they had was Turkey. And they were
not prepared to give a tournament to Turkey’ (Stakeholder 8).

With Euro 2020 approaching, UEFA President Aleksander Ceferin announced that:

There is great pleasure in being able to bring EURO 2020 to so many
countries and cities, to see football acting as a bridge between nations, and
to carry the competition closer to the fans, who are the essential lifeblood
of the game (UEFA, 2017).

The ‘bridge between nations’ analogy was also visible in the event’s branding and
official logos. Here, European bridges bridged together cultural landmarks and

stadiums in the respective host cities.

Whilst it is assumed that this format represents a one-off (BBC, 2016), unlikely to
become the new normal, it was remarkable that the 2026 FIFA World Cup was
awarded to Canada, Mexico and the US, and thereby, will take up a resembling
‘continent-wide’ format. Before 2020, the unusual high number of hosts meant that
host nations would not automatically qualify for Euro 2020, which is normal practice.
After the qualification rounds, 24 nations would be qualified for the final stages. Here,
in the tournament’s group stage, each qualified host were guaranteed two home
fixtures (UEFA, 2017). Notwithstanding, Euro 2020 and its owners received criticism
due to the related financial costs and logistical obstacles that were imposed on
travelling supporters (Stura et al., 2017; BBC, 2016; The Guardian, 2012; Daily Mail,
2012). Host cities were located as far west as Dublin to Baku in the east. Meanwhile,
the planned opening game was to be played in Rome, whereas London was assigned
the tournament’s concluding matches. Below, Table 1.1 displays the employed cities

and stadiums.
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Country City Stadium
Azerbaijan Baku Olympic Stadium
Denmark Copenhagen Parken Stadium
England London Wembley

Germany Munich Allianz Arena
Hungary Budapest Puskas Aréna
Ireland Dublin Aviva Stadium
Italy Rome Stadio Olimpico
Romania Bucharest Arena Nationala
Russia Saint Petersburg Krestovsky Stadium
Scotland Glasgow Hampden Park
Spain Bilbao San Mamés

The Netherlands | Amsterdam Johan Cruyff Arena

Table 1.1: Euro 2020’s host countries, cities and stadiums.

In terms of event management and construction projects, Chappelet and Parent (2015:
11) argue that Euro 2020 could be easier to organize since it predominantly employed
pre-existing stadiums.* It was also believed that the hosting format would increase the
political uniqueness of the ‘Euros’ (ibid.). Meanwhile, Zimbalist (2016: 111)
maintained that ‘the good news [...] is that the costs of hosting will be shared by
several countries. The bad news is [...] that administrative and security costs will be
experienced by several countries’. Indeed, as Table 1.2 displays, the security planning
and delivery at previous ‘Euros’, since 2000, have come at significant financial costs
for the host countries. Indeed, it was announced pre-event that the estimated cost for
the policing of the matches and fan zones in London only, for Euro 2020, was
estimated at £10.6 million (Mayor of London, 2019). Concerning infrastructural
arrangements and construction projects, Euro 2020’s format arguably demonstrated a
more modest and easier event to ‘assemble’ than past SMEs, since only one stadium,

Puskéas Arena in Hungary, was a new construction.

4 Somewhat paradoxically, Brussels lost the rights to host Euro 2020 since their new stadium,
Eurostadium, would not be completed in time.
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Year Host Security Budget
2020 12 countries To be confirmed
2016 France €33 million

[ ke | UAHMimillon |
2012 Poland N/A

N/A
Austria (No separate security budget, included in
| overalltoumamentbudgen |
Switzerland €40.4 million

2004 Portugal €40 million
2000 Holland and Belgium USD 35 million (around €28.3 million)

Table 1.2: Security budgets at Euro 2000 — 2020. It is worth mentioning that
France, during Euro 2016 was in a state of emergency. As such, distinguishing
between SME-related security budgets and general security costs becomes
complicated (UEFA, 2005, 2016: 55; Swiss Confederation, 2008: 25).

However, an event taking up such format — like most SMEs — is bound to a complex
set of unique ‘security issues’. Indeed, the event’s security operation and management
would require transnational and rigorous planning (UEFA, n.d.), from the host cities
were confirmed in September 2014 until the event, eventually, took place. For Euro
2020, 12 host cities meant 12 exclusive risk profiles, as all host countries possessed
distinctive (geo-)political, social and cultural attributes. In terms of mega-event
housing experience, levels would differ vastly between co-hosts (Stura et al., 2017).°
And, among the hosts, seven countries were newcomers to staging the ‘Euros’. In spite
of this, Klauser (2011a) notes that it is expected pre-bid, and made explicitly clear to
all hosts, regardless how (in)experienced, that they must guarantee to UEFA, the
‘highest standards on safety and security issues and capabilities’ (UEFA, n.d., S6: 2).
This task became increasingly complicated when, as explained next, Euro 2020’s
‘security’ was severely impacted by the outbreak of COVID-19, which led to its

postponement.

Overall, whilst Euro 2020’s format presented opportunities stemming from the event’s
spatial diffuseness, it also initiated new questions speaking to the tournament-related
security operation which was prolonged because of the postponement. In the realm of

mega-events, the hosting format also meant that the case of Euro 2020 is truly novel.

® For example, London, Saint Petersburg, Baku and Glasgow hosted SMEs during the 2010s.
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Because SMEs with such a unique format had never been staged previously, existing
knowledge on how such format impacts the securitization and relevant security pre-
planning remains absent. This speaks to the originality of the case study of this thesis,
and upon proceeding, it is the discourses within and the organizations and perceptions
of this very security pre-planning which this thesis critically engages with and captures

empirically.

1.3 COVID-19: The Pandemic Crisis and ‘Security Threat’

In 2007, Cheng et al. (2007: 683) described SARS-CoV viruses as ‘timebombs’ and
warned of the ‘possibility of the re-emergence of SARS and other novel viruses from
animals or laboratories’ which meant that ‘the need for preparedness should not be
ignored’. Thirteen years later, in the early months of 2020, the world witnessed the
emergence of a new, unprecedented health and safety crisis, which the World Health
Organization (WHO) declared a pandemic.® The global pandemic caused by the
coronavirus disease 2019 became extremely central to this thesis, especially towards
the latter stages of my research project, in view of the impact the virus had on human
life and because the world of sports was not shielded from the pandemic. As of the 6
July 2020, COVID-19 had caused more than 500,000 deaths and there were more than
11 million confirmed cases worldwide (WHO, n.d.).

It is beyond the remit of this section (and thesis) to provide an epidemiological
assessment or understanding of COVID-19 in any form. However, the study still
examines some of the (in)direct socio-political impacts of COVID-19 on Euro 2020
and the governance of sports and mega-events. It examines how this infectious disease
— in addition to posing a ‘health issue’ — presented an existential ‘security threat’
involving securitizing actors, referent objects in need for protection, and extraordinary
responses outside the realm of ‘normal politics’ (see Section 1.8.1 for an unpacking of
‘securitization’). It is therefore necessary to establish a basic understanding of what
COVID-19 is and the pandemic’s position on the security agenda before delving into

its impacts in sports.

& WHO is the specialized agency within the UN which has international public health as their main
responsibility. Since 1948, it has been the focal international organization in global disease surveillance
and control (Hanreider and Kreuder-Sonnen, 2014).
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Before proceeding, an important distinction must be drawn. COVID-19 is an infectious
disease. This disease is caused by the virus officially named ‘severe acute respiratory
syndrome coronavirus 2’ (SARS-CoV-2) believed to have zoonotic origins (Rothan
and Byrareddy, 2020). Importantly, the main source of spread is human-to-human
transmission between people in close proximity to each other, mainly through
respiratory droplets. Symptoms include fever, cough, tiredness and shortness of breath
(WHO, 2020a). The virus has most severe impacts on elderly and individuals with
underlying health conditions. At the time of writing, no vaccine had been developed
that could offer immunity to COVID-109.

The virus was first detected in Wuhan, China, in December 2019 and had not
previously been identified in human beings. Between December 2019 and February
2020, the disease first spread to Asian regions in geographic proximity, before
extending worldwide. COVID-19 was first treated by WHO as an epidemic, but was
given pandemic status on 11 March 2020 (WHO, 2020c). A ‘pandemic’ is primarily
concerned with a disease’s geographic spread on a global level and a large population
lacking immunity to the relevant disease (WHO, 2010). Days after COVID-19 was
assigned pandemic status, WHO’s General-Director, Tedros Adhanom, also
announced that Europe was the pandemic’s new epicentre ‘with more reported cases
and deaths than the rest of the world combined, apart from China’ (BBC, 2020c). In
scale, it was argued that COVID-19 represented the most serious public health threat
from a respiratory virus since the 1918 H1N1 influenza pandemic (Lodise and Rybak,
2020).

Beyond the epidemiological impacts of COVID-19, the pandemic also generated
enormous changes to social, economic and political life. Responses to limit the peak
of COVID-19 included the securitization of public spaces, quarantines, social
distancing, lockdowns and general restrictions on people’s movements both locally
and transnationally (French and Monahan, 2020). However, state responses were not
uniform and, as Corsini et al. (2020: 1) write, the ‘seriousness of the situation’ was
demonstrated by the ‘extreme uncertainty of the measures taken by the governments
of the various countries to stem the pandemic spread’. Responding to COVID-19
became synonymous with extraordinary measures (French and Monahan, 2020)
turning countries and continents into de facto ‘states of exception’ (Agamben, 2005)

where public safety had to be balanced up against risk prevention and where legal
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orders were temporarily suspended in the name of ‘national security’. In the US,
President Donald Trump declared a national emergency. In Europe, Spain, Portugal
and Italy formally declared a state of emergency to combat COVID-19 with
extraordinary government powers. Further, given the connections ‘between the
mobilities of people and illnesses’ and since ‘places are immensely vulnerable to the
movements of illnesses’ (Urry and Larsen, 2011: 219) a number of countries imposed
strict restrictions on travelling and mass gatherings. In sum, the emergencies caused
by COVID-19 were responded to with extraordinary measures justified under the

banner of ‘health’, ‘safety’ and ‘security’.

In a globalized world, the concepts of ‘health’ and ‘security’ have become increasingly
inter-connected. Health issues like pandemics, epidemics and infectious diseases are
now included on the security agenda as ‘threats’ to individuals’ well-being and states’
stability (Rushton, 2011; Elbe, 2011; Elbe et al., 2014). As Chapter Two unpacks, it is
appropriate to analytically and critically approach pandemics as ‘security threats’
characterized their inherently unpredictable dimensions. Evidently, COVID-19 served
to reaffirm the ‘health security’ link and the limitations of states’ preparedness and

contingency planning (Adey and Anderson, 2012).

Because of the pandemic’s outbreak, merely months before mass crowds would travel
to attend the SMEs of the 2020, including Euro 2020 and the Tokyo 2020 Olympics,
these events were postponed for 12 months (Parnell et al., 2020). It was therefore
unavoidable that COVID-19 became a theme of this thesis. Pandemic ‘threats’ to
SMEs are, however, mostly mentioned in passing in the growing literature on SME
securitizations (Chapter Two), despite Toohey et al.’s (2003) call for taking into

account pandemics with global ramifications.

While SMEs in the 2000s and 2010s were threatened by infectious diseases including
SARS and the Zika virus, this never caused the postponement or cancellation of the
relevant events (Parnell et al., 2020). Ultimately, COVID-19 posed a generational
threat to the world of sports. As Tovar (2020) demonstrates, it was even more
damaging for sports events than World War Il. In the case of football, Tovar argues,
the COVID-19 crisis was the first time since the foundation of the sport that it was not
merely closed for a number of weeks, but where the ‘lockdown could last longer,

maybe even for a year’ (ibid.: 7). Commenting on the unprecedented impacts of
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COVID-19 on sports, Mann et al. (2020: 1) argue that pandemics like COVID-19
‘bring added urgency to examine the impacts of hosting sporting mega-events’.
Meanwhile, Parnell et al. (2020: 5) submit that:

The consequences of [COVID-19 related] postponements and
cancellations are unknown, yet many commentators and those within sport
expect this to fundamentally change the way the industry operates in the
future. We urge our colleagues in academia to examine the impact of these
changes in elite and community recreational contexts from a socio-
cultural, economic and political perspective

Indeed, COVID-19 is already a topic of high sociological relevance. And so, it presents
a number of avenues for researchers to explore. As this section shows, the crisis was
responded to, in part, as a ‘security threat’. Further, mega-events were not exempted
from this threat. Hence, concerning the temporal starting point of the outbreak (Winter
2019/Spring 2020) and its effects on my thesis’s case study, this calls for reflecting
Parnell et al.’s (2020) call for research. That is done by providing one of the first
sociological analyses of COVID-19 as a global ‘security issue’, critically disaggregate
the ways in which COVID-19 reconfigured meanings of ‘safety’ and ‘security’ in

mega-event settings, and examining its wider impacts on mega-event governance.

1.4 Research Aims and Objectives

Based on the above contextualization and as expanded on in Chapter Two, mega-event
securitizations remain academically under-explored and the extant literature is subject
to additional growth. Particularly, there is a need for more critical engagement, both
theoretically and empirically, with what ‘security’ actually means and how ‘security’
is given meaning(s) in a SME context beyond just being ‘undisrupted’ events or the
absence of ‘terrorist’ or ‘hooligan’ threats within the mega-event landscapes.
Ultimately, ‘security’ is an inherently contested concept with differing and sometimes
competing meanings and referent objects (Bain, 2006; Baldwin, 1997; Zedner, 2009).

Therefore, there is a still a need for holistic analyses of ‘security” and for revisiting the
distinctive processes that are embedded in, construct and give meaning to mega-event
‘security’. Other scholars have examined processes of ‘policing’ (Armstrong et al.,
2017) or ‘surveillance’ (Klauser, 2011a; 2017), which aim to construct or maintain
‘security’ at past SMEs. However, existing knowledge on how these processes
collectively play out, and contribute to ‘security’ —when a SME is so geographically

and politically unique as Euro 2020 remains minimal. Simply put, Euro 2020°s format
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boasted a uniqueness which raised entirely new questions speaking to the construction

of mega-event ‘security’.

Anchored in the social realities of an expanding mega-event/security complex and the
potential for substantially enriching the existing literature, the overarching research

question that | seek to answer in this thesis is:

o To consider which processes, assessments, activities and policies that may

assist the construction of ‘security” and ‘safety’ in Euro 2020’s context.

Such question relates predominantly to the pre-planning of ‘security’ at this SME.
However, the underlying processes contributing to ‘security” do not operate in
vacuums. They are impacted by the aforementioned assumptions, referents objects or
meanings of ‘security’ and what ‘security’ is, can be or how it appears. Accounting for
this, there are four objectives that this thesis seeks to accomplish, to assist the sufficient

answering of the above question:

. Explore ‘whom’ or ‘what’ ‘security’ was to be provided for in Euro 2020’s
context;

ii. Consider ‘whom’ or ‘what’ that constituted a ‘security threat’ in Euro
2020’s context, and,

iii. Critically engage with the meanings of ‘security’ in a SME setting, given
the contested conceptual nature of ‘security’

Furthermore, since the outbreak of the COVID-19 pandemic would severely impact
the securitization timeline of Euro 2020, causing a provisional 12-month
postponement to the tournament, the pandemic ‘threat’ became an inevitable part of
this research and had to be given critical exploration. Thus, my fourth objective reads

as follows:

Iv. Provide an overview of, and examine, sport bodies’ and key stakeholders’
responses to the global COVID-19 pandemic’s impact in the world of
SMEs.

1.5 The ‘Troika of Security’

This thesis empirically develops and presents an original concept that can be applied

to contemporary SME securitization processes and explain how ‘security’ is
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constructed at SMEs in relation to attending fans. | call this concept the ‘troika of
security’, where a ‘troika’ refers to a set of three components that work together in
some capacity. Consequently, the troika metaphor is appropriate to the ‘troika of
security’ consisting of three inter-linked components that collectively assist the host
cities’ and planners’ construction of ‘security’ before SMEs. The ‘troika of security’
refers to the converging processes related to (i) institutional memory, (ii) ‘lesson-

drawing’ and (iii) precautionary logics in contemporary SME security governance.

My concept extends existing analyses of post-9/11 security assessments (Mythen and
Walklate, 2008) which later have been applied to mega-events as sites of analysis
(Boyle and Haggerty, 2009, 2012), and the concept offers a nuanced and holistic
alternative for understanding the mega-event security production as a convergence of
both retrospective and futuristic components. More broadly, in dealing with the
heightened terrorist threat after 2001, security analysts, officials and authorities have
increasingly adopted ‘future-oriented risk-based approaches’ (Mythen and Walklate,
2008: 233), driven and oriented not by the question ‘what was?’, but the speculative
question; ‘what if?” (ibid.). Indeed, Boyle and Haggerty (2009, 2012) demonstrate how
such logic is embedded into mega-events’ securing processes. After all, ‘terrorism’
poses a threat to SMEs, and event planners and security agencies must indeed attempt
to account for the uncontrollable and speculative scenarios by asking ‘what if?’
questions. Precautionary logics therefore constitute one of the dynamics in Boyle and
Haggerty’s (2009) ‘spectacular security’ concept. As they conclude, a mega-event’s
security logic is ‘increasingly oriented to negating the prospects of a vastly expanded

range of dangers [and] has undergone a dramatic quantitative expansion’ (ibid.: 271).

Crucially, however, security assessments at mega-events do also rely on retrospective
estimations by drawing upon lessons from past SMESs representing either ‘successes’
or ‘failures’ (Klauser, 2011a, 2012). Additionally, the experience and know-how
relevant to housing a SME already acquired by local authorities, host cities or law
enforcements comprise ‘institutional memory’ — which again — involves looking
‘backward’ rather than into the future. Whilst a precautionary outlook can explain
SME planners’ assessments Vis-a-vis terrorist threats, it has limited explanation power
for how ‘hooliganism’, for example, is countered and the roles of fans within mega-

event securitizations. For example, the securing against spectator violence is not
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necessarily guided by speculative ideas about what may be, but instead, by looking

back at lessons learnt, past encounters, and ‘what was .

Overall, these retrospective meanings and estimations remain integral in a SME’s
security preparations (Klauser, 2011a, 2012; Boyle, 2011). And as this thesis argues
and presents in an original context, knowledge recirculation operates in tandem with
‘outside of the box’ and unforeseeable scenario thinking. This subsequently extends
the view that mega-events are ‘secured’ primarily through precautionary means and
‘outlook based on futurity’ (Mythen and Walklate, 2008: 221; see Boyle and Haggerty,
2012). Thus, the three components constituting the ‘troika’ work in concert —and share
the common aim of providing ‘safety’ and ‘security’ for fans and other attendees. And,
those in charge of, or providing ‘security’, combine retrospective and futuristic
assessments, as the ‘troika’ conceptualizes the suggestion that learning and

imagination sit alongside each other in mega-event security (Molnar et al., 2019).

Besides, it is vital to highlight the role of football fans as central actors in the ‘troika’.
The security planning and delivery of any SME encompass a number of actors (Fussey,
2015), and involve various hierarchies of power in positions to define or determine
what ‘security’ is; how it should be exercised; and what constitute a ‘security threat’
or ‘issue’. As such, security services, event owners and organizers have been dedicated
most attention in existing research (Klauser, 2011a; Armstrong et al., 2017). And
indeed, this thesis captures how, for example, the event owner’s policy-documents
consisted of discursive framings of ‘security threats’, even before Euro 2020 host cities
were confirmed (Chapter Four). Moreover, law enforcements and security agencies
possess distinct roles of power within a mega-event’s securitization (Boyle and
Haggerty, 2009; Taylor and Toohey, 2015; Aitken, 2020). Despite this, it remains
crucial to locate the social group and important stakeholder group of football fans
within the ‘troika of security’. Although fans do not compose a socially homogenous
group (Numerato and Giulianotti, 2018), situating fans as powerful actors within the

‘troika’ remains consistent with the following observation:

There has been a number of surveillance studies in contemporary society
but very little have concentrated on sport, in particular, the changing notion
of security, surveillance, and terrorism since 9/11 and its impact on one of
sport’s key stakeholders: the fans (Cleland and Cashmore, 2018: 456,
emphasis added)
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Hence, whilst law enforcements, international organizations, stewards and sporting
bodies possess powerful and highly visible roles within the ‘troika of security’, as
mega-event security providers, fans also perform an important yet somewhat
conflicting role in the ‘troika’ as subjects to be provided with ‘security’ and actors to
potentially be ‘secured against’. Fans also occupy a position within the ‘troika’ as
consumers of securitized event spaces and as politically mobilized advocates for social
change (Doidge et al., 2019). This is empirically captured in Chapters Four and Five,

over which the ‘troika’ is laid out.

This means that fans may ultimately be what the ‘troika’s’ aforementioned merging
futuristic and retrospective elements seek to ‘secure against’, such as fans labelled
‘hooligans’ or ‘risk fans’ (Pearson and Stott, 2016) supposedly posing a threat to other
fans (Tsoukala, 2009). Further, rival fixtures that may transpire in a tournament, might
call for a precautionary and speculative approach. Notwithstanding, fans — in form of
organized fan networks — also assist the processes of the ‘troika’, such as the lesson-
drawing component by, for example, participating on tournament-specific working
groups or consultative visits before the event, with powerful actors like UEFA and the

Council of Europe (Chapter Five).

As Chapter Five documents, fan representatives can potentially engage in information-
exchange and in the transfer of best practices speaking to football policing, fan zones
or match-day experiences. During football mega-events, fans’ (non-)compliance with
policing actors may also impact the overall ‘security’ (Stott et al., 2011) and thereby
inform how future events are planned in relation to the planning actors’ institutional
memory. Then, as Chapter Four finds, football fans, as the main consumers of the
mega-event, also represent a population to be provided with ‘security’ and protection
as referent objects. Both in an objective sense, but also subjectively, as the cleansed
spaces and spheres, that are “harmonized by “fun” (Lauss and Szigetvari, 2010: 745),
are facilitated through lesson-drawing and precautionary processes for fans and event
visitors in their roles as consumers of the event’s spaces, products and official

Sponsors.

Therefore, whereas the ‘troika of security’ explains host cities’ and organizers’
construction of ‘security’ before Euro 2020, it is also imperative that the multiple roles

of football fans within the ‘troika’ are accounted for, and that the ‘troika’ is not
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conflated with the position, power or actions of security agencies or the event owner.
Ultimately, in this hierarchy of power present within a mega-event’s securitized
landscapes, the thesis shows how fans — as situated in the ‘troika of security’ — remain
both influenced and influencers vis-a-vis the ‘troikas’ three security-related
components, and how fans possess significant, overlapping and occasionally
paradoxical roles as a multiplex population that assist the securing efforts and pre-
planning, are secured against as a potential ‘security threat’, and are facilitated for as
the primary consumers and users of the blended securitized and commaodified event

spaces.

Whilst contributing to debates around preparedness and anticipation (Zedner, 2009),
the ‘troika’ can essentially explain the production and reproductions of ‘security’
before Euro 2020. Further, the concept feeds into my thesis’s main argument that Euro
2020 was an exemplary site for two distinctive practices of security governance in the
current world. It possesses sociological value because it offers an understanding of
security and its management in a post-9/11 world, and locates the roles and experiences
of contemporary football fandom (Numerato, 2018; Cleland et al., 2018) within such
security constructions. Further, it may be applied to other social contexts by
researchers investigating ‘security’ and ‘risk’ management in other social contexts or
securitized climates. That may include forthcoming SMEs, protests, political summits,
cultural festivals or urban events where ‘security’ is planned, implemented, exercised

and contested by supporters and other attendees.

1.6 Justification for the Research

It is not merely post-9/11 societies’ preoccupation with ‘security’, ‘safety” and ‘risk’
(Bauman, 2005; Beck, 1992; Mythen, 2014; Zedner, 2009), nor how such security-
related fixation is embedded in the domain of SMEs (Coaffee et al., 2011; Yu et al.,
2009), which justify this research. Though these are the underlying social realities that
my study is firmly anchored in. By drawing from the existing literature, it is possible
to detect calls for a continued examination of SME securitizations and how ‘security’
is constructed and/or given meaning(s) in a sporting context. Against this background,
it was also recently argued that spectators attending mega-events are ‘likely to face
even greater security and surveillance measures as new threats emerge’ (Cleland and

Cashmore, 2018: 466). Firstly, this implies a continually expanding area of study in
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line with ‘new threats’. Secondly, this reinforces Euro 2020’s position as a key site of

analysis and data collection. Collectively, this enhances my justification.

Giulianotti and Klauser (2010, 2011, 2012) advanced the study of SME security
governance as a field requiring increased interdisciplinary research. They argue that,
“for social scientists [...] SMEs promise new fields for critical investigation” (2010:
51). Their research agenda forwards tentative, emerging issues in SME-security
research, and highlights potential theoretical and analytical frameworks for future
scholarship. Researchers are also urged to commit to a transnational and critical
investigation of the various effects originating from SME securitization and event-
specific risks and security strategies. Finally, the authors emphasize the vitality of
assembling case studies of particular events, so to generate ‘sustained, comparative
studies of security issues, and processes at different events within varying contexts’
(ibid.: 58). More recently, the continued importance of this area was demonstrated by
Cleland (2019) and Cleland and Cashmore (2018). By connecting my research to this
evolving research agenda, a study of Euro 2020 is arguably in full harmony with the
forwarded recommendations speaking to assembling new mega-event case studies.
Adding to this, of course, Euro 2020’s context was truly exceptional and boasted a
one-off continental format, which initiated questions regarding cross-country
differences related to the securitization of the event. Ultimately, Euro 2020 presented

transnational cases under the umbrella of one larger, overarching case study.

Furthermore, the importance of studying the securitization of the European
Championships in football must not be downplayed, as oft-considered the world’s
third largest SME (Klauser, 2013; Horne, 2010). Indeed, Horne (2010) demonstrates
the ‘Euros’’ sociological significance, as a recurring tournament, both in terms of
material and representational legacies. Only the Olympics and the Fédération
Internationale de Football Association (FIFA) men’s World Cup are bigger in size and
popularity. It is unsurprising that researchers allocate most attention for the two biggest
SMEs. However, Miller (2015: 639) argues that existing knowledge about the
Olympics is well-established, whilst we know slightly less about the World Cup.
Concerning those other events — whose size are not too distant from the Olympics or
the World Cup — we know ‘hardly anything’, Miiller claims (ibid.). Undeniably, the

‘Euros’ can be pinpointed as one of those events hinted towards.
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Although some scholars utilize the ‘Euros’ as a case study to examine ‘policing’ or
‘security’ (Lauss and Szigetvari, 2010; Klauser, 2011a; 2012; Hagemann, 2010, Stott,
2003) this body of work remains limited. What is known about the ‘Euros’
undoubtedly lags behind what is known about the Olympics and World Cup.
Ultimately, the ‘Euros’ — as an internationally and sociologically important mega-
event — require more research from researchers seeking to extend the knowledge base
on SME security governance, as called for (Giulianotti and Klauser, 2010, 2011,
2012). As existing studies (Klauser, 2011a, 2012; Hagemann, 2010) and UEFA’s (n.d.)
requirements for the Euro 2020 hosts underline; the scale of the ‘Euros’’ security
delivery is of enormous significance in localized and globalized settings. The event is,
however, insufficiently researched when juxtaposed to the two other mentioned SMEs

that receive the majority of scholarly attention.

Finally, | justify this research through a series of recent events and global
developments. A number of Euro 2020 host countries (i.e. Germany and Spain) and
cities (i.e. London and St. Petersburg) were struck by terrorist attacks throughout the
2010s. Whilst France was not a Euro 2020 host, the attack outside Stade de France in
Paris, in November 2015, meant Euro 2016 was played under a state of emergency
(Goldblatt, 2019). It also demonstrated that sports events are targets for terrorist attacks
(Cleland and Cashmore, 2018). So was the Boston Marathon bombing in 2013. Despite
this, attacks at SMEs are rare and relatively low in numbers (Spaaij, 2016). Indeed,
Atkinson and Young (2012) align SME-related terrorism with Baudrillardian non-
events. Yet, attacks do occasionally happen, whereas security operations take place
regardless. These operations have long-lasting socio-spatial legacies (Boykoff and
Fussey, 2014), and the eventuality of an event passing on ‘undisrupted’ must not

distract us from that.

Other recent events also add to the importance of studying the securitization of Euro
2020. That includes the large-scale outbreaks of ‘hooliganism’ at Euro 2016 (Wong
and Chadwick, 2017) and the mentioned pandemic which disrupted SMEs in
unprecedented ways (Parnell et al., 2020). Overall, developments in the international
system and security fields in the years leading up to Euro 2020, both in sports, through
sports and more externally, contributed to the event’s extraordinary securitization and
the subsequent circulation of security-related discourses, knowledge, meanings
attached to this particular SME.

19



Chapter 1: Introduction

And so, this research may first be justified and anchored in the existing research
agendas and gaps in the pre-existing literature (Chapter Two). Second, it is
increasingly necessary to empirically capture those SMEs whose size, popularity and
symbolism are not too distanced from the Olympics or the men’s World Cup (Miiller,
2015). In themselves, editions of the ‘Euros’ present sociologically illuminating and
recurring mega-events that represent global occasions (Horne, 2010). Finally, I justify
and rationalize the research through recent events and developments in the 2010s and
2020s that are both internally and externally positioned in relation to sports, and
extremely important in the fields of ‘security’, including ‘terrorism’ trends and the
COVID-19 pandemic. As | argue, Euro 2020 serves as an important opportunity to
explore the SME-security nexus further. And ultimately, this research is justified based
on the significant, timely and potentially unique scholarly contributions it can make
by acting upon calls for research, capturing recent developments and exploring
unexplored territories in the context of an under-researched and novel case study: Euro
2020.

1.7 Original Contributions to Knowledge

At the turn of the millennium, Roche (2000: 5) wrote that ‘mega-events have attracted
relatively little research attention’. A decade later, in a review of Andrews and
Carrington’s (2013) A Companion to Sport, Bairner (2014) suggested that ‘the
coverage of mega-events has surely reached saturation point’. Concerning mega-
events, Bairner questioned if there still was ‘anything more to be said’. Responding to
Bairner, Rowe (2019: 4) acknowledges that the academic literature on mega-events
can be both predictable and repetitive, but stresses that ‘there is still wide scope and a
pressing need to speak of any recurrent sociocultural phenomenon’. In his recent book,
Roche (2017) also acknowledges the occasionally predictable nature of certain aspects
of mega-event research. However, Roche’s book convincingly underpins his
introductory statement holding that ‘mega-events always have the capacity to surprise
us and show us something new about our social world’ (ibid.: 4). In this thesis, and
especially here, where | present my thesis’s original contributions to knowledge, I
unsurprisingly endorse Rowe’s and Roche’s viewpoints. Arguably, ‘security’ and
mega-events as continentally extraordinary as Euro 2020 represent just two areas

where there is more to be said and where knowledge still needs to be developed.
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Through an examination of Euro 2020’s securitization, this thesis argues that Euro
2020 was an exemplary and powerful site for two key practices of security governance
in the present-day world. These practices reflect (i) the transnationalization of security
and (ii) the exercise of precaution and future-oriented security outlooks. In the study
of SME security governance, this thesis therefore connects with existing mega-event
cases (Klauser, 2010, 2011a, 2011b, 2012; Armstrong et al., 2017; Fussey, 2015;
Fussey et al., 2011). However, | build on this work by locating retrospective and
futuristic processes that assist the normative aim of ‘security’ in the completely novel
event-setting of Euro 2020 — as a SME with 12 extraordinary national security
contexts, which had to be postponed in the name of ‘health’ and ‘safety’ in the face of
the global COVID-19 crisis (UEFA, 2020b). To date, this thesis is the most

comprehensive examination of Euro 2020’s securitization.

Whilst | contribute to the academic repository of SME case studies, what my research
offers, more distinctively and uniquely, is an original contribution to the field in the
form of a conceptualization of existing insights in tandem with empirical data which,
collectively through the ‘troika of security’, can explain the pre-planning of ‘security’
and ‘safety’ before SMEs. I display this in relation to the most geographically
distinctive SME planned in recent history. Further and ambitious at heart, it is hoped
that, by using a SME as a portal for analysing wider security trends, the framework
and this thesis as a whole, can capture or assist the understanding of mechanisms
through which security governance occurs in post-9/11 societies, with a specific

reference to urban, securitized contexts like SMEs and other cultural events.

Another contribution to knowledge offered by this thesis is the critical interrogation of
what the concepts of ‘security’ and ‘safety” mean in a SME setting. It is clear that
mega-events are securitized. Yet an under-researched dimension is what ‘security’
actually means. By drawing from and bridging theoretical perspectives borrowed from
critical security studies (Buzan et al., 1998; Peoples and Vaughan-Williams, 2010),
which seldom have been applied in a sporting context, this thesis offers an account of
the fluid and contextual meanings of ‘security’ at Euro 2020 and the practical
implications of this. This again speaks to broader debates on the linkages between
securitization and the political economy of professional sports (Giulianotti, 2011;
Andrews and Silk, 2012). Ultimately, my thesis underpins how event spaces that are

‘tamed, sanitized [and] guaranteed to come free of dangerous ingredients’ (Bauman,
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2000: 99) were desired and facilitated through security-related discourses, policies and
requirements hosts must meet. In my extension of knowledge concerning what
‘security’ means in the SME context, I evidence how this refers not merely to the
subjective and objective ‘security’ conditions of spectators or a host nation. It also
refers to the conditions where consumption patterns and commercial attractiveness are
comforted. In this sense, my thesis offers an original contribution to knowledge on

‘security’s social meanings and roles’ (Jarvis and Lister, 2012: 162).

Additionally, my thesis contributes with one of the first sociological analyses of
‘security’ and ‘safety’ meanings as elite sport was faced by the generational pandemic
threat of COVID-19. Considering the recent nature of COVID-19, knowledge on how
this pandemic event impacted SMEs is still limited and under-developed. Even pre-
COVID-19, very few studies examine the exceptional threat to SMEs posed by
pandemics. In this thesis, | offer a rich account of how the meanings of ‘security’ and
‘safety’ were reconfigured following COVID-19. | capture the shift in security
management from endemic to epidemic threats and | show how sports bodies
represented a microcosm for the regulatory mechanisms through which the pandemic

was responded to, as apparent in political and health circles.

In terms of contributions to knowledge, | offer a sociological and security-focused
analysis of COVID-19 as a novel ‘threat’. This contribution becomes increasingly
layered since it can work as preliminary foundation for future work in the area. Finally,
the new knowledge and original findings in this thesis can offer directions and lessons
on how SMEs and the distinctive spaces within them should — or should not — be
policed, operated and managed. Thus, the thesis contributes with lessons to the

evidence-base speaking to football policing and SME security management.

1.8 Key Concepts and Terms

Before proceeding, it is useful and necessary to engage with and clarify a series of key
concepts and definitions this thesis consistently follows and refers to. First, what
constitutes a ‘mega-event’ should be made explicitly clear, since the literature works
with different indicators and arrives at unique definitions (Roche, 2000; Miiller, 2015;
Gold and Gold, 2011). Indeed, Muller (2015: 627) notes that ‘“mega-events” are much
discussed, but seldom defined’. He continues by arguing that the question of ‘what a

mega-event is’, remains ‘definitional bickering’. Miiller then dismantles previously

22



Chapter 1: Introduction

employed definitions and his point becomes visible; a universally agreed-upon
definition is absent.

Unless stated otherwise, | follow Roche’s classical definition of mega-events as ‘large-
scale cultural (including commercial and sporting) events which have a dramatic
character, mass popular appeal and international significance’ (Roche, 2000: 1).
However, as Miller exhibits, this definition — like the other definitions — has its pitfalls.
For instance, it does not take into account the fact that mega-events commonly are
associated with large costs and hosted in order to be a catalyst for urban change and
positive impact in the host area (Muller, 2015). Still, Roche’s definition corresponds
with the mega-events this thesis focuses on. That includes the ‘Euros’, whereas most

of the utilized literature are from Olympic or World Cup-based case studies.

The ‘Euros’ is the main competition for European men’s national teams. Only
European national teams geographically located in Europe, with the exception of
Israel, can qualify for the ‘Euros’ (Klauser, 2013). The ‘Euros’ are organized by the
UEFA quadrennially (normally the same year as the Summer Olympics). The
competition, founded in 1958, has progressively expanded in terms of size, competing
teams and thus competitiveness. Between 1980 and 1992, the ‘Euros’ had only eight
competing teams. This number was doubled in the competitions taking place between
1996 and 2012 with 16 participating teams. Euro 2016, hosted in France, was the first
edition with the current model of 24 teams. As aforementioned, the size and popularity
of the ‘Euros’ is well-documented and corresponds with the indicators of Roche’s

(2000) mega-event definition.

Using the recent Euro 2016 as an example, this event generated around $42 million in
revenue per game in broadcasting money (Forbes, 2016). This demonstrates the
event’s global reach and the interest for the tournament for which 51 games were
played across 10 host cities. As UEFA’s (2016: 7) post-event report maintained, the
event attracted 2.5 million spectators to the stadiums and generated around €484
million in sponsorship revenue. The ‘Euros’ are truly global in scope and with regards
to tourism and media interest. As Mittag and Legrand (2010) argue, the ‘Euros’ even
attract nearly as much attention as the World Cup globally. Despite being the third
largest recurrent SME, it has been subject to limited academic examination. However,

existing sociological issues that have appeared in relation to the ‘Euros’, focus on
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expressions of national identity (Giulianotti, 1995b; Maguire and Poulton, 1999;
Horne, 2010), brand protection (Pearson, 2012b), ‘cosmopolitanism’ (Millward,
2010), ‘hooligan’ behaviour (Weed, 2001; Poulton, 2005), the relationships between
UEFA and the state (Wtoch, 2013) and most recently, ‘security’ (Lauss and Szigetvari,
2010; Klauser, 2013, 2017).

Further, there are other concepts that have been loosely defined in social or political
sciences that this thesis refers to continuously. For example, ‘terrorism’ and
‘hooliganism’ both lack universal definitions (Schmid, 2004; Rookwood and Pearson,
2010). Again, long discussions could have been engaged in, but it is not the intention
of this thesis to resolve such perpetual, definitional questions. For the sake of clarity,
the employed definitions this thesis follows and other key terms are summarized in
Table 1.3.

Concept/Term Definition
Large-scale cultural (including commercial and sporting) events which have a
Mega-event dramatic character, mass popular appeal and international significance (Roche,
2000: 1).

[A]n individual who attended matches with the intention of becoming involved

in violence with rival supporters (whether or not s/he achieved that aim) or a fan

Hooligan who became involved in physical violence (but not other disorder or criminal

activity) even if this was not his/her initial aim (Rookwood and Pearson, 2010:
151)

The use of violence against civilians by nonstate actors to attain political goals

Terrorism (Kydd and Walter, 2006: 52)

Individuals, groups or organizations that has a direct or indirect interest or stake

Stakeholder in the activities of a particular organization (Freeman, 1984)

Table 1.3: Key definitions.

1.8.1 The Securitization Framework

This thesis already has, and will throughout refer to ‘securitization’ or ‘securitized’
events, objects or places. A breakdown regarding what this theory and conception of
‘security’ involves, as originating from International Relations and Security Studies,
is thus required. When referring to ‘securitization’, this thesis follows the Copenhagen
School’s social constructivist theorization of the process (Buzan et al., 1998). In this
view, an ‘issue’ becomes a ‘security issue’ When it is securitized through a discursive
speech act. Securitization theory was quickly viewed as a pioneering and critical
alternative to the realist and state-centric understandings of ‘security’, which
emphasized military force and ‘power’ in an anarchical international system which, up
to the 1990s, dominated Security Studies (Aradau, 2004).

24



Chapter 1: Introduction

Essentially, ‘securitization’ can be understood as a more extreme version of
‘politicization’. The process means that a political issue is taken beyond the established
rules and process of ‘normal politics’. In this process, an issue is framed or constructed
as a ‘security threat’ to a specific reference object whose survival is at stake. Although
what exactly makes ‘normal politics’ remains undefined, this discursive practice
allows for extreme measures (Buzan et al., 1998). Ultimately, such view of ‘security’
is pessimistic since the ‘danger of “security’ as understood by the Copenhagen School
is that it allows governments to suspend legal constraints and democratic principles in

the name of security’ (Hanreider and Kreuder-Sonnen, 2014: 333).

Securitizations occur primarily through a discursive speech act from ‘appropriately
positioned actors’ (Jarvis and Lister, 2012: 161). Often, but not exclusively, these
actors are leaders, elites and politicians.” The shift from ‘normal politics’ to ‘security’
is fundamental, since this shift facilitates the conditions that ultimately allows for
extraordinary measures. This may involve secrecy, tax levies or limitation of rights
illustrating the abandonment from ‘normal politics’. Yet, it is also subject to an
audience’s acceptance (Buzan et al., 1998: 23-25). Floyd (2007) delineates three steps
of a successful securitization. This involves the identification of existential threats (a
securitizing move), emergency action and convincing the audience.® Following this,
‘security’ can be understood as a ‘social and intersubjective construction’ (ibid.: 329)

and a self-referential procedure that invite exceptional measures to ensure survival.

Despite the emphasis on ‘security’ as a linguistic speech act, this does not imply that
‘to speak “security” means simply to talk in a higher-pitched voice’ (Waever, 1995:
75) or is enacted by ‘uttering the word security’ (Buzan et al., 1998: 27, original
emphasis). Securitization remains of greater complexity than this, and is rooted in the
exceptionalism found within Schmittian politics (Aradau, 2004). Further, Huysmans
(2011) emphasizes the importance of the ‘act” dimension of ‘speech acts’. Importantly,
Huysmans argues that securitization processes are also shaped by the more banal
activities, meetings and regulations: the ‘little security nothings’. He suggests that it is

these, and not always the exceptional speech act, that enact the securitization

" However, it has been argued that Bourdieu’s (1991[1982]) concept of ‘cultural capital’ is essential in
order to perform a speech act. That is because a speech act is not merely a question of linguistics. It also
depends on the ‘social position of the enunciator’ (Buzan et al., 1998: 46).

8 The latter Buzan et al. (1998: 26) originally refer to as ‘effects on interunit relations by breaking free
of rules’.
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processes, whilst encouraging re-engagement with the ‘act’ in the study of

securitizations.

Finally, there are two important dimensions to securitizations that must be addressed.
First, securitizations are not irreversible. ‘Desecuritization’ refers to the processes
through which a securitization is reversed and no longer framed in terms of threat-
defence or survival, and therefore dealt with through ‘normal politics” again (\Weever,
1995). This could be through ‘reassuring discourses’ or new modes Of protection (Case
Collective, 2006). Yet, desecuritizations also require a degree of acceptance from an
audience. Desecuritization is nonetheless left largely under-theorized and subject to
interpretation (Floyd, 2007) within this constructivist reading of ‘security’ (Aradau,
2004).

Secondly, Buzan and Waver (2009: 257) also introduced the new concept called
‘macro-securitization’, which ‘bundle other securitizations together without
necessarily outranking them’. Macro-securitizations are ‘defined by the same rules that
apply to other securitisations’ (ibid.). But crucially, the concept allows the ‘possibility
of multiple audiences across many units’ (ibid.: 275). The concept also acknowledges
that securitizations can be hierarchically ranked and bundled, whilst being of high
analytical value to SME securitizations. As Van Blerk et al. (2019) maintain, this
concept can be applied to SME contexts wherein securitizations of different ‘security
threats’, such as ‘terrorism’ and drug crime (ibid.), or ‘terrorism’ and ‘hooliganism’
(Divisova, 2019) are bundled together and collectively addressed pre-event. Despite
the conceptual applicability, it is striking that the consultation of the securitization
framework is rare in the study of SMEs, despite the common reference to securitized

mega-events.

1.9 Thesis Structure

This thesis is divided into seven chapters that collectively assist the fulfilment of the
study’s aims and objectives. Chapter Two is a literature review divided into two parts.
The chapter unpacks the complex relationship between SMEs and ‘security’. The first
part reviews the existing literature on SME ‘security’ and revisits the relevant concepts
of ‘security legacies’ and ‘security networks’. The second part, rooted in the theoretical
and conceptual underpinnings of critical security studies, explores the meanings of the

contested concepts of ‘security’ and ‘safety’. Then, the securitization of health, with a
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specific reference to COVID-19, is discussed. Finally, the chapter highlights the
relevant gaps in knowledge that this study aims to fill against the backdrop of changes

to ‘security’ and football fandom.

Chapter Three describes, explains and justifies the thesis’s methodology and research
design. To gather the data for the empirical part of this thesis, | employed a number of
qualitative approaches, including documentary analysis, semi-structured stakeholder
interviews and an analysis of a large volume of media sources. Originally, | had
planned to conduct a participant observation in a Euro 2020 host city (London) in June
and July 2020. Notwithstanding, these plans had to be abandoned due to Euro 2020’s
COVID-19 related postponement. My reflections on the impacts of COVID-19 on my
research project and, generally, on being a social researcher in a period of ‘social
distancing’ compose a crucial part of this chapter. Overall, the chapter discusses this
study’s methodological underpinnings, data collection, analysis strategies and ethical

considerations.

The second part of the thesis presents my empirical data and findings. Two chapters
are dedicated to the ‘security’ pre-planning before Euro 2020 and one chapter
examines the unexpected pandemic ‘threat’ that saw sports collapse in 2020. In
Chapter Four, Euro 2020’s securitization is examined through a critical analysis of
relevant policy documents deemed central to the event’s ‘security’ planning and
organization. Further, the chapter examines the theme of ‘responsibility’ and ‘whom’
or ‘what’ that were ‘secured’ ahead of Euro 2020. Ultimately, it gives an insight into

the multiple meanings of ‘security’ and ‘threats’ in Euro 2020’s context.

Chapter Five builds substantially on the documentary research and presents new
findings from a series of stakeholder interviews prior to Euro 2020. In order to explain
perceptions and the construction of ‘security’ prior to Euro 2020, this chapter
introduces an empirically-informed, but theoretically elaborated on conceptual
framework which extends the current literature. I call this the ‘troika of security’.
Whilst tentatively developed in Chapter Four, Chapter Five solidifies the ‘troika’
which consists of precautionary logics, lesson-drawing processes and institutional
memory. The ‘troika’ merges retrospective and futuristic security assessments and

locates these very processes in Euro 2020’s novel and extraordinary context. Insight
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into the event’s policing outlooks and omnipresence of uncertainties are also provided

here.

Chapter Six unpacks the meanings of threat in light of the COVID-19 outbreak. It
documents the shift from endemic threats to an epidemic threat and, as argued,
COVID-19 represented the key event on the securitization timeline prior to Euro 2020.
Based on an analysis of interview statements given in the media and official
announcements, it is argued here that COVID-19 reconfigured what ‘security’ and
‘safety’ could mean in a SME context. | also argue that sports bodies’ governance of
the pandemic operated as a microcosm for the broader regulatory mechanisms through
which COVID-19 was responded to in political and health circles. Overall, this
strengthens the idea sustaining that analysing global issues in sports (like a pandemic

or security) can strengthen a more general analysis of those same global issues.

The concluding chapter, Chapter Seven, sums up the main arguments, answers the
research question and explains how this thesis, with its original contributions, realizes
its objectives. The chapter concludes by delving into the practical implications of my
findings, highlighting my study’s limitations and providing avenues for future

research.
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Chapter 2: The Show Must Go On

Unpacking the Sport Mega-Event and ‘Security’ nexus

2.1 Introduction

In 2006, two central scholars in the sociology of SMEs forecasted that ‘security issues
are likely to come more to the fore in production of sports mega-events’ (Horne and
Manzenreiter, 2006: 19). The accuracy of this prediction is noteworthy. Although it
can be argued that such claim was a relatively ‘safe bet’, being articulated in a post-
9/11 era, the quote forecasted what now is a manifested social reality. Undoubtedly,
security issues and their management find themselves at the ‘fore in production’ of
SMEs, with the immense amounts of capital, resources and organization associated
with the staging of undisrupted events (Bennett and Haggerty, 2011; Cleland, 2019).
This chapter examines the socio-historical roots and the increased significance of the
mega-event-security nexus. It goes deeper into questions of why SMEs progressively
have become militarized, securitized and costly affairs. It highlights how
contemporary SME securitizations can be observed, and which aspects of mega-event
‘security’ that existing literature succeeds in and fails to sufficiently address or
examine empirically. As argued, substantial gaps exist in the current literature,

whereas a series of critical questions are left unanswered.

Structurally, this chapter is divided into two halves. First, a sociological introduction
to SMEs and research that have dominated the field is provided. Then, the existing and
relevant literature on SME ‘security’ is contextualized and reviewed. Two concepts
directly linked to mega-event securitization: ‘security legacies’ and ‘security
networks’, are then discussed in detail. The second half of the chapter critically and
theoretically unpacks what the contested concepts of ‘security’ and ‘safety’ can mean
in a SME context. Following this, the threats to SMEs posed by pandemics and
infectious diseases are revisited in COVID-19’s context, before the chapter’s

conclusions are offered.

2.2 The Sociology of Sport Mega-Events
‘Globalization’ processes and the economic restructuring of cities in Western societies
during the twentieth century were crucial in increasing the attractiveness of mega-
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events as vessels for urban economic regeneration (Roche, 1992). Now, hosting a SME
is considered extremely prestigious because such events possess high levels of
economic, cultural and political significance (Horne, 2007; Doidge et al., 2019; Preuss,
2007; Roche, 2000). SMEs are true spectacles, broadcasted worldwide and assigned
with extensive media coverage. Given the enormous symbolic, political and social
values attached to mega-events, Roche (1992, 2000, 2003, 2017) — a pioneer in the
field — quickly recognized the importance of an academic study dedicated to mega-
events. For Roche (2000: 1) mega-events constitute ‘some of the modern society’s
“parades” and “shows™”’. Prior to, but predominantly after Roche’s work, academics
from a wide array of backgrounds have recognized the significance of mega-events.
This has given life to a body of research examining various social, cultural, political
and financial aspects of mega-events. Considering mega-events’ undisputed local,
national and international importance, the social study of mega-events has steadily
progressed and turned towards new pathways.

A complete list of those aspects of mega-events that have been approached
academically cannot be provided here. However, scholarly research in the social
sciences has been largely legacy-centred (Garcia, 2010; Kowalski, 2017; Preuss, 2007;
Cashman, 2005). Prior to this widespread interest in mega-events’ socio-economic
legacies, Roche (1992: 565) observed that the field was dominated by narrow
economic approaches concerned with economic impact studies. Indeed, mega-events
are normally hosted for wider and ‘positive’ post-event impacts. Hence, much
appreciated academically are certain mega-events and their (in)ability to act as
catalysts for urban regeneration (Gold and Gold, 2011; Watt, 2013; Essex and
Chalkley, 1998) and impacts on tourism during and post-event (Weed, 2006). Mega-
events’ impact on local residents and communities in host cities, regions or countries
are also oft-examined (Weed et al., 2015; Lin, 2013). Other scholars examine SME’s
political economy (Boykoff, 2014, 2020; Horne and Manzenreiter, 2006) or states’
strategic employment of SMEs to acquire ‘soft power’ (Grix and Houlihan, 2014;
Brannagan and Giulianotti, 2015).

As Yu et al. (2009: 391) argue, these strands of research are invaluable and provide
insight ‘into the roles of SMEs as catalysts for promoting socio-economic, urban,
political or cultural outputs’. However, they also highlight that there is one important

element of SMEs which has been allocated relatively scant critical attention. That is
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the manifold of security issues. Upon an extensive reading of the existing literature,
such claim is frequently articulated and becomes visible. The SME-security nexus,
although given somewhat more appreciation in recent years, undoubtedly represents
an under-researched area, where the assigned academic attention does little justice to
the de facto importance and extent of this relationship globally, in socio-political and

economic fields.

2.3 The Sport Mega-Event and ‘Security’ Nexus

This section draws predominantly upon existing research addressing ‘security’ at the
Olympics, the FIFA men’s World Cup® and the ‘Euros’. Notwithstanding, the existing
literature focusing on the latter lags behind the former two (Miller, 2015). Drawing
from this corpus of work can be explained and justified by a series of reasons, such as
the fact that conditions of risks and uncertainties are shared between these three mega-
events, whilst risk-management and security operations have tended to resemble one
another across events over time (Jennings and Lodge, 2011). Therefore, there are
pronounced similarities both in the risk-profile and risk-management between the
events. Naturally, this is because the mentioned mega-events generally share exposure
to the same ‘threats’ (Jennings, 2012b). Simultaneously, the intention here is not to
downplay that these three are distinctive SMES in terms of size and popularity. Yet the

actual differences are hard to measure and may not be as significant as oft-imagined.

As Muller (2015: 639) argues, the World Cup and ‘Euros’ are ‘not much smaller in
size’ than the Olympic Games, which the majority of relevant literature addresses.
Moreover, the three events share other important attributes being highly symbolic
occasions, attracting millions of television viewers (hence, broadcasting revenues) and
visitors gathering in large crowds. They all possess extensive real-time media and
social media coverage (Wong and Chadwick, 2017) which ultimately contributes to
making such events vulnerable, attractive and symbolic targets (Sugden, 2012).2° As
Coaffee and Wood (2006: 513) remind us, ‘spectacular events are also spectacular

targets’.

% Unless stated otherwise, referred to as the ‘World Cup’.
19 Increasingly, this is also depicted in popular culture and cinematic representations. For example, The
Dark Knight Rises (2012), The Brothers Grimsby (2016) and Manhunt: Deadly Games (2020).
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Public concerns related to security issues and risk-management at modern SMEs can
be traced back to the 1960s (Houlihan and Giulianotti, 2012: 701; Fussey et al., 2011).
However, the consensus is that the terrorist attack at the 1972 Munich Olympics,
perpetrated by Palestinian terrorists against Israeli athletes in the Olympic Village,
causing 17 deaths, was the landmark moment. This attack contributed vastly to the
elevation of ‘security’ and ‘safety’ anxieties associated with large-scale sporting
events (Hassan, 2016; Fussey and Coaffee, 2011; Galily et al., 2015; Giulianotti and
Klauser, 2012; Whelan, 2014).1* Rapidly, throughout the 1970s, security planning
manifested itself as a vital component of SMEs (Coaffee et al., 2011). Meanwhile,
stadium disasters, including Heysel and Hillsborough in the 1980s, reaffirmed the

relationship between sport and security.

Beyond the sporting sphere, the 9/11 attacks, the increased threat posed from
transnational terrorism and subsequent preoccupation with ‘safety’ and ‘risk’
(Bauman, 2005; Mythen, 2014), assisted the processes that brought ‘security’ to the
forefront of SME housing (Atkinson and Young, 2012; Clavel, 2013). More recent
events have merely added to this. This includes the 7/7 bombings in London, less than
24 hours after the city won the rights to host the 2012 Olympics, the 2013 Boston
Marathon bombing and the attacks outside Stade de France in 2015 (Coaffee and
Wood, 2006; Spaaij, 2016; Cleland and Cashmore, 2018).12 Importantly, Giulianotti
and Klauser (2010) suggest that, as a consequence of 9/11 and the subsequent global
and US-led ‘war on terror’, the most dominant area of SME expansion with regards to
costs and personnel has been the area related to security and risk-management.
Predominantly, this argument may be observed through the ballooning of security
budgets for post-9/11 SMEs as compared to SMEs in a pre-9/11 world.

This also reaffirms the social significance of the SME-security nexus. Generally, after
9/11, security policies became increasingly precautionary and pre-emptive of nature
(Coaffee and Wood, 2006). The terrorism threat posed to SMEs, and the need to
respond to this threat efficiently, sufficiently and appropriately meant that the involved
costs and personnel of SME security operations increased drastically (Coaffee et al.,

1 For an all-inclusive table of Olympic-related threats and responses (1972-2016), consult Fussey et al.
(2011: 70-76).

12 This attack took place outside the stadium while France played Germany in a friendly game, 13
November 2015, as a part of a series of coordinated attacks in the French capital that day.
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2011). To reiterate an oft-employed example of this, the security budget for ‘Sydney
2000’, the last Summer Olympics before 9/11, was in the region of US$179 million
(Sugden, 2012: 419). Four years later, US$1.5 billion was allocated security
expenditures for the 2004 Athens Summer Olympics. Meanwhile, the 2012 London
Olympics’ expenditures reportedly reached US$1.9 billion (Giulianotti, 2013). Then,
to contextualize the expansion of involved personnel, the number of security staff in
Munich 1972 was 2,130, whereas in Athens (2004) 41,000 people were involved in
maintaining security (Toohey and Taylor, 2008: 463).

These numbers reinforce the significance of mega-event security operations and,
straightforwardly, Giulianotti (2013: 96) submits that ‘such enormous expenditure is
in itself worthy of close examination’. Throughout the 2000s and 2010s, security
budgets continuously increased apace and available figures hold that the 2018 Russia
World Cup, which was the last men’s football mega-event to take place before Euro
2020, had an estimated 31 billion RUB allocated security (Muller, 2017: 1117). Now,
security practices and measures at post-9/11 SMEs have become standardized (Galily
et al., 2015; Coaffee and Fussey, 2010; Yu et al., 2009). The heightened security focus
— and extraordinary measures taken — are not only event-specific, although the
objective levels of risk vary from event to event due to host nations’ (or cities’)
distinctive geopolitical, social or cultural attributes and dynamics (Wong and
Chadwick, 2017; Cornelissen, 2011). With such enhanced °‘security’ focus, a
prerequisite for being awarded mega-event hosting rights is therefore to be capable of
guaranteeing and ensuring maximum ‘safety’ for all event participants (Clavel, 2013;

see Chapter Four).

In scale, security operations related to SMEs have been described as warfare like
undertakings. Yu et al. (2009) argue that the 2008 Olympics in Beijing was the largest
peacetime security operation in history. Four years prior, a similar phrase was
employed to describe ‘security’ at the Athens Olympics (Wilson, 2004, cited in
Toohey and Taylor, 2008). Anecdotally, it has been maintained that wars have been
waged with less planning and coordination than some mega-events (Ryan, 2002, cited
in Boyle and Haggerty, 2012). Such descriptions are important and illuminate SME
security operations’ immensity in contemporary societies. Every mega-event now
reveals a total security effort (Bennett and Haggerty, 2011) where the planning and

deployment resemble of modern warfare with new security strategies, infrastructures,
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surveillance technologies and policing efforts (Armstrong et al., 2017; Cleland, 2019;
Whelan, 2014; Sugden, 2012; Lauss and Szigetvari, 2010; Coaffee et al., 2011). The
assemblages of security ultimately demonstrate the increasingly blurry distinctions
between civilian-military, war-law enforcement and internal-external security
relations (Klauser, 2017). Somewhat paradoxically, all this occurs amid local
residents’ everyday lives, within public spaces and urban areas (Klauser, 2012) that
are converted into concealed lockdown zones and ‘surveillant assemblages’ (Haggerty

and Ericson, 2000) centred on social and crowd control.

Boyle and Haggerty (2009) argue that every host city attempts to, and is expected to
emulate and/or excel its predecessors by creating ‘spectacular security’ and creating a
subjective sense of ‘security’ that, simultaneously, facilitates fertile conditions for
consumption. Further, organizers, authorities and security agencies must make
precautionary efforts to account for the most ‘unthinkable’ scenarios. This feeds into
a ‘security spectacle’ which exhibits spectacular images of preparedness (ibid.).
However, despite this emphasis on an exhibition of ‘spectacular’ or ‘total security’, it
is also crucial that increased securitization of SMEs, ideally, does not obstruct the spirit
of the sporting events and actions (Coaffee et al., 2011; Boyle and Haggerty, 2009).

Fundamentally, ‘the show’ must be allowed to go on.

Hence, organizers conveying spectacular images of ‘security’ also have incentive to
keep ‘security’ as invisible and discreet as possible, to avoid that extensive perceptions
of fear and insecurity are created through overt and powerful displays of ‘security’ or
deployed militarized tools (Boyle and Haggerty, 2009; Clavel, 2013; Coaffee et al.,
2009). More broadly, this connects with one of Zedner’s (2003a: 163) security
paradoxes, namely that ‘[s]ecurity promises reassurance but increases anxieties’.
Zedner notes that, ironically, by providing visible reminders of the risks that have been
secured against, insecurity levels may actually be exacerbated. Buzan (1991: 37)
describes this as self-destructive efforts to achieve security. A recent example of this
involves the security operation before the 2016 Olympics in Rio, Brazil, which relied
heavily upon military forces to counter insecurities and contributed to increased
violence in the securitized urban areas (Azzi, 2017). As such, SME ‘security’ should
both ideally and, somewhat idyllically, be appropriately balanced between being

spectacular, and simultaneously, not too spectacular (Boyle and Haggerty, 2009).
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Having observed the expansion of security governance at SMEs, Giulianotti and
Klauser (2010) set out a research agenda with emerging issues and potential social
scientific theoretical approaches compatible with the study of SME security.'® In
addition, three types of risk categories are broken down. These, by no means an all-
encompassing list of the potential risks and hazards present at SMEs, are (i) terrorism,
(ii) spectator and political violence, and lastly (iii) poverty, social division and urban
crime (Giulianotti and Klauser, 2010). Historically, these represent the most prominent
mega-event threats. Yet, as South Korea’s Pyongyang Winter Olympics in 2018 served
as a reminder of, state or cyber conflict can also threaten an event’s ‘security’ (Rowe,

2019).

Besides, threats to SMEs must be viewed in context of the mass crowds they attract.
Crowds may be targeted by terrorists (Coaffee et al., 2009), criminals, affected by
supporter violence or fan and law enforcement clashes (Millward, 2009a).
Contemporary SMEs attract thousands of fans, with and without stadium tickets.
Commonly, fans without match tickets congregate to watch matches, consume and
socialize in erected fan zones (Millward, 2009a; Kolyperas and Sparks, 2018;
Hageman, 2010).}* Fan zones, again, may be site for chaos or clashes (Millward,
2009a) and have become important entrance points for the empirical examinations of
‘security’ at contemporary mega-events (Klauser, 2011a) since they represent one joint
in the wider SME security strategy. In fan zones, attendees are ‘governed by fun’
through activities, consumption and monitoring that collectively allow for containment

and choreographed crowd control (Lauss and Szigetvari, 2010).

This, again, illuminates the important links between ‘security’, control and
consumption. As Giulianotti and Klauser (2010) argue, there is a need for
examinations of how ‘security’ and its related policies inter-connect with mega-
events’ commodification processes. This relates to how consumption hubs like fan
zones are ‘secured’ (Klauser, 2017) and how ‘security’ practices and policies serve to
assist the construction of conditions where consumption practices can thrive
(McGillivray et al., 2019). The political economy and neoliberal rationalities inherent

to SMEs emphasize creation of spectacles and aesthetic environments (Silk, 2014),

13 The outlined theories include (i) security field — inspired by from Bourdieusian theory, (ii) critical
urban geographical theory and (iii) a Beck inspired risk theory.
14 Studies occasionally refer to fan zones as public viewing areas, fan parks or fan fests.
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and scholars find reinforcing links between security practices and event owners’ or
commercial partners’ aspirations to maximise profits from events (Eick, 2011a, 2011b;

Eisenhauer et al., 2014; Klauser, 2008).

The need to ‘secure’ is ostensible and bound to aesthetic desires. Yet, essentially, the
ways through which SMEs are ‘secured’ reflect trends in the wider society. Drawing
from Debord’s (1977) Society of Spectacle, Boyle and Haggerty (2009) argue that
SME’s spectacular security practices are shaped by external security and surveillance
dynamics. Hence, a mega-event represents an entrée or a window for contemporary
analyses of ‘security’, ‘security governance’ and analyses of mega-event securitization
‘offer important lessons about local and global processes’ (Boyle and Haggerty, 2009:
271). Reinforcing this perspective, Tsoukala (2016) holds that security practices at
SMEs cannot be disassociated from the broader security contexts in modern risk

societies.

More broadly, one pronounced way through which these arguments can be
demonstrated is the shifting modes of security assessments to counter transnational
terrorism threats. These are identifiable in a post-9/11 world (Mythen and Walklate,
2008) and embedded in mega-event securitizations (Boyle and Haggerty, 2012,
Cleland, 2019). Accordingly, risk assessments taken under conditions of uncertainty
are guided by the question ‘what if?’, instead of ‘what was?’, or ‘what is?” (Mythen
and Walklate, 2008). Drawing upon Beck (1992), Mythen and Walklate (2008: 234,
emphasis added) write that:

This climate of not knowing enough — and, moreover, knowing about not
knowing enough — has had a visible impact on the authority of security
institutions. So far as regulating terrorism is concerned, there has been a
palpable shift towards futurity in practices of risk analysis and the language
of governance [...] The new calculus [of risk] does not assess the future by
focusing on the past [...] Instead, security assessments are direct by the
question: ‘What if?’

This again ‘translates into policies that actively seek to prevent situations from
becoming catastrophic at some indefinite point in the future’ (Aradau and van Munster,
2007: 105, original emphasis). Transferred into the realm of SMEs, this means that
SME security assessments are increasingly moulded by such precautionary thinking
which influences the ways mega-event planners and security agencies ‘secure’ (Boyle

and Haggerty, 2009). A result of this is the ‘continuous reiteration in official circles
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that security planners must “think outside the box™’ (ibid.: 260) when dealing with a
number of unknowns. This, again, reinforces how ‘security’ at SMEs operates in

tandem with — and not in isolation from wider ‘security’ contexts, assessments and

fields.

This analytical relation remains vital to this thesis, which not only anchors itself in
these perspectives but, similarly, utilizes a SME as a portal to enhance the
understanding of ‘security’ more broadly. The fact that security operations and
assemblages at modern SMEs are being frequently portrayed as ‘quasi-war’ operations
(paradoxically) occurring in peacetime and involving clusters of international agencies
and actors (Boyle, 2011), underpins the logic and strengths of employing a SME as a
site of analysis for conceptually or empirically exploring security practices, meanings

and ‘security’ more generally in the present-day world.

To be clear, the importance of a continued study of the mega-event and ‘security’
relationship is unequivocally agreed-upon. Though, for years it was a neglected
relationship. In 2008, Toohey and Taylor (2008: 453) described that the lack of
conducted and published research on ‘terrorism’ and SMEs as ‘surprising’. Following
some pioneering scholarship, the field grew (Giulianotti and Klauser, 2010, 2011,
2012; Boyle and Haggerty, 2009; Cleland, 2019; Cleland and Cashmore, 2018).
Predominantly, however, ‘security governance’ in relation to ‘terrorism’ has been in
focus. Moreover, case studies are mainly related to the Olympics and to a lesser extent
the World Cup or ‘Euros’. To be sure, it should still be clear that ‘Olympic security’
has received less academic examination compared to other elements of the Olympics
(Spaaij, 2016). Regardless, the study of mega-event securitization still presents new

avenues for critical examination (Giulianotti and Klauser, 2010).

Not uncommonly, research often addresses Olympic-related (counter-)terrorism and
this relationship is often studied from ‘afar’ and/or media-focused (Spaaij, 2016;
Spaaij and Hamm, 2015). Whilst representing important studies, these also illuminate
the manifold of largely untouched avenues that exist, which researchers could examine
to — as called for — broaden and widen the scope of the critical mega-event
securitization project (Giulianotti and Klauser, 2010, 2011, 2012; Hassan, 2014,
2016). For example, by referring back to Giulianotti and Klauser’s (2010) risk
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categories, there is undoubtedly scope for an enhanced focus on spectator violence,®
poverty, crime and social division and how these are instrumental in an event’s

securitization.

With the Olympic-terrorism pair largely covered, it has been argued that “critical social
scientific analysis needs to move beyond common-sense reporting of such [terrorism]
incidents’ (Giulianotti and Klauser, 2012: 312). In that sense, it is argued here that
more holistic analyses of SME ‘security’ are needed; especially as new threats emerge
(Cleland and Cashmore, 2018; Parnell et al., 2020). Concurrently, this feeds into the
argument for examining SMEs not confined solely to the Olympics or the World Cup
(Miiller, 2015) and Giulianotti and Klauser’s (2010) more general research agenda in
which social researchers were urged to critically unpack and investigate the diverse
effects of SME securitization. SMEs are not securitized solely to account for or pre-
empt ‘real’ or ‘perceived’ terrorism threats, because the securing of SME spaces and

the associated social ramifications relate to a series of ‘security threats’ and aims.

This should be seen in light of mega-events ‘macro-securitized’ nature, wherein
different securitizations are bundled together (Buzan and Waeaver, 2009) and
collectively addressed in the name of ‘security’ (DiviSova, 2019). For example,
‘hooligans’ or a host city’s crime rates can contribute vastly to a SME’s macro-
securitized milieus (Wong and Chadwick, 2017). However, studies approaching
‘crime’ and ‘hooliganism’ as ‘security threats’ are limited compared to those studies
focused on ‘Olympic terrorism’. The preoccupation with ‘terrorism’ in relevant
scholarship is unsurprising. Arguably, ‘terrorism’ is a threat that can cause largest
emotional and physical harm, and ‘terrorism’ concerns are usually fuelled by the
media’s catastrophe forecasting coverage of potential ‘terrorism’ (Atkinson and
Young, 2012). According to Galily et al.’s (2015) outlook, it remains inevitable that
the ‘terrorism’ risks at SMEs will continue and perhaps increase as the world’s

interconnectedness grows.'® Notwithstanding, the preoccupation with ‘terrorism’ in

15 Indeed, studies on ‘hooliganism’ exist in large numbers. It is even argued that ‘hooliganism’ has been
‘over-researched’ (Marsh et al., 1996: 1). What I argue, is that there is more scope for exploring how
‘hooliganism’ impacts mega-event securitizations. Existing studies on ‘hooliganism’ predominantly
pursue a theoretical explanation of ‘hooliganism’, describe ‘hooligan culture’ from ‘inside’ or the
policing of ‘hooligans’ in domestic leagues or international tournaments. For studies on ‘hooliganism’,
see Giulianotti (1995a), Armstrong (1998), Dunning (2000), Spaaij (2006) and Stott and Pearson (2007).
16 Importantly, based on number of attacks, SMEs are still relatively safe with regards to terrorism
(Spaaij, 2016; Taylor and Toohey, 2015). Spaaij (2016) employs the Global Terrorism Database and
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existing scholarship translates into substantial research gaps to fill concerning other

‘security threats’.

Jennings and Lodge (2011: 199) point out that international football mega-events are
more associated with issues of public disorder, violence and ‘hooliganism’. More so
than terrorism, which remains a larger threat at Olympic Games (ibid.). Potential and
actual transgressive behaviour by fans, historically and presently, is constructed as a
social threat requiring extra punishments, wide-reaching surveillance and expansion
of legal powers (Spaaij, 2013: 167). In other words, it is securitized (Buzan et al.,
1998). However, limited research deals with how, exactly, this contributes to or
impacts event’s (macro-)securitized, although ‘hooliganism’ is often anticipated
before SMEs (Wong and Chadwick, 2017).Y7

Essentially, mega-event securitization is a multifaceted phenomenon. And, as this
chapter argues based on the existing research, there is scope for a more inclusive and
holistic analysis of the components that are ‘bundled together’. This is compatible with
mentioned directions for researchers (Giulianotti and Klauser, 2010, 2012; Yu et al.,
2009; Cleland and Cashmore, 2018) and would allow for progressively understanding
the wider social implications of SME securitization in both contemporary societies and

sporting contexts. As Yu et al. (2009: 392) argued:

Despite the growing importance of security issues at SMEs, very few
academic works have provided critical accounts of the wider social
implications of the massive security efforts surrounding SMEs (ibid.: 392).

Arguably, to fully understand these ‘wider social implications’, it is necessary to
engage with the wider spectrum of expected and unexpected ‘security threats’.

Subsequently, this permits even more holistic and diverse analyses of SME ‘security’.

Consequently, this argument and the reviewed literature illuminate the observable
research gaps. These undeniably serve to reinforce the argument sustaining that mega-
events presents new fields for a critical study of ‘security’ (Giulianotti and Klauser,

2010). First, it becomes evident that researchers should commit to holistic analyses of

finds 22 cases of Olympic-related terrorism. This paradox is elaborated when ‘security’ is unpacked
later.

17 Episodes of ‘hooliganism’ were for instance apparent at Euro 2000, 2012 and 2016, the 2006 World
Cup. They were highly anticipated before the 2018 World Cup (Lee Ludvigsen, 2018). Ahead of the
South Africa (2010) and Brazil (2014) World Cups, concerns over urban crime were predominantly
articulated pre-event.
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event-specific ‘security” and seek to empirically examine the processes that assist the
construction of ‘security’ and the far-reaching and (in)direct effects caused by the
securitization of multiple threats, populations and behaviours. This involves
‘terrorism’, but also ‘crime’, ‘violence’ and diseases, which represent ‘threats’ in the
mega-event landscapes and fundamentally require (or are used as justification for) the
large volumes of planning, resources and capital invested into security efforts.
Secondly —and inter-connectedly — in order to fill lacunas in the literature, it is required
to increasingly examine the social implications of the enormous security operations
that take place in the name of a mega-event. As will be returned to, this relates to the
social meanings of ‘security’ and ‘whom’ (or ‘what”) ‘security’ practices or policies
includes or excludes. Moreover, some of the impacts of SME security operations
include what is commonly referred to as ‘security legacies’ and ‘security networks’.
These concepts must be seen in context of the globalization of security and security-
related knowledge (Bauman, 2005; Bigo, 2008; Tsoukala, 2009) and presently
represent integral components in the bidding and housing phases of mega-events.

Hence, they are necessary to give some examination.

2.3.1 Security Legacies

Historically and presently, mega-events have been staged (and pursued) for their
anticipated, significant socio-economic impacts, and for leaving a ‘positive legacy’ on
their host countries/cities after the event’s duration (Roche, 2017; Hall, 2006). ‘Sport
mega-events are never only about sports’, Kowalska (2017: 81) rightfully highlights.
Early, ‘narrowly economic and functionalist’ (Roche, 1992: 564) mega-event research
was typically evaluations or measurements of ‘impacts’ and ‘legacies’ in post-event
local economies and tourism (ibid.). This has continued however not limited to
functionalist approaches, whereas researchers increasingly has started to embrace
‘legacies’ associated with brand image, health and sport participation (Gold and Gold,
2011; Weed et al., 2015).

Mega-event legacies’ common denominator is that they are intended to (in)directly
benefit host cities/regions and citizens beyond a mega-event’s transient lifespan
(Eisenhauer et al., 2014). ‘Legacies’ are planned, unplanned, diverse and operate on
several scales simultaneously (Preuss, 2007). They can be economic, infrastructural,
symbolic or related to ‘security’ (Bennett and Haggerty, 2011). Indeed, security
practices have both immediate and long-term implications (Crawford and Hutchinson,
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2016) and ‘security legacies’ have recently surfaced as a key concept. It refers to those
lasting impacts of SME security strategies, technologies and practices beyond a mega-
event’s duration (Giulianotti, 2013; Giulianotti and Klauser, 2010).

Pre-event discourses emphasizing ‘positive legacies’ commonly contribute greatly to
the justification of security investments at events (Bennett and Haggerty, 2011,
Cashman, 2005). Given security concerns’ central role in the bidding and housing
phases of SMEs, promises of leaving a significant, positive ‘security legacy’ have
become oft-emphasized and a key commitment from hosts and local authorities
(Giulianotti, 2013; Coaffee et al., 2011). After 9/11, global and provincial cities have
increasingly attempted to build resilience against terrorist threats (Coaffee and Wood,
2006). Mirroring this, SMEs are also expected to exhibit considerable anti-terror
resilience before global audiences’ watchful eyes (Boyle and Haggerty, 2009). SME
hosts invest significant amounts of capital in order to transmit images of ‘order’ and
‘security’. Yet, hosts are well aware that SMEs in themselves are short-term
spectacles. Thus, long-term ‘advantages’ in form of ‘security legacies’ are pursued by
event planners and local authorities, as SMEs become catalysts for upgrading elements

of cities’ security and surveillance infrastructures or systems (ibid.).

Usually, this relates to the introduction of new, utilitarian and long-lasting
technologies (Clavel, 2013; Coaffee et al., 2011; Toohey and Taylor, 2012) or the
piloting of certain technologies or systems throughout the event, before they
(potentially) are installed elsewhere in the public domain (Giulianotti, 2013).
Historically, traces of such practices can be observed inside English football stadia
which, during the 1980s, were used as testing grounds for Closed Circuit Television
(CCTV) and other surveillance systems (Giulianotti, 1999). Now, SMEs facilitate,
accelerate or involve the implementation or increased deployment of monitoring tools
(Fussey et al., 2011; Samatas, 2007). Samatas (2007) critically observes this in light
of the 2004 Athens Olympics, which involved a rapid increase of CCTV in public
space. Like Coleman and Sim (2000) and Norris and Armstrong (1999), who consider
CCTV to make public space increasingly exclusionary, Samatas conclusions are
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pessimistic concerning this event’s surveillance technologies, as he optimistically

argues for a purified and surveillance-free Olympics.8

However, ‘security legacies’ must not be conflated with surveillance or technology
hardware. ‘Security legacies’ represent one way through which the exceptionalism of
SME securitization is carved into the ‘routine’ and ‘everyday life of cities’ (Kitchen
and Rygiel, 2014: 202). In terms of typologies, Fussey et al. (2012) highlight that
‘security legacies’ can be conceptual, technological or physical. Meanwhile,
Giulianotti and Klauser (2010) identify six ‘security legacies’ that regularly remain
post-event. These ‘types’ are (i) security technologies, (ii) new security practices, (iii)
governmental policies and new legislations, (iv) externally imposed social
transformations, (v) generalized changes in social and trans-societal relationships and
finally, (vi) urban redevelopment with connections or consequences for SME
securitizations (i.e. slum clearance) (ibid.: 54). Nonetheless, it is argued that the first
type, technologies, has been the most obvious post-event ‘security legacy’, whilst

demonstrating a tool during events and a legacy (ibid.).

Building upon his previous work (Giulianotti and Klauser, 2010), Giulianotti (2013)
revisited ‘security legacies’. This time, he again outlined six characteristic security
legacies reminiscing those from his past work. Here, however, breaks them down in
more detail. The designated ‘legacies’ are: (i) new technologies, (ii) strategic
partnerships, (iii) knowledge and expertise, (iv) economic aspects, (v) legislation and
policing and lastly (vi) public effects. With the exception of strategic partnerships and
knowledge and expertise, two legacies that will be discussed further in the next section,

the other ‘legacies’ are now unpacked.

Giulianotti (2013) first notices how new technologies, as mentioned, often are
introduced and implemented at SMEs. Technologies also tend to remain intact and
operational after the event. As an example of new technologies, it is remarked how
Dehli, ahead of the Commonwealth Games in 2010, installed 2,000 new CCTV
cameras in the city. Further, Germany’s 2006 World Cup demonstrates the first time
the country deployed CCTV cameras with face-recognition software (ibid.: 96). In

terms of economic aspects, Giulianotti identifies SME security’s potential economic

18 Though, as Samatas (2007: 235) acknowledges, the primitive Olympic model he envisages: free for
surveillance, doping, commercialization, professional athletes and corruption — based on the ancient
Greek model — is an idealist utopian model.
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benefits. Here, it is pointed out how security legacies can mean sustainment — or even
expansion — of local and national security businesses, combined with a boost in

security-related employment (ibid.: 98).

‘Security legacies’ speaking to policing and legislation include new policing strategies
and legislation that may prolong beyond the event. This involves additional legal
restrictions addressing individual activities — that under normal circumstances would
not be criminalized — as well as the protection of event sponsors (ibid.: 99). In the
longer-term, such measures may actually be counter-productive and generate
insecurities.!® Further, tensions between ‘security legacies’ and democratic principles
and human rights may surface (Samatas, 2007; Spaaij, 2016). Giulianotti (2013)
recounts one episode from the 2006 World Cup in Germany where more than 1,000
Dutch fans were told to remove their trousers upon arrival at the stadium, simply
because their trousers featured the logo of the Dutch brewery, Bavaria, which was not
an official World Cup sponsor.?’ The episode represents a practical example of how
SME ‘security’, either through precautionary policies, or ‘legacies’ are intertwined
with processes of commodification (Giulianotti, 2011). Thus, commercially and
aesthetically pleasing spaces, or conditions facilitating this, are assisted by security-
related policies and/or practices like the prohibition of items, products or services

similar to those of official sponsor/partners (Hagemann, 2010).

Finally, the public effects Giulianotti (2013) highlights relate to the public’s
understanding of ‘security issues’. He argues that since the public experience a period
of heightened ‘security’, this impacts their ‘understanding of security issues and
provisions’ (ibid.: 101). These experiences may not only generate acceptance for
future security measures exceeding the ‘norm’, but can have a deterrent effect on urban
crime, Giulianotti writes, employing South Africa’s reduction in urban crime
following the 2010 World Cup as an example (ibid.). Another example of this is also

Australians’ general acceptance of increased surveillance and security measures in

19 Security measures and policies can influence spectators’ satisfaction and enjoyment of the game.
Supporters seek ‘authentic’ experiences when attending live-games (Millward, 2011; Petersen-Wagner,
2015). These can be disrupted when — as Taylor and Toohey (2015) write — innocent practices (such as
drums, Mexican waves, flags and banners) are forbidden in the name of ‘security’ or ‘safety’. An
example of this is UEFA’s decision to ban ‘vuvuzelas’ at European games.

20 For a longer account of this, see Eisenhauer et al. (2014). Writing on brand and sponsor protection in
the 2010 World Cup in South Africa, they outline the securitization of sponsors as one ‘FIFA-ization’
strategy.
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relation to the 2000 Olympics in Sydney (Toohey and Taylor, 2012). Further, the
limited research on fan perceptions of ‘security’ in sports settings also suggests that
security measures and presence is an accepted part of the event experience (see Cleland
and Cashmore, 2018; Cleland, 2019; Lee Ludvigsen and Millward, 2020). However,
some fan cultures resist securitization and heavy-handed policing in football
(Numerato, 2018). Thus, SMEs can impact the public’s general understanding of
‘security’. Having unpacked the above ‘legacies’, it is clear that the six ‘security

legacies’ have been under-explored in the sociology of SMEs.

Adding substantially to the study of ‘security legacies’, Coaffee et al. (2011) examine
the ‘lamination’ of security practices and infrastructures ahead of London 2012. They
argue that London’s Olympic security design was to be conserved post-event for
legacy purposes, but also aimed to deter mundane criminal activities, including drug
dealing, prostitution, joyriding and anti-social behaviour more broadly (see also
Armstrong et al., 2017). The study also illuminates how the unique security measures
for London 2012 and its security technologies added another layer to, and thereby
laminated London’s already exceptional pre-existing security infrastructures. Even
pre-2012, London had the status as the ‘most surveilled democratic city in the world’
(Fussey et al., 2011: 185). However, this did not prevent London 2012 from being a
catalyst in regards to new surveillance technologies (Fussey et al., 2011; Armstrong et
al.,, 2017). Yet, even before 9/11, the Olympics generated ‘security legacies’.
Concerning Sydney’s 2000 Olympics, Toohey and Taylor (2012) argue the Games
produced ‘security legacies’ related to new legislation and surveillance. Both were
implemented low-key and justified through public discourses assisting the
manufacturing of consent (Herman and Chomsky, 1998).

Not exclusively a post-9/11 concept, a ‘security legacy’ can be understood as an
‘innovative element of securitization’ (Coaffee et al., 2011: 3323) that has become
increasingly relevant in line with the solidification of post-9/11 SME security
concerns. Yet, limited academic debates have taken place around ‘security legacies’
(Giulianotti and Klauser, 2010). Indeed, post-event legacies generally are inherently
difficult to measure and deem (in-)effective (Preuss, 2007; Langen and Garcia, 2009).
Not merely because there is no consensus with regards to what a ‘legacy’ involves, nor
how it should be defined (Preuss, 2007). But importantly, the term ‘legacy’ is often

‘elusive, problematic and even a dangerous word’, given the automatic assumptions
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holding that ‘legacies’ are always positive when promoted by organizing committees
(Cashman, 2005: 15). Furthermore, the term’s positive connotations have preserved

despite critical voices highlighting various negative ‘legacies’ (Talbot, 2019)

In most post-event evaluations ‘security legacies’ tend to ‘fly under the radar’
(Giulianotti, 2013: 101), and arguably, this represents an ‘arca where there is a need
for rigorous sociological research’ (Giulianotti and Brownwell, 2012: 212).
Unquestionably, other mega-event ‘legacies’ have been dedicated more scholarly
attention and, upon proceeding, ‘security legacies’ will work as an important
conceptual relation. Essentially, ‘security legacies’ can assist the understanding of
relationships between new technologies, security policies and social environments.
The concept is also useful in order to better understand if the social costs of SME
securitizations and surveillance — like the Dutch fans’ ‘ambush marketing’ episode —
are ‘worth it’ (Fussey et al., 2011: 209), or if this rather amplifies insecurities. ‘Security
legacies’, as a domain requiring more examination, is underscored by existing studies
(Boyle and Haggerty, 2009; Giulianotti and Klauser, 2010). Particularly concerning
how exactly ‘legacies’ intertwine with commercial desires and, moreover, how
‘legacies’ feed into strategic partnerships and notions of ‘knowledge’ and ‘expertise’

as discussed next.

2.3.2 Security Networks, Knowledge and Lesson-Drawing

The concept of ‘security networks’ revolves around relationships and nodes based on
expertise, knowledge and the use of networks of security actors/agencies for the
securing of spaces or objects. ‘Security networks’ can therefore be analytically
approached as closely related to Bigo’s (2000, 2006) ideas of the globalization of
‘(in)security’ and policing networks, and the public policy concepts of ‘lesson-
drawing’ and ‘policy transfer’ (Rose, 1991; Boyle, 2011; Dolowitz and Marsh, 1996).
These explain or are concerned with how past knowledge and policies are drawn upon

in new temporal and spatial settings.

Dupont (2006) observes an increased use of the concept of ‘networks’ in the social
sciences. In a mega-event context, ‘security networks’ have now become increasingly
prominent and conceptually utilized (Whelan, 2014, 2016). Ultimately, these are
networks devised to establish or strengthen ties and nodes between security agencies
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involved in mega-event security governance. Importantly, these represent

transnational networks which ‘transcend borders, time, and space’ (Zedner, 2009: 62).

Boyle (2011: 170) employs the term ‘security knowledge networks’, and defines these

as the:

[D]ense but shifting linkages between these various actors collectively [...]
which not only facilitate the movement of event-specific security expertise
between geographically and temporally distant locales, but also serve as
key channels through which contemporary security rationalities and
technologies are consolidated and disseminated globally

Reflecting the involvement of multiple agencies in security management more broadly
(Zedner, 2009; Bigo, 2000), the actors involved in the planning and delivering
‘security’ at SMEs now include law enforcement bodies at state and local level, public
safety and intelligence agencies, international sports federations and bodies,
international governance organizations, security consultants, think tanks, technology
firms and logistic firms (Boyle, 2011). Additionally, on a European level, independent
supporter networks have increasingly become involved in pre-event security and
policing matters and the general event organization (FSE, 2019; Cleland et al., 2018;
Numerato, 2018).

The rise of ‘security networks’ in the mega-event field can be seen in light of Munich
(1972) and 9/11. These watershed moments resulted in SME’s organizational
complexity increasing in scale and sophistication (Toohey and Taylor, 2008). Learning
from past failures and successes, whilst enacting and enhancing transnational
collaboration between security agencies have since become central to SME security
operations and ‘one-off’ football matches (Spaaij, 2013; Tsoukala, 2009).
Consequently, SMEs represent platforms where relationships are established on local,
national and international levels (Giulianotti, 2013) and where intelligence, security
information and know-how increasingly are shared between security stakeholders
(Taylor and Toohey, 2015). Demonstrating this, the London Olympics had up to
40,000 security actors representing a range of agencies (Whelan, 2014: 397).

‘Security networks’ can be pinpointed as one of the mentioned ‘security legacies’
speaking to strategic partnerships, knowledge and expertise (Giulianotti, 2013),
because the practices, habits and networks which SMEs foster are not time or space

specific (Boyle and Haggerty, 2009). Essentially, these networks are likely to remain
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post-event, and to be re-activated for future SMEs for the consultation and briefing of
future hosts and organizers (Klauser, 2011a; Boyle et al., 2015). This validates the

understanding of ‘knowledge’ and ‘networks’ as distinctive and long-term legacies.

‘Security networks’ must also be understood in light of broader trends, and the ‘ways
in which national police systems are structured in differentiated networks’ (Bigo,
2008: 19). Further, the increasingly multiplex nature of SME’s security operations
means that the state’s monopoly with regards to providing ‘security’ has diminished.
Security expertise is now globalized (Boyle, 2011), and as evident in other domains of
present-day societies (Zedner, 2009; Petersohn, 2018), private security actors at SMEs
are given greater responsibilities (Houlihan and Giulianotti, 2012) around ‘the

authorization and delivery of security’ (Dupont, 2006: 168).

In order to fully understand ideas of transnational networks based on security
knowledge, the conceptual tools provided by Bigo (2000, 2006) and Tsoukala (2007,
2009) are useful. Both the scholars are associated with the strand of critical studies of
‘security’ referred to as the Paris School. Drawing upon Bourdieu’s concepts of
‘habitus’ and ‘field’, Bigo draws attention to the discourses and constructions of
security as evident through security practices (Peoples and Vaughan-Williams, 2010).
Bigo (2002) is concerned with the social relations between security professionals and
observes that globalized ‘(in)security’ has led to the rise of experts in the security
fields: the ‘managers of unease’. These are positioned to classify threats and determine
what ‘security’ is (Bigo, 2008). Crucially, Bigo highlights how the traditional
distinctions between ‘internal’ and ‘external’ security have become increasingly
blurred and hard to detect following the Cold War. This was amplified by 9/11 and
changes meant that in the creation of ‘security’, external security agencies (the army,
intelligence agencies) and internal security agencies (police, customs) became
preoccupied with the same threats and increasingly entangled in the similar ‘security
fields’ with a set of deterritorialized tasks. Therefore, the ‘field of the professionals of
(in)security functions like a Mdbius strip” since the actors’ outside-inside positions are
flexible (Case Collective, 2006: 459).

Bigo (2000) also highlights how the transfer of security-focused knowledge occurs
between the ‘interior’ and ‘exterior’ with ‘security knowledge’ developed in one place

being applied to elsewhere in the world. In this era of transnational threats, Tsoukala
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(2009) employs some of Bigo’s ideas of blurred ‘internal’ and ‘external’ security to
the European efforts to ‘secure’ football from ‘terrorists’ and particularly ‘hooligans’.
The broader ‘convergence of the internal and external security realms’, she writes, ‘has
found itself a regular field of application in major sporting events’ that not only require
national militaries, but also transnational forces, like NATO (Tsoukala, 2009: 123). In
part, this verifies the functionality of the ideas around ‘external’ and ‘internal’ security

in the study of SMEs.

Given the manifold of active actors around SME spaces, Clavel (2013: 76) argues that

mega-events have become ‘laboratories’ for the testing of transnational collaborations:

To combat major security threats, new partnerships must be developed
between security forces, and so the management of safety during major
sports events is an expression of the growing cooperation between the
police (national and international), the armed forces, intelligence services
and all other stakeholders, public or private. Indeed, SMEs have become a
laboratory for testing these new collaborations

Although it is important emphasize that teaching, learning and emulating are not
unique to policing, security or mega-events (Boyle, 2011), such description mirrors
the arguments sustaining that sports have served as a socio-spatial laboratory for the
piloting of new security systems (Armstrong and Giulianotti, 1998, Giulianotti, 1999).
Furthermore, the employment of knowledge and experiences from previous mega-
events can be seen in context of the two aforementioned, but related concepts: ‘lesson-

drawing’ (Rose, 1991) and ‘policy-transfer’ (Dolowitz and Marsh, 1996).

As Klauser (2012) highlights, the networks of expertise active within SME planning
underpin how ‘policy-transfer’ and ‘lesson-drawing’ processes occur in order to
reproduce or re-circulate security practices and policies between SMEs. Central to both
‘policy-transfer’ and ‘lesson-drawing’ processes are the ‘intention to learn from
others’ experience’ (James and Lodge, 2003: 183). For Rose (1991), there are five
alternative ways of drawing upon ‘lessons’. These include ‘copying’; which refers to
‘using practice elsewhere literally as blueprint’, ‘emulation’; which is adopts a
particular programme, but also ‘adapt for national circumstances’ (p. 21). Moreover,
‘hybridization’ combines elements from two different places; ‘synthesis’ ‘combines
familiar events from programmes in effect in three or more places’, and finally,
‘inspiration’ is used to refer to the deployment of other programs as an ‘intellectual

stimulus for developing a novel programme’ (p. 22).
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Lesson-drawing, knowledge exchange and information-sharing are now expected and
formally required at contemporary SMEs for the purposes of ‘security’ and ‘safety’
(see Chapters Four and Five). This suggests the movement of expertise through
networks. Though, as pre-existing research maintains, the coordination of ‘security
networks’ can pose considerable challenges. Whilst coordinating ‘networks’ in routine
operations per se, is highlighted as demanding (Whelan, 2014; Whelan and Molnar,
2017; Whelan, 2016), this becomes increasingly tricky in a SME setting, where hosts’
security performances are scrutinized by the public (Whelan, 2014). Inter-
organizational tensions (Whelan and Molnar, 2017, 2018; Taylor and Toohey, 2015;
Boyle et al., 2015), ‘struggle for space’ (Klauser, 2015) and actors’ aspirations to
maximize their interest and position inside the network (Fussey, 2015) can add to this.
Additionally, the forces present in mega-event landscapes occasionally hold different
views and follow separate rules of engagements to suspicious behaviours (Fussey,
2015; Whelan and Molnar, 2018).

Concerning the question of how ‘networks’ work internally, some studies produce
insight to this. Boyle (2011) examines networking activities before the 2010 Winter
Olympics in Vancouver and identifies three hierarchical and institutional networks
including state institutional networks, transnational networks and non-state
institutional networks (ibid.: 170-174). Crucially, Boyle notes how ‘organizational
templates’ at state level were articulated, in addition to how ‘transnational networking
activities’ took place occasionally prior to the 2010 Winter Olympics (ibid.).
Meanwhile, Klauser (2011a) explores the transfer of ‘best practices’ of the fan zone

exemplar from the Germany World Cup in 2006 to Euro 2008 in Switzerland/Austria.

Examining the transfer of security-focused knowledge and policies, Klauser finds that
this involved exchanges that set up connections between security stakeholders from
previous and forthcoming events. Activities, for the purpose knowledge exchange and
for ensuring a high degree of internal cooperation, took place in form of conferences,
workshops and gatherings (Klauser, 2011a) which formulated a ‘dynamic assemblage
of individuals, ideas and things (handbooks, guidelines, legal documents, plans, etc.)’
(ibid.: 3216). However, while these studies provide invaluable insight, Whelan (2014)
argues that limited empirical work examines the dynamics, organization and interplay

within ‘security networks’.
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Still, recent scholarship successfully produces accounts of how preparations and
decision-making across ‘security networks’ play out (Boyle, 2011; Klauser, 201 1a,
2017; Armstrong et al., 2017). Though, research gaps still exist, but an important point
here is the access to necessary data and participants, which can surface as an obstacle
due to the (often) clandestine nature of such networks; especially so, pre-event.?! This
of course serves as a reminder that anyone researching ‘security’ will encounter a

number of unusual methodological obstacles (Molotch, 2012; Eski, 2012).

The importance of studying ‘security networks’ and collaborative efforts to provide
‘security’, however, remains undisputed. As historically has been the case more
broadly with so-called ‘intelligence failures’ (Dahl, 2005),2> Fussey and Coaffee
(2012: 282) argue that:

[W]hen security problems have occurred at sporting mega-events, it is the
coordination and communication components that have proved to be both
crucial [and] the most common points of failure

Consequently, ‘security networks’ and knowledge exchanges must be understood as
crucial components in the ‘success’ of any event’s security delivery. In this vein, it is
plausible to argue that ‘networks’, similarly to and inter-connected with ‘security
legacies’, warrant further inter-disciplinary examination. Indeed, there is still a
pressing need to answer ‘the questions of how security policies circulate between
mega-events [that] have been widely ignored so far’ (Klauser, 2011a: 3305).
Importantly, answers to such questions can still be produced with limited or no ‘inside’

access to ‘security networks’ and their inner-workings (see Chapters Three and Four).

In this thesis’s context, the geographically and culturally extraordinary Euro 2020
raised a host of important questions around the frequency of networking events,
knowledge exchange conferences, the role of policy handbooks and guidelines, and
the impact of cultural differences on how ‘security’ was approached. Interestingly,
concerning the collaborations between German, Swiss and Austrian security officials
(between 2006 and 2008), it was argued that links and communication were

particularly strong because of the countries’ closeness geographically, culturally and

2L For example, evaluations or accounts of intelligence performances are inherently difficult for people
outside the intelligence community. Details may be concealed behind thick curtains of secrecy (Kerr,
2008).

22 Admittedly, such term is contested. Though, ‘intelligence failure’ can refer to a ‘mismatch between
estimates and what later information reveals to have been true’ (Jervis, 2006: 10)
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linguistically (Klauser, 201la: 3211). Klauser argues future research should
investigate how ‘different cultural and linguistic contexts’ relate to and interact with
each other (ibid.). Meanwhile, Taylor and Toohey (2015: 393) encourage researchers
to examine ‘how different cultures may impact the expectations and approaches to

managing security and safety issues’.

Indeed, ‘security’ and ‘safety’ represent two contested concepts (Bain, 2006). Within
the transnational, fluid and diverse ‘security networks’, different nodes will possess
different understandings, definitions and perceptions of security as derived from socio-
cultural and occupational backgrounds. It may therefore be argued that a
geographically and culturally exceptional SME like Euro 2020 — with its 12-country
format — posed a unique case for the understanding of cultural influences on ‘security’
and, essentially, how processes of lesson-drawing and knowledge exchange

contributed to ‘security’, as a concept that is critically unpacked next.

2.4 Critical Security Studies and Sports: Critically Unpacking
‘Security’ and ‘Safety’ Meanings

The sharpened focus on ‘security’ and ‘safety’ at SMEs is evident. Nonetheless, it
remains important — and necessary — to ask what mega-events, their athletes, officials
and attendees, are ‘secured’ from. And then, what ‘security’ and ‘safety’, more
precisely, mean in this context. In unpacking this, this section takes a critical approach.
In the existing literature, the underlying logic and rationales behind securitizing moves
associated with SMEs are tackled. However, ‘very few have actually addressed [...]
what to secure from’ (Whelan, 2014: 396). Attempts and efforts to secure spaces
automatically instigate questions about what is being secured, and for which reasons
(Barnard-Wills et al., 2012). Yet, these questions — and the meanings of ‘security’ are
rarely asked nor critically examined in existing research. It is therefore timely and
required to investigate closer whom or what SMEs are ‘secured from’ and ‘secured

for’ in order to disaggregate the meanings of ‘security’ in a SME context.

Zedner (2009: 10) submits that ‘security is too big an idea to be constrained by the
strictures of any single discipline’. Preoccupied with ‘security’, this thesis employs

insights from theoretical perspectives in Security Studies that are rarely employed in
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the study of global sports. It argues that adopting Critical Security Studies’ (CSS)*
approach to ‘security’ is compatible with the exploration of the above questions.
Crucially, this allows for a deepened understanding of ‘security’.?* Broadly, critical
security studies’ (lower case) epistemological position is shared with that of critical
criminology. It sees the state and economy as forces shaping social relations, and
assembled security measures are one way of concretizing power (Loader and Walker,
2007).

Within this field, CSS (upper case) work within the tradition of Frankfurt School’s
Critical Theory and adopt a normative approach to the study of ‘security’ which
equates ‘security’ with ‘emancipation’ (Floyd, 2007). This centrality of
‘emancipation’ borrows from the Frankfurt School’s intellectual premises and its
traditions speaking to ‘social change’ and ‘resistance’ (Aradau, 2004). CSS challenge
and criticize the dominant ontological assumption in traditional, objectivist
International Relations and Security Studies theories (i.e. classical or neo-realism),
where the state figures as the referent object for ‘security’ (Browning and McDonald,
2011). CCS’s critiques, however, are not simply voiced by pointing towards new or
emerging threats to human survival because, by doing so, critical security studies will
not ‘in itself move security studies away from its traditional concerns’ (Krause and

Williams, 1997: 35).

Critical security studies, with its conceptualizations of ‘security’, have emerged as a
distinctive alternative to orthodox, state-centric theories, and the lens maintaining that
security studies should focus on the ‘the threat, use and control of military force’ (Walt,
1991: 212). Fundamentally, CSS are concerned with broadening, deepening and
focusing security studies beyond this (Wyn Jones, 1999). By broadening, CSS seeks
to go beyond the traditional view preoccupied with threat and military power as the
only means to provide security. Focusing, refers to CSS’s aspirations to promote
emancipatory politics through theory and practices of security studies (Williams,
2005). Deepening shall be returned to. Moreover, CSS’s agenda has revolved around
four key tasks: (i) critique of traditional theories, (ii) exploring meanings and

23 Sometimes referred to as the Welsh School or Aberystwyth School.

24 Tt is crucial not to confuse CSS with ‘css’ (lower cases), which is the broader, critical subfield of
Security Studies called “critical security studies’. These share some similarities but do not equate. CSS
(the “Welsh School’) fits within ‘css’, but the approaches of ‘css’ do not necessarily fit within CSS
(Williams, 2005).
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implications of critical theories, (iii) critically investigation of security issues, and (iv)

to revise security in specific places (ibid.: 137).

Unlike the state-centric theories which CSS challenge, ‘security’ is observed through
a lens where the individual is the referent object for ‘security’. Consequently, the state
is a mean — rather than an end — to ‘security’ (Burke, 2007). Normatively, individuals
(or groups of individuals) should be emancipated from their constraints to ensure
‘security’, as CSS define security as emancipation and maintain that the more
‘security’, the better (Peoples and Vaughan-Williams, 2010; Booth, 1991).2> Such
security-embracing view contrasts Copenhagen’s School’s negative view of ‘security’
(Buzan et al., 1998) and there are issues vis-a-vis where security ‘stops’ (Floyd, 2007:
333). Further, Booth provides no answers on what emancipation ‘looks like, apart from
its meaning to particular people at particular times’ (Booth, 1997: 110, cited in Aradau,
2004). According to Zedner (2007: 272), CCS’s idea of ‘emancipation’ is loosely
defined and generates new questions. However, she also argues that ‘it is a provocative
idea’ that ‘invites consideration of the means by which people may seek their own
security rather than having order foist upon them’ (ibid.). Burke (2007: 8) also
questions the clarity around how ‘security’ is made possible yet characterizes CSS’s

ambitions as ‘immense’.

Accordingly, it is only with reference to ‘real people’ security has any meaning
(Williams, 2005: 141). Positioning the individual as the object of security, ‘provides
the conceptual shift that allows these perspectives to take their place as central
elements of any comprehensive understanding of security’ (Krause and Williams,
1997: 46). Such understanding of ‘security’, naturally, is consistent with how security
studies, post-9/11, increasingly have ‘embraced notions of human security that place

people, rather than the state, at the centre of security policy’ (Coaffee et al., 2009: 491).

Upon proceeding, it is a vital point, as Jarvis and Lister (2012) maintain, that CSS’s
approach can be combined with more constructivist approaches to ‘security’,
concerned with the social construction of ‘security’, which CSS indeed have criticised
(Booth, 2007). This includes the Copenhagen School’s securitization framework

(Chapter One). Accordingly, ‘it is both possible and desirable to combine these two

2 This broadening of ‘security’s’ definition, however, has been criticised for making the concept ‘so
elastic as to render it useless as an analytical tool’ (Ayoob, 1997: 121).
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insights” (Jarvis and Lister, 2012: 162) which offer critical and alternative theories or
conceptions of ‘security’, which this thesis ultimately seeks to explore. Conceptually
synthesizing the two frameworks is also consistent with this study’s purposes,

concerning the micro-experiences, production and meanings of ‘security’.

Hence, whilst securitization theory has been criticized for not sufficiently accounting
for ‘different levels of risk perception and fear among different type of audiences’
(Meyer, 2009: 650), CSS’s individual-centric reading of ‘security’ not only becomes
complimentary, but underpins the strengths using the frameworks collectively.
Although this thesis seeks to examine the wider meanings of ‘security’ as articulated
by stakeholders and key organizations, the ‘security’ of the state cannot be completely
eschewed nor downplayed. For example, an attack targeting a mega-event would
represent an attack against attendees and stakeholders, but also the relevant state.
Indeed, the state, within ‘non-traditional’ security theories ‘still matters but is not
privileged over other sectors of security’ (Floyd, 2007: 334). Consequently, the
frameworks of CSS and the Copenhagen School offer useful insights collectively,
despite seldom being combined (ibid.).

Convincingly, Floyd (2007) argues for a bridge building between the two critical and
potentially complimentary theories. However, not on ontological, but pragmatic
grounds — as a challenge to traditional state centric security theories. Floyd highlights
general commonalities between the two Schools. These include (i) reflection on the
concept of security, (i) concern with the issues with potential widening as
contradictory and political, (iii) security as a practice and (iv) self-reflection (ibid.:
335). Remarkably, Copenhagen School’s Buzan et al. (1998) in Security: A New
Framework for Analysis, contend that their securitization theory, unlike CSS, has no
‘emancipatory ideal’ (p. 35). Nonetheless, the following claim suggests that CSS is

complementary to their approach:

Such an approach [CSS] is therefore complementary to ours; it can do what
we voluntarily abstain from, and we can do what it is unable to do:
understand the mechanisms of securitization whilst keeping a distance
from security (ibid.)

According to Floyd (2007) combining the two insights is not just desirable, but
advantageous. Crucially, one key advantage that Floyd proposes includes ‘that the

more unified the critical schools of security are, the stronger an alternative they can
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offer to the mainstream of security studies’ (p. 336). Whilst ‘security’ for CSS is
regarded positive, Copenhagen School considers it negative — as a failure to deal with
an issue with ‘normal politics’. Offering a more nuanced view, Floyd argues that
securitization is issue-dependent and advocates a ‘consequentialist evaluation of
security’ that focus on evaluating securitizations ‘in terms of their consequences’ (p.
349). There are also similarities between securitization theories and CSS within
conversations on ‘politics’ as an act ‘privileging the marginalized [and] certain
predefined identities (Gad and Petersen, 2011: 322). It is therefore evident that there
are not only shared motivations, but compatibility between the two perspectives. Most
importantly, in how they challenge traditional assumptions and meanings of ‘security’,

as a term that is now unpacked further.

As a concept, ‘security’ remains highly contested and lacks one universally agreed-
upon definition (Peoples and Vaughan-Williams, 2010). Famously, Baldwin (1997: 5)
noted that ‘redefining “security’ has recently become something of a cottage industry’.
In existing literature, scholars define it as ‘the relative freedom from harmful threats’
(Mroz, 1980: 105). Others, as the ‘assurance of future well being’ (Martin, 1983: 12).
As explained, ‘security’ can also be defined in terms of speech acts (Buzan et al., 1998)
or as ‘emancipation’ (Booth, 1991). This encapsulates the concept’s contested nature.
Yet, it also underpins that questions such as ‘security for whom?’ and ‘from what
threats?’ are fundamental for an understanding of ‘security’ (Baldwin, 1997). And
perhaps, ‘it is probably more accurate to describe the concept of security as
insufficiently explicated than as essentially contested’ (ibid.: 24). As one example
above demonstrates, and as Booth (2005: 21) notes, a typical dictionary definition of
‘security’ is ‘the absence of threats’. Transferring this to the realm of SMEs, ‘security’
can, for example, be the absence of ‘terrorists’, ‘hooligans’ or ‘criminals’. Not only is

this unrealistic; it is unachievable.

For instance, a ‘terrorist’ threat can never be completely controlled, due to human
behaviour’s unpredictability and inherent limitations of intelligence and counterterror
strategies (Tsoukala, 2006; Betts, 1978).2° Hence, if ‘security’ is the absence of

‘terrorist threats’, then true ‘security’ at a SME cannot be achieved. As Booth (1991)

% As famously argued by intelligence scholar Betts (1978: 88) concerning ‘intelligence failures’;
‘intelligence failures are not only inevitable, they are natural’. Partly because of human cognitive
limitations and limits to intelligence estimates.
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and other critical security scholars would agree, such vague definition of ‘security’
facilitates a plethora of follow-up questions. These questions are central for a critical
approach of ‘security’. Further, such vague definition of ‘security’ is incompatible
with CSS’s reading of ‘security’ as a ‘derivative concept’. In treating ‘security’ as a

derivative concept, CSS scholars maintain that our view of ‘security’ is derived from:

Ways in which we see the world and the way we think politics work: what
we think of the most important features of the world politics will influence
what we think of as threats, what needs to be protected, and hence how we
define security (Peoples and VVaughan-Williams, 2010: 22).

As a derivative concept, ‘security’s’ meanings vary. The concept’s meaning is subject
to individuals’ deep-seated assumptions about political life. How one conceptualizes
‘security’ cannot be neutral. Moreover, to ‘be free’ or ‘feel free’ from threat depend
on an individual’s understanding of world politics. Important distinctions should also
be drawn between feeling and being ‘safe’. Hence, one may see that ‘security’ — as the
‘absence of threats’ — can reach no final meaning (Booth, 2005: 21). For CSS, aspiring
to deepening the security agenda, imprecise definitions of ‘security’ generate questions

that should be asked and answered.

Not too dissimilarly from Baldwin (1997), such questions include what threats one is
seeking freedom from, and whom — or what — that threatens us (Peoples and Vaughan-
Williams, 2010). In other words, one should ask (i) ‘whom’/’what’ is being secured
(1) from ‘what’/’which’ threat. From asking the first question, security’s referent
object will be clear (McSweeney, 1999). And also, exactly ‘whom’ or ‘what’ that is
being securitized as a threat to the referent object’s ‘safety’ must be engaged with, if
aiming to critically unpack ‘security’ at contemporary SMEs. Here, it becomes
apparent why, despite their differences, there is promise in combining the critical
theories of CSS and the Copenhagen School’s securitization framework (Floyd, 2007).
The former enables us to understand ‘security’ deeper with individuals as referent
objects. The latter can give more accurate answers on exactly who securitizes; which

issues and for whom (Buzan et al., 1998: 32) and ultimately, how.

Commonly, ‘hooligans’ or ‘terrorists’ are outlined as threats which SMEs require
freedom from (Giulianotti and Klauser, 2010). When critically approaching these
labels by asking ‘what is a hooligan?’ or ‘terrorist’, obstacles are immediately

encountered. Fundamentally, both concepts lack universally accepted definitions.

57



Chapter 2: The Show Must Go On

‘Hooliganism’ lacks a legal definition and a ‘precise demarcation of membership’, and
Is used as an umbrella-term to cover ‘a variety of actions which take place in more or
less directly football-related contexts’ (Spaaij, 2007: 412). Likewise, Schmid (2004)
outlines the difficulties reaching an adequate definition of ‘terrorism’. He argues that
‘terrorism’ definitions ‘generally tend to reflect the interests of those who do the
defining” (Schmid, 2004: 384).

What this means, is that those actors SMEs ideally are to be ‘freed’ or ‘secured’ from
can have a multitude of meanings. ‘Terrorists’ and ‘hooligans’ undeniably represent
two actors that will generate public fear and be constructed as threats to public and
social order (Poulton, 2005; Tsoukala, 2008) and spectators’ ‘safety’ at SMEs. Indeed,
Baudrillard (1993: 79) likens the two, arguing that ‘hooligans’ are ‘no different from
terrorists’ in that their acts are instantly mediated to global audiences. Following the
commitment to a deeper investigation into what we ‘secure from’ - it is not denied that
‘hooligan’ or ‘terrorist’ actions both exist and occur. What is crucial, however, is that
questions are not solely confined to what the threats are. Critical attention should be
devoted the wider socio-political contexts of the threats. Resultantly, such critical
interrogation can assist the understanding of what ‘security’ ultimately is or means,

whom ‘security’ is for or against, and the ‘securing’ efforts’ effects.

2.4.1 Going Deeper: Dimensions of ‘Security’ and the Media’s Role

The two adjectives, ‘security’ and ‘safety’, are related concepts but not identical (Bain,
2006).%” While ‘security’ may induce measures that ultimately lead to public ‘safety’
and protection from dangers, ‘safety’ refers more to a condition where one is free from
harms (ibid.). However, since the concepts are related, ‘security’ can also be used to
indicate the objective state of being without or protected from threats. It can also be
utilized to describe the subjective condition of freedom from anxiety, whilst it can refer

to the means of or pursuit between these ‘end states’ (Zedner, 2003b: 154-158).

Notwithstanding, more ‘security’ does not automatically translate into more ‘safety’
(Buzan, 1991: 36). And as stated, ‘security’ can have a wide array of meanings and

referent objects (Zedner, 2009). Moreover, actual and perceived ‘safety’ and ‘security’

27 For example, Hedley Bull, a central scholar in the English School of International Relations, used the
terms ‘security’ and ‘safety’ interchangeably in his seminal The Anarchical Society (1977). Bull wrote
that security is ‘no more than safety: either objective safety, safety which actually exists, or subjective
safety, that which is felt or experienced' (p. 18).
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do not always correspond. For example, the extent to which one feels ‘secure’ or ‘at
risk’ is ‘not precise, actuarial calculations premised on reliable data, but social and
cognitive constructs assembled from a mix of experience’ (Loader, 1997: 381). By
taking a critical approach to ‘security’, it must be accepted that individuals’ subjective

and objective ‘safety’ and ‘security’ are shaped by a spectrum of factors.

Additionally, ‘security’ and ‘safety’ and perceptions of these, should be seen as
occurring on different levels. For example, on an individual/personal level, if a
spectator travels on their own, or on a collective level, if an attendee travels with others
(Toohey and Taylor, 2008). Stevens and Vaughan-Williams (2017) employ mixed-
methods and find that individuals prioritize ‘personal safety’ as the referent object for
‘security’. Yet, it can also be perceived at global, national and communal levels
(Stevens and Vaughan-Williams, 2014) and it is not only the difference in how
threatened an individual is, that matters, but ‘the level at which they perceive those
threats’ (ibid.: 170). Moreover, threats or risks to one’s ‘safety’ or ‘security’ can be
constructed (Tsoukala, 2009). This underpins the crucial demarcation between actual

(objective) and perceived (subjective) ‘security’.

Both subjective and objective ‘security’ and ‘safety’ remain central here. Risks to our
‘safety’ must always be seen as risks within a knowledge relation that makes it
impossible to separate the risk per se and the public perception of it (Beck, 1992).
Beck (1992) discusses risks in relation to the management of insecurity and fears, and
as Durdodie (2007: 9) argues, ‘perceptions of risks are as important— if not more so —
than the actuality of risks we face, as perceptions often determine behaviour’. Thus,
the degree to which mega-event stakeholders or attendees feel subjectively ‘safe’ and
‘secure’ has a regulating effect on their behaviour and decisions to attend, which is not

solely related to the degree to which they objectively are ‘safe’.

In this vein, the mediation of ‘security threats’ should be viewed as important because
it reinforces the need to ‘secure’ and the subjective perceptions of “(in)security’ before
SMEs. Generally, the media plays a prominent role in framing social problems
(Tsoukala, 2008; Stevens and Vaughan-Williams, 2014; Loader, 1997). And, when
unpacking ‘security’ at SMEs, it is clear that media discourses are of high centrality.
The media has the capacity to mould public perceptions of ‘safety’ and ‘security’ to a

degree where they stop corresponding with social realities (Atkinson and Young,
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2012) or ‘security’ on an objective level.?® Occasionally, this enables contexts where
‘the perception of threat is a greater problem than the threat itself” (Zedner, 2009: 23).
The construction of a social problem per se may be as important as its ‘reality’.
Especially, when the ‘power to construct lies [...] with one side’ (Pearson and Sale,
2011: 161). If seeking to critically understand ‘security’ at mega-events, the ways in
which media framing and public discourses construct perceptions of ‘(in)security’ and
risk associated with SMEs must be considered a key determiner behind perceptions

and meanings of ‘security’ and preliminary efforts to ‘secure’.

However, mega-event threats are occasionally ‘real’. Objectively, attendees may very
well be unsafe. Incidents of ‘terrorism’, ‘hooliganism” and ‘crime’ have undoubtedly
taken place at past SMEs (Cleland, 2019; Spaaij, 2013). Though, Spaaij (2016) tracks
incidents of Olympic-terrorism and concludes that SMEs are ‘quite safe with regard to
terrorism’ (p. 456). Similarly, Taylor and Toohey (2015: 379) underline that ‘there is
a low risk of an actual terrorism incident occurring during an event’. Threats to SMEs,
like elsewhere in societies, are characterized by a dual nature. They are sometimes
real, since they materialize (illustrated by Munich, 1972 and Stade de France, 2015).
They are also occasionally constructed or imagined, rather than ‘real’ (Atkinson and
Young, 2012). Dangers arising from ‘hooligans’ or ‘terrorists’, as stated, are never
completely non-existent. However, they must be placed in context. Although mega-
events’ hyper-securitized climates perhaps suggest otherwise, ‘hooliganism’ mostly
takes place as isolated incidents, whereas ‘terrorism’, fortunately, seldom materialize
at SMEs (Spaaij, 2016).

Atkinson and Young (2012) extend Baudrillard’s ‘non-event’ concept to SME-related
‘terrorism’. Based on the mediation of ‘terrorism” before the Olympic Games in Salt
Lake City (2002), Athens (2004) and Turin (2006), they argue these SMEs constitute
‘non-events’; where something does not live up to its ‘projected definition nor assigned
status in the media’ (ibid.: 289). It is argued that SMEs represent ‘fabricated zones of
risk’, as the media is acting ‘catastrophe-forecasting’ and ‘fear brokering’ before
mega-events (ibid.). This relates to what Beck (2009) characterize as ‘staging’, and
others yield similar findings (Tsoukala, 2008; Schimmel, 2011; Yarchi et al., 2015)

28 Reinforcing this, Nacos et al. (2011) find that, in the US, increased threat levels will be provided more
media attention than decreasing threat levels.
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and maintain that international media outlets tend to endorse authorities’ responses to

terrorist threats (Yarchi et al., 2015).

Such media attention can legitimize security measures implemented for SMEs (Taylor
and Toohey, 2015) and may fuel insecurities, as the literature crystallizes the media’s
role in constructing threats and shaping the public perceptions of ‘safety’ (Gillespie
and O’Loughlin, 2009). There are, however, caveats involved with the application of
Baudrillard’s ‘non-event’ to mega-event ‘terrorism’ (Atkinson and Young, 2012).
Especially because of occurrences after the mentioned study.?® Thus, ‘terrorism
threats’ at SMEs should not merely be seen as ‘hyper-real’ ‘non-events’, despite their
relatively low frequency against the backdrop of a disproportionately high media

coverage.

In the critical reading of ‘security’, those threatening individuals’ ‘safety’ should be
critically investigated. Bauman (2005) observes that displays of those threatening our
‘personal safety’ have become the major asset of the mass media. However, whilst
media discourses contribute to the social construction of threats and fears, and to an
extent, help us understand who we, allegedly, ‘secure from’; media discourses rarely
facilitate an understanding of those we are ‘secured from’. Media discourses
mentioning ‘hooligans’ or ‘terrorists’ evoke fear and insecurities, but rarely provide
much socio-political context of these threats (Tsoukala, 2008, 2009). For example,
apart from the case of 9/11, ‘acts of [...] terrorism are committed by a tiny number of
individuals and result in between a few hundred and few thousand casualties per year
over the entire world’ (Smyth et al., 2008: 1, original emphasis). Similarly, it is argued
that ‘hooliganism’ issues have been overstated for decades and academically over-
researched (Marsh et al., 1996). Media versions of violent supporters commonly paint
a picture of ‘mindless animals’, but fail to give any ‘in-depth analysis into the root of
football-related disorder’ (Poulton, 2005: 41). Undeniably, ‘hooligans’ may well pose
a threat to social and public order. However, the lack of critical context provided is
incompatible with a critical and deepened understanding of ‘security’. Thus, whilst
media discourses can exacerbate subjective insecurities, they do not necessarily aid a

deepened understanding of security realities.

29 For example, the Boston Marathon bombing and the attack outside Stade de France. However, there
is definitely plausibility to the argument that the media are guilty in being catastrophe forecasting.
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‘Security’ at SMEs should not be viewed as the absence of real threats, constructed
threats or threats that ‘never’ materialize. Although hard to empirically document,
threats may not materialize or be thwarted because of the high levels of ‘security’.3
Understanding what ‘security’ means at SMEs requires a deeper engagement.
Questions that must be asked around securitizing acts and moves include ‘for which
exact purposes?’; ‘whom that are secured for and against?’ and ‘what are the effects?’.
And, what the existing, attached or potential advantages or disadvantages are. Overall,
very few studies examine these dimensions of ‘security’ before or throughout SMEs.
Such gaps in knowledge, however, do also exist more generally, although a shift can
be observed within security studies literature since 2010, involving a turn away from
an elitist focus towards ‘micro’, ‘vernacular’ or ‘everyday security’ in critical
scholarship (Croft and Vaughan-Williams, 2017; Solomon and Steele, 2017; Jarvis
and Lister, 2012).

Against this background, it remains crucial to continually subscribe to bottom-up
approaches, and ask questions about for exactly whom or which populations ‘security’
is created for (Kennelly, 2015; Barnard-Wills et al., 2012), and how this is experienced
at micro-level (Gillespie and O’Loughlin, 2009). Beck (1992) was alive to the fact that
individuals perceive and react differently to risks and, after all, security ‘means
different things to different people in different places and at different times’ (Croft and
Vaughan-Williams, 2017: 22). With ‘security’ viewed here as a derivative concept,
meaning one’s world-view determines what ‘security’ ultimately is, ‘being’ and
‘feeling safe’ are non-uniform concepts (Booth, 2005). They depend on whom the

relevant security issues — whether ‘real” or ‘constructed’ — are considered by (ibid.).

This section argues that a dictionary-adhesive definition, equating ‘security’ with an
absence of threats falls fundamentally short when unpacking ‘security’ at SMEs.
Empirical research suggests that the public ‘experience and perceive (in)security in a
plurality of ways and contexts’ (Jarvis and Lister, 2012: 172). This is also the case in
the securitized spheres of SMEs, where ‘security’ means different things to organizers,
security actors, spectators and host city residents. By borrowing from, and working

within the key premises of critical security studies, this may assist the unpacking of

% Exemplifying this, the Stade de France bomber’s intention was to enter the stadium. Notwithstanding,
the bomber did not manage to get through the security check point. Therefore, the bomb was detonated
just outside (Cleland and Cashmore, 2018).
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‘security’ and the deeper questions instigated by SME securitizations. Thereby, a
critical approach to ‘security’ may reveal its true or different meanings that are yet to
be sufficiently explored in a SME context which changes drastically in line with new
emerging threats (Cleland and Cashmore, 2018). Indeed, in Euro 2020’s case, a highly

unexpected ‘security threat’ emerged as a pandemic led to the event’s postponement.

2.5 Pandemics and Infectious Diseases as Mega-Event ‘Security
Threats’

This section unpacks the relationship between ‘health’ and ‘security’ with a specific
focus on pandemics as mega-event ‘threats’. The truly unprecedented global health
crisis caused by COVID-19 comprised another part of the securitization processes of
the two largest SMEs in 2020, Euro 2020 and the 2020 Olympics in Tokyo, and
resulted in their postponement. The crisis also revealed the key tenets of a
‘securitization’: securitizing actors, receiving audiences, a threat to survival, security
referent objects and extraordinary measures (Buzan et al., 1998). As declared by US
President, Donald Trump (2020), the pandemic posed a threat to national security.
Meanwhile, WHO Director-General, Tedros Adhanom Ghebreyesus, called for
‘country leaders to mobilize their plans, coordinating every part of government, not
just the health ministry — security, diplomacy, finance, commerce, transport, trade,
information and more’ (quoted in WHO, 2020b, emphasis added). Against this
background, and considering this thesis’s aims, it is necessary to revisit pandemics and

infectious diseases as ‘security threats’ or ‘problems’.

The link between ‘health’ and ‘security’ came to fore already in the 1946 WHO
Constitution, stating that the ‘health of all peoples is fundamental to the attainment of
peace and security’. However, throughout the twentieth century, infectious diseases
like pandemic influenza were not widely recognized as ‘security threats’ (Kamradt-
Scott and Mclnnes, 2012). Rather, they were considered serious health threats (Davis,
2008). Yet, whilst simultaneously representing global health threats, health issues
including infectious diseases, epidemics, pandemics and ‘bioterrorism’ have
increasingly been included on security agendas over the past decades as non-traditional
threats to individuals’ health and well-being, and to states and their societies (Kamradt-
Scott and Mclnnes, 2012; Hanreider and Kreuder-Sonnen, 2014; Davis, 2008; Elbe,
2010, 2011; Rushton, 2011; Mclinnes and Rushton, 2010). Such inclusion remains
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compatible with CSS’s desire to widen and broaden the security agenda (Booth, 1991,
Peoples and Vaughan-Williams, 2010; Nunes, 2014). Meanwhile, the growing
scholarship validates Booth’s (2007) prophecy holding that global health was likely to

become a key subject area in security studies as the security agenda broadened.

Paradoxically, in the late 1970s, confidence existed among public health elites that
risks from infectious diseases were declining (Davies, 2008). Especially western
countries believed that ‘technological progress had halted the spread of these diseases’
which were assumed to have been replaced by so-called ‘diseases of affluence’, like
diabetes, cancer and heart diseases (Peterson, 2000: 47). Throughout the 1980s and
1990s, such outlook changed drastically. The spread of HIV/AIDS, coinciding with
intensified global interconnectedness, amplified anxieties related to worldwide
contamination (Hanreider and Kreuder-Sonnen, 2014). This produced a future-
oriented shift; away from already known diseases, towards the ‘unlimited potential
threats residing in the microbial world’ (ibid.: 336). It also meant that emerging and
re-emerging infectious diseases ‘could begin to be discussed as both public health
hazards and security risks’ (Kamradt-Scott and Mclnnes, 2012: 99, original emphasis).

Adding weight to this, the threats posed by SARS and H5N1 (‘avian flu’) in the 2000s,
which received wide media coverage (Wallis and Nerlich, 2005) demonstrated
developments that merely intensified arguments maintaining that cyclical infectious
diseases should be approached as ‘security threats’, given the potential threat posed by
infectious diseases to public health, human well-being and political and economic
stability (Davis, 2008). Pandemics, therefore, were seen as directly posing threats to
states by causing enormous socio-economic disruptions (Kamradt-Smith and Mclnnes,
2012). Elbe (2011: 850) accords this, and highlights that HIV/AIDS, SARS and H5N1
‘played crucial, and also quite distinctive, roles in carving out a medical dimension to

the international security agenda’.

In academic spheres, one may observe a growing literature concerned with pandemics
or infectious diseases which conceptually approaches this as ‘biosecurity’, or that
works within the premises of securitization theory (Kamradt-Scott and Mclnnes, 2012;
Hanreider and Kreuder-Sonnen, 2014; Mclnnes and Rushton, 2013; Curley and
Herington, 2011). Predominantly, this scholarship is concerned with the ‘processes

through which health issues emerge as security problems’ requiring exceptional
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responses (Nunes, 2014: 942). However, as demonstrated by Nunes (2014), who works
within the security-as-emancipation prism, ‘health issues’ can be broadened and
deepened to encompass ‘security problems’ on an individual and less exceptional
level. For example, he argues that ‘health issues’ can be ‘security problems’ if they
come to ‘restrict in a decisive manner the ability of those involved — individuals,
families and/or groups — to shape the course of their lives, either by determining their
action or by steering their conduct’ (p. 952). Others challenge the novelty of the
‘health-security’ nexus and the validity of securitization theory, arguing that the
relationships between health, medicine and security are historically traceable (Howell,
2014). Notwithstanding, the realization of, and responses to pandemics and infectious
diseases as ‘security threats’ can presently be seen in health and security communities

(Rushton, 2011).

Accordingly, pandemics as ‘security threats’ must be understood as multifaceted.
Their consequences are not merely epidemiological on an individual level, but relate
to economic, political and social disruptions in global societies, since pandemic
impacts transcend national borders. As such, it is prudent to speak of a duality of
security referent objects. Infectious diseases impact individuals and their ‘health’ and
‘well-being’. Concurrently, the state is the main provider of public health capacities
and services (Curley and Herington, 2011) and plays a key role in responding to

pandemic threats.

Therefore, Elbe (2011) notes that responses to pandemics may be illuminating for

more general understandings of ‘security’:

When the domains of health and security intersect, this does not just shape
how particular diseases are governed in the international system; it
similarly encourages changes to how security is understood, to how
security is provided, and indeed to who practises security in contemporary
international relations (p. 848-849)

The ‘securitization of health’, according to Elbe, has another side: it also involves the
‘medicalization of insecurity’. Drawing from medical sociological literature, Elbe
highlights particularly three changes to security practices that have led to, or constitute
the ‘medicalization of insecurity’. Firstly, as discussed, that is pandemics’ solidified
position on the security agenda, as national and international security threats requiring
security responses. Secondly, Elbe captures how medical expertise and medical
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professionals increasingly have acquired a seat around the ‘security table’ in political
landscapes. He argues ‘medical professionals have recently come to play a much more
integrated role in security policy’ (ibid.: 853). Therefore, adding to an already densely
populated ‘security field’ of actors (Bigo, 2008), individuals with a background in
clinical practices, epidemiology and microbiology have increasingly been included in
health security programmes and security think tanks while enhancing their social
influence (Elbe, 2011). Thirdly, Elbe points towards how ‘security’ is provided or

ensured.

Accordingly, ‘expertise in clinical practice, epidemiology and microbiology
increasingly form part of the new health security programmes established’ (ibid.: 856)
over recent years. Therefore, ‘security’ is also provided through more contemporary
means such as developing new counter-measures to pandemics and through
stockpiling for catastrophic times (see also Elbe et al., 2014). These three
transformations feed into the ‘medicalization of insecurity’. Notwithstanding, it
remains an important observation that past knowledge about previous diseases is not
always sufficient to tackle future pandemics, whereas the desire to ‘secure’ individuals
or populations ‘through medical countermeasures is not easily translated into practice’
(Elbe, 2011: 849). Thus, attempts to ‘secure’ do not automatically lead to more or true

‘security’ in health contexts.

Questions remain around the responses to ‘threats’ stemming from infectious diseases
and pandemics. Here, WHO plays a key role in monitoring health risks and
coordinating responses on a global scale. Hanreider and Kreuder-Sonnen (2014)
examine WHO’s role in the governance of diseases and argue that the supranational
organization has emerged as a global emergency governor that not only defines crises
and exceptional emergencies, but which provide policy guidelines and guide political
responses. They argue WHO’s autonomy in disease surveillance and governance has
increased. Meanwhile, Davis (2008) argues that WHO disproportionality prioritizes
western, high-income countries and observes how western states and WHO,
simultaneously, construct infectious diseases as ‘security threats’, but argues that

WHO’s role is limited.

Essentially, the organization still depends on state action, cooperation and state

verification of disease outbreaks. Hence, in the security response(s) to health crises,
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WHO’s autonomy is delegated by western states that predominantly are concerned
with ‘strengthening their domestic borders against the spread of infectious disease
epidemics’ (ibid.: 313) which can be seen as a ‘threat’ to states’ socio-economic status
quo. The responses to pandemics as ‘security threats’ hence reveal a flurry of state
interests, supranational authority, exceptionality and a window for examining security

dynamics further.

Proceeding, understanding pandemics as ‘threats’ to SMEs is crucial. This chapter has
already argued that ‘security’ in a SME context must be approached more holistically,
and not solely be conflated with ‘terrorism’, or to a lesser extent, ‘hooliganism’ or
‘crime’ in the mega-event theatres. Crucially, limited social scientific research
examines the effect of pandemics on SMEs as a distinctive threat. Even less research
focuses on how governing bodies in sports and event organizers respond to such
‘security threat’ posed by pandemics and infectious diseases, although this can
facilitate an understanding of questions such as how security is practiced or provided,
for whom it is provided and what, exactly, that is ‘secured against’. Possibly, these
gaps in the literature exist because pandemics seldom lead to SME postponements or
cancellations. For instance, the ‘Euros’ had never previously been postponed, whereas

the 2020 Olympics were the first since the World War Il not to be staged as planned.

However, that is not to say previous SMEs have not been threatened or influenced by
pandemics or diseases. Before the 2002 World Cup in South Korea/Japan, the SARS
outbreak was a cause of concern, leading Toohey et al. (2003) to maintain that
pandemics must be accounted for when planning for SMEs. More recently, concerns
over ‘swine flu” existed prior to the 2010 World Cup in South Africa (The Guardian,
2010). The 2015 Africa Cup of Nations took place in Equatorial Guinea during the
Ebola virus (McCloskey et al., 2020), whereas the Zika virus constituted a public
health crisis in Brazil prior to the country’s 2016 Olympics. Meanwhile, efforts to
prevent sexually transmitted diseases in Olympic Villages are often announced pre-
event (The Telegraph, 2007). Thus, events have indeed been ‘threatened’, but
proceeded in the absence of any major disease issues (Parnell et al., 2020).

A pandemic threat to a SME is not necessarily a ‘security threat’ emerging as a result
of hosting an event per se (Jennings, 2012a). In that respect, it poses a different — more

‘naturally occurring’ (Kamradt-Scott and Mclnnes, 2012: 95) security threat than for
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example ‘hooliganism’. The pandemic threat is an appropriate illustrator of the
argument holding that mega-events are never detached from their broader contexts.
Further, SMEs are popular tourist destinations and attract mass crowds. For example,
2.5 million tickets for Euro 2020 were set to be sold to fans (UEFA, 2020e). SMEs
can, in an age of global mobility systems (Giulianotti et al., 2015), work to intensify
the spread of infectious diseases within the event city itself or elsewhere around the
world, when attendees return. Hence, mega-events can operate as amplifiers and
disseminators of pandemics and must be approached as playing a not insignificant role

in light of infectious disease outbreaks. As Dickmann (2013: 81) writes:

Major sporting events pose a unique opportunity for diseases to spread
among a broad variety of people: pathogens can travel from or to remote
areas of the world infecting naive, non-immune populations, facilitated by
the high density of people gathering and their sometimes risky behaviour

Essentially, the continuous flows of spectators and other individuals (staff, volunteers,
reporters, athletes) across transnational borders mean increased likelihood of cross-
border transmission of infectious diseases (Jennings, 2012b). Furthermore, this
‘security threat’ preserves when those same individuals return to their home city or
country. Hence, globalizing forces and the geographic spread of SMEs, especially
events like Euro 2020 to be hosted in 12 different countries, mean SMEs are vulnerable
and require a broad approach to prevention, preparedness and response that goes
beyond the time and location of the event (Dickmann, 2013). Preparedness, in terms
of national health services and emergency response team (ibid.), is a formal
requirement for hosts taking on mega-events (UEFA, n.d.). Furthermore, contingency
plans comprise elements of states’ security apparatuses (Adey and Anderson 2011).
With regards to preventative measures, media coverage, public health organizations
and national health authorities commonly work to raise awareness of infectious
diseases pre-event. Yet, as Janiec et al. (2012: 2) find, such messages ‘went unnoticed
by a significant number of fans’ attending Euro 2012, underlining the limitations of

prevention strategies.

As with other ‘security threats’ mega-events are subject to, there are degrees of
unpredictability and uncertainty (Boyle and Haggerty, 2009, 2012) attached to the task
of ‘securing’ against pandemic threats. Fundamentally, identifying outbreaks is
inherently difficult and adds weight to the list of uncertainties that place restrictions

on pre-event planning (Dickmann, 2013). In terms of the practical implications of
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pandemic threats, Dickmann (2013: 85) asks ‘[w]hat should organisers of major
sporting events do when there is a pandemic influenza six months before a scheduled
event?’. Interestingly, this worst-case scenario became a reality for two largest SMESs
in 2020, namely the Tokyo Olympics and Euro 2020, although COVID-19, of course,

Is not a pandemic influenza. In her recommendations, Dickmann writes that:

As the disease is already occurring globally, the risk assessment for major
sporting events is based on whether the sporting event comes into conflict
with national and international health regulations, recommendations and
travel advice. Organisers have to connect and collaborate with the national
and international public health authorities in order to make their risk
assessment. The basic question is: does this event have a significant
negative impact on the society — does this event make the pandemic worse?

(p. 85).

Consequently, with regards to event organizers’ and owners’ response to the pandemic
‘security threat’, this illuminates important aspects of organizers’ responsibility and
the melange of interplay between organizers, health organizations, governments and
governing bodies in sports (i.e. UEFA, FIFA or 10C). This reveals the surface of
another central, but under-played question in the literature. That is, whom that
ultimately makes the decision to cancel or postpone an event for security purposes,
and whether this is a decision by the host country, UEFA or FIFA (Bar-On, 2017) —
representing two organizations with no territory where they have jurisdiction (Pound,
2016) — or even WHO (Davis, 2008).

Whilst, in the case of Euro 2020, UEFA seemingly made this decision, it must also be
seen as a decision influenced by governments, WHO guidelines and pressure from
professional leagues (Chapter Six). Moreover, and completely central to this thesis,
the meanings of ‘threat’ in such unprecedented contexts remain unclear, in addition to
exactly ‘what’ or ‘whom’ that were ‘secured’ and how pandemics were responded to
in as a safety or security threat in sporting contexts. As such, the questions asked by
Rushton (2011); ‘security for whom?’ and ‘security from what?’ need to be emulated
in sporting contexts. In this vein, COVID-19 posed an exceptional case for the
sociological study of SMEs, which facilitated such reading of governing bodies in

sports’ response to the pandemic as threats to sporting events.

Essentially, social research examining the relationships between SMEs, ‘security’ and

pandemics remains scant. Potentially, this is related the sentiment that ‘even natural
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hazards appear less random than they used to’ (Beck, 2006: 332) and since SMEs have
been staged as planned, despite existing threats (Goldblatt, 2019; Parnell et al., 2020).
As stated, SME cancellations in peacetime are rare occurrences. Yet, COVID-19
significantly altered this when it caused the postponement of international mega-
events and led to suspended professional leagues. Existing literature predominantly
mention the apocalyptic scenario of a pandemic merely in passing. But evidently
pandemics pose real and perceived ‘security threats’ to SMEs, in a similar way to

terror, disorder or crime.

To summarize, more than one decade after it was published, this section adds another
emerging SME issue to Giulianotti and Klauser’s (2010) research agenda. That is
pandemics, still yet to be dedicated critical attention by researchers in a sports context.
Similarly, Shipway (2018: 265) argues that there is a need for further research on
natural hazards threatening SMEs emanating ‘from geological, meteorological,
oceanographic, hydrological or biological causes’. This connects with those previously
articulated arguments maintaining that a reading of a global health crisis can produce
insights into how ‘security’ is understood, provided or practiced — and how there is
both ‘space and [a] need for further research on the relationship between securitization

and exceptionalism in the crisis politics of international organizations’ (Hanreider and

Kreuder-Sonnen, 2014: 343).

Most crucially however, this section demonstrates that the linkages between ‘health’
and ‘security’ are now well-established in the literature. Though, in spite of this
burgeoning research area, there is validity to what Nunes (2014: 943) highlights:
‘What lacking is an appreciation of the different meanings that “being secure” can
have in the case of health’. This again, relates to questions of to whom infectious
diseases, for example, pose a threat to, and to whom they ‘inspire dread’ (Curley and
Herington, 2011: 144). Following this, the unprecedented COVID-19 outbreak — in
this thesis’s context — allows for critically interrogating the meanings of ‘health,
‘safety” and ‘security’ in a mega-event setting, whilst simultaneously disaggregating
the processes of ‘security’ which led to event postponement in the face of a pandemic
threat. Overall, this represents another under-researched area within the mega-

event/securitization literature.
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2.6 Conclusion

As this chapter showed, the relationship between SMEs and ‘security’ remains
complex and ever-changing. Though, at this stage, it is also necessary to consider the
changing roles of both football fans and ‘security’ within this. First, fans possess a
special role within a SME’s spectacle of security. Accepting the broad nature of the
term (Giulianotti, 2002), ‘fans’ and elements of fan culture are subjects that are
provided with ‘security’ and simultaneously ‘secured against’. Moreover, in the
current hyper-commodified era of sport, fans are also consumers of the sport and event
spaces (King, 2002; Giulianotti, 2002), and active stakeholders in the broader
organization of the policing of matches and mega-events (Numerato, 2018; Cleland et
al., 2018). Fans, therefore, play several roles in the context of SME securitizations that

warrant further exploration.

Yet, these roles play out alongside the changing nature of ‘security’ at football mega-
events. Whereas ‘hooliganism’ has received broad coverage and theorization in the
existing literature as perhaps the primary football-related threat (Dunning, 2000;
Armstrong, 1998; Giulianotti, 1995a), 9/11 and recent sports-related incidents,
including the attack against the Sri Lankan cricket team bus in Pakistan in 2009
(Cleland, 2019) and the Stade de France attack in 2015 (Cleland and Cashmore, 2018)
mark important shifts. Now, external threats like ‘terrorism’ are at the forefront of the
security planning and delivery of mega-events (Boyle and Haggerty, 2009) which
possess global profiles and audiences. Around SMEs like Euro 2020, one may thus
observe that the roles of fans and the meanings of ‘security’ have been impacted and
changed over the last decades. This makes it imperative to critically engage with how

the former is positioned within a SME’s pre-planning of security.

Indeed, under the umbrella of social control, policing and securitization, fans are not
solely passive recipients of security measures, new surveillance technologies or public
order policing. Instead, there are important and shifting dynamics of power at play in
the policing of fans on match-days and within tournaments. As Stott et al. (2008, 2012,
2019) find, using the perspective of the Elaborated Social Identity Model (ESIM),
rooted in social psychology, the dynamics of power between crowds of football fans
and security services are crucial. Fans, ultimately, compose social groups that can
assist constructive policing if police communication, facilitation and engagement take
place and the policing is perceived as legitimate and proportionate. This, again, may
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encourage compliance, empowerment, fans to assist security services and the de-
escalation of emerging conflict or aggression. Conversely, if the police are perceived
by crowds of fans as operating in a disproportionate manner, then this could increase
crowd conflict and aggression, since a shared social identity emerges amongst fans
(Stott et al., 2019). The policing of football hence reveals important power dynamics
that are subject to change, and based on social relations (Stott et al., 2012), norms and
interactions (O’Neill, 2005).

In context of these developments, intergroup dynamics, and the evident roles of fans,
it is argued here that the roles of fans and fan organizations within the pre-planning of
‘security’ and ‘policing” at SMEs must be academically engaged with. Succinctly put,
‘[f]ans are important stakeholders in football’ (Cleland et al., 2018: 183), but they also
preoccupy several distinctive roles both in an event’s complex organizational phases
and throughout the specific events as — somewhat paradoxically — populations to be
socially controlled and constructively engaged with. At contemporary football mega-
events, fans are match-goers to be secured, ‘potential troublemakers’ (Numerato,
2018: 15), information brokers (for example, in Fan Embassies) (Cleland et al., 2018)
and consumers (Kolyperas and Sparks, 2018).

Fans are also represented as organized actors, such as Football Supporters Europe
(FSE) and SD Europe, which promote social change through institutional participation
on a pan-European level, including the 2017 ‘Convention of an Integrated Safety,
Security and Service Approach at Football Matches and Other Sports Events’
(Numerato, 2018; Cleland et al., 2018) and tournament-specific working groups (FSE,
2019). In this sense, the changing nature and multiple roles of fans in relation to
‘security’ and ‘policing’ related matters — in the context of the overarching post-9/11
SME securitization — as well as the intergroup dynamics ever-present during relevant
tournaments (Stott et al., 2007), mean that there is a pressing need to now engage
empirically with the experiences and voices of fans and fan networks. Essentially,
supporters are multi-layered subjects within the social world of sports and the complex

securitization of Euro 2020 which this thesis examines.

Then, to sum up, this chapter was divided into two sections. First, the existing literature
on the relationship between SMEs and ‘security’ was reviewed. Here, contemporary

cases and concepts, including ‘security legacies’ and ‘networks’, were addressed.
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Second half of the chapter engages in a conceptual unpacking of the ‘essentially
contested concept’ (Buzan, 1983: 6) that ‘security”’ iS. Then, in the context of COVID-
19, an introduction into the securitization of health was provided. The chapter argues
that despite an upsurge in the academic attention dedicated to SME securitizations,
there are still under-researched areas reflecting important research gaps. Every SME
securitization is unique, multifaceted and has diverse social implications in short and
long terms, whereas security efforts are assembled globally but uniquely delivered
locally. As argued here, unexplored terrain exists with regards to how ‘security’ is
constructed through processes of lesson-drawing, knowledge exchange (Boyle, 2011,
Klauser, 2011a) and future-leaning precautionary assessments (Mythen and Walklate,
2008; Boyle and Haggerty, 2012) under the exceptional geographical and political

circumstances that Euro 2020’s 12-country format presented.

With its theoretical discussion, the chapter also argued for a critical approach to
‘security’ at SMEs. Particularly, it is advocated to proceed within the key premises of
critical security studies, by asking whom ‘security’ ultimately is for and against. This
is highly compatible with this thesis’s attempt to critically unpack and deepen the
understanding of what ‘security’ ultimately means in a SME context. Such insights
have seldom been drawn from in the existing mega-event literature. Thus, through
research agendas, tactical and empirical accounts, the scholarship succeeds in
portraying mega-events as securitized occurrences shaped by wider security dynamics
(Boyle and Haggerty, 2009, 2012; Klauser, 2011a). However, the scholarly
engagement with what ‘security’ is remains limited. Still, there is a need for

engagement with the constructions, meanings and perceptions of ‘security’.

Giulianotti and Klauser (2010) concluded by urging for a continued commitment to
the critical study of SME securitization. They encouraged researchers to assemble
transnational SME case studies, in order ‘to provide sustained, comparative studies of
security issues, and processes at different events within varying contexts’ (p. 58). This
underscores this chapter’s main argument, maintaining that enhanced understandings
of SME securitizations still are required. Particularly so, when the event format in itself
is inherently transnational and networked, as in Euro 2020’s case. Against this
backdrop, concerning the original scientific contributions this thesis aims to make, I
argue that this is where this study will fill a substantial gap which existing research is

yet to cover. The contribution comes through examinations of ‘security’ as a concept
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and the creation of ‘security’ prior to the continent-wide SME. Having considered this,
this thesis’s main research question, rooted in social realities and the need for

continued academic research, is:

o To consider which processes, assessments, activities and policies that may

assist the construction of ‘security’ and ‘safety’ in Euro 2020°s context

The question refers to the multiple dimensions of ‘security’: its construction,
articulated meanings and expressed perceptions of it. The question enables an
examination of wider security dynamics and developments that, as discussed, shape
SME’s ‘security’. Through a critical engagement with this research question, it is
argued that the thesis fills unfulfilled spaces in the literature speaking to the
constructions, meanings and perceptions of ‘security’ in the context of a completely
untested and unprecedented mega-event format. The research question invites and
permits an in-depth exploration into the ‘securing’ of Euro 2020, where COVID-19
came to play a special role on the securitization timeline merely months before the
mega-event was due to originally commence. Ultimately, the chapter also contends
that extremely little research addresses the role of ‘health issues’, including pandemic
crises, and how this potentially reconfigure the meanings of ‘security’ and ‘safety’ at

SMEs.

More ambitious at heart, answering such research question can produce new ways to
our reading of ‘security’ and the wider sociological understanding of the concept. Not
solely at transient mega-events, but more broadly in the present-day’s global societies.
Exceptional security practices are occasionally tested at SMEs and subsequently
transplanted into everyday contexts (Clavel, 2013), whilst a SME’s securing practices
and efforts cannot be analysed in complete isolation from broader security and risk
contexts in contemporary societies (Tsoukala, 2016). Global developments in the
fields of security, policing and surveillance will directly and indirectly influence how
a particular SME secured (Boyle and Haggerty, 2009). Consequently, mega-events —
and Euro 2020 specifically — constitute vital sites for empirical examinations of the

multifaceted, contested and contemporary processes of ‘security’.

74



Chapter 3: Methodology, Research Design and Reflections

Chapter 3

75



Chapter 3: Methodology, Research Design and Reflections

Chapter 3: Methodology, Research Design and

Reflections

3.1 Introduction

In this chapter, the philosophical and methodological underpinnings, the data
collection and analysis of this thesis are presented and discussed. To answer the
research questions, this thesis utilizes documentary analysis, qualitative stakeholder
interviews and official statements and interview material drawn from secondary
sources. The reasoning behind these methodological choices and other specific
considerations are explained and justified here. This thesis addresses the constructions,
meanings and perceptions of ‘security’ at Euro 2020 and seeks to make sociological
sense of this mega-event’s securitization. Thus, the methodological considerations
were bound to my commitment to critically interrogate how Euro 2020 was ‘secured’,
and for whom or what ‘security’ ultimately was constructed for in the mega-event’s
pre-planning as articulated in formal discourses, stakeholder interactions and official

statements.

I should also openly emphasize that substantial and pragmatic changes were made to
this research project in its final phase. As aforementioned, the global COVID-19
pandemic led to the postponement of Euro 2020. This directly impacted this project,
which originally had planned to include an ethnographic account of London’s fan
zones and interviews with fans about their experiences of ‘security’. This chapter
(particularly Section 3.4) therefore reflects on social research in a time of ‘social
distancing’ and how this impacted my thesis’s objectives, my experiences as a
researcher and, ultimately, the methodological choices of this study. Structurally, this
chapter is divided in two parts. First, the research design is addressed. Here, the
research’s philosophical stance and methods are discussed. The second part explains
the data collection, sampling strategies and provides a reflective account and guidance
for researchers doing research in a time of crisis. Data analysis processes are also

explained here, before this chapter and the first part of the thesis are concluded.
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3.2 Philosophical Stance, Research Design and Methods

It was ‘always’ clear that this thesis would have to involve empirical research rather
than founding itself solely upon ‘desk-based’ or ‘library-based’ research (Bulmer,
1984). There are numerous reasons for this, but the most obvious one is that, by
glancing upon the research questions and objectives (Chapter One), it can be seen how
a ‘desk-based’ research would have been practically inconvenient — if not impossible
— whilst impeding the research’s potential. Therefore, the study’s data is empirically
recorded through systematic data collection and analysis techniques necessary to
produce sufficient answers to the research’s objectives which required human

interactions with Euro 2020 stakeholders.

All scientific research begins with an ontological starting point. When deciding which
ontological position to take, a point that must be used for orientation is whether one
considers social units to be objective entities, free from any influence from social
actors, or whether one views social entities as constructed by the perceptions and
actions of social actors (Bryman, 2016). This research, fundamentally concerned with
how social actors shape, influence and construct ‘security’, is ontologically positioned
as constructivist. Ontologically, this is juxtaposed to objectivism (Delanty, 1997)
which is the ontological position dealing with ‘social facts’ and dominates the natural
sciences. In contrast, constructivists maintain that social reality, whilst not completely
isolated from the discourses of science, is only partly constituted by science (ibid.).
Constructivists do not preclude the existence of one external reality, but see realities
constructed through ‘interpreting perceptual experiences of the external world’

(Jonassen, 1991: 10).

The constructivist position maintains that social reality is constituted by shared
interpretations constructed by social actors. Consequently, and continuously, social
reality is produced as social actors undertake their everyday lives (Blaikie, 2010).
Constructivism thereby challenges the assumption of organizations and cultures as
something pre-given wherein social actors have no influential role (Bryman, 2016).
Social actors therefore accomplish social phenomena that are under continual revision
and (re-)construction. Hence, to show the compatibility of, and apply my ontological
position to this research, | sustain that the underlying and collected data — those
perceptions, experiences, and interpretations of the stakeholders and key actors — must
be viewed as partly shaping social realities and understandings. ‘Security’ —as a social
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phenomenon — is reconstructed by involved individuals positioned on the different
sides of the ‘security assemblage’. However, the subjects of the research (interviewees,
official documents published by individuals/organization, statements given by key
actors in the media) all share one common feature, since they are social actors who act
as influencers to the realities of ‘security’ and ‘safety’ as phenomena. Crucially, the
constructivist ontology enables the understanding of how ‘security’ is ‘socially and

organisationally generated and given meaning’ (Fussey, 2015: 215).

Epistemology follows ontology and is concerned with the study of knowledge: how
we are to know and how to understand the human world (Jenkins, 2002).
Metaphorically, Marsh and Furlong (2002: 17) argue that epistemologies and
ontologies are both like a ‘skin rather than a sweater’. This implies that these
philosophical stances are implicit — not explicit — but shape the social scientist’s
approach to theoretical selections and methodologies. Epistemology is the
philosophical branch studying the ‘theory of knowledge’ (Grix, 2002) and an
epistemological issue is bound to the question of what is (or should be) considered
acceptable knowledge within a discipline (Bryman, 2016).

This study’s epistemological position is interpretivism. This represents the alternative
to the positivist epistemology that traditionally is embraced within natural sciences,
and emphasizes ‘precise’ data collection, objectivity between the researcher and
subjects of the research and the delineation of testable hypotheses or claims (Molnar
and Purdy, 2016; Harrison and Callan, 2013). The positivist epistemology rejects the
possibility of a socially constructed world and favours one where knowledge can solely
be generated in objective processes. Contrarily, interpretivist research tends to utilize
qualitative methodologies, thereby breaking from positivist scientific research relying
heavily on quantitative methodologies (Harrison and Callan, 2013). Though, it should
not be assumed that this research is interpretivist because qualitative methods are used.
This is a common assumption, but an assumption that runs the risk of equating the
methodological and epistemological levels when, in fact, epistemological choices
should be informed by how individual researcher sees the world (Petersen-Wagner,
2015).

Interpretivists hold that social phenomena rely on social actors and the interpretations

between these actors (Grix, 2002). This epistemological stance reflects on the
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distinctiveness of human beings against a natural order, since it allows for an
understanding of the subjective meanings of social actions and interpret individuals’
lived experiences. In this sense, this research sees those subject to research as
subjective actors, it interprets their interpretations, and places them into a social
scientific frame (Bryman, 2016: 26-28). Put differently, the ideas, meanings and
perceptions from individuals/actors around the mega-event organization are seen as
socially multiplexed and not solely shaped by objective processes. This research’s
epistemology is also consistent with the aforementioned critical security studies
project this thesis borrows from. As encouraged by Krause and Williams (1997: 49),
International Relations and Security Studies needed an epistemological shift: away
from objectivist, rational approaches towards ‘interpretive modes of analysis’ (p. 49)
that facilitate a ‘fuller understanding of [...] the conditions under which stability and

even security can be achieved’ (p. 51).

Metaphorically, Jenkins (2002: 7) asserts that ‘if ontology and epistemology are
intimate bedfellows, they need to make room beside them for methodology too’. This
thesis’s methodological choices are now addressed. Concerning the perpetual debate
within social sciences, commonly portrayed as quantitative versus qualitative methods,
the methodological route taken here is qualitative. Here, qualitative research refers to
‘any kind of research that procedures findings not arrived at by means of statistical
procedures or other means of quantification’ (Strauss and Corbin, 1990: 17). Whereas
quantitative research often is considered ‘more robust’, tangible and in certain
disciplines given more respect (ibid.), the strengths and robustness of any quantitative
approaches were arguably outscored by this thesis’s appropriately selected qualitative

methods.

As robust as any quantitative data could have proved to be, the applicability of
statistical methods to my research questions and objectives were debatable. Especially
since the research critically seeks to voice perceptions of mega-event stakeholders on
how ‘security’ was planned pre-event whilst also seeking to examine in-depth accounts
of ‘security’ and its multitude of meanings. ‘Safety’ and ‘security’ represent two
inherently ambiguous and inter-subjective concepts (Zedner, 2009). Whereas
statistical approaches admittedly could have yielded an account of what to expect on
average, this would largely have been at the cost of in-depth and detailed responses to

and interpretations of ‘security’ in real-life environments. Further, references to the
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thesis’s key objectives, committed to sociologically examining the meanings,
constructions and perceptions of ‘security’ at Euro 2020, should be repeated.
Arguably, unpacking the construction of ‘security’ and the meaning of ‘security issues’
or ‘threats’ would appropriately benefit from qualitative and critical approaches
possessing distinctive strengths when seeking in-depth examinations of individuals’

experiences and organizational perceptions (Strauss and Corbin, 1990).

Examining what ‘security’ at a SME means, by drawing upon statistical accounts,
surveys or datasets, however, was incompatible with the study’s underlying aims,
epistemology and ontology. That is not to say that datasets, albeit non-existing in this
context, or other quantitative approaches could have yielded useful and robust
findings. Notwithstanding, this is arguably better suited when describing or portraying
pictures of the social world and its realities, rather than committing to an active

engagement with it (Millward, 2009a), as my study sought to do.

Ultimately, qualitative approaches have distinctive strengths with regards to
examining how individuals ‘think about, feel and respond’ to security (Crawford and
Hutchinson, 2016: 1198). As Chapter Two argues, the existing literature suffers from
limited qualitative engagement with what ‘security’ ultimately means in a sporting
context. Therefore, if committed to empirically investigating this as articulated in
stakeholder voices or organizational discourses then qualitative accounts, undeniably,
possess advantages over statistical approaches which, ultimately, meant that this thesis
anchored itself in the critical and qualitative tradition.

Case Study Research

To collect empirical data, this thesis uses three different data sources and two different
methods. Notwithstanding, this multi-method approach must be seen as rooted in an
overarching and explorative case study. Case study research can be conducted from

both positivist and interpretivist positions, and refers to:

[A]n empirical enquiry which investigates a contemporary phenomenon
within its real-life context; when the boundaries between phenomenon and
context are not clearly evident; and in which multiple sources of evidence
are used (Yin, 1984: 23).

This thesis reflects a case study’s key characteristics. It focuses on one site of analysis

(Euro 2020) and employs different sources and approaches to collect empirical data
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(Yin, 1994). Although occasionally questioned for its ability to provide generalizable
findings (Lekke and Sgrensen, 2014), case study research possesses strengths in
exploratory research — such as this thesis — which addresses contemporary phenomena,

or when the researcher seeks to answer ‘why” or ‘how’ questions (Yin, 1994).

Case studies can also generalize theoretical prepositions (ibid.), and it is also argued
that case study findings can be applied to similar contexts if the case is ‘typical’
(Millward, 2009b). Accepting the difficulties related to defining a ‘typical case’,
Millward (2009: 67) also asserts that ‘whilst the results of a case study should be
treated with some caution, many findings may be important in the wider research
arena’. Aitken’s (2020: 13) argument that ‘no matter where mega-events occur, the
type of security frameworks adopted at each successive event remains fairly constant’
therefore underpins that this study’s findings, although generated from a single case

study potentially can be applied to other SME securitization contexts.

In the sociology of sports, where studies not uncommonly are grounded in ‘cases’, in
form of a specific league, club, event or supporter movement, such argument stands
particularly strong. Although not always framed as such, an event (sometimes more
than one) is often equated with a ‘case’ (or ‘cases’) in mega-event research. For
example, London 2012 (Armstrong et al., 2017; Giulianotti et al., 2015; Fussey, 2015)
or Euro 2008 (Klauser, 2012; Millward, 2010) are not merely events, but cases too,
like Euro 2020 is in this thesis. As Chapter One highlights, Euro 2020 represented and
was selected as a highly extraordinary case given its 12 host countries. It did not
become any less extraordinary when it was postponed due to COVID-19, although this
happened in the third year of this project. Euro 2020 was also selected since it was the

SME closest to my doctoral studies both geographically and temporally.

This thesis in-depth examination of Euro 2020 includes a documentary research of
policy documents, in-depth qualitative stakeholder interviews and, in light of COVID-
19, an analysis of official statements and interview material as collected from media
sources. Whilst the latter stage was not originally planned when | began my PhD
research, it can still be argued that the selected methodological approaches inter-link
and, in a chronological manner, follow each other, paralleled with key event
developments, in the quest that gradually leads to a sufficient and original answer of

the research question.
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My examination begins with an analysis of official and available policy documents,
proceeds with my interactions with stakeholders, before it finishes with an analysis of
responses to COVID-19 as a ‘security threat’ so extreme that postponement was the
only option. Whereas this cannot facilitate a tracing of the ‘full’ timeline of Euro
2020’s securitization — since Euro 2020 was postponed — it still allows for tracing Euro
2020 from start to postponement which, after all, represented a historical move in the
world of sports and the sociology of mega-events and subsequently enhances this

thesis’s original edge. The next sections explain my methods.

3.2.1 Documentary Analysis

In qualitative research, documentary analysis has become an increasingly used method
in recent years. It refers to the ‘systematic procedure for reviewing or evaluating
documents — both printed and electronic material’ (Bowen, 2009: 27). Documents
therefore constitute a form of primary data. As Atkinson and Coffey (1997: 47) state,
documents are social facts that are produced, shared and used in ‘socially organized
ways’. Consequently, the practice of analyzing documents yields data that can be
organized according to themes, frames or categories. Moreover, this method represents
what can be described as ‘unobtrusive measures’ because there is no intrusion or

influence on individuals or their behavior involved with the method (Berg, 2009).

Overall, this thesis relies upon three different data sources and essentially,
documentary analysis represents a method that normally is used in combination with
other qualitative methods, including qualitative interviews, focus groups or
observations (Yin, 1994). This is because documentary analysis per se cannot always
prove answers for research questions that require real-life interactions (Berg, 2009).
Traditionally, social researchers have employed a variety of official documents and
records (ibid.) and documents that may be selected for analysis differ in terms of type,
intended audience and access both legally and institutionally (Harrison and Callan,
2013). As explained later (Section 3.3), all documents analyzed here were publicly
available and official documents retrieved from open-sources. In terms of readership
or audience, the selected documents were intended for Euro 2020 bidders, awarded

host cities, security stakeholders and other authorities involved in the pre-planning.

Bowen (2009) points out five functions and purposes of documents in the research

process. Firstly, Bowen argues that they can provide data on the context in which the
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research participants will operate. For example, an analysis of documents often
generates data that can be used for interviews at a later stage, or to make sense of data
gathered from interviews. This should also be seen as one key reason for why a
documentary analysis was selected as the first stage in my threefold data collection.
Secondly, documentary data can give life to questions that should be asked and that
are required to be observed as a part of the research. Thirdly, Bowen notes that
documentary analysis can provide supplementary data. Fourthly, analyzing documents
provides the possibilities for tracking change and development in, for example, the
organization of an event. Finally, documentary data can proceed to verify or
corroborate evidence obtained from other sources (ibid.: 29-30). This flurry of
advantages naturally assisted my decision to utilize official policy documents as a data

source.

To summarize the strengths of documentary analysis for this thesis, it was clearly a
practical starting point. The documents were publicly available online, whereas
collection and analysis could be conducted whilst my ethical application and approval
were pending. However, documents were not merely analyzed due to practicality.
Documents served as a valid mean to voice the perspectives of key stakeholders
including the event owner, UEFA, and other hard-to-reach stakeholder organizations.
As anticipated, getting the opportunity to interview individuals from football’s
governing bodies was difficult (discussed later, under ‘elite interviews’ and
‘sampling’). Hence, official policy documents represented these stakeholders’

formalized discourses as publicly articulated through their official channels.

Critically, the documentary research was selected because analyzing official
documents related to Euro 2020’s ‘security’ could produce significant and original
findings in itself, whilst simultaneously — and reflexively — playing an integral role in
the successive research stages. Either by informing my interview-guide or by
verifying, contrasting or contextualizing my subsequent findings. Hence, the
documentary analysis method was appropriately selected as a justifiable
methodological starting point, especially given this method’s indispensable strengths
speaking to its compatibility with other qualitative approaches, and in acting as a
foundation for subsequent data collection stages. In order to analyze documents a

frame analysis technique was performed.
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3.2.1.1 Framed Discourse Analysis

In the process of analyzing the purposively selected documents, this study borrows
from Erving Goffman’s (1974) Frame Analysis: An Essay on the Organization of
Experience. It employs a Goffman inspired framed discourse analysis. Like Goffman’s
other theories, frame analysis is socially constructivist and deals with both
interactions’ multiplex nature and human interactions as a consequence of social action
(for example, Goffman, 1963). The frame analysis technique adopted here was
pioneered by Goffman who saw a need for examining ways in which individuals
organized their unique experiences into meaningful activities. Goffman himself
employed letters that were written to newspapers for publication as examples. In these
letters Goffman noticed how some discourse was more heavily weighted than other.
These forms of language he called a ‘frame’. According to Goffman (1974: 21),
individuals’ discourses become ‘meaningful” when they turn ‘what would otherwise
be a meaningless aspect of the scene into something that is meaningful’. In this thesis,
official documents, policy guidelines and official statements from key actors of Euro

2020 serve as applications of such expressions.

Frames can be defined as the organizational principles governing events and our
subjective involvement of them. They are used by individuals to define and create
discourses that revolve around specific situations or topics (Goffman, 1974). Or, as
Manning (1992: 118) writes, frames answer the question ‘what is happening here?’
whilst telling us ‘how to define situations we find ourselves in’. Discourses are integral
to frame analyses, and the discourses subject to frame analysis were the textual
discourses in official document forms and official statements by key actors of Euro
2020. To clarify, ‘discourse’ then refers to the ‘summation of symbolic interchange,
of what is being talked about and written about, of the interrelations of symbols and

their systematic occurrence’ (Johnston, 1995: 218).

Frame analysis has been used and developed in sociological and social movement
research (Millward, 2006, 2009b, 2017; Lee Ludvigsen and Millward, 2020; Johnston,
1995) and in this thesis, this analysis technique allowed for interpreting how broader
topics like ‘security’, ‘security threats’ or ‘issues’ — were framed and given meaning
in textual and official document discourses. Notwithstanding, Goffman left few
directions for how to perform frame analyses (Millward, 2009b). Against this
backdrop, with what may be considered an absence of instructions, there are two
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extreme interpretations on how to conduct a frame analysis (Millward, 2007, 2009b).
First, one that employs it quantitatively and not too differently from content analysis.
Second, one that maintains a qualitative focus and resembles a discourse analysis
(ibid.). Interpretivist research using documentary data is more inclined towards
discourse analysis (Harrison and Callan, 2013) and given this thesis’s epistemological

position, | was also more inclined towards the qualitative frame analysis interpretation.

Importantly, Millward (2007) also outlines one interpretation located ‘in-between’ the
two extremes where statistical methods are employed to account for every frame
incident. This interpretation effectively allows for a mixture between quantitative and
qualitative methods (Millward, 2006, 2007, 2017; Lee Ludvigsen, 2017) as those
frame incidents recorded at a highest frequency proceed to form the foundation for the
subsequent qualitative discussion (see Lee Ludvigsen and Millward, 2020). Frames
with a lower frame incident will then be devoted less qualitative discussion. This
ensures that dominant frames are given most qualitative attention as likely to

represented repeated themes or opinions.

Borrowing from Goffman (1974) and Millward (2006, 2007, 2009b, 2017) I employ,
throughout this thesis, what may be referred to as a framed discourse analysis
(Millward, 2009b). Predominantly, this technique concerns itself with qualitative
discourses. However, the qualitative discussion can simultaneously rest itself upon
statistical underpinnings or frame incidents. The implications of this technique on the
method, documentary analysis, is that those frames most frequently drawn upon
throughout my analysis of policy documents and official statements form the
foundations for those chapters discussing the empirical findings of the documentary

research.

My decision to maintain such qualitative focus can also be explained for the following
reasons. First, documentary analysis requires that data is examined and interpreted in
order to ‘elicit meaning, gain understanding, and develop empirical knowledge’
(Bowen, 2009: 27). Secondly, if seeking to better understand UEFA’s, stakeholders’
and policymakers’ framing of ‘security’ and related issues in their discourses, a purely
statistical frame analysis would not necessarily have permitted an in-depth analysis
and exploration of the themes that are central to this study, which ultimately concerns

itself with meanings, constructions and perceptions of ‘security’. Thirdly, a
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documentary analysis is most efficient when used in tandem with other qualitative
methods (Bowen, 2009). Therefore, qualitative data extracted from selected
documents was always intended to fulfil a role as a qualitative platform for the
subsequent data collection stages. Collectively, these methods would then build upon
the documentary data in order to answer the central research question and accompanied
objectives concerning Euro 2020’s ‘security’. Furthermore, when a decision was made
to collect statements and responses to COVID-19, the technique was again utilized
(see Section 3.2.4).

3.2.1.2 Document Analysis in Mega-Event Research

Existing research investigating SME securitizations commonly employs document
analysis as a method. Klauser (2011a) examining the policy-transfer of security
practices from Germany’s 2006 World Cup to Euro 2008 in Austria/Switzerland,
draws upon an extensive study of official documents and reports from parliamentary
sittings, law enforcements and UEFA. Meanwhile, in her studies investigating state
and non-state relations in the case of Euro 2012, Wtoch (2013, 2019) also draws from
a documentary analysis. Evidently, both authors utilize the documents in concert with
other qualitative methods, including stakeholder interviews. Wtoch also emphasizes
how documents would inform and build scenarios ahead of stakeholder interviews
(Wtoch, 2019). Studies of Olympic ‘security’ have also used documentary data (Boyle
and Haggerty, 2012; MacDonald and Hunter, 2012). For example, Boyle et al. (2015),
analyze declassified documents (released under the Access to Information Act) to
examine security planning for the 1976 Montreal Olympics in retrospect.

In spite of this documentary-informed tradition, one caveat outlined by Boyle and
Haggerty (2012) is that documents made public before SMEs, ‘fantasy documents’, as
the authors label them, not always correspond with social realities. Occasionally, they
are produced and formulated to show that something is being done in order to ensure
‘security’, and to mitigate public insecurities. Regarding their validity, however, it is
noted that ‘it would be too cynical to regard such documents as outright fabrications’
(ibid.: 252). This implies that one should be aware, as a pitfall, that documents and
what happens in ‘real-life’ not automatically correspond. Though, whilst this holds
truth, the same can be said about interviews, where statements and realities not always
equate (Rookwood, 2009). This underlines why documentary research ideally should

be employed together with follow-up methods. To summarize, the use of documents

86



Chapter 3: Methodology, Research Design and Reflections

when examining a SME’s ‘security’ is, in itself, not a unique exercise. However, a
systematic frame analysis approach is rarely adopted. Furthermore, documentary
research’s compatibility with other qualitative methods means that findings generate a

foundation for, or add layers to subsequent data collections.

3.2.2 Stakeholder Interviews

The second constituent of this study’s threefold research design was qualitative
interviews. Since my planned supporter interviews were abandoned when Euro 2020
was postponed in March 2020, all my interviews were carried out with diverse
stakeholders in Euro 2020’s security, policing and organization (see Section 3.3). I
adopt Freeman’s (1984) classical definition of a ‘stakeholder’ as individuals, groups
or organizations with a direct or indirect interest or stake in the activities of a particular
organization or event. However, it remains essential to underline that stakeholders do
not represent one homogenous group of people. As Leopkey and Parent (2009a: 188)

note:

Stakeholders may have differing viewpoints and concerns (i.e., be
heterogeneous within and/or between stakeholder groups) for a particular
issue [...] which makes managing stakeholders all the more difficult and
understanding their perspectives on risk management critical

Moreover, the mixture of individuals that can be defined as ‘stakeholders’ ‘can result
in vastly different and even conflicting interests, approaches and agendas with various
other event stakeholders’ (Taylor and Toohey, 2015: 375). Hence, it should not be
assumed that stakeholders of the same event operate in an echo chamber and articulate
identical views, whereas ‘stakeholders’ must not be conflated with ‘shareholders’ nor

‘event officials’.

In my critical examination of Euro 2020’s pre-planning, qualitative in-depth
interviews with stakeholders were completely necessary for this thesis. Essentially,
such interactions could provide valuable insights into, and outlooks on, practical and
reflective questions associated with Euro 2020’s security, policing and organizational
arrangements. For such insights, some researchers have utilized observations with, for
example, the police (Armstrong et al., 2017). This route was not feasible for this thesis
for three reasons and this is ultimately a decision that the researcher must make. First,
the difficulties of generating access, which will be returned to. Second, the time-related

length of Euro 2020’s associated securing efforts. Third, it must be openly admitted
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that my thesis, until Euro 2020 was postponed in mid-March 2020, was concerned also
with spectators’ perceptions of ‘security’, although this was reconfigured when Euro
2020 was provisionally postponed to June 2020, as I reflect on further in Section 3.3.
This meant the pathway involving observation of security actors ‘from the inside’ was
never pursued and arguably, this would have composed a full project on itself.
Ultimately, the stakeholder interviews were designed into the research as this allowed
for me to build upon emerging themes from the document analysis which,
supplemented with themes from existing literature, informed my interview focus and
questions. Naturally, stakeholder interviews also presented a unique opportunity to
meet and interact with individuals possessing longstanding expertise in mega-event

security, planning or football policing.

Methodologically, interviews allow for transferring information from the interviewee
to the researcher through a professional conversation influenced by its purpose and
structure. The method can produce new understandings of social realities since data
from interviewees’ unique and lived world can be interpreted a number of ways (Brett
Davies, 2007). One key purpose of interviews is to acquire descriptions of
interviewees’ ‘life world’ so that the interviewer can analyse the ‘meaning of described
phenomena’ (Kvale and Birkman, 2009: 3). Existing literature typically distinguishes
between interviews that are ‘structured’, ‘unstructured’ and ‘semi-structured’ (David
and Sutton, 2004; Berg and Lune, 2012). Typologically, semi-structured interviews
are then located between the two opposites. Notwithstanding, such classifications can
be misleading. Interviews commonly fall in-between these extremes (Millward,
2009b) and from my experience, what might begin as a structured interview may
degenerate into a semi-structured interview, whereas semi-structured interviews, from
my viewpoint, sometimes fade into unstructured interviews. For this research, | opted
for the semi-structured approach. At least, this was the starting point that informed the

structure and technique of my face-to-face encounters.

‘Flexibility” is undeniably the most (over-)cited strength of this approach. Semi-
structured interviews provide both interviewer and interviewee greater levels of
flexibility when asking and answering questions (Berg and Lune, 2012; Barriball and
While, 1994) and allow the interviewer to explore perceptions of highly complex
topics — such as mega-event securitization — amongst interviewees (Barriball and

While, 1994). However, when adapting this technique, it is integral that the interviewer
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attempts to approach the world from the subject’s perspective (Berg and Lune, 2012).
When designing my research, it was decided that flexibility was necessary in my
interviews. Ultimately, semi-structured interviews allow for this, and permitted the
engagement in a fruitful dialogue with the stakeholders, whilst allowing them to
provide reflective, in-depth answers to my questions. Concerning stakeholder
interviews, it was also appropriate to let those with more practical knowledge and
insight regarding SME ‘security’ appear as experts, further justifying the selection of

the semi-structured approach.

Although this type of interview is elastic, it still requires the interviewer to come well
prepared — and to bring a loose interview-guide containing topics to be covered in the
interview.3! To maximize the benefits of interviews, this guide should consist of
themes or issues participants are likely to have knowledge about. That way,
interviewees are likely to engage and expand on given answers (Humphrey and Lee,
2004). Since interviewed stakeholders possessed distinctive areas of expertise (see the
breakdown in Section 3.3.2), the interview guide would, occasionally, be modified or
revisited prior to each interview. Finally, the semi-structured approach also accounted
for the fact that interviewees’ first language not necessarily was English. Should this
be the case, challenges can arise, and clarifications may be needed (Barriball and
While, 1994). Hence, it was with consideration to both my participants and myself that
the flexibility offered by the semi-structured approach in the interview process was

regarded as a necessary starting point and completely justifiable.

3.2.2.1 Elite Interviews

Prior to the stakeholder interviews, I decided to consult literature on ‘elite interviews’
for guidance (Lilleker, 2003; Harvey, 2011; Miles, 2013). ‘Elite’, as a concept, is
loosely defined (Darbi and Hall, 2014). ‘Elites’ also form a heterogeneously mixed
group, and exactly what makes an individual or a group ‘elite’ is beyond the remits of
this discussion (Kantola and Kuusela, 2019). This was merely a preliminary measure
taken, because some stakeholders were assumed to be highly-educated individuals
positioned on football’s organizational side. ‘Elite interviews’ originate from politics
and policy-making studies (Dexter, 1970; Miles, 2013) and are advantageous because

‘elite subjects’ may significantly enhance the research data’s quality or quantity ‘by

31 The interview guide can be found in Appendix I.
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the virtue of their power and social, economic and/or political influence’ (Darbi and

Hall, 2014 843).

Identifying, locating and contacting potential ‘elites’ is an important first step
(Lilleker, 2013). Here, contacts and connections are crucial (Darbi and Hall, 2014)
because access can surface as an obstacle for researchers. Ultimately, for individuals
in the football industry’s upper-echelon, as reflected on in Section 3.3.2, there is little
to gain from an encounter with a novice researcher (Millward, 2009b; King, 1997).
Access and cooperation are challenging when conducting ‘elite interviews’ (Desmond,
2004) and tight mega-event schedules and short event lifespans add to this. Albeit
guidelines exist, there is, as is the case with ‘non-elite’ interviews (Darbi and Hall,
2014), no one-size-fits-all approach when interviewing ‘elite’ subjects (Harvey, 2011).
Though, micro-measures, including appearance can be taken. For instance, Millward
(2009b) dressed more formally for ‘elite interviews’ than for supporter interviews. He
outlines the centrality of gaining trust and disguise personal political allegiances.
Another measure was to expect that ‘elites’ would seek to control and dominate
interviews (Darbi and Hall, 2014). Indeed, flexibility and open-minded interview

approaches helped accounting for this.

3.2.2.2 Stakeholder Interviews in Mega-Event Research

Leopkey and Parent (2009a) argued for an increased inclusion of stakeholders in mega-
event research and, indeed, stakeholder interviews have become widely used methods
in existing research on mega-event ‘security’ (Klauser, 2011a; 2015; Armstrong et al.,
2017; Fussey, 2015). In recent years, interviews with stakeholders involve safety
officials (Boyle and Haggerty, 2009; 2012), representatives from event owner (Wtoch,
2019) stadium managers (Taylor and Toohey, 2011) and law enforcement (Fussey,
2015). Notwithstanding, stakeholders may also include individuals that possess a
perhaps ‘less obvious’ or ‘direct’ role in the mega-event pre-planning or security
operation. By definition, ‘stakeholders’ might be individuals in independent fan
networks (Cleland et al., 2018; Garcia and Llopis-Goig, 2019), airport security
personnel (Klauser, 2011a), sponsors, media (Leopkey and Parent, 2009b) or
individuals in the tourist industry (McGillivray et al., 2019) and generally individuals

in a position to affect/being affected by an organization.
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Existing studies drawing from stakeholder interviews have successfully provided first-
hand insight into the inner-workings, politics and realities behind a SME’s
organization. Additionally, stakeholders’ versions are occasionally used as a point of
comparison and juxtaposed with event attendees’ responses or the researchers’ own
observations that can either reinforce or contrast the stakeholder interviews
(McGillivray et al., 2019; Klauser, 2011a). In other words, just like documents help
making sense of stakeholder interviews, stakeholder interviews yield unique findings
in themselves, whilst contextualising subsequent findings/developments of the

research project.

3.2.3 Interview Materials and Official Statements in Newspapers as

Data Sources: A Note on Media Accounts and Secondary Sources

The third and final data source used in this thesis includes interview materials and
official statements collected through newspapers and news blogs. Newspaper sources,
blogs, radio and web-media content and, essentially, the interview material and official
statements within these media sources have become increasingly utilized as data
sources in the sociology of sports (Hayton et al., 2017; Cleland, 2014; Hill et al., 2018;
Millward, 2017; May, 2019; Poulton, 2005; Maguire and Poulton, 1999; Rookwood
and Millward, 2011; Brannagan and Rookwood, 2016; Atkinson and Young, 2012).
There is also a tendency to draw from official statements or interview quotes in
research examining the processes through which ‘health’ problems are securitized or
responded to in terms of ‘security’ (Curley and Herington, 2011; Rushton, 2011; Elbe
et al., 2014). Strictly speaking, the interview materials within media articles — which

remain of concern here — should be considered secondary sources (May, 2019).

That is because the sources reporting on the ‘primary’ (e.g. interviews with ‘football
elites’ or officials) are in themselves secondary sources originally presented elsewhere.
And fundamentally, some of the ‘primary’ interview material could merely be obtained
through secondary sources. Notwithstanding, in social research, the distinction
between ‘primary’ and ‘secondary’ sources is not always straightforward (Bryman,
2016). For example, non-numeric secondary sources may include data that is received
‘second-hand’ from interviews and conversations (Smith, 2008) like those available in
newspapers. On the other hand, | would argue that the aforementioned policy

documents subject to documentary analysis represent primary sources. The reason for
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this, is that such documentary data is recorded first-hand, ‘directly’ from the relevant
organization. As such, this dimension; ‘directly’ versus ‘indirectly’ serves as a marker
of the inherently blurry ‘primary’/’secondary’ distinction, in this thesis. As Eisenhauer
(2013) argues and demonstrates in her study of stakeholder interests at SMES, even
data that is of secondary nature may still be uniquely presented and contribute towards
an original narrative. Further, secondary sources also possess distinctive strengths
when one is concerned with the socio-cultural meanings of a particular topic in unique
contexts (Braun and Clarke, 2013). A valid example of this would be ‘security’ in light
of a global pandemic.

The popularity of media sources and interview materials within them in the sociology
of sport can be seen in light of three social realities. Firstly, since the public interest in
sport is enormous, this again means that sport receives broad and intense coverage on
a global scale (Wenner, 1989). Thus, sports journalism is an established industry on
its own, with departments within newspapers wholly dedicated to sport (i.e. BBC
Sports or Sky Sports). Therefore, sports journalists, with their journalistic accounts,
may be considered brokers of knowledge, reporting from the inside of the sporting
world. Or, as Boyle and Haynes (2000: 8) submit, ‘the media, television and the press
in particular, are playing a crucial role in producing, reproducing and amplifying many
of the discourses associated with sport in the modern world’. Secondly, the intensified
sociological turn towards media sources is arguably related to technological
progression in a digital age and the emergence of online research methods (Cleland et
al., 2020).

This has simplified researchers’ access to media sources that typically are digitally
stored in the relevant outlet’s databases and publicly available online repositories like
LexisNexis or Google News. Third, in light of sports’ ‘hyper-commodification’
(Giulianotti, 2002), public (and scholarly) access to professional athletes, staff and
‘sporting elites’ has become increasingly restricted (Bale, 1994). Some of these issues
are touched upon where I discuss ‘elite’ and stakeholder sampling and were
experienced by King (1997) already throughout the 1990s. This element of access
restriction was further constricted by the enormous pressure and scrutiny Euro 2020
stakeholders were under following the suspension of the European sporting calendar.
Therefore, my turn towards media sources represented an alternate route mitigating

this pronounced inaccessibility. Especially because the media often possesses better
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access through, for example, accreditations, off-the-record briefings and since
‘sporting elites’ to a degree rely on media sources for articulation of their views and

to broadcast their perspectives (Byun et al., 2020).

The selection of this data source should also be seen as related to the mentioned
COVID-19 outbreak, which I reflect further on later. However, this meant changes to
my original research plans involving ‘field-interviews’ and a host city ethnography.
As discussed later, ethics boards and committees are likely to produce extraordinary
guidelines in crisis situations. This can translate into a temporary suspension of
empirical projects or ethical approvals. As such, my turn towards media sources must
be understood as borne out of both ‘external’ and ‘internal’ complexities and
circumstances. Yet, it can be argued that it provided some very substantial social
scientific advantages. This thesis’s ‘virtual” move was fruitful and extremely necessary
for completion of the study and to capture Euro 2020’s most extraordinary security

development, namely COVID-19.

Furthermore, online media represented one of the primary spaces in which Euro 2020’s
future was commented on, discussed or decided upon by those in position to influence
its future. Indeed, even UEFA's Executive Committee meeting, where Euro 2020’s
postponement was decided upon, took place as a virtual videoconference (UEFA,
2020a). More broadly, it is appropriate to argue that news media represented a key
source for information, knowledge and insights into public affairs and responses to the
COVID-19 pandemic. First, this underlines the importance of the media and
statements communicated via the media from a sociological perspective and as a data
source in times of crisis. Second, this highlights that secondary sources should not be
merely interpreted as or assumed to be inferior alternatives to primary sources. In this
thesis, secondary sources ultimately fulfilled the research needs in a project ‘with
macro-interests and micro-resources’ (Glaser, 1963: 11) where the researcher was
socially distancing throughout much of the spring/summer of 2020. The collection and
use of secondary sources as valid and important data sources in their own right and as
supplements to my primary sources, are therefore both methodologically justified and

explained practically.

In utilizing media sources, the thesis is predominantly concerned with official

statements and interview material that is available within the collected newspaper
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articles; more so than examining the rhetoric around or portrayal of particular topics,
or the production or representation of media-sports texts (e.g. media portrayal of
‘hooliganism’, see Poulton (2005) or ‘identity’, see Maguire and Poulton (1999)). This
distinction is of paramount importance. Essentially, this denotes that the unit of
analysis shies away from journalistic accounts or descriptions. Instead, the units of
analysis, as systemically analysed, are the quotes and statements articulated by key

individuals, actors and/or organizations that have been quoted by the media articles.

A similar approach, focused on the official statements and interview material from key
organizations or individuals in sport, recorded via newspapers and web-media, may be
found in Hayton et al.’s (2017) study of Hull City’s club ownership. Here, statements
of the owner, Assem Allam, originally given to the media, comprise a data source.
Meanwhile, Hill et al. (2018) draw some of their data from newspapers, blogs and
web-media content in their examination of the communication and mobilization of the
social protest movement Stand Against Modern Football. Perhaps most resembling of
this thesis, given the focus on a controversial SME, Millward (2017) uses direct
statements and interviews from ‘key players’ among the social actors/organizations
involved in World Cup 2022 and the treatment of migrant workers in Qatar. The
approach thus captures social meanings articulated around complex topics and allows
for analysing the views of main protagonists and decision-makers that are unlikely to
be available, accept or ‘consent to involvement [in] academic research’ (May, 2019:

961).

Finally, there are some cautions regarding validity that should be clarified vis-a-vis
this approach. Journalistic accounts should not always be taken at ‘face value’ as
automatic ‘facts’ (Downey and Fenton, 2007). As Millward (2017: 762) succinctly
puts it:

[E]xtreme caution should be taken when dealing with newspaper articles,
especially given that the journalist’s position is less likely to be ‘objective’
and more likely to be matched to the ability to ‘sell’ that article to its
targeted audience. This caution is especially needed when dealing with
opinion pieces and editorials

Furthermore, media outlets are likely to have varying political allegiances, readerships
and editorial approaches (Wallis and Nerlich, 2005). Whilst these are all important

caveats, it is also worth reiterating and re-emphasizing that my data was drawn from
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direct statements and interview material from key organizations and publicly known
actors (in the COVID-19/Euro 2020 ‘nexus’) that were quoted within the media
articles. If one speculates, it could be that the quotes or statements carry similarities
with those of the ‘fantasy documents’ that may be ‘formulated specifically to address
public anxieties’ (Boyle and Haggerty, 2012: 253) and it is possible that some
quotes/statements had been influenced by journalistic bias or lack of context.
Furthermore, to maintain ethical standards, media sources occasionally ensure
sources’ anonymity (i.e. by just referring to unnamed spokespersons/sources) and hide
identities of sources that may have provided off-the-record briefings. This
simultaneously raises some questions around credibility and whom one should
attribute the quote to. | thus avoided using quotes originating from ‘unknown
spokespeople’. Notwithstanding, a number of the cited quotes were available in several
news articles, facilitating, in many cases, cross-checks to mitigate issues. Furthermore,
what makes this type of data collection increasingly justifiable and advantageous is
that it represented an unobtrusive method that does not intrude the personal lives of
those researched (Millward, 2007). This is not merely preferable, but it was also one
of the only ‘real’ or viable options during the pandemic’s extraordinary times, where

researchers had to take extra care, as explained later.

3.2.4 Methodological Departure Points

The summarize this thesis’s research design, which had to be significantly altered in
light of COVID-19, | employed three data sources and two qualitative methods. The
three sources of data also represent three inter-linked steps and followed each other
progressively in line with the pre-planning and postponement of Euro 2020. First, a
documentary analysis was selected as an appropriate methodological starting point
which provided a platform for the second step; the qualitative stakeholder interviews.
These two methods allowed for original insight into Euro 2020’s pre-planning
speaking to ‘security’ and ‘policing’. Admittedly, this was originally meant to be
followed by a participant observation in London during Euro 2020. However, due to
Euro 2020’s postponement, this became unfeasible. Instead, a decision was made to
turn towards secondary sources in form of official statements and interview material
within media sources. As | reflect on in Section 3.4, this flexible move had to be made.

Not merely because the tournament was postponed, but in order to capture the most
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recent and extreme ‘safety’ and ‘security’ development in Euro 2020’s context, namely
COVID-19.

However, these three gradual steps and the compatibility between the respective
methods must not be downplayed. Arguably, the original research plan would have
allowed the tracing of Euro 2020’s ‘security’ from paper to practice. Yet, due to
unforeseen developments my research instead captured Euro 2020’s security from
paper to crisis, and managed to capture the meanings of ‘security’ in an unprecedented
global crisis which led to the event’s future being acted on by UEFA. Hence, despite
the unpredictable developments, the research design was carefully reconfigured to
allow for new insights, answers and versions of the perceptions, meanings and

constructions of ‘security’ before Euro 2020.

3.3 Data Collection

This marks the second part of this chapter. Here, | explain the data collection, sampling
strategies and recount my reflections from researching amidst a pandemic crisis. These
reflections will place my thesis in a broader context and can assist or resonate with
researchers encountering similar obstacles. | also provide a note on the ethical

considerations and summarize the interview data analysis.

3.3.1 Policy Documents: Sampling, Discourses and Caveats

Substantial volumes of documentary data were sampled in order to examine the
constructions and meanings of ‘security’ at Euro 2020 as articulated in official
discourses. The policy and bidding documents, analysed with a Goffman inspired
frame analysis technique, involved nine policy documents comprising a total set of
754 text pages with publicly available and formal material. The documents, broken
down in Table 3.1 below, were purposively sampled based on their relevance to Euro
2020’s security delivery, as an event owned by UEFA. However, organizations
including the Council of Europe also played a central role in the event’s security
planning by initiating the ‘Euro 2020 Working Group’. On reflection, the most useful
and directly relevant document proved to be UEFA EURO 2020 Tournament

Requirements, retrieved from UEFA’s official channels.
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Year of

Document Title Published by Publication

Number of Pages

Good Practices for safe and secure
major sporting events: experiences
and lessons from UEFA EURO
2004

UEFA 2005 217

Handbook with Recommendations
for International Police Cooperation
and Measures to Prevent and
Control Violence and Disturbances Council of the
in Connection with Football Matches| European Union
with an International Dimension, in
which at Least one Member State is
Involved (2010/C 165)

2010 21

UEFA EURO 2020 Bid Evaluation

Report UEFA 2014 81

UEFA guide to quality stadiums UEFA 2014 159

Explanatory Report to the Council
of Europe Convention on an

Integrated Safety, Security and [ Council of Europe 2016 19
Service Approach at Football

Matches and Other Sports Events
UEFA Stadium Infrastructure

. UEFA 2018 28
Regulations
UEFA Safety a.nd Security UEEA 2019 29
Regulations
UEFA EURO _2020 Tournament UEEA N/A 194
Requirements
Information leaflet on the Convention
on an Integrated Safety, Security and Council of Europe N/A 6

Service Approach at Football Matches
and Other Sports Events

Table 3.1: A summary of the analysed policy documents that were all publicly available. The tournament
requirements appear to have no publication date (hence, UEFA, n.d.). However, upon searching for this
document it appears to have been uploaded 26 April 2013, which also was when the bidding phase was launched.
Indeed, for transparency purposes, a number of documents related to the event’s
bidding and hosting were easily accessible and listed on UEFA’s and other key
stakeholders’ official channels. The Euro 2020 tournament requirements state clearly
that Euro 2020 would require one of the largest safety and security operations in the
world from appointed hosts (UEFA, n.d., S6: 1) and includes the formal, security-
related requirements which hosts agreed to by being awarded the hosting rights. This

policy document was:

[T]he document provided by UEFA to the bidders as part of the bid
requirements, which sets out the requirements for hosting matches of
UEFA EURO 2020, including organisational, commercial, infrastructure,
facilities and financial requirements (UEFA, n.d., S1:4).

Undeniably, this document played a formative role with its formal guidelines for Euro
2020 host cities both throughout the bidding stage and in light of host country
confirmations, on the 19 September 2014, meaning each host city had just under six

years to plan their ‘security’.
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My manually performed documentary analysis facilitated a systematic reading of the
relevant organizations’ official discourses particularly with regards to the event
owner’s desires and bidding requirements. These discourses, again, provided an
original insight into the meanings of ‘security’; how ‘security’ would be assembled,
and other questions including whom that were ‘secured’ or ‘secured from’ (see Chapter
Four). In the 194 pages long Euro 2020 requirements document, it was also a 21 pages
long section that separately addressed the event’s security and safety requirements

(UEFA, n.d., Sector 6).

This section was the most insightful one given its direct focus on the practicalities of
‘security’ Euro 2020. This section also refers to other policy documents for the hosting
right bidders. That included the manual named ‘UEFA Euro 2004 Good Practices for
Safe and Secure Major Sporting Events (UEFA, 2005).%2 Subsequently, this document
was retrieved and frame analysed, enabling snowball sampling. Considering that
bidders were specifically directed towards this document, it seemingly served as a key
document with existing practices from Euro 2004. UEFA (2005) differs significantly
from the 2020 tournament requirements, because the manual from 2005 outlines
lessons and ‘good practice’ from Euro 2004, rather than outlining formal and informal
security requirements. Indeed, Euro 2004 in Portugal is commonly highlighted as a
success story in terms of its policing and security and, indeed, this policy document
maintains that ‘future major football events should follow [Euro 2004’s] example’
(UEFA, 2005: 164). This answers why this handbook was referred to in the more

contemporary requirements manuals.

UEFA also refers to policy documents from other stakeholders. For example, the
Council of the European Union’s (2010) guidelines for security and policing at football
matches with an international dimension. Resultantly, this document was retrieved for
analysis. Other documents that were identified, retrieved and analysed included
UEFA’s (2014) Euro 2020 Bid Evaluation report, a more recent report published by
the Council of Europe (2016), identified through press releases from the Council of
Europe, and UEFA’s (2018, 2019) general regulations on security and safety and
stadium security. Whilst publicly accessible and relevant to Euro 2020, they all

contained formal versions of how ‘security’ in European football contexts should be

32 Worked out by COT Institute for Safety and Crisis Management in Netherlands but published by
UEFA.
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organized and pre-planned, consequently assisting the research objectives speaking to

examining ‘security’s’ meanings and constructions.

A framed discourse analysis was manually performed on all the nine policy documents
to record dominant security-related frames that are unpacked in Chapters Four and
Five. All the sampled documents successfully yielded an insight into ‘security’
outlooks and requirements ahead of Euro 2020 and/or European football more
generally. UEFA (n.d.) also demonstrates how processes of categorization and
‘securitized commodification’ (Giulianotti, 2011) is in place years before Euro 2020
would even commence. Hence, the documents provided original insight into the
informal and formal dimensions and discursive realities of event ‘security’.
Additionally, 1 supplemented this stage of the research process with press
announcements and briefs from Euro 2020’s build-up, but from before COVID-19
came to play an integral role in Euro 2020’s future. In all 16 media articles were found
via Google News’ database by searching for the combinations ‘Euro 2020, safety,

security’ from May 2018 until December 2019.

It is, of course, necessary to reiterate that policy documents should be treated with
some caution. And so, it should be accepted that authorities and organizations
occasionally make ‘fantasy documents’ publicly available before SMESs to reassure the
public and convey images of control (Boyle and Haggerty, 2012). Still, it is actually
the case that SME bidding books sometimes become the de facto planning documents
(Braathen et al., 2016) as event owners’ demands sometimes supersede national laws
with ‘special rules’ being imposed (Bar-On, 2017). Ultimately, in the present-day, bid
books and manuals are of paramount importance for understanding event owners’ and
bidders’ perspectives (Byun et al., 2020). This underscores their value as data sources
and — as expected — policy documents produced a robust empirical foundation for my
subsequent interviews. Some of the stakeholders even brought me hard copies of some

of the abovementioned documents.

Essentially, documents offer forms of discourse where, for instance, ‘security threats’
or ‘referent objects’ are more explicitly articulated than in interviews. There is also an
argument in that policy documents, despite potential non-correspondence with actual
realities, should be treated as the official version and public position of the relevant

publishing organization unless stated otherwise. Hence, | argue that just like my
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stakeholder interviews, the analysed documents all represent important, original and
publicly articulated stakeholder discourses. As will be evidenced, the documentary
research provided highly vital and empirically enrichened both my subsequent data
collection and this thesis’s developed conceptual framework which can be used to
make sense of mega-event pre-planning: the ‘troika of security’ (see Chapters Four

and Five).

3.3.2 Interviews: Challenges, Sampling and Approach

Nine in-depth interviews were carried out with diverse stakeholders in the
securitization of Euro 2020. Despite operating with a broad definition of ‘stakeholder’
(Freeman, 1984), all interviewed stakeholders (Table 3.2) were actively and formally
involved in either the pre-planning for Euro 2020, its media coverage, general football
policing or crowd management. As such, it is perhaps more appropriate to employ the

term ‘security stakeholder’ (Klauser, 2011a) for some of them.

Interview Nationality
Name Stakeholder Description Type
Stakeholder 1 Individual worklng f(_)r a national fan In-depth British
association
Stakeholder 2 | Individual working for European fan network In-depth British
Stakeholder 3 Individual worklnng]e;gi;he national sports In-depth British
Stakeholder 4 Individual assoglated with a European fgn In—depth British
network, central in the Fan Embassy services (email)
Stakeholder 5 Supporter Liaison Offl_cer in a Euro 2020 host In—depth British
City (email)
Stakeholder 6 Professional crowd safety expert I?ér?]z[i):)h Norwegian
Stakeholder 7 SD Europe/UEFA Sup_porter Liaison Officer In-depth German/British
Coordinator (Skype)
Stakeholder 8 Chief Executive (national fan association) In-depth British
_ (Skype) _
Stakeholder 9 Euro 2020 Project Manager (European fan In-depth British
network) (Skype)

Table 3.2: Interviewed stakeholders

As summarized in Table 3.2, interviewed stakeholders included one Supporter Liaison
Officer (SLO) employed by a club in a Euro 2020 host city; a crowd safety
professional; an individual working in national media covering SMEs, and then six
individuals that — at different capacities — work for UK and/or European-wide fan
organizations. Crucially, European fan organizations like FSE and SD Europe had
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formal observer status in the Council of Europe’s ‘Euro 2020 Working Group’ (COE,
2019; see Chapter Five) and are recognized by UEFA. UEFA’s (n.d., S3: 7) Euro 2020
requirements highlight ‘[cJooperation with Football Supporters Europe (FSE)’ as
‘good practice’ and fan organizations have actively contributed to the organization of
previous European Championships (Cleland et al., 2018). Fan organizations are
‘incorporated as part of European football’s governance network’ and is the
stakeholder group that receives most trust by European football fans (Garcia and
Llopis-Goig, 2019: 5). Recently, Turner (2019) also evidenced how fan organizations,
as stakeholders, can impact security or safety related developments in English football.

The six stakeholders associated with fan networks were, in different capacities,
involved in planning or organization pre-Euro 2020. Their assignments included close
work and liaison with police forces in host cities, attendance at pre-event conventions
and observations and organization of fan zones, fan embassies and/or information
points. Interviewed stakeholders were also actively involved in the development of
security and policing approaches in football throughout the season as they work,
communicate and liaise with police forces and working groups. In terms of football
security and policing, the interviewees represented experts, uniquely positioned to
influence the pre-planned security operation at Euro 2020 through their close work
with both the game’s fans and security forces. These stakeholder groups in football
crowd security and policing play an important role in the development of more
progressive and effective models of crowd management and football policing (Stott
and Pearson, 2016).

The sampling size was deliberately set to a smaller number, but with extremely careful
attention to the sample frame’s accuracy. This was intentional and not expected to
come at the cost of my study’s qualitative content. However, it can also be explained
by other factors, such as financial constraints, access and importantly: my original
focus on spectators’ perceptions of ‘security’ in the thesis, although this focus of
course was changed following COVID-19. It was also a reality that the pool of Euro
2020 stakeholders willing to participate in academic research was not limitless. Some
of these issues were touched upon under ‘elite interviews’ and ultimately, gaining
access to and recruiting key stakeholders before events take place — even when
anonymity is assured — is challenging. But despite this, my sample size is comparable

with and reflects similar studies that have used samples of six (Eisenhauer, 2013), nine
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(Lauss and Szigetvari, 2010) and 10 (Klauser, 2011a; Taylor and Toohey, 2011)
interviewed stakeholders. The challenges related to recruitment was of course
amplified by the postponement. This meant stakeholders were under increased
pressure to develop new solutions to a congested sporting calendar, whilst facing

enormous uncertainties in their professional lives.

Rookwood (2019: 4) acknowledges that when ‘conducting independent scholarly
investigations of mega-event organisers, researchers can experience difficulties in
accessing senior staff and pursing candid responses to questions’. Continuing, he also
points out that even Sugden and Tomlinson’s (2016) ground-breaking critical
investigation of FIFA met such difficulties. Essentially, accessing individuals in
positions encompassing big responsibilities and with the highest levels of influence is
difficult in research like this. Further, security actors often operate within a ‘legally
and socio-culturally closed realm’ (Eski, 2012: 951). Thus, security research is likely
to generate some unusual methodological problems related to an ‘assumption amongst
security experts that divulging information to the public around risk and security
planning would potentially provide valuable information to the wrong hands’ (Aitken,

2020: 9-10).

This comes to fore in Armstrong et al.’s (2017) reflections following their ethnography
with the London police in relation to the 2012 Olympics. As a limitation, they
acknowledge that certain information ‘may well have resided in a knowledge bubble-
floating some way above [their] security clearance’ (p. 174). Indeed, Monaghan and
Walby (2012) argue that collecting data on security and policing practices post-9/11
has become increasingly complicated by issues of access. Especially the
‘documentation on past protocols or future plans’ for policing (ibid.: 655, emphasis
added). As Petersohn (2018) explains, after negotiating access to private security
actors, recruitment challenges are often directly linked to access and participants’

reluctance.

On reflection, | agree with Eisenhauer (2013). She argues that the unavailability of
many key stakeholders represents a constraint in security-related SME research.
However, | do not see this as preventing my thesis from providing a high-quality
portrait of Euro 2020’s pre-planning. King’s (1997: 226) experience-based assertion

holding that, in the world of football, ‘elite groups often make themselves unavailable
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for interview’ can also be related to. Upon researching football directors, King
experienced that football club directors, especially in so-called ‘top clubs’ often

declined interview requests.

Simply put, in research like this, there is extremely little to gain for ‘football elites’,
senior officials, security agencies or event organizers (who do not necessarily identify
themselves as “elites”). This is one reason that stakeholders, occasionally, are reserved
against participating when invited. Often, this is illustrated by declined or ignored
invitations. This is a practical issue that not only has surfaced before (King, 1997,
Eisenhauer, 2013; Sugden and Tomlinson, 2016; Rookwood, 2019), but that future,
similar research is likely to encounter. Hence, whilst similar challenges as King (1997)
experienced were encountered, I agree with his claim that ‘although more acceptances
for interview would have been advantageous, the interviews that were conducted
proved useful’ (ibid.). Yet, I would go further than ‘useful’. Essentially, it cannot be
shied away from that those stakeholders accepting my invitation provided extremely

valuable insight.

Following ethical approval, all stakeholders were recruited via email. A formal
recruitment email was sent out to 28 pre-defined stakeholders. This contained key
information about the research’s rationale and intentions. If the recipient did not
respond, |1 would send them one reminder. In the event of no reply, | assumed that my
invitation had been rejected. Occasionally, | received rejection emails. These would
often be sincere and wish me the best of luck with my study. As my above reflections
imply, rejections were anticipated: much because of the inherent melange of secrecy
and transience in my research topic’s nature. On the occasions where a positive

response was returned, an interview was arranged.

Interviews included five face-to-face interviews (one via Skype), one phone interview
(via Skype) whilst three were conducted through email (an option chosen by those
participants). There are of course, limits to the use of email interviews. Supposedly,
these speak to the lack of personal touch and the ability to follow-up on given answers.
Therefore, the email interviews contained follow-up questions in the document with
questions that interviewees could opt to fill out and expand on. In spite of its
limitations, it is undeniable that an email interview is more fruitful than what, in some

cases, can be the alternative: no interview. As Young et al. (1998) note, such interviews
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are most efficient when both participant and interviewer are comfortable with email
communication. In a digital age, dominated by instant chats, direct messages and
online-based interactions as means of communication (Petersen-Wagner, 2015), there
are also some striking advantages with email interviews because they give the
interviewee more time and space to reflect, whilst being cost-efficient. Meanwhile,
face-to-face interviews typically had an informal tone over a tea or coffee, and lasted
between 25 minutes and 1 hour. Broadly, my interview guide consisted of topics such
as Euro 2020’s format, security, football policing, and given the nature of the
stakeholders, the role played by fan networks in the planning of events like Euro 2020.

To ease transcription, face-to-face and Skype interviews were audio-recorded.

Initially, participants were identified through news articles, official channels of
football stakeholder organizations, supporter organizations®® and social media (Twitter
and LinkedIn). After my data collection started in January 2019, the auspicious method
of snowball sampling was also occasionally deployed. Snowball sampling ‘yields a
study sample through referrals made among people who share or know of others who
possess some characteristics that are of research interest’ (Biernacki and Waldorf,
1981: 141). However, since contacts are made on personal recommendations it can
result in a biased sample, as ‘likeminded acquaintances’ of the previously interviewed
sometimes are suggested or mentioned (Hayton, 2013: 123). Despite this,
‘snowballing” can prove extremely helpful if other means of recruitment stagnate
(Rubin and Rubin, 1995) and it may, sometimes, be the only — and most practical way

—to achieve the sample frame (Becker, 1963).

Finally, qualitative interviews should always be placed in some social context. And
upon reflection, it is worth highlighting that the majority of the stakeholders I
interviewed were from the UK (see breakdown in Table 3.2). Following the central
idea within the critical approaches to ‘security’ maintaining that ‘security’ ultimately
is a derivative concept, how one understands or views ‘security’, ‘security issues’ or
‘security threats’ ultimately derive from how one sees the world or world politics more
broadly (Peoples and Vaughan-Williams, 2010). Hence, the nationality, worldview
and the relevant culture of security of each stakeholder were likely to shape their

perceptions of policing or security-related matters ahead of Euro 2020, as well as their

33 Typically, key contact information was available on their websites.
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wider experiences and perceptions of ‘security’ around SMEs and the police-fan power

dynamics.

Further, it is also likely that the interviewees’ nationality and location — mostly in the
Northern or Western Europe — can have impacted their attitudes and how they, for
example, viewed or compared the football-related security or policing experience in
their own location to that of other Euro 2020 co-hosts, or how the fan representatives
viewed their own organization as playing an influential role in national or European
football governance and in Euro 2020’s security and safety planning. Thus, whilst
interviewees commonly spoke of Euro 2020 and its European-wide ‘security’
planning, it is also imperative to underline that in doing so, they spoke primarily from
a Northern or Western-European fan representative perspective, which Table 3.2

indicates.

Therefore, this study does not include the perspectives of, for example, South
European or East European stakeholders or representatives. This remains a limitation
of the study which should be openly admitted and provided reflection. Especially so,
as fan networks like FSE have active members across the whole European continent
(Cleland et al., 2018). Hence, future and similar research should aim to include the
voices of fan representatives based in Southern and Eastern Europe for a more
comparative and nuanced study. The above point related to the interviewees’
backgrounds is also important as context for the findings presented in Chapter Five,
regarding how the themes of ‘institutional memory’ and ‘good practices’ in football
policing are situated within the ‘troika of security’ (Chapter Five) and referred to

throughout.

3.3.3 Interview Materials and Official Statements in Media Sources:

Collection and Approach

As the rumours emerged and the news broke around Euro 2020’s uncertain future and
potential postponement following COVID-19, this research’s original plans —
including a host city ethnography — had to be abandoned. To complete the final data
collection stage and capture the unprecedented events that were unfolding, a decision
was made, as stated, to collect interview materials from news media sources and
official statements that were made available and/or articulated by key actors or

organizations in Euro 2020’s organization and ‘security’.
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Notwithstanding, COVID-19 enabled a novel opportunity to explore the ways in which
an extraordinary pandemic impacted the world of sports and the sporting responses to
it. In the case of Euro 2020, a systematic reading of interview materials and official
statements allowed for critically interrogating COVID-19 as a ‘security threat’. Hence,
| adopted the approaches of Millward (2017) and May (2019) and I carried out targeted
searches for data which was collected through online newspaper and news blog
repository provided by Google (called ‘Google News’). In short, the Google News
repository provides a continuous flow of news and media articles and is one the largest
news aggregators globally. Further, it provides users with an opportunity to customize
and order articles according to publishing date or set preferences. In social and political
research, Google News has been increasingly utilized by researchers (Stow and Bason,
2020; Weaver and Bimber, 2008). And, compared to similar repositories, like
LexisNexis, Google News provides larger worldwide coverage (Weaver and Bimber,
2008). Furthermore, following Rookwood and Millward (2011), | conducted targeted
searches for radio shows and podcasts that addressed COVID-19’s impact on sports
and Euro 2020 as well as European football’s responses to it, such as BBC Sounds’

‘Sportshour’.>*

In the unfolding and most dramatic period prior to Euro 2020’s postponement, which
was between 29 February and 18 March 2020 (described in Chapter Six), | carried out
frequent targeted computer searches daily, for online articles that were published
between 1 January and 18 March 2020.% Following 17 March, the day UEFA (2020b)
announced Euro 2020’s postponement, my searches were less frequent in accordance
with the declining media interest around COVID-19 in reference to Euro 2020. The
time window | have sampled articles within is 1 January 2020 — 6 May 2020.

Following Atkinson and Young (2012), | followed no rigid selection criteria that
guided my sampling process, but every media account had to consider some aspects
of Euro 2020, COVID-19 and mega-events’ responses to COVID-19. The words that
informed all my targeted searches were ‘Euro 2020, UEFA’, ‘COVID-19’ and

3 Any segments of analytical interest were then manually transcribed since such podcasts often are
available online only for a limited time.

31 January was selected because COVID-19 was not announced as a new coronavirus until 8 January
2020 (Wall Street Journal, 2020).
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‘coronavirus’.®® From these searches, results that yielded communication, interview
statements or opinions around Euro 2020, COVID-19 and the future of sports events
were identified. Occasionally, when statements or other news articles were referred to
in the collected articles, | was directed to these and included them in my sample.
Effectively, this meant that snowball sampling procedures were blended with the

purposive and convenience sampling.

Furthermore, I manually monitored and collected all the official statements and key
communications that were published by key organizations on their respective
channels. That included WHO, FIFA, UEFA, individual football associations (in Euro
2020’s 12 host countries) and independent fan networks such as FSE and SD Europe.
Articles that mentioned the term ‘Euro 2020’ merely in passing were excluded.
Overall, this left me with a sample of 149 articles which included what must be
considered to be extremely important statements and interview material from key
actors or key players in the COVID-19/Euro 2020 ‘nexus’. The importance and
validity of such statements and discourses within them are also addressed where |
discuss policy-documents. Moreover, this represents a large sample, considering that
the majority of media articles were published within the short timeframe of 18 days,
which reflected the enormous public interest in Euro 2020’s and European football’s

future following COVID-19.

To elaborate on my approach, a key step involved organizing all sampled articles in a
spreadsheet consisting of three key columns. The columns were used to organize the
articles’ (i) hyperlinks, (ii) news outlets/organization and (iii) date of publishing. In
effect, this assisted the construction of a personal (mini-)archive of secondary sources.
Secondly, the sampled media accounts and official communications were all closely
read. Indeed, the large corpus of material provided distinctive challenges, but the close
reading had to be conducted in order to find official statements and quotes within news
sources. This task was significantly easier in those official announcements made
available by key organizations on their own channels, such as UEFA. Overall, two
close readings of the total corpus were conducted. However, on the second reading |

% From 18 March, | also included ‘Euro 2021 in my computer searches in case media accounts started
to refer to the event as ‘Euro 2021°.

107



Chapter 3: Methodology, Research Design and Reflections

began framing the discourse according to three frames more deliberately. At this stage,
dominant themes and actors had also started to emerge.

On the second reading, | downloaded all the key statements and interview material into
a new document, as this would ease a third analysis of selected quotes and later assist
the process of selecting quotes or terms that most appropriately represented their
frames. Working within the key premises of Goffman (1974), described above, these
discourses were analysed according to (1) ‘whom’ or ‘what’ that was framed as a
‘security issue’ and (2) ‘whom’ or ‘what’ this ‘security issue’ (COVID-19) was framed
as a ‘security threat’ to. Lastly, I analysed the material according an outcome frame.
This consisted of statements or discourse revolving around or addressing how COVID-
19, as a ‘security threat’, would be resolved or responded to, in order to bring about
changed outcomes (Chapter Six). Finally, some limitations to this approach must be
clarified. Essentially, my reading of the data does not represent a ‘totalizing
representation’ (Atkinson and Young, 2012: 291) of the statements that emerged
following COVID-19’s immense impacts on sports. As such, | cannot claim that the
understandings presented in Chapter Six compose an ‘all-inclusive’ set of discourses,
whereas the bulk of data were statements in English, in addition to some Danish and

Norwegian sources that were gathered, given my fluency in these languages.

3.4 Social Research in a Time of Social Distancing: Reflections and

Guidance for Researchers

The Chinese word for “crisis’ is composed of two ideograms: the first meaning danger,
the second, opportunity. Danger to avoid; opportunity to grasp (Falloux and Talbot,
1992: xiv). Fittingly, an ‘unprecedented’ or ‘unparalleled’ crisis were some of the
descriptions attached to the global outbreak of COVID-19 throughout the
spring/summer of 2020. A pandemic like COVID-19 demonstrates one force majeure
element that is inherent, yet downplayed, in mega-event research. There is always a
chance however slim that the event serving as a case or site of analysis gets cancelled
or postponed. Crises impact research, writing and researchers personally, as Beck
(1987) reflects on in light of the Chernobyl disaster which occurred between the

submission and appearance of his seminal Risk Society (1992).%"

37 Originally published as Risikogesellschaft (1986) in German.
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This section outlines my reflections on researching under conditions of not knowing
and amidst what can be characterized as ‘chaos’. My principal aim is to provide a
reflexive interpretation of the interpretation (Alvesson and Skoldberg, 2009) and give
some experience-based insights into the messy nature of research. In the social
sciences (Ferdinand et al., 2007; Hannerz, 2003) and the narrower sociology of sports
(Giulianotti, 1995a; Millward, 2009a; Richards, 2018; Poulton, 2012), some extremely
useful ‘tales of the field’ — that is, fieldwork reflections — have originated from
ethnographic studies. Undoubtedly, these have assisted upcoming generations of
sociologists. However, there is undeniably more scope for knowledge extension and
sharing on fieldwork that never actually took place (see e.g. Horowitz, 1967) — where
the field itself became unavailable due to unforeseen circumstances, and the practical
implications of this. Thus, | also outline some guidance for researchers undertaking

similar research that may encounter similar challenges.

As stated, the worldwide outbreak of the novel coronavirus displayed both the
securitization of health and the medicalization of security (Elbe, 2011). Needless to
say, it also affected this thesis and me, as a researcher, in a unique and personal way.
To be sure, COVID-19 must first and foremost be regarded a global crisis and
emergency, and as one of the most serious public health threats in modern time.
However, the tangible and intangible impacts of the pandemic also illuminate some of
the intricate realities of being a social researcher. In light of WHO confirming that
COVID-19 was a pandemic (BBC, 2020c) merely three months before Euro 2020 was
due to begin, I had to make or consider a series of decisions that ultimately shaped this

thesis and my experiences as a researcher.

Two of the most cited strategies for combatting COVID-19 were ‘quarantines’ and
‘social distancing’. This translated into a spring/summer period with enormous
restrictions on everyday life, travelling and crowded gatherings as my research had
entered its final phase. Indeed, at this stage substantial fieldwork preparations had been
carried out: | had booked transport and accommodation for my planned fieldwork in
London, which would include host city and fan zone observations. | had attended
football games and pub screenings — on my own — because | thought it prudent to spend
time in a somewhat similar environment to what awaited me in London, and to avoid
being perceived as a ‘cultural dinosaur’ (Silverstone, 2003: 5) by the football fans 1

planned to interact with and question. However, as the outbreak intensified hour-by-
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hour and uncertainties were articulated even by ‘those who until now [had] pretended
to know’ (Beck, 1987: 157), I quickly understood that my research would not proceed
as envisaged and that my planned ethnographic component involving fan interviews
would have to be abandoned. Instead, acting in a socially responsible way by self-
isolating, in order to reduce spreading of the virus to more vulnerable populations, was

my first action and response.

It is needful to give some context before proceeding. My PhD research had originally
been motivated by Euro 2016, staged in a country formally in a state of emergency
following a series of terrorist attacks in Paris, including one targeting Stade de France
in 2015 (Cleland and Cashmore, 2018). My research’s original intention was thus to
interview fans at Euro 2020 about their views on ‘security measures’, ‘policing’ and
‘security threats’ including ‘terrorists’, ‘hooligans’ or ‘criminals’ (Chapter Two).
Regardless, the events unfolding in the spring of 2020 changed these plans. Instead a
reframing of my thesis had to be made with less than 12 months of funding available.
Whilst a reframing or restructuring of a PhD thesis is not unusual per se, | would still
claim the circumstances under which | had to make my alterations were atypical. Not
uncommonly, major changes to PhD projects occur relatively early on in the process,
and not under the chaotic conditions in which I had to make mine. COVID-19 meant
that Euro 2020 was scheduled for 2021 (UEFA, 2020b) — yet for a number of weeks,
it seemed like an outright cancellation was a very real option.

Upon proceeding, the first question | seek to address is how the researcher can deal
with such massive uncertainties that are likely to influence most aspects of the
overarching research project. Although a cynical argument would be that | should have
sufficiently prepared for this, | would argue that was completely unfeasible. As Elbe
et al. (2014) remind us, pandemics are inherently unpredictable. My position was that
this represented something that could not possibly be more outside the researcher’s
control, regardless of how much one might blame oneself for not accounting for such
unforeseen circumstances. However, in spite of this element of acquittal, the researcher
does play a role in how to approach, respond to or deal with such situations impacting

the relevant project.

First, questions will emerge; where exactly does a possible postponement or

cancellation leave the project? In my case, my original plans had proceeded on the
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basis that Euro 2020 would be staged ‘as normal’. When this seemed increasingly
unlikely, questions of validity emerged as an initial reaction. Would my project data
still be ‘valid’? I had already made a substantial data collection from the event’s pre-
planning. Some of this had even been published in journals (see Lee Ludvigsen, 2019).
The position | adopted was that, even if a cancellation or postponement would occur,
my data would still be valid. A cancellation would still represent a sociologically
illuminating and dynamic reality of mega-event ‘security’ and ‘security’ more broadly.
Even cancellations are sociologically important. For instance, as Bar-On (2017: 261)
highlights, an ‘interesting test case’ for national sovereignty is whether it is governing
bodies in sport or national governments that cancel SMEs in the name of ‘public

security’.

Cancellations thus do not automatically translate into meaninglessness nor turn the
project into a blank slate. Instead, cancellations or postponements should be critically
analysed and seen as entrances into new research angles that become defining elements
of the research project. Mega-event research carried out in a pre-event context does
not become any less important should the event be postponed/cancelled. Fussey et al.’s
(2011) Securing and Sustaining the Olympic City would not have been any less of a
contribution had the 2012 London Olympics been cancelled, because what happened
pre-event, which they capture, had large socio-political and geographical implications
in itself.

With regards to relationship between pre-event data and postponement or
cancellations; external questions or personal doubts may arise. To give an answer to
the question, on whether my research on the pre-planning still would matter, even if
Euro 2020 turned into a ‘non-event’ (cf. Atkinson and Young, 2012), | would argue
that it undoubtedly would. The data on pre-planning still captures real policies, voices
of real people, networking events that took place and measures that were implemented.
Even if Euro 2020 was outright cancelled, this data would still have mattered, in a
similar way as Budapest’s new stadium, Puskas Aréna — built for Euro 2020 — still
would have been standing and representing an architectural reminder of a pre-planning
that took place, even against a hypothetical cancellation. Potential postponements or
cancellations do not change such facts, while collected data does not become

‘outdated’ quicker — than ‘normal data’ — nor lose its sociological importance.
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The second theme | will discuss is ‘flexibility’ under the umbrella of operating
pragmatically. Flexibility is required in the majority of research projects because most
research is prone to unforeseen circumstances (see Millward, 2009a; Giulianotti,
1995a). Indeed, there are degrees of unforeseen circumstances. In mega-event
research, postponements or cancellations are possibly two of the biggest challenges,
perhaps comparable with a research lab that is shut down for an unspecified amount
of time in a natural sciences project. Amplifying this, of course, there are always the
realities of project timelines and funding, which must be respected. For me, this meant
that even when Euro 2020 was postponed by 12 months, to the summer of 2021, it
would have been highly unfeasible for me to wait. Instead, a serious consideration of
the new avenues, that were opened for critical exploration, had to be conducted. There
were simply few indications on how long ‘social distancing’, ‘quarantines’ and ‘self-
isolation” would remain a key part of global citizens’ vernaculars. As such, there were
no guarantees at the time that Euro 2020 even would be able to go on in June 2021,

albeit provisionally moved to this month.

Indeed, in the broader context and current academic climate, waiting cannot always
represent a realistic option. Therefore, this is a dilemma that other researchers most
definitely will encounter too, whether this is related to career progression pressure,
funding or institutional expectations. In such situations, | attempted to exercise the acts
of observing, anticipating and flexibly reacting. As soon as the rumours around Euro
2020’s future broke, I spent time acquiring an overview of the situation on social media
(i.e. by utilizing the Twitter search function frequently). At this stage, not all tweets
are necessarily reliable. Yet, this provided me with a platform for being both observing
and anticipatory. When the public interest around the future of Euro 2020 ballooned,
it was time to be flexible. In this thesis’s context, flexibility related mostly to
methodological versatility and pragmatism as my pre-planned ethnography was

abandoned.

In this case, modes of recording data that did not require human interactions had to be
urgently considered. Also, in crisis situations such as pandemics, university ethics
committees may develop specific guidelines for researchers and temporarily suspend
empirical projects requiring human interaction. Of course, there are a series of ways
of conducting social research without methodologies that require human interactions

(see, for example, Millward, 2017; Poulton, 2005). However, the issue at stake is not
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necessarily the available arsenal of social research methods. Rather, the problem may
be that the alternative methods are not always compatible with the original aims or
rationales of the research project. This means being pragmatic and able to exercise
flexibility — and depart from provisional plans — is of utmost vitality in research

encountering similar obstacles.

On a personal level, as explained lengthier already, | decided on collecting public
statements, media discourses and framings to empirically and systematically examine
how COVID-19 was formally uttered or framed as a ‘security threat’ or ‘security
issue’. This was also informed by the fact that extremely little research had focused on
this, both in narrower sports contexts (Shipway, 2018) and broader sociology ones.
COVID-19 and its global impacts, ultimately, were completely unprecedented and
whilst I accept that my approach is not a silver bullet, which provides tangible answers
to intangible questions on exactly what to do with regards to methodological choices,

the three key lessons that remain are to remain observant, reactive and flexible.

The final question is one of ethics — or to paraphrase Ferdinand et al. (2007) a very
different kind of ethics — in a crisis situation that requires an exceptional prioritization
of health and safety. A majority of Europe and European football went into ‘lockdown’
in late February and early March 2020. Until 17 March 2020, no formal decision was
made regarding Euro 2020’s postponement. Thus, in terms of my researcher role, an
emerging question which I had to ask myself throughout these weeks was; if Euro 2020
would still be played as planned, would it still be ethically justifiable for me to conduct
fieldwork? Here, there are two interconnected dimensions that are crucial to consider
because, essentially, ethical procedures are not just a question of following the required
research demands. Ethical dilemmas should also be reflexively faced. First, vis-a-vis
health and safety, COVID-19 spreads through human-to-human transmission and
reduction of human contact rates were a key measure to mitigate disease transmission.
The scenario of Euro 2020 proceeding as planned, and me carrying out fieldwork thus

raised some exceptional ethical issues that | had never previously faced.

To offer a hypothetical example, | could potentially be carrying the virus and spread it
to interviewees or others. Or, | could be at risk of being infected whilst in the field.
This also raises exclusionary questions. Would it, for example, only be justifiable to

interview and interact with so-called ‘non-risk’ or ‘non-vulnerable’ groups and
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individuals that, statistically, were less ‘vulnerable’ to COVID-19? This would
subsequently have been exclusionary for people with underlying health conditions like
diabetes, lung diseases or heart diseases, or older adults. Secondly, this therefore
connects with the ethics of collecting data amidst chaos. Whilst this, in practice, did
not surface as a problem for me, because Euro 2020 was postponed, it was something
that had to be seriously reflected on until 17 March 2020. Furthermore, it is a not
insignificant dilemma which researchers may encounter in a ‘post-pandemic’ future. |
mention this because it goes to show that those ethical considerations one makes at the
start of a research project are not necessarily those that actually become ethical
dilemmas when the research is being carried out (see Millward, 2009a). Thus, although
my reflexive soup of guidance here is merely tentative, it is also of paramount
importance to follow updated guidelines from WHO, governments, universities and

ethics committees.

Simultaneously, although pandemics are relatively unique occurrences, it remains
important that ethics boards communicate, make available and/or develop clear
guidelines for postgraduates and early career researchers in crisis situations. For
example, | experienced repeated knock-backs and difficulties in receiving ethical
approval for my planned ethnography due to the supposed threat from intoxicated
football fans. I suspect this was partly because football fans, in the broadest sense — as
a population — still are followed, if not haunted, by wrongful prejudice and judgement
by the virtue of being active followers of a sport (Numerato, 2018). This, despite the
fact that it is merely a small minority of football fans which display, for example,
violent tendencies (Pearson, 2012a). However, a pandemic — which became the ‘real
issue’ —was never really considered by myself nor the ethics committee as an emerging
issue. Concurrently, this sheds a light on some of the limitations of ethical processes
(and, indeed, my own ethical application), as a pandemic seemed a dystopian fantasy
for both parties. Hence, to sum up, the COVID-19 outbreak provided a manifold of
valuable lessons that it remained important to not only reflect on, but to learn from.
This section draws from the experiences of myself who encountered some of these
challenges and it provides preparatory guidance for researchers who meet similar

hindrances.
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3.5 Ethical Considerations

Qualitative research involving human participants is bound to a set of ethical issues
that the researcher must account for and address upon designing the research, but most
importantly, when conducting the fieldwork. Ethical research protocols provide
protection against any dubious or immoral practices both individually and
institutionally (Hughes et al., 2010). Both the legitimization and credibility of research
is therefore helped by research ethics (Hallowell et al., 2005). In any research process,
decision-making is a constant. Methodological and epistemological decisions, as
explained, must be taken. These decisions then generate a new set of reflexive ethical
considerations that are attached to the relevant methodological and/or epistemological
approaches that were arrived at. Ethical guidelines are, in that sense, acting as a
regulator of what the ‘researcher can, cannot, or should not do’, in various aspects of
the research in light of methodological settlements (Ferdinand et al., 2007: 520).
Indeed, attaining ethical approval for this study’s data collection was not a straight-
forward process, as already explained. However paradoxically, the aspect of this
research that was deemed ‘too risky’ in the evaluations of my ethical application
process, the in-field interviews with fans, never actually occurred following COVID-
19.

Therefore, the more specific ethical considerations associated with the stakeholder
interviews are now outlined. Throughout the research, | subscribed to the guidelines
provided by the British Sociological Association (2017) and my university’s own
ethics committee. To ensure informed consent, all participants had to read a participant
information sheet, give informed consent and sign consent forms before interviews
(Appendix I1). In order to ensure ethical standards and confidentiality, no individuals
will be personally identified in the study. Every single participant’s identity is
disguised through an allocated pseudonym solely known to the researcher. Every
participant was made explicitly aware of this, to reassure them about their anonymity
in this thesis. Further, all identifiable information was at all times kept confidential.

Participants were informed about this, and the limits of confidentiality.

In order to ensure ethical standards and to, perhaps as important, display decency,
every participant was asked for permission before I audio-recorded interviews for the
purpose of easing the transcription process. The interview transcripts were stored in a
locked cabinet on Liverpool John Moores University’s property with consent forms.
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Only the researcher could access these. Following transcription, my audio-recordings
were erased. Moreover, each participant was informed that they could access a
transcript of their own interview to read through, although none did. Any identifiable
data held on participants will, in accordance with the UK Data Protection Act, be

destroyed in five years.

3.6 Data Analysis of Interviews

While the policy documents and media sources were distinctively analysed by
performing a frame analysis, | took a different approach to interview data. Interview
data was analysed by using a basic Straussian approach and an initial open coding
technique (Strauss and Corbin, 1990). Qualitative data analysis, Thorne (2000: 68)
writes, represents the most ‘complex’ and ‘mysterious’ stage of a qualitative research
project and can be delineated into six phases (Mason, 2002) although analysis is no
linear process (Braun and Clarke, 2006). Mason’s (2002: 148) six stages include (i)
familiarizing yourself with your data, (ii) generating initial codes, (iii) searching for
themes, (iv) reviewing themes, (v) defining and naming themes and finally (vi)
producing the thesis (ibid.: 86-87). It is also suggested that data should be analysed
‘literally, interpretively and reflexively’ (Mason, 2002: 148).

Upon analysing interviews, these stages were followed. At all times, the first step after
audio-recorded interviews was manual transcription. Whilst this process is notoriously
daunting and occasionally challenging due to background noises, it proved extremely
vital and fruitful. Arguably, it enables the researcher to engage with at least the first
four phases above. Although it allows for tentative pattern-matching (Yin, 1994) it
does not necessarily facilitate reflexive analysis (Mason, 2002). Thus, following re-
reads of transcripts, where contours of themes start to emerge, themes could, following

transcription start to be tentatively defined using open coding.

Open coding refers to the ‘the naming and categorization of phenomena through close
examination of data’ (Strauss and Corbin, 1998: 62). This coding technique is drawn
from the constructivist version of grounded theory methodology (Chamberlain, 2013)
where theory is inductively developed from the systematically collected data, rather
than an approach which imposes theory upon data (Glaser and Strauss, 1967).
Grounded theory allows for the researcher to break down data and to conceptualize it

and/or re-arrange it (Strauss and Corbin, 1998). Using open coding, the interview data
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was recorded into categories that were freely generated (Berg, 1989). The employed
coding strategy inductively identified key themes from a close reading of transcripts,
before ‘conceptual labels’ were analysed and compared to a list of conceptual
categories (Konecki, 1997: 144).

This coding stage involved constant comparisons. When one category was identified,
it was compared with previous instances (Gray, 2009). Thus, after analysing a number
of the transcripts, emerging concepts or themes were sorted into broader groups to
establish categories. At this stage, axial and selective coding techniques were
employed, whilst it becomes easier to reflexively analyse transcripts too, rather than
immediately following transcription. The later stage of axial coding allows for
developing categories and concepts and relationships within these categories (Strauss
and Corbin, 1990). These categories then serve as the foundation for what is discussed,
both in relation to its own value and to the existing literature and theory. The final
stage involved selective coding where | identified quotes or excerpts that most
appropriately represented their attributed category/concept, which would constitute the
forthcoming discussion. The two latter stages critically contributed to this thesis’s

development of the ‘troika of security’ concept, laid out in Chapters Four and Five.

3.7 Conclusion

This chapter covers and justifies the philosophical, methodological, practical and
analytical matters, issues or questions associated with this thesis’s research design,
data collection and analysis. As explained, the outbreak of COVID-19 significantly
altered this research project’s original design, which originally included a short-term
ethnography with field interviews at Euro 2020. In light of Euro 2020’s postponement,
this had to be abandoned. The chapter also explains the methodological techniques
employed for this study in detail. | argue that the research design allowed for a gradual
tracing of Euro 2020’s most important pre-planning including the most exceptional
security developments; COVID-19 and the postponement. Empirical data was
collected by employing the qualitative methods of documentary analysis and in-depth
interviews. Additionally, the thesis includes interview materials and official statements
collected through electronic newspapers and news blogs following the pandemic

outbreak.
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The chapter includes a rigorous justification for employing these exact approaches,
and sheds a light upon challenges and ethical issues speaking to being a social
researcher in an exceptional time of crisis whilst socially distancing. This concludes
not only this chapter, but the part of my thesis dealing with the existing literature,
theoretical and conceptual considerations, and methodological questions. In the
following chapters, the original findings from the data collection and analysis give an
original and insightful account of the perceptions, meanings, and constructions of

‘security’ before Euro 2020.
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Part 11
Chapter 4
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Chapter 4: A ‘Euro for Europe’

Security Governance, Practices and Multiple

Meanings

4.1 Introduction

This chapter marks the beginning of this thesis’s second part. Hereinafter, this thesis’s
original findings and empirically-informed arguments are presented and developed.
The chapter examines pre-event ‘security’ discourses surrounding Euro 2020, drawn
from an analysis of official policy documents and handbooks published by key
stakeholder organizations (see Chapter Three). It is argued that despite the emphasis
on ‘securing’ SMEs by adhering to future-oriented security assessments and ‘what if?’
questions (Boyle and Haggerty, 2009, 2012), significant constituents of Euro 2020’s
‘security’ pre-planning involved drawing upon experiences from past events (Klauser,
2012). Hence, the pre-event planning for Euro 2020 illuminated important dynamics
in the transnationalization of security knowledge through the evidenced recirculation
of ‘security lessons’ and ‘good practices’. Though, tempo-spatially these lesson-
drawing processes occur on both local and transnational levels, because they are

transferred across time and borders.

With these findings, the thesis advances towards the concept which Chapter Five
conceptualizes and develops in full: the ‘troika of security’. In the ‘troika’,
retrospective and futuristic modes of ‘securing’ operate in concert, and the concept,
which explains the (re)production of SME ‘security’, may be transferred to other social
contexts. Furthermore, by delving into the meanings of ‘security’ the current chapter
documents how the official discourses revealed a dual logic, visible in the ways
through which event sponsors and corporate attractiveness were framed as in need for

‘security’ and ‘protection’.

Security issues are at the forefront of SMEs, and the planning before Euro 2020 — the
‘Euro for Europe’ (UEFA, 2012) — represented no exception. Notably, however, the
hosting format facilitated for a security operation on a larger territory than any

previous European Championships. This chapter disaggregates how ‘security’ at the
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bidding, planning and pre-event stage, was framed, articulated and negotiated between
the event owner, appointed host nations and wider stakeholder groups. The chapter is
divided into two sections. The first section breaks down the dominant themes of ‘good
practice’ and ‘integrated security’. It is argued that the emphasis on ‘good practices’
can be analytically located as broader ‘lesson drawing’ processes (Rose, 1991),
demonstrating how SME hosts, stakeholders and planners utilize templates and lesson

from the past in the efforts to ‘secure’ the future.

Section two draws from a frame analysis (Goffman, 1974) of ‘whom’ that were framed
as ‘responsible’ for constructing and maintaining ‘security’ at Euro 2020. Moreover,
seeking to critically interrogate the meanings and referent objects of ‘security’, this
section questions ‘whom’ or ‘what’ that was ‘secured’ and subsequently ‘secured
against’, as ‘threats’ to Euro 2020. This section argues that the event’s people, sites,
atmospheres and sponsors were ‘secured’ from ‘threats’ determined by incidents at
previous SMEs and trends in the wider international security context. Therefore,
‘security threats’ were both (context-)’specific’ and ‘general’. The chapter concludes
that Euro 2020 hosts had to adapt a precautionary stance regarding a loosely defined
future, whereas ‘security’ also would be recirculated lessons from a time/space diffuse
past. Such argument maps the contours of the original concept this thesis introduces:

the ‘troika of security’.

4.2 Reproducing ‘Security’: ‘Good Practices’ and Lesson-Drawing

For the tasks related to constructing ‘security’, hosts were guided to adapt practices
and policies from previous events. This connects with Klauser’s (2017) argument
holding that policy handbooks, guidelines and standardized norms can serve as
mechanisms that enable circulation and reproduction of mega-event specific policies
and practices. Upon analysing discourses in the guidelines and handbooks, what is
commonly referred to as ‘good practices’ emerged as a dominant theme before Euro
2020 (UEFA, 2005, 2013). Overall, the term was employed 91 times in the 217 pages
long document published after Euro 2004, and 29 times in Euro 2020’s tournament
requirements. Reinforcing existing findings (Klauser, 2011a, 2012, 2017; Molnar et
al., 2019), this section argues that Euro 2020 epitomized the reproduction of existing
lessons and that ‘the hosting of sport mega events [...] push towards the reproduction

of previously tested and subsequently standardized best-practice models’ (Klauser,
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2012: 1043). | argue that this constituted an underlying base for the subsequent steps
of Euro 2020’s pre-planning.

However, first it is necessary to ask exactly what ‘good practices’ are, and how they
were to be emulated and implemented into host cities’ ‘security concepts’. In the
context of football policing, ‘good practice’ is a common term (COE, 2016; Stott and
Adang, 2003). Meanwhile, Tsoukala et al. (2016: 170) note how the ‘[e]xchange of
“best practice” in policing and security throughout the EU and Council of Europe
nations’ is a typical measure of the pan-European responses to ‘hooliganism’ and in
football policing. Furthermore, Klauser (2011a) documents the mechanisms through
which Euro 2008 organizers reproduced ‘best’ practices speaking to ‘security’ from

the 2006 World Cup in Germany.

Notwithstanding, the desire to use measures that have proved efficient is not unique to
SMEs. It can be connected to the public policy concept of ‘lesson-drawing’ (Bennett,
1991; Rose, 1991). As Rose (1991: 4) writes, when ‘[c]onfronted with a common
problem, policymakers in cities, regional governments and nations can learn from how
their counterparts elsewhere respond’. In brief, lesson-drawing entails drawing upon
knowledge ‘from other times and places to improve current programmes’ (ibid.: 6).
This can explain the documentary research’s key findings and suggests that lesson-
drawing would be a central process behind Euro 2020’s ‘security’. One primary lesson
was Euro 2004, which seemingly represented an ‘available experience elsewhere’ that
was ‘attractive because of evidence that it has been effective’ (ibid.: 7). Hence, the

experiences from 2004 offered key lessons to be adapted by the Euro 2020 hosts.

Upon proceeding, a rigid line must be drawn between ‘good practice’ and
‘requirements’. Before Euro 2020, requirements were a ‘must have’ while ‘good
practices’ were ‘nice to have’ (UEFA, n.d., S3: 2). This allows for interpreting that
‘good practices’ in themselves were not formally nor legally required, but encouraged
— and representing those ‘less coercive mechanisms’ (Klauser, 2017: 118) that ensure
circulation of SME security policies. Although Euro 2020’s tournament requirements
lack a precise definition of ‘good practice’, it was defined previously as ‘effective
methods or innovative practices that contribute to the improved performance of an
organisation and are widely accepted as “good” by other peer organisations’ (UEFA,

2005: 18). Meanwhile, COE (2016: 9) defines it as ‘tried and tested measures [...]
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proven to be effective in one or more States, which can be implemented in other

countries or other sports’.

These definitions imply a retrospective element and suggest that ‘good practices’
represent lessons to be drawn upon. However, ‘good’ is an inherently slippery and
intersubjective concept that is never sufficiently defined. Moreover, it is unclear what
exactly a ‘peer organisation’ is in this context. Whereas this invites some critical
interrogation, ‘good practices’ may, despite the definitional ambiguity, be read in this
context as practices that are previously tested at past SMEs. They are beneficial to
draw upon by ‘copying’, ‘emulating’ or using as ‘inspiration’ (Rose, 1991: 22). The
practices’ proven records are determinants in making them ‘good’. It should also be
remarked that ‘good practices’ as outlined by UEFA are not strictly security-related,
but used by UEFA in other contexts too, including technology (see UEFA, n.d.: 4-5).%

In terms of security management, ‘good practices’ can be seen as one time/space
diffuse ‘security legacy’ and the document evaluating the Euro 2004 experience
worked as an informal guide for future hosts, with its evidence-based knowledge and
learnt lessons. This included Euro 2020’s 12 appointed hosts, who were directly
referred the comprehensive manual published in 2005 (UEFA, n.d., Sector 6
(henceforth ‘S6’): 5). This handbook states that:

By describing good practices for the housing of major sporting events, we
hope to contribute to better planning and the intelligent and cost-efficient
organisation of safety and security issues [...] UEFA EURO 2004 made
extensive use of knowledge acquired at past events (UEFA, 2005: 41)

As aforementioned, Euro 2004 was selected as a key lesson to draw upon, because this
SME per se was depicted a ‘success story’ with regards to safe events (UEFA, 2005:
164). Concerning those ‘good practices’ that hosts, who were referred to this

handbook, were encouraged to draw upon, the analysis revealed the following:

Firstly, this report shows that close cooperation between sports authorities
and tournament organisers provides the right platform to exchange views
on how to organise safety and security [...] Secondly, UEFA EURO 2004
has taught us a great deal about applying general principles of safety and
security of major events to specific host countries [...] Thirdly, UEFA
EURO 2004 showed the importance of highly professional safety and
security project management before, during and after major sporting
events. [...] Fourthly, UEFA EURO 2004 showed that safety and security

3 Over the course of the whole document, UEFA (n.d.) refer to ‘good practice(s)’ 28 times.
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policy must always be practical and focussed on specific threats. Good
practices involve effective methods that work in practice. [...] Fifthly,
UEFA EURO 2004 highlighted the importance of continuous learning
during the event and the transfer of good practices both during and after
the event. [...] Sixthly, UEFA EURO 2004 suggested that future organisers
should pay special attention to crowd control (UEFA, 2005: 153-154,
emphasis added)

Directed towards future SME hosts, this quote emphasizes the value of knowledge
exchange and ‘transfer of good practices’ in security organization. Though, it can be
seen how distinctive risk environments (‘specific host countries’) play a role here.
Indeed, lesson-drawing requires ‘adaption to take different national circumstances into
account’ (Rose, 1991: 21). Yet, overall, the quote summarizing the Euro 2004
handbook’s rationale underscores the inter-agency cooperation that, again, facilitates

knowledge exchange and lesson-drawing (see Boyle, 2011).

The cooperative approaches can also be seen in context of the transnational
collaboration and exchange of perspectives in European football policing since the
1990s (Tsoukala, 2007, 2009). For Tsoukala (2007: 6), the end of Cold War bipolarity
translated into an ‘enemy vacuum’ where state threats were filled by ‘new perceptions
of security threats, focused on internal delinquent actors, including ‘hooligans’ and
‘terrorists’, which required collaborative responses. Notions of ‘partnership’ and
‘multi-agency’ approaches also represent broader trends across the domains of both
public policy and crime prevention (Zedner, 2003a: 163). In terms of transnational
football policing, National Football Information Points (NFIPs) have been established
on an EU level since 2002.% Essentially, the NFIPs work as platforms for information
and knowledge sharing prior to European football matches (Tsoukala, 2009: 119).
Before Euro 2020, NFIPs were mentioned, and hosts were required to have a ‘structure
[in] place to facilitate the international exchange of police intelligence, e.g. the
establishment of a national football information point (NFIP)’ (UEFA, 2012, S6: 8).

Furthermore, pre-Euro 2020, UEFA (n.d., S6: 8) also encouraged the:

Full use of all existing international agreements, recommendations and
good practices relating to the organisation of international sports events in
order to ensure the best possible cooperation between the host,
participating, transit and neighbouring countries

39 NFIPs also exist in other non-EU member states which voluntarily set up NFIPs (COE, 2016: 14).
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The drive towards the reproduction of ‘good practices’ and knowledge also comes to
fore in the statement from UEFA holding that a ‘secure’ organization of fan zones
would have to include an: ‘Acknowledgement of the existence and proposals t0 use
the existing EU and Council of Europe guidelines on the management of public
viewing areas’ (UEFA, n.d., S6: 11, emphasis added). This connects with Klauser’s
(2011a) examination of how best practices for fan zones were ‘transferred’ from
Germany’s 2006 World Cup to Euro 2008 in Austria/Switzerland. Klauser
demonstrates how knowledge transfer occurred through multiple channels. This
included site visits, guided tours, conferences, exchange programs, but also through
ideas, legal documents, handbooks, existing guidelines and plans.

The continued emphasis on the reproduction of existing lessons, templates and ‘good
practices’, paired with desired transnational collaboration, reflects those knowledge-
based ‘security networks’ evident in existing literature (Whelan, 2014; Boyle, 2011)
and those legacies speaking to ‘strategic partnerships’ and ‘knowledge and expertise’
(Giulianotti, 2013). My findings, therefore, tie into this and demonstrate how Euro
2020’s securitization would require both the recirculation of existing knowledge and
a (re-)activation of ‘security networks’. Especially because Euro 2020’s security
delivery was to comply with ‘identified good practices’ (UEFA, n.d., S6: 3). To be
sure, my findings demonstrate what Klauser (2011a) finds in a similar documentary
analysis, namely that the event owners push hosts towards the reproduction of best-

practice models.

Examining Olympic securitization, Fussey et al. (2011) draw upon Bauman’s (2000)
‘liquid security’. They argue that ‘transferable paradigms operate as a form of “liquid
security”, where a shared lingua franca of defensible motifs coalesces into strategies
that generate securitized spaces dissociated from their geographical contexts’ (Fussey
et al., 2011: 61, original emphasis). My findings suggest that hosts were directed
towards guidelines that could assist their security planning. As such, these findings
extend — in a novel SME context — earlier arguments sustaining that learning from past
‘successes’ or ‘failures’ constitutes crucial elements of mega-event security planning
(Boyle, 2011; Boyle et al., 2015; Klauser, 2011a, 2012). The reference to, and expected
reliance on ‘good practice’ and other lessons demonstrates that hosts, security planners
and agencies had to consider and adapt retrospective logics by asking ‘what was?’, as

formal and informal knowledge was recirculated for Euro 2020.
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Notwithstanding, despite the usefulness of ‘good practices’ in hosts’ efforts to
‘secure’, there are still a wide range of uncertainties attached to each event where
‘maximum security’ commonly is promised ‘under conditions of radical uncertainty’
(Boyle and Haggerty, 2012: 243). Writing on the ‘modern world’, Bauman (2005: 1)
drew attention to how past tests cannot longer account for the rapid and most
unpredictable changes in circumstances. Whilst it is not denied here that Euro 2004
represented a successful security operation, the reliance placed upon this specific

lesson to this date can, by following Bauman, be questioned.

The event owner showed signs of being alive to this, acknowledging before Euro 2020
that ‘good practices’ ‘continually evolve’ (UEFA, n.d., S6: 11). And, indeed, the extent
to which ‘good practices’ much confined to a SME in 2004, matched, reflected or were
synonymous with ‘good practices’ towards the late 2010s and early 2020s can be
critically interrogated. Some ‘good practices’ do not automatically change drastically,
and as such, remain relatively similar. Hence, it would be cynical and unfair to
invalidate Euro 2004’s ‘good practices’. However, trends in the realms of global
‘security’ and supporter cultures can significantly impact how realistic or beneficial it
is to comply with ‘good practices’ — acknowledging that they were not formally

required.

As UEFA (2005: 111) admitted, Euro 2004 took place in a country with a
comparatively limited history of ‘hooliganism’ or ‘terrorism’. Further, the format of
Euro 2004 differed vastly from that of Euro 2020. Not merely in organizational terms
and the number of hosting countries, but also when accounting for the history of each
‘security threat’ in each host country, and the cultural and geopolitical contexts.
Essentially, ‘security’ or ‘security threats’ cannot be objectively defined (Bigo, 2008).
Therefore, 12 host countries translated into the same number of national cultures of
security where understandings of ‘security’ and ‘threat’ differ. Essentially, national
security cultures across states are defined according to world-views on external
environments, national identity, instrumental and interaction preferences. Host
countries may diverge on what constitutes a ‘threat’, and on the ‘appropriate means
for ameliorating it (Sperling, 2010: 13). Although the operational success of Euro
2004 deserves credit, it can also be suggested that identifying with lessons from 2004

could be problematic for Euro 2020 hosts. Fundamentally, this goes to highlight the
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extant limitations of the reproduction of security knowledge before upcoming mega-

event contexts.

Further, the document data reveals an assumption that ‘good practices’ were ‘good’
for all hosts. As Eick (2011b) reminds us, this may not always be the case. Particularly
when local characteristics and circumstances were given limited consideration in the
available documents. Moreover, other developments apparent in security fields and the
world of mega-events complicate the past lessons’ relevance or validity. For example,
the security dynamics of fan zones evolve continually: the recent Euro 2016 saw
supporters entering fan zones met by airport-style security (Cleland, 2019). This
therefore illuminates what is argued here. Essentially, both internal (i.e. the popularity
of fan zones) and external (i.e. the securitization of crowded spaces) developments
surrounding a specific SME demonstrate the very limitations of lesson-drawing,
existing templates, guidelines and the recirculation of past knowledge when
constructing SME ‘security’. Meanwhile, this section raises questions around the
subjective nature inherent to terms such as ‘good practice’ since institutional practices

define what ‘security’ is.

4.2.1 ‘Good Practices’ and Facilitation for ‘Clean Sites’

At this stage, ‘good practices’ have been unpacked mostly in relation to what they
mean, and their practical or operational implications. This section unpacks the term’s
wider implications. Hosts were directed towards ‘good practices’ of security.
Naturally, these must be interpreted as tools for minimizing the chances of unwanted
behaviour or situations, and linked to the hosts’ general obligation of providing public
safety. However, the event owner’s desire for ‘good practice’ can also be seen as
connected with — and analysed in light of the neoliberalism of global sports (Andrews
and Silk, 2012, 2018; Falcous and Silk, 2010; Silk, 2010). As scholars highlight, mega-
event owners desire ‘clean sites’ (Klauser, 2012) or cleansed event environments
(Roche, 2000). Before Euro 2020, this policy — the ‘clean site principle” — was clearly
defined as:

[A]lny official site to be provided for UEFA EURO 2020 free of any
contractual obligations throughout the exclusivity period, including,
without limitation, obligations arising pursuant to advertising and
sponsorship agreements, naming rights agreements, leases, usage
agreements, supplier agreement, food, beverage and catering agreements,
hospitality agreements and obligations which would limit in any way the
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ability in exercising rights or performing obligations in connection with
UEFA EURO 2020 (UEFA, n.d., S1: 2).

It was also declared that, ‘any stadium at which a UEFA EURO 2020 match will be
played, together with all other facilities within the outer security zone or otherwise

required to comply with the clean site principle’ (ibid.: 4). Further, it is stated that:

UEFA needs the host city to identify and secure free of charge the best sites
for the event dressing material, such as flags, banners, billboards and giant
banners or any other unconventional dressing opportunities (building
wrapping, bridges) well in advance of the event (ibid., S11: 3)

Undeniably, the above requirements connect with Klauser’s (2012: 1043) argument
maintaining that UEFA creates ‘a patchwork of “clean sites™ [...] for its official
partners’ advertisement and merchandise to be displayed’. Though, somewhat more
context is required. Expansion into untapped markets, for the purpose of new consumer
bases, lies at the core of neoliberalism as one form of economic liberalism (Mudge,
2008). Because of their popularity, SMEs attract huge interest from global
corporations and brands chasing new revenue streams, who invest in mega-events as

sponsors or official partners (Klauser, 2012).

Against this, ‘good’ security practices also relate to deep-seated aspirations to create
lucrative, tamed and ‘clean’ environments in which the event owner and global
commercial partners can profitably thrive and benefit from, in the month-long mega-
event. For Silk (2014: 54) ‘the political and economic rationalities of neoliberalism
emphasise spectacular SMEs that centre on the production of aesthetic environments’,
whereas existing research shows an inter-play between securitization and aesthetical
considerations (Barnard-Wills et al., 2012; Coaffee et al., 2009). This dimension of
aesthetic securitization also applies to mega-events. Kennelly (2015) finds how
security measures related the 2010 Olympics in Vancouver intersected with city
cleansing and sanitization of spaces, exacerbating the marginalization of homeless
youth in the city. Here, the concept of ‘corporate kettling’ also holds relevance as the
process wherein ‘physical geography, security measures [...] combine to direct and
manoeuvre people into spaces of transnational consumption’ (Giulianotti et al., 2015:
132).

The recirculation of ‘good practices’ then assistS organizers’ and stakeholders’

normative aim regarding ‘security’. However, they do not always translate into more
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objective nor subjective ‘security’ for all individuals. For example, it is unlikely that
the aforementioned Dutch fans felt ‘safer’ when asked to strip off their trousers upon
entry to the stadium, because their trousers bore the badge of a brewery considered a
rival to one of the World Cup sponsors (Giulianotti, 2013), although this perhaps
represented ‘good practice’ in commercial terms. The commercial element of mega-
event securitization is oft-articulated in existing research. Predominantly in relation to
FIFA World Cups and their accompanied security requirements and delegations of
risks (Eick, 2011a; 2011b; Eisenhauer et al., 2014; Klauser, 2008), but also at the
European Championships (Klauser, 2012; Pearson 2012b). UEFA and FIFA must not
be conflated, however.

Following the World Cup in Germany, Eick (2011a) argues that FIFA’s attempt to
implement ‘security’ could be interpreted as a neoliberal practice with deep-rooted
aims of enhancing financial profits. He writes that FIFA embraced neoliberalism as a
neo-communitarian entrepreneur (Eick, 2010, 2011b). Similar arguments emerged in
light of the 2010 World Cup in South Africa, with Eisenhauer et al. (2014) asserting
that the security planning and its delivery — in addition to constituting a mechanism
meant to provide reassurance for visitors — served as a mean to maintain event
sponsors’ and official brands’ reputations. Indeed, this linkage makes it appropriate to

speak of ‘securitized commodification’ (Giulianotti, 2011).

Therefore, in order to generate and accumulate profits, brands and sponsors are
regularly ‘secured’ or ‘protected’ (see Section 4.5). When spaces are ‘secured’ — and
‘cleaned’, ‘sanitized’ or ‘undisrupted’ from ‘rival’ brands or products — it assists
consumption circuits. As evidence from recent ‘Euros’ suggests, there are clear
connections between ‘security’, ‘branding’ and ‘urban entrepreneurialism’ (Klauser,
2012), while Wioch (2013: 298) argues that UEFA act a ‘global governor’, and set the
rules for global sports as a sphere where the interests of states and transnational

corporations are brought together alike.

My documentary data, supplemented with existing literature, therefore challenges the
conventional assumption that events reproduce ‘good’ security practices merely for
security management objectives. Indeed, they are adopted for these purposes, too.
Arguing anything else would be cynical and unfair. Though, such reading fails to

appreciate that besides, ‘good’ security-related policies or practices are occasionally
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adopted to protect business-related interests and sponsors within the SME landscapes.

Hagemann’s (2010: 725) descriptions from Euro 2008 sum this up most neatly:

Searches at the [fan zone] entrances were therefore not only intended to
prevent risks to safety; at the same time, they were meant to minimize the
introduction of advertising from external sources in the form of printed T-
shirts, baseball caps or flyers, as well as to keep visitors from bringing
along their own food and drinks.

Generally neoliberal policies are seldom — if ever — signposted as such. That is the
reality in sports too, where neoliberal agendas are covertly normalized to maintain the
current order (Andrews and Silk, 2018). Therefore, ‘good practices’ reproduced or
implemented under the banner of ‘security’ and ‘safety’ simultaneously serve
commercial purposes and feed into the political economy of ‘sport’ and ‘security’.
Ultimately, this underpins the argument that SME security policies not always share a
unity — but a duality of purposes (Boykoff and Fussey, 2014; Kennelly, 2015), because
they facilitate for conditions in which consumption can flourish and corporate
attractiveness be sustained. Importantly, all this speaks to the meanings of ‘security’
this thesis critically interrogates. Here, the meanings of ‘security’ are knitted to the

preservation of the current political economy of commodified mega-events.

4.3 Integrating ‘Security’

Throughout the documentary analysis, what is referred to as an ‘integrated safety and
security concept’ surfaced as a dominant theme. Overall, Euro 2020’s tournament
requirements refer to this on 16 occasions. Given the centrality of this theme, this
section discusses what this security concept involved, and its main principles, in closer
detail. Eick (2011b) writes that other event owners, including IOC and FIFA, normally,
require their hosts to develop integrated security solutions. In the context of the UEFA-
owned ‘Euros’, this can be traced back to before 2004, when the Portuguese Football
Federation integrated different safety and security topics into a broader ‘Safety and
Security Operational Concept’ (UEFA, 2005: 47). Before Euro 2020 it was clearly
articulated that, in ensuring ‘security’, a key task for every appointed host was to
‘develop and present a robust integrated safety and security concept and vision’
(UEFA, n.d., S6: 2). The integrated concept would encompass, (i) risk analysis, (ii)
capabilities to host the ‘Euros’, (iii) organizational structure, (iv) action plan and (v)

budget (UEFA, n.d., S6: 4). As declared:
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Each bidder, in close cooperation and partnership with the relevant public
authorities and private partners in its country, must guarantee to develop
and present in due time an integrated safety and security concept for UEFA
EURO 2020 (UEFA, n.d., S6: 3).

As aforementioned, the ‘concept’ involved partnerships from both public and private
partners. The quote also underpins how all host cities had to guarantee to UEFA that
the concept would be developed in time, whilst the concept had to be based on the
mutual understanding of responsibilities and tasks, between bidders/hosts and UEFA.
Moreover, UEFA (n.d., S6: 2) stated that the concept had to ‘take into account the

festive nature of the event’.

Here, the event owner, to an extent, confirms what is oft-emphasized. Namely, that
there is a shared desire between owner and organizers to allow festivity to ‘go on’
against a background of ‘security’ (Clavel, 2013). Consistent with UEFA’s discourse,
the Council of the EU’s guidelines (2010: 13-15) hold that the policing of football
games should ‘aim to [...] proactively promotes positive images of the event’ (p.13),
and ‘create a welcoming atmosphere and avoid the potential for conflict’ (p.15).
Therefore, every host — who developed and presented a concept — had to pursue an
appropriate balance vis-a-vis the visibility and intrusiveness of the security and
policing, in order to preserve the event’s ‘festive nature’, and avoid generating

additional fears, insecurities or oppressive feelings.

Overt security and policing can be perceived as creating an oppressive sporting event
atmosphere (Cleland, 2019). Research also finds that police interventions designed to
control public disorder, such as ‘riot gear’, can be counter-productive an escalate
conflict because of such interventions’ impact on crowds’ social identity (Stott et al.,
2007; Stott and Reicher, 1998). Since the security concepts had to preserve festive
atmospheres, it is arguable that the visibility and methods of ‘security’ and ‘policing’
would be extremely essential to the ‘integrated concepts’. Indeed, liaison-based
policing and friendly encounters with fans have proved successful at previous ‘Euros’

and added to positive fan experiences and reduced aggression (Stott et al., 2007).

Furthermore, UEFA repeatedly outlined other aspects of ‘security’ that the ‘integrated
concept’ should account for. For example, the concept would be based upon a clear

division of ‘responsibilities’ between active and integrated security providers:
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[T]he host association’s and host authorities’ integrated safety and security
concept must outline the roles of national and local authorities, including
police and other law enforcement and emergency services, stadium
management, private security personnel, stewards and volunteers. The host
association and relevant authorities will have to confirm by providing the
necessary guarantee that they and all relevant parties are committed to
fulfilling their roles as so outlined (UEFA, n.d., S6: 2).

Again, this quote illuminates how host associations and relevant authorities were
obliged to guarantee their commitment associated with the ‘security concept’ (see
Section 4.4). Apparently, this applied from the ‘top’, including the highest level of
national authority and law enforcements, and ‘down’ to steward and volunteer-level.
This serves to illustrate how Euro 2020 confirmed the development of inter-
organizational relations that blur the lines between internal/external (Bigo, 2000) and
private/public (Klauser, 2017) security actors. Nonetheless, the ‘integrated concepts’
accounted for each of these actors’ roles and divisions of assignments and guarantees
had to be provided to the event owner assuring that the designated actor would fulfil
their relevant assignments. The findings, therefore, demonstrate how the ‘integrated

concept’ was a plight of every appointed host city imposed by the owner.

The chapter has already mentioned transnational collaboration. Within the ‘integrated
concepts’ this would be central, as UEFA (n.d., S6: 3) highlighted the need for
‘intensive collaboration between host, participating, transit and neighbouring
countries’ before Euro 2020. Evidently, the planning and execution of ‘security’ before
Euro 2020 also involved non-hosting countries (‘transit and neighbouring countries’),
whereas the continued emphasis on inter-agency cooperation parallels
recommendations from the Council of the European Union (2010) suggesting a:
‘coordinated approach between all the parties involved is a prerequisite of an efficient
strategy for the organisation of football matches with an international dimension’.
Ultimately, this sheds a light on the European-wide scale of Euro 2020, but also trends
speaking to the Europeanization and transnationalization of security and policing
(Tsoukala, 2009), which Euro 2020 in distinctive ways epitomized given its networked

geographies.

The documents, in themselves, provided little specification on how the ‘intensive
collaboration” would occur in practice however. This could be related to the public
availability of the documents. Ultimately ‘security networks’ are often marked by

secrecy (Eick, 2011b). A caution is also that documents may represent ‘fantasy
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documents’ where plans, statements or reports are released to show the public that
something is being done to ease anxieties (Boyle and Haggerty, 2012: 252).
Documents released pre-event can provide us with valuable insight, but naturally not
a holistic operational analysis of how transnational activities occurred in practice. Such
information may not only be unavailable in the years leading up to an event, but even

after.

What is clear, is that ‘security networks’ cannot be established by simply setting up a
‘network’ (Whelan, 2016: 319). With 12 host cities, there would undeniably be certain
hosts that would possess considerably less experience with participating in SME
‘security networks’. Cities like Budapest, Copenhagen and Bucharest, for example,
would have less recent experience than cities such as London and St Petersburg, who
respectively hosted the 2012 Olympics and 2018 World Cup. The documents do not
specifically account for this, since the 12 host cities at the time of the tournament
requirements’ publication, had not yet been assigned. UEFA, however, do

acknowledge that:

The host association’s and authorities' integrated safety and security
concept must be based on the safety and security traditions and practices
of previous UEFA European Football Championships [...] The integrated
concept should take into account the relevant country’s security-related
experience from previous major events (whether sports-related or not) held
in the country, the traditions and practices of previous UEFA European
Football Championships, identified good professional practices as well as
the security laws, regulations and guidelines applicable in the bidder’s
country (UEFA, n.d., S6: 3, emphasis added).

First, this quote speaks to the fact that Euro 2020 hosts have different laws and
regulation could impact the event’s ‘security’ (Stura et al., 2017). Secondly, it can be
seen again how identified practices and experiences would shape the ‘security’.
Indeed, this supplements the argument | have already forwarded. Past European
Championships and mega-event experiences would be employed as templates for Euro
2020 and ‘experiences’ and ‘good professional practices’ would be reproduced in host

cities’ ‘security concepts’.

This section has examined what the ‘integrated safety and security concept’ integrates.
It is argued that the concept involved the appropriate appearance of ‘security’ in terms
of visibility and intrusiveness, division of tasks and responsibilities, guarantees to the

event owner and transnational cooperation. As such, the ‘integrated’ concepts,
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specifically developed for Euro 2020 were, as suggested by the adjective ‘integrated’,
an all-encompassing concept which incorporated a wide-range of security-related
topics and practices, from pre-event risk analyses to the execution of the security
operation itself. In other words, all ‘security’ and ‘safety’ related topics were covered,
then managed under an umbrella approach that was of ‘paramount importance’ (ibid.:
3) so that UEFA’s security-related requirements were met. The argument emerging
from the empirical analysis is that the concept, in itself, was a plight of every appointed
host. It was also atmosphere maintaining, focused on integrated collaboration and past
experiences. Finally, it was responsibility dividing. ‘Responsibility’, as a dominant

theme in itself, forms the next section’s discussion.

4.4 Responsibility and Security

UEFA’s tournament requirements served as a guideline for countries bidding for Euro
2020’s hosting rights and, subsequently, for appointed hosts. Hence, those
organizations or authorities that ultimately were ‘responsible’ for the manifold of
security-related requirements and arrangements at the event were given substantial
space in this policy document. Since ‘responsibility” emerged as a dominant theme, it
was decided to frame which actor/organization that were outlined as ‘responsible’ for
‘safety’ and ‘security’ at ‘Euro 2020. Consequently, a frame analysis was performed

on the security-related discourses addressing ‘responsibility’.

Millward’s (2017) study on ‘responsibility’ for migrant workers in Qatar for the 2022
World Cup’s stadium projects underscores the capacity of frame analysis techniques
for addressing responsibility-related questions. Adopting Millward’s (2017: 762-763)
style of performing a frame analysis, statements and discourses in UEFA’s security
requirements referring to ‘responsibility’ or the practice of ‘being responsible’ were
analysed according to two frames. First, according to ‘whom’ that was framed as
‘responsible’. Second, according to ‘what’ was being said about ‘responsibility’ or the

practice/act of being ‘responsible’.

Overall, it was recorded that Euro 2020°s hosts were framed as ‘responsible’ on 14
incidents (in UEFA, n.d., Sector 6 addressing security requirements). Meanwhile, the
most drawn upon frame was the frame composed of discourses outlining what the host
cities’ responsibility translated into in practice before or during Euro 2020. UEFA

were framed as ‘responsible’ four times and ‘relevant authorities’ twice. The official
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discourse frequently reiterated that matters of ‘security’ remained the relevant host
associations’ (i.e. national FAS) sole ‘responsibility’, while it was articulated that the
event owner under ‘no circumstances’ would bear any responsibility, nor costs of
security measures (UEFA, n.d., S6: 3). Next section examines more precisely which
security-related ‘responsibilities’ that hosts agreed to and the practical and legal
implications of this.

4.4.1 With Great Power Comes Responsibility, But for What?

In providing examples of how the host associations’ undisputed ‘responsibility’ was
presented in the discourse, this is best exemplified by the three following quotes. Here,
hosts are not merely framed as ‘responsible’, but UEFA also frame itself as free for

security-related responsibilities:

The host association (together with the relevant authorities) will have full

and exclusive responsibility for all aspects of [Euro 2020’s] safety and
security (UEFA, n.d., S6: 2)

Although the host association has full responsibility for safety and security,
it is acknowledged that it will not be able to fulfil such responsibilities
without the close cooperation and proactive involvement of the relevant
authorities in the host country (ibid.)

UEFA will not have any responsibility or bear any liability in respect of
safety and security at UEFA EURO 2020 for any reason whatsoever at any
time (ibid.: 3).

Once awarded with the rights to host Euro 2020, every host was given some leeway
from UEFA concerning how the security concepts were to be operationalized. For
example, for risk analysis and risk categories, hosts were able to deploy the
methodology and add risks to their checklists, as they found appropriate (UEFA, n.d.,
S6: 4). However, despite some flexibility each host was obliged to and had to
guarantee, and was thus ‘responsible’, for addressing the following points when their
security concepts were designed: (1) Legislation, (2) international cooperation, (3),
judicial system, (4) counterterrorism and protective security, (5) policing and law
enforcement, (6) public health and safety, (7) stadium safety management, (8)
competence and preparedness, (9) supporter empowerment, (10) safety management
and public viewing areas and (11) impact of the mobility concept on safety and security
(ibid.: 6). Evidently, the hosts’ responsibilities were wide-ranging and multifaceted as

they covered legal, practical, financial, and political aspects of ‘security’.
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Mega-events are characterized by their fixed durations and spatial settings (Roche,
2000). Concerning the spatial implications of ‘responsibility’ it was, as expected, made
clear that hosts were ‘responsible’ for securing the official UEFA sites, including
stadiums, their security rings and fan zones (UEFA, n.d., S6: 2). However, an
important finding is that spatially, the ‘responsibility’ for ‘securing’ stretched beyond
sporting spheres. Therefore, it even included spaces like ‘airports and railway stations
in host cities and outside official sites’ (UEFA, n.d., S6: 2). Hence, it is not solely the

‘official’ event spaces’ ‘security’ that fell under the hosts’ responsibility.

Here, the blurry demarcations between mega-events and non-sporting contexts
become evident. The issues of defining exactly where hosts’ ‘responsibility’ stops
connect with the work of Klauser (2017). He argues that it is not only urban areas and
city centres that are drastically transformed and securitized throughout SMEs, but also
rural areas which may be the location of team hotels, training facilities and transport
hubs. As such, strict conditions were imposed on all 12 host associations and their
relevant authorities, which they had to conform to, while hosts had an indisputable
‘responsibility’ for developing ‘security concepts’ that met UEFA’s criteria and pre-
defined standards, so that ‘safety’ and ‘security’ could be achieved across ‘official’

and ‘unofficial’ Euro 2020 spaces.

Already from the pre-bidding phase, it was articulated by UEFA that hosts would be
required to ensure ‘the highest standards on safety and security issues and capabilities’
(UEFA, n.d., S6: 2). In addition to a ‘responsibility’ for ensuring ‘security’ and
‘safety’, hosts were required by the event owner to ‘bear all associated [security] costs’
(ibid.: 12), meaning that hosts were financially responsible for the event’s ‘security’.
Further, medical care and services throughout the event was another ‘responsibility’

of the host association. As UEFA (n.d., S6: 13) state:

In cooperation with their government, ministry of health, and local health
authorities, the host association has the responsibility for ensuring that a
medical care concept fulfilling all requirements set by UEFA and in
accordance with the UEFA staging agreement, is provided for all identified
UEFA target groups

The above statements illustrate how the host associations and their relevant authorities
involved in the Euro 2020’s ‘security spectacle’ were left entirely responsible for

financing, developing and delivering the ‘Euros’’ security operation and emergency
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infrastructures. The operations and infrastructure that were developed, financed, and
delivered were, as discussed, adherent to UEFA’s pre-defined and imposed conditions,
and the aim of constructing ‘security’ of the highest standards. However, the wide-
reaching ‘responsibility’, framed in terms of the host associations, cannot be said to be
unique or new in this context. It was visible in the document from the mid-2000s that
the: ‘Overall responsibility for safety and security should always rest with the
competent authority of the host nation’ (UEFA, 2005: 44).

Meanwhile, the tasks which UEFA were framed as ‘responsible’ for, in addition to the
‘football side’ of the tournament (i.e. providing teams, referees, rules), were tasks that
involved setting out all the formal criteria, such as tournament requirements — for then
to ensure that hosts were implementing and fulfilling them with consideration of the
required standards and provided guarantees. By this token, host associations, together
with local and national authorities had to reflect this by conducting, financing and
overseeing the practical implementation of the tournament’s ‘security’. Whilst this
underscores UEFA’s role as a ‘global governor’ (Wtoch, 2013) governing the 12 host
associations, it can be argued that there is tendency coming to the fore, of UEFA taking
‘responsibility’ for Euro 2020 as a ‘sporting spectacle’ — by for example, providing
teams and rules — that hosts ultimately were responsible for constructing and

‘securing’.

As frequently recorded in the frame analysis, the example below demonstrates
accurately how (1) hosts were framed as ‘responsible’, whilst (2) hosts’ related tasks
were outlined. This was the most common way discourses around ‘responsibility’ was
framed. Hosts were made explicitly aware of their assignments pre-bid — such as the
formal requirement of submitting a written guarantee where ‘responsibility’ is

accepted and the following acknowledged:

This guarantee must include an acknowledgement that UEFA will have no
obligations in relation to such safety and security measures at any time in
connection with UEFA EURO 2020 and that UEFA will not bear any
liability towards the relevant governing authorities, departments and
agencies for any of the related costs for such safety and security measures
(UEFA, n.d., S6: 3)

Here, hosts are not merely directly framed ‘responsible’, but simultaneously, UEFA
again disclaim their ‘responsibility’, asserting that they would have ‘no obligations’.

Moreover, UEFA also reserved their right to revise and change criteria and indicators
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that hosts ultimately would be ‘responsible’ for and required to adapt as the event
approached:

As good safety and security practices continuously evolve, UEFA may see
the need to revise and change the above set of criteria and indicators |[...]
Bidders are expected to demonstrate their understanding and their
agreement with the scope and challenges of UEFA EURO 2020 safety and
security operations by signing the safety and security guarantee. They
should be realistic about potential areas of weakness and be aware of their
need for continuous improvement of their capabilities (ibid.: 13)

Whereas UEFA here, to some degree, took up a ‘responsibility’ for adding criteria to
the ‘list’ of risks — subject to its necessity — and seemingly seek to articulate their
supportive role for hosts, it ultimately only left hosts with another potential array of
‘responsibilities’ on their ‘to-do-list’. In other words, the event owner imposed itself
with the ‘responsibility’ of adding new assignments, which every host eventually
remained ‘responsible’ for. Concurrently, and importantly, this reservation for
potentially revising or changing criteria can be linked back to the exercise of
precaution which informs mega-event ‘security’ as conditions of uncertainty and
changes in circumstances may force the event owner to alter the security requirements

hosts had to follow.

Moreover, UEFA’s disclaimer of ‘responsibility’ is again framed in a way in which an

issue, subsequently, becomes the hosts’ ‘responsibility’:

UEFA intends to support bidders with the above list of criteria and

indicators that capture the essence of what should be included, as a

minimum, in any high-quality integrated safety and security concept.

UEFA emphasises that bidders are solely responsible for drafting a strong

and persuasive safety and security concept once appointed (UEFA, n.d.,

S6: 13).
Only in specific cases, UEFA would consider to ‘agree on a case-by-case basis to
reimburse the host association in respect of certain costs for private security matters’
(ibid.: 3). There is, however, no specification of when the event owner may take a
financial responsibility and reimburse hosts for private security matters. UEFA thus,
had the task of reviewing security concepts and adding necessary criteria and
requirements. Yet, the organization was not ‘responsible’ for supporting hosts but
could voluntarily opt to do so. UEFA’s ‘responsibility’ for overseeing hosts’ planning

and infrastructural developments was also exemplified by Brussels losing their rights

to host four assigned group-stage games, late 2017, since their proposed Eurostadium
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failed to ‘meet the conditions imposed by the UEFA Executive Committee’ (UEFA,
2017). It also came to fore when UEFA announced that Euro 2020 was postponed
because of COVID-19 (Chapter Six).

In a wider context, the extraordinary responsibilities hosts took on are not exclusive
to Euro 2020’s case. In fact, this is usual before SMEs. In some cases, the strict terms
and conditions have led to cities’ reluctance in pursuing hosting rights (Bull, 2018).
A similar division of responsibility can, for instance, be found at the Olympics, where
the organizing committee (IOC) is not responsible for the event’s ‘security’ (Toohey
and Taylor, 2008; Pound, 2016). The responsibility lies at the hands of the host city,
since events take place on a nation’s territory, and supranational organizations like
IOC, FIFA and UEFA have no such territory where they have jurisdiction (Pound,
2016). Thus, the issue of ‘responsibility’ was undeniably a matter Euro 2020 hosts
were aware of before bidding for the hosting rights. As a respondent asserted in
Hagemann’s (2010) study on Euro 2008, the rules are very clear from the beginning.
This section makes it possible to replicate such stance. My analysis shows that
conditions of ‘responsibility’ were made clear to hosts pursuing the prestigious rights

to stage Euro 2020. However, with the hosting rights came great ‘responsibilities’.

The spatial implications of ‘responsibility’ were discussed above. Indeed, ‘the
potential breadth of “wider security”’ (Fussey et al., 2012: 274) emerged as
problematic and loosely defined. Regarding ‘time’, against the backdrop of
responsibility-related discourse, it is similarly noticeable how there is little
specification with regards to where ‘responsibilities’ ended. It may be assumed from
the discourse that the hosts’ undisputed ‘responsibility’ started the day when the
respective hosts were awarded hosting rights and began the development of security
concepts (that was 19 September 2014, see UEFA, 2014). Notwithstanding, on a
spatio-temporal level, it was unclear where ‘responsibility’ ended. For example, it
was not specified whether a host’s ‘responsibility’ ended on the day of the last match
in that relevant host nation — or if it stopped when Euro 2020, which was prolonged
for another year, ended as a tournament. Similar questions can be asked regarding the
spaces ‘outside official sites” (UEFA, n.d., S6: 2), and what this encompasses (apart

from e.g. transport hubs), and where this end.
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Returning to the initial question around the meanings of ‘responsibility’ in this
context, the analysed discourse makes it possible to argue that ‘responsibility’ here
was the unconditional financial, legal and practical liabilities for hosting a Euro 2020
that had the highest standards of ‘security’, both within ‘official’ and (loosely
defined) ‘unofficial’ event spaces. The framed discourse demonstrates how, by
bidding and agreeing to take on hosting rights for Euro 2020, and if appointed, Euro
2020’s host associations and relevant authorities were responsible for financing,
developing, assessing, guaranteeing, and physically and practically implementing the
‘security’. Further, hosts were responsible for flexibly reacting to added formal

criteria and ‘responsibilities’ in line with global events or developments.

4.5 Security’s Meanings: Protecting Whom from What?

The undisputed but expected ‘responsibility’ of host associations to ensure a ‘safe’
event was clearly and frequently framed by UEFA in their formal discourse. However,
this leads to a question completely central to this thesis. Exactly ‘whom’ were hosts
responsible for ‘securing’? And, ‘whom’ were they responsible for ‘securing against’?
As Kennelly (2015: 9) writes: ‘While the chimera of safety makes for persuasive
public rhetoric, an important question to be asked is “safety for whom™’. Further,
‘attempts to secure space against terrorism or other associated risks and national
hazards raise questions about what exactly is being secured and for what purposes [and
which] populations or activities are included or excluded from a space’ (Barnard-Wills

etal., 2012: 92).

Obvious answers to the above questions, based upon already presented findings, is the
spectators and (un-)official sites (i.e. stadiums or transport hubs). Meanwhile, the
literature normally presents SMEs as protected against ‘terrorists’, ‘criminals’ or
‘hooligans’ (Giulianotti and Klauser, 2010). However, as rightful as this is, these
answers fail to provide any deeper or contextualizing account of why and how such
actors or spaces are being secured or securitized in official discourse. Such answers
fail to appreciate the expressive dimensions of mega-event ‘security’ and therefore this

section critically examines, and zooms in on the internalized meanings of ‘security’.

This thesis takes a critical approach ‘security’ (Chapter Two). It was highlighted how
‘deepening’ the security agenda was one of CSS’s main motivations. Such deepening

refers to the ‘uncovering and exploring the implications of the idea that attitudes and
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behavior in relation to security are derivative of underlying and contested theories
about the nature of world politics” (Booth, 2005: 14). Since this thesis is concerned
with critically interrogating the concept of ‘security’ and to assist a deeper
understanding of it, in Euro 2020’s case, it is purposeful to go closer into the above
questions. Only then, a deeper understanding can be acquired regarding ‘whom’
exactly that the host countries were responsible for ‘securing’. Subsequently, this
enables an understanding of ‘whom’ or ‘what’ those in need for ‘security’ were
threatened by or requiring freedom from. In order to critically engage with these
questions, a frame analysis was performed on UEFA’s tournament requirements,
because this handbook addressed Euro 2020 directly. This time, official discourses
were framed according to: (a) whom or what that was ‘secured’ or ‘secured against’,

and (b) what is said about ‘security’ or ‘safety’. These frames are now unpacked.

4.5.1 The Tangible: (Un)official People, Objects, Sponsors and Spaces

To provide an answer to the first question, concerning ‘whom’ that was ‘secured’, it
was unsurprisingly the event’s people, objects, sponsors and spaces that were framed
as in need for ‘security’ and thereby composed the referent objects of Euro 2020’s
‘security’. This becomes most apparent in the quote below, evidencing how host cities

were required to develop:

A comprehensive plan to protect target groups, property and vehicles, e.g.
general public, teams, VIPs, sponsors, media, officials and security
personnel, and protection for all official sites within the theatre of
operations [...] An accreditation policy to be strictly applied to prevent
unauthorised access of people and objects to official sites, e.g. stadiums,
hotels, training facilities, fan zones and other UEFA EURO 2020 sites
(UEFA, n.d., S6: 9)

The individuals, objects and sites which UEFA required their hosts to protect are
distinctively framed above. UEFA also categorized individuals in need for protection
and attending individuals into subgroups like teams, referees and match officials,
guests and VIPs, staff and the ‘UEFA family’,*° service providers at venues, media
and, of course, the supporters at the venues (ibid.: 15). Arguably, the subjects to be
secured are, as Klauser (2017: 73) writes, categorized according to occupation into
target groups and risk categories. Processes of classification and socially sorting

thereby occur (Lyon, 2007) and one’s allocated category subsequently determines

40 This is a term commonly used in the ‘Tournament Requirements’ manual, e.g. UEFA (n.d., S6: 16).
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‘authorized’ or ‘unauthorized’ access to the ‘secured’ spaces including stadiums, fan

zones, VIP areas or team hotels.

Important to highlight, these are precautionary processes of categorization and
segregation that occur in documentary form several years before the event (Bulley and
Lisle, 2012). Furthermore, such categories remain inconstant and highly fluid. For
example, if a supporter who is ‘secured’ upon entering a stadium enters a secured space
where the same supporter is not accredited to — the VIP area or players’ changing
rooms — the same supporter that initially was ‘secured’ immediately becomes ‘secured
against’. Being ‘secured’ is thus pre-defined, but spatially dependent, conditional or
subject to change. Anthropologist Augé (1995), writing on globalized and accelerated
‘non-places’ lacking historical roots or identity contended that the users of these space
—in order to prove themselves as generic, admissible individuals — are always required
to prove their ‘innocence’. For example, by verifying their identity by providing
identification, boarding cards, tickets or paying tollbooths. Without conflating a
stadium, fan zone or a SME with an Augean ‘non-place’; a resembling logic vis-a-vis
authorization and access may be identified. Access to socially constructed, categorized
and ‘secured’ spaces is subject to appropriate accreditations. These again, are directly

linked to one’s allocated category which, to a degree, is based upon one’s innocence.

Further, as discussed and visible above, sponsors were to be provided protection in the
Euro 2020 landscapes, so that they could thrive in the cleansed environments and
monopolized spaces with blank slates for branding, merchandizing (Klauser, 2017)
and profit enhancement (Eick, 2011a; Eisenhauer et al., 2014). The discourse therefore
reinforces the neoliberal dimension of SME security governance. Eick (2011a) argued
following the 2006 World Cup that security activity centred on the aim of profit
enhancement. Eick (2011a: 91) noted that FIFA, as the World Cup’s owner, ‘not only
set the commercial rules but the preconditions for security settings as well’. Accepting
the differences between FIFA and UEFA, this quote in itself carries applicability to
the European Championships (Klauser, 2012, 2017). It helps contextualizing this
thesis’s findings speaking to a concurrent, intertwined and pluralist ‘securing’ of
spectators and commercial partners’ activities and positions. Indeed, Wtoch (2013)

argues the ‘strongest manifestation’ of UEFA’s role as a ‘global governor’ is exactly:

its involvement in guarantees concerning special intellectual and industrial
property rights [...] such as the legal protection of names and logos of the
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Championships, counteracting ambush marketing and the production of
illegal gadgets, dishonest ticketing practices, and unlicensed commercial
public viewing (p. 306)

Existing research repeatedly finds that security practices inside fan zones and stadium
rings are business-driven, and occasionally enabled to temporarily re-territorialize
attractive parts of host cities in the best interest of the relevant event’s commercial
partners and local stakeholders with regards to visibility and branding (Klauser, 2012;
Hagemann, 2010). Through security-related policies, official sponsors are offered
monopolized and fixed event spaces, which simultaneously are free from the
‘presence’ of companies that can be considered competitors or that provide similar
products or services, which the aforementioned episode involving Dutch fans wearing
Bavaria-trousers demonstrates (Giulianotti, 2013). Yet, hypothetically and practically
this allows for mundane items and articles such as sausages to be framed as ‘security
issues’ (Eick, 2011b: 3334).

By drawing from the formal discourses, this section answers the ‘highly relevant
question’ (Kennelly, 2015: 10) about ‘whom’ that was ‘secured’ before Euro 2020.
This again, yields an insight into ‘security’s’ multiple meanings. I argue that ‘security’,
originally, was constructed for the event’s (categorized) people, official and unofficial
sites and commercial partners and sponsors, although this was reconfigured following
COVID-19 as Chapter Six shows. Regardless, this section has also revealed how a
dual logic in the mega-event’s ‘security’ had to be ensured. It documents how spaces
and individuals were categorized into pre-defined, but non-neutral social groups.
Remarkably, however, this dual security logic was enhanced by the fact that a far more
intangible element — the event’s atmosphere — was framed as requiring ‘security’ from

negative ‘flows’ positioned externally and internally (see Fussey, 2015).

4.5.2 The Intangible: ‘A Welcoming Atmosphere’

Under conditions of radical uncertainty, the public must be reassured that those
providing ‘security’ have the capacity to adequately do so (Boyle et al., 2015). This
reassuring logic lies at the very heart of ‘security spectacles’ (Boyle and Haggerty,
2009). Notwithstanding, organizers and security planners will also attempt to keep
security as unobtrusive and invisible as possible to avoid exacerbating perceptions of
oppression (Clavel, 2013; Coaffee et al., 2009). This section argues that Euro 2020’s

atmospheres — somewhat paradoxically — were ‘secured’, so that security assemblages
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and other disruptive elements would not hamper, nor sanitize the event’s desired
joyfulness. This was particularly clear as UEFA framed the appropriate policing
method as one ‘keeping with the spirit” of Euro 2020 (UEFA, n.d. S6: 9). Meanwhile,
the security concept, as stated, had to keep with the event’s festive nature, whereas a

key assignment for host cities was related to:

Creating a welcoming atmosphere for foreign visitors is crucial to
minimising public order risks and to making the tournament a great
national and football occasion [...] The host population should be
encouraged to perceive the tournament as a great opportunity to join in the
festivities, demonstrate their hospitality and make the tournament a
memorable occasion for all concerned (UEFA, n.d., S6: 4, emphasis added)

This discourses above suggest a potential link between a ‘welcoming atmosphere” and
minimized public order risks. As such, ‘securing’ the atmospheres and ‘purifying’
spaces (Douglas, 1966) became formal tasks for host cities. These atmospheres would

then be promoted by ‘dressing programmes’ which would:

[B]e based on the overall event brand and will be consistent across all host
cities, building up the overall look and feel of UEFA EURO 2020 to
contribute to an overall festive tournament atmosphere (UEFA, n.d., S11:
3).

Overall, the importance attached to event atmospheres makes it possible to draw

parallels with Olympic security operations. Klauser (2010: 334) observes that these
are intentionally designed:

[N]ot only to physically secure the games, but also to create a hospitable
environment, a climate of joy; in short, a jointly inhabited ‘Olympic
atmosphere’. To achieve this aim, toxic elements and people, as well as bad
news and attempts at undermining, had to be kept out [to provide] a sense
of physical and psychopolitical security and togetherness.

The pursued environment, the climate of joy, reflects those of theme parks (see Roche,
2000: 135-138) and depends on ‘safe’ and ‘hospitable’ atmospheres. Moreover, the
ideal environment should be characterized by ‘order’ and ‘stability’, which means
‘exceptions’ and ‘phenomena’ that do not generate this, or challenge this, ‘fall outside

these idealized categories’ (Fussey et al., 2012: 264).

‘Security’ and ‘atmospheres’ are related, and for Adey (2014) security is atmospheric.
Increasingly, he notes, atmospheres are becoming a ‘security dispositif’, whilst

security is becoming attuned to ‘affective atmospheres’. Atmospheres are powerful
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forces that — compared to people or concrete places — are far more intangible,
subjective and occasionally perceived as being ‘in the air’. Atmospheres can also tie
consumption contexts together (Biehl-Missal and Saren, 2012), affect bodies and alter
behaviour (Hill, 2016). Importantly, they are notoriously hard to measure qualitatively
or quantitatively. Regardless, they are considered crucial for the ‘success’ of SMEs
which, by their very nature, are collectively memorized and spectacular moments
(Roche, 2000). Atmospheric dimensions feed into the mega-event ‘spectacle’ and
contribute to the festivalization of urban public space (Klauser, 2012). In the case of
Euro 2020, the evidence suggests that UEFA and its host cities intended to ensure that
a festive and welcoming atmosphere remained undisrupted by both external and
internal ‘undesirables’. However, such interrelations between security-related policies

and commaodification processes have implications.

When watching football in stadiums, fan zones or pubs, supporters seek ‘authentic’
experiences. Such ‘authentic’ experiences are, in part, derived from atmospheres
(Pearson, 2012a; Millward, 2009a; Weed, 2007). Therefore, ticketless fans visit spaces
like fan zones and pubs that share attributes and dynamics with stadiums and provide
‘communal experience’ and fulfil need for ‘proximity’ (Weed, 2007: 410).
Notwithstanding, whilst supporters ‘accept the need for security initiatives and are
willing to aid the authorities’ (Cleland and Cashmore, 2018: 466), some will feel that
excessive security can enhance an oppressive atmosphere (Cleland and Cashmore,
2018; Cleland, 2019). Supporters will not uncritically endorse panoptic or draconian

security measure that may hamper or sanitize atmospheres (Numerato, 2018).

The balancing-act required to ‘secure’ atmospheres — to prevent their oppressive
dimensions — connects with Bauman’s (2005) writings on the trade-off between
‘security’ and ‘freedom’. Placed in context, extraordinary security measures may
occasionally impair freedom and/or democratic values. Mythen and Walklate (2008:
336) argue that ‘if the pursuit of security comes at the expense of human rights, then
not only is the quality of security compromised, but the very principles of democracy
are threatened’. Following 9/11, such concerns have also been articulated in the SME
literature (Samatas, 2007). Bauman’s (2005) ‘freedom’ may here be read as the
freedom to enjoy the event ‘authentically’ without oppressive atmospheres. As
Bauman continues, a fully satisfying security-freedom balance is rarely achieved.

Accordingly, when ‘freedom is missing, security feels like a slavery or prison’ (ibid.:
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36). Yet, when security is missing, freedom can ‘hardly be exercised’, whereas an

‘increase in freedom may be read as a decrease of security and vice versa’ (ibid.).

This may assist the sociological sensemaking of why ‘security’ should be proportionate
and reassuring and intimidating or spectacular, however, not to the extent where it
deters attendees’ enjoyment or consumption (Boyle and Haggerty, 2009). Whereas
‘security’ implies reassurance, it can have the opposite effect (Zedner, 2003a). Zedner
(2003a) notes that when precautions are taken, the feelings of insecurity may become
self-fulfilling, and the means by which security is sought (e.g. highly visible military
presence at SMES) influence perceptions of insecurity. Arguably, with the emphasis
on maintaining festive atmospheres, organizers intended to avoid this. As Chapter Five
expands on empirically, this argument also links up to the ‘policing’ of the event, since

police-fan interactions can impact this (Stott and Pearson, 2007).

Overall, balancing the ‘security-atmosphere’ couplet is highly important in order not
to ‘disrupt the circuits of capital and consumption’ (Boyle and Haggerty, 2009: 264).
As this chapter empirically records, an oppressive atmosphere hanging over the event
caused by the event’s security assemblage was outlined as potentially incompatible
with its desired global corporate attractiveness partly derived from atmospheres. The
analysis hence reveals how ‘security’ becomes a ‘means of both physical protection
and macro-spherical assurance and insulation” which opposes a ‘supposedly unitary
inside to a threatening outside’ (Klauser, 2017: 87). The documentary data therefore
extends the link between ‘security” and festivity-loaded atmospheres. Ultimately, this
meant that the latter was framed as a subject to be ‘secured’. Naturally, this relates to
hosts’ obligation to provide public safety, but it may also be linked back to the desire
to ensure visitor flows and the event’s commercial value (McGillivray et al., 2019).
On another level, spreading images of a festive tournament can also be considered a
political message to those that would seek to threaten or disrupt the event. Such
outward message would articulate that threats will not deter enjoyment or the state

from its way of life (Divisova, 2019).

To this end, this section shows another, but under-explored side of ‘security’s’ multiple
meanings. It empirically establishes that, in addition to the mega-event’s people,
spaces and sponsors, the owner also sought to ‘secure’ festivity and atmospheric

elements, as a far more intangible and inter-subjective referent object. But essentially,
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‘secured’ atmospheres could not merely reduce prospects of disorder, but promote

‘stable’ and ‘ordered’ conditions for spectacle-oriented consumption.

4.5.3 Secure from What? ‘General’ and ‘Specific’ Threats

This section examines the meanings of ‘security threats’. In the disaggregation of
‘whom’ or ‘what’ the event owners intended to protect the event from, there were a
number of ‘adversaries’ or ‘undesirable’ behaviours or people which Euro 2020 was
‘secured against’, as potentially threatening the tournament’s people, sponsors, spaces
and atmospheres. The discursively framed threats included: anti-social behaviour,
criminal activity, logistical vulnerabilities, social and political unrest (including
strikes, political demonstrations, terrorism), health issues and finally, risks associated
the international security context (UEFA, n.d., S6: 5-6). When framing ‘whom’ or
‘what’ Euro 2020 was protected from, UEFA predominantly framed the relevant
‘security threat’ while simultaneously describing how this specific threat could be
minimized in hosts’ ‘security concepts’. For example, through the development of ‘[a]
strategy regarding access to safe places in case of war, riots and natural disaster’ (ibid.:
S6: 9) or by having:

Tested contingency plans for medical relief and emergency services, e.g.

in case of terrorism and other attacks, large-scale traffic accidents,

epidemics, stadium disasters, etc [and] [a] strategy for the deployment of

relief and emergency services proportionate to the scale of the incident(s)
(ibid., emphasis added)

The quotes illuminate how contingency plans had to account for worst-case scenarios
of threats posed by, inter alia, riots, terrorism, disasters and epidemics. Interestingly,
an epidemic became a very real ‘threat’ to Euro 2020, yet is only mentioned once in
the policy document. The shift from endemic threats (like riots, ‘hooliganism’,
disasters, ‘terrorism’) towards the epidemic threat is captured in Chapters Five and
Six. The remarkable correspondence between the framed ‘threats’ above is that they
all are inherently uncontrollable threats characterized by uncertainty (see Beck, 1992).
Collectively, the framed ‘threats’ call for speculative and future-oriented security
outlooks from the emergency services, security agencies and stakeholders (Boyle and
Haggerty, 2012). As such, the postponement of Euro 2020 (caused by a global
pandemic) combined with those other framed ‘threats’ (i.c. attacks, riots, terrorism or

disasters) demonstrate exactly why the exercise of precaution must be deeply
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embedded into mega-event ‘security’ and sit alongside existing lessons and templates

(see Chapters Five and Six).

As stated, the ‘threats’ to Euro 2020 appeared primarily in discourses stating how the

relevant ‘threat’ could be mitigated or approached. For example, UEFA stressed that:

The host population has a major role to play and should be reassured that
the overwhelming majority of visiting supporters will not be hooligans but
football-loving tourists (UEFA, n.d., Sector 6: 4, emphasis added).

Here, ‘hooligans’ are framed as a ‘threat’, which the public needed reassurance would
merely be a minority at Euro 2020. Though, no definition of the term is provided
despite the term’s legal and definitional vagueness (Rookwood and Pearson, 2010).
Euro 2020 also required a ‘well-defined structure for counterterrorism and protective
security’ (ibid.: 9). Clearly, the need for counterterrorism structures insinuates that
Euro 2020 had to be secured from ‘terrorism’. However, little specification is provided
around these contested terms. Furthermore, ‘political demonstrations’, symbolizing
potential ‘bad news’, were secured against. Overall, these could collectively and
separately represent ‘toxic elements’ (Klauser, 2010) which, if present within the

cleansed spaces, could impede the aforementioned and desired joyfulness.

The pre-defined ‘threats’ were expected since SMEs, broadly, are exposed to similar
threats (Jennings, 2012a; Giulianotti and Klauser, 2010). Observably, however, there
are certain ‘threats’ that have been neglected in existing research, such as epidemics,
health issues, logistical vulnerabilities, natural disasters and severe weather (UEFA,
n.d., S6: 6). Undoubtedly, these can impact SME ‘security’ —as epitomized by COVID-
19. It is also important to emphasize that the framed ‘threats’, as UEFA acknowledged,
were non-exhaustive, meaning that additional ‘threats’ could emerge as the event

approached; again calling for a flexible and reactive stance from the planners.

One important implication of these findings is that they reinforce the notion of post-
9/11 security policies becoming increasingly precautionary in nature (Coaffee and
Wood, 2006; Mythen and Walklate, 2016). Arguably, the range of uncertainties,
including but not limited to natural disasters, infectious diseases and terrorism (see
UEFA, (2013, S6: 6) for an overview), would inform a ‘precautionary stance that
[sought] to govern potentially catastrophic futures through aggressive and pre-emptive
security measures’ (Boyle et al., 2015: 111). As highlighted, ‘[r]isks related to the
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international security context’ (UEFA, n.d., S6: 6) could emerge as threats. As such,
hosts had to acknowledge ‘the need for contingency management to respond quickly
to global events’ (ibid.). With regards to the quick responses to COVID-19, this will
be captured in Chapter Six.

However, especially two dimensions of these findings are notable. First, this
demonstrates why a precautionary logic must be embedded in SME security
governance (Boyle and Haggerty, 2012). Second, the findings empirically manifest
exactly why SME ‘security’ cannot be disconnected from wider risk contexts in
contemporary societies (Tsoukala, 2016). In her work on ‘counter-hooliganism’,

Tsoukala (2007: 7) writes that in the European-wide security continuum:

[E]ach of the phenomena included or to be included in the security threats
continuum has become a specific threat, following the criminalisation or
harsher punishment of some of its aspects or even control of its deviant
characteristics, while simultaneously becoming a general threat, owing to
the absence of any delimitation of the threat itself

Borrowing from this, it is appropriate to argue that Euro 2020’s ‘security threats’
represented both ‘specific threats’ and ‘general threats’. By then following Bigo (2008:
12), this would also allow security managers and professionals to ‘determine what
exactly constitutes security’ guided by formally framed ‘security threats’. Hence, the
broader implications of these findings are that they accurately encapsulate how SME

‘security’ and ‘security’ operate concertedly.

For example, natural disasters, health issues and logistical vulnerabilities are not
necessarily consequences of housing a mega-event (Jennings, 2012a). Yet, as the
generational crisis caused by COVID-19 demonstrates, such external events or threats
will impact an event’s ‘security’. Furthermore, those adversaries or incidents
securitized in the mega-event landscape resonates clearly with what is ‘secured’ against
in the broader society (Bigo, 2008). Thus, these are also ‘general threats’. The threats
of ‘terrorism’, ‘crime’, ‘anti-social behaviour’ and ‘health issues’ are also ‘secured
against’ in the ‘everyday life’ (Stevens and Vaughan-Williams, 2017; Rushton, 2011),
but are embedded into — and acquire specific meanings — as ‘threats’ in the SME

context.

Overall, this has huge implications for the meanings of ‘security’ which this thesis

zooms in on. ‘Security’ in Euro 2020’s case must be seen as referring to the presence
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and well-being of ‘good inflows’ and contemporaneous absence or concealment of
‘bad inflows’. ‘Good inflows’ were encouraged, and encompassed officials, workers,
joyful atmospheres and ‘football-loving tourists’. Consequently, these were the
subjects to be provided with ‘security’. In stark contrast, pre-defined ‘bad inflows’ like
epidemics, ‘hooligans’, ‘terrorists’, ‘criminals’ or ‘protesters’ had to be ‘secured
against’ and — as far as possible — refused entry (Klauser, 2017; Fussey, 2015). By
linking this back to the discussion around ‘responsibility’, this compose empirical
grounds for arguing that each host — by accepting hosting rights — were responsible for
adopting the appropriate and precautionary policies and stances that adequately could
address the pre-defined ‘threats’ apparent in the requirements handbook. Hence, this
chapter shows that Euro 2020’s ‘security’ was facilitated for the event’s people,
sponsors, spaces and atmospheres which, again, had to be ‘secured’ from an array of
pre-defined ‘threats’ that depended on international, local and situational contexts and

historical relations.

4.6 Conclusion: Towards the ‘Troika of Security’

In a progressively threat-conscious post-9/11 world, Mythen and Walklate (2008)
observe that contemporary security assessments are increasingly directed by
speculative ‘what if?” questions. Transplanting this notion into the realm of SMEs, it
can be seen that planners, organizers and experts of ‘security’ must appear to account
for ‘imagined catastrophes’ and ‘all possible risks’ under conditions of uncertainty
(Boyle et al., 2015: 115). The findings presented here, demonstrating exactly ‘what’
or ‘whom’ that were framed as threats to Euro 2020 — as apparent in formal discourses
— reinforce this perspective in the context of a novel SME. To an extent, threats from
‘terrorism’, epidemics or disasters call for ‘what if?” questions. Notwithstanding, this
chapter’s findings also complicate this. The chapter proves how the past — the
retrospective — also plays a guiding role in the construction of SME ‘security’. As
argued, relevant organizations, agencies and authorities in the 12 host countries would

also construct ‘security’ by considering ‘what was?’ and reproducing ‘what worked’.

This chapter presents this thesis’s first set of empirical data, as emerging from a large
volume of policy documents relevant to Euro 2020’s pre-planning. First, the discourse
from the main stakeholder and event owner, UEFA, in relation to ‘good practice’ and
‘integrated security concepts’ were unpacked. Secondly, a frame analysis was
performed according to ‘whom’ that ultimately were ‘responsible’ for ensuring
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‘security’. This generated a critical examination of exactly ‘whom’ the event owner
required the responsible host nations to ‘secure’ and ‘secure from’ as threats to Euro
2020. With its original findings and arguments, this chapter critically extends
discussions around security discourses and practices before SMEs. Importantly, it also
answers under-researched questions related to the meanings and constructions of
‘security’ prior to Euro 2020. As shown, a great deal of the security construction based

itself upon retrospective estimations and templates from past events.

The conditions and parameters for the reproduction of security strategies and practices
across time/space were set. Essentially, Euro 2020 can exemplify how lesson-drawing
processes, imitation and the reproduction of security practices and policies are integral
components of mega-event ‘security’. However, such processes of learning occur
against the background of precautionary stances and futuristic risk assessments that
also are required. In light of the ‘securing’ of the 2014 Brisbane G20 summit, Molnar
et al. (2019) offer a similar argument, suggesting that policy-transfer and imagination
of catastrophic scenarios occur in parallel. Building upon their suggestion, this
chapter’s data has mapped the contours of this thesis’s empirically-grounded concept
— the ‘troika of security’ — which tentatively becomes visible here. Here, ‘what was?’
and ‘what if?” questions play indispensable roles and the coalescence of retrospective
and futuristic assessments helps explaining the construction of ‘security’ before Euro
2020.

Besides, I am arguing that the repeated emphasis on ‘good’ security practices and
policies is one way of facilitating for neoliberal aims inherent to SME staging. As
demonstrated, pre-defined ‘good’ security practices and requirements may reinforce
‘clean’ environments. Hence, in addition to providing ‘security’ for those individuals,
organizations or spaces framed in need for this, the tested practices and requirements
also advance ‘conditions within which consumption practices can flourish’
(McGillivray et al., 2019: 4). Here, sponsors can thrive financially with minimal
disruption (Silk, 2014) from ‘bad inflows’ and pre-defined ‘security threats’ depending
on socio-political, historical and current contexts and trends. With regards to the
meanings of ‘security’, this demonstrates how security-related policies intertwine with
both operational and commercial purposes. ‘Security’ appears multidimensional and
means that individuals, spaces and the current political economy of sports are provided

protection throughout and beyond the mega-event landscapes.
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This chapter’s original insights assist this thesis’s overarching aims since the key
parameters for Euro 2020’s security pre-planning have been mapped out. Thus, the
chapter’s findings provide indications of what ‘security’ before Euro 2020 meant and
how it was to be constructed. However, as caution it is important that the pre-defined
threats did not necessarily correspond with ‘whom’ or ‘what’ event spectators,
eventually, would consider as threatening. Such answers can hardly be extracted from
policy documents. Further, questions still remain around how ‘security’ — more
practically — would be implemented in order to create ‘safe events’. As Wioch (2019)
argued following a similar documentary analysis related to Euro 2012, documents
allow for flexible scenarios to be built before interviews. Reflecting this, and to gain
an even richer insight into Euro 2020’s ‘security’, Chapter Five focuses more
specifically on one host city and presents stakeholder interview data. The upcoming
chapter’s findings will be synthesized with this chapter’s findings when I introduce the
new concept, the ‘troika of security’, as a framework through which the ‘securing’ of

Euro 2020 can be explained and understood.
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Chapter 5: The ‘Troika of Security’

Merging Retrospective and Futuristic Assessments in

the Construction of ‘Security’

5.1 Introduction

In explaining how Euro 2020 would be ‘secured’, this chapter will present new
findings that are brought together with findings from Chapter Four. It will also build
upon and extend work on security governance in the twenty-first century (Mythen and
Walklate, 2008, 2016; Boyle and Haggerty, 2009, 2012; Klauser, 2011a, 2012, 2017).
The chapter argues that in order to construct ‘safety’ and ‘security’ at Euro 2020, the
wide group of actors involved in the event’s ‘security’ pre-planning adhered to future-
oriented precautionary logics and governance, whilst simultaneously relying heavily
upon existing templates, past experiences and tests (see Klauser, 2012), combined with
the respective host cities’ and their security agencies’ ‘institutional memories’.
Drawing from existing insights, Chapter Four and new empirical records, this thesis’s
original concept, preliminarily touched upon already, the ‘troika of security’, is fully
developed. This concept, which utilizes a ‘troika’, referring to a set of threes — as a
metaphor — can be used as an analytical tool to understand or make better sociological
sense of contemporary ‘security’ pre-planning and practices around SMEs. The
concept is sociological valuable since it offers a framework for understanding post-
9/11 ‘security governance’, and can have transferable potential to other social contexts
and securitized events with ‘potentially threatening collective behaviors’ (Tsoukala,

2007: 13)

The chapter’s findings solidify the °‘troika’ and yield unique insight into its
components’ presence before Euro 2020. Essentially, the main argument of this
chapter is that the security governance was based on a combination of both
retrospective assessments and lessons together with a futuristic outlook. Such
argument allows for understanding SME ‘security’ not solely as the prevention of

‘high-profile and extremely serious security incidents’ and attacks (Fussey, 2015:
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216). SME ‘security’ essentially relates to a manifold of threats, tasks, and the

construction of ‘security’ perceptions for the general and visiting public.

Focusing predominantly on London as a host city, this chapter draws upon a series of
in-depth interviews with stakeholders in Euro 2020’s security, policing and general
SME organization. The displayed narratives and quotes in this chapter provide an
accurate description of the perceptions and ideas expressed by stakeholders. The
stakeholders were sampled because of their expertise and/or active involvement in the
planning of Euro 2020’s ‘security’ and ‘safety’, and their more general involvement
in event security and football policing. Interviews were supplemented by press
announcements and occasionally synthesized with the findings presented in Chapter
Four. Following interview analysis, dominant themes were divided into categories
which this chapter explains in detail. This included London’s mega-event experience
and repertoire of security strategies, knowledge-transfer and networking activities,
policing and, lastly, fan zone security. First, however, the chapter highlights how the
categories — when unpacked — work to enhance Chapter Four’s tentative contours of

the developed ‘troika’.

The chapter is divided into two parts. To begin with, the introduced concept, the ‘troika
of security’, is conceptualized and discussed. The second part presents findings from
stakeholder interviews and unpacks the dominant categories. The chapter’s conclusion
maintains that a precautionary and flexible stance, and the speculative task of ‘looking
forward’ are crucial parts of the construction of SME ‘security’. However, so are the
circulation of knowledge and the retrospective mechanisms of SME security (Klauser,
2012, 2017; Molnar et al., 2019). By presenting these facets of SME ‘security’ in a
new, untested and uncertain context, it is argued that for Euro 2020, the past was
consulted; whereas the future — as far as possible — had to be predicted.

5.2 Conceptualizing the ‘Troika of Security’

This chapter’s findings combined with Chapter Four’s documentary research provide
grounds for introducing a new concept that can explain the construction of ‘security’
at SMEs. I call this the ‘troika of security’. This concept is born out of empirical work
and offers a conceptual extension to existing sociological, criminological (Mythen and
Walklate, 2008, 2016; Molnar et al., 2019), critical geographical (Klauser, 2012) and
security literature (Boyle and Haggerty, 2009, 2012; De Goede, 2008). Ultimately, this
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thesis ties these insights together and presents these relevant elements of ‘security

governance’ in the novel mega-event context of Euro 2020.

Theoretically, it is informed by perspectives on ‘security’ and ‘risk’ governance in the
twenty-first century (Mythen and Walklate, 2008; 2016). Thereby, it reflects the call
within critical security studies for engagement with ‘risk-based and threat-based
interpretations of (in)security’ (Case Collective, 2006: 468-469). It also draws from
the ‘lesson-drawing’ and ‘policy-transfer’ literature (Rose, 1991; Dolowitz and Marsh,
1996). As my data demonstrates, the components within the ‘troika of security’ were
integral for Euro 2020’s security planning that sought to ‘secure’ the tournament from
an array of pre-defined threats (Chapter Four). The ‘troika of security’ encapsulates
the inter-play between the distinctive logics, activities, practices and processes that
fulfill each other’s limitations and informed Euro 2020’s security professionals and

stakeholders.

In the ‘troika’ one may locate (i) institutional memory, (ii) lesson-drawing and (iii)
precautionary logics. Firstly, here ‘institutional memory’ refers to those advantages
and collectively acquired strategic repertoires that are stored, available and offered to
a SME’s security assemblage by security services’, an organization’s or a host city’s
(regular) encounters with SMEs, football matches or other cultural events that attract
mass crowds and, subsequently, require large-scale policing and security operations.
Security and emergency planners develop ‘habits’ (O’Grady, 2019), and a repository
of habits and ‘experiences that happen often enough’ (Stakeholder 3) work as a

foundation for the upcoming, relevant operation.

Due to the nature of institutional memory, the past is consulted when operationally
‘securing’ the future. Such is also the case with the ‘troika’s’ second component:
‘lesson-drawing’ (Rose, 1991). Though, ‘lesson-drawing’ occurs in more formalized
(i.e. networking events, peer-reviews or conferences) and less-fixed tempo-spatial
settings. Meanwhile, ‘institutional memory’ is concentrated more locally within the
relevant organization. As Chapter Four evidences, ‘lesson-drawing’ processes in SME
security are apparent through the emulation or reproduction of ‘good’ or ‘best’
practices (Klauser, 2011a), the avoidance of non-successes — and the general reference

back to past successes and/or failures. Consequently, drawing upon or emulating
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‘security successes’ and avoiding not-to-be repeated failures (Molnar et al., 2019)

assist the normative desire for ‘secure’ events.

Collectively, ‘institutional memory’ and ‘lesson-drawing’ can provide advantages for
‘external’ and ‘internal’ SME planners, security professionals and other stakeholders
groups tasked with management or identification of threats (Bigo, 2000). These, Bigo
(2002: 75) calls ‘managers of unease’. Despite such advantages, however, it is still
required that the professionals of unease adopt precautionary logics and principles
(Boyle and Haggerty, 2009; Toohey and Taylor, 2008), and to the speculative-natured
‘security imagination’ (De Goede, 2008). This, in order to best account for the
omnipresence of ‘uncertainties’ and ‘unknowns’ circulating around SMES — and the
fact that even the most ‘ridiculous “what-ifs”” must be taken seriously (Boyle and
Haggerty, 2009: 261). This is reinforced by the fact that an absence of ‘threat’ or ‘risk’
is epistemologically unachievable, which underscores the very limitations of the ‘past’

(institutional memory and lesson-drawing) in the planning of future events.

As came to fore in the interviews, it is simply unknown whom exactly that would
attend the events, whilst some threats, such as ‘terrorism’, are inherently unpredictable.
As Stakeholder 1 commented: ‘In fact, when you talk to police in London, their
operations are more about counterterrorism than they are about disorder’. The adopted
precautionary position is also demonstrated by discourses and images of preparedness
—showing that ‘security’ is being managed — that are publicized and transmitted before
events (Boyle and Haggerty, 2012), often through news reports or announcements of

pre-event exercises or security technologies.

To an extent, this confirms that security assessments in a post-9/11 world are directed
by the speculative and inexplicable question ‘what if?” (Mythen and Walklate, 2008:
244). Undeniably, despite a plethora of institutional memories and standardized
templates from the past, ‘what if’-questions must still be asked. Writing on
counterterrorism, Mythen and Walklate (2008) note that in order to mitigate risks,
security assessments after 2001 no longer predict the future by focusing on the past.

In another study, the same authors note that:

The logic of anticipatory risk, a future-centric logic—which prioritizes
predictive horizon scanning for upcoming attacks—has increasingly
informed the making of tiers of legislation over the last two decades [...]
The pre-emptive moment takes place prior to anything having happened and
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thus occurs at a point at which threats may be inexact and uncertain. This
anticipatory logic of risk seeks not so much to prevent an occurrence
through the interpretation of past incidents but to pre-empt the unravelling
of emergent events in relation to the horizon of projected futures (Mythen
and Walklate, 2016: 1111)

Hence, through a ‘methodology of calculation, uncertainties over threat are made
legible by transforming those threats into calculable risk under conditions of likelihood
and severity’ (Adey and Anderson, 2012: 111). Increasingly subscribed to are the
speculative precautions and imagined are ‘scenarios that appear low in probability but
high in consequence’ (Betts, 2002: 49) which underline how, as De Goede (2008: 155)
argues, that ‘techniques of imagining the future have taken on new political
significance’. ‘What if?” questions emerge as a response to ‘not knowing enough [and
simultaneously] knowing that we not know enough’ (Walklate and Mythen, 2010: 59,
original emphasis).

Although these authors analyze ‘security’ more generally in contemporary societies,
these logics are embedded into SME’s security governance. At SMEs, accounting for
‘terrorist threats’ is based upon precautionary ‘outside-the-box’ thinking (Boyle and
Haggerty, 2009: 360). Although notoriously difficult to provide empirical evidence of
pre-event, it can be illustrated by heightened security budgets, and additionally,
deployment of troops or, for example, surface-to-air missiles (Fussey, 2015),
biometrics, surveillance and pre-event exercises that deal with apocalyptic scenarios
(Armstrong et al., 2017: 99-102). Precautionary policies can also assist ‘securitized
commodification’ (Giulianotti, 2011) and thereby ensure ‘controlled’ and ‘clean’ sites:
free from both dangerous articles and rival brands or products. The precautionary
principles are visible through extensive use of risk-management initiatives and
security measures, together with authorities’ or organizers’ press releases and
announcements (Toohey and Taylor, 2008) which work as rhetoric tools and exhibit
that ‘security’ is being addressed (Boyle and Haggerty, 2012). Future-oriented SME
security thereby ‘identifies and prepares for events that will happen in the future [and]
those who work in the industry always prepare for the worst-case scenarios, even

though these are the least likely to occur’ (Gaffney, 2019: 384).

Concurrently, it is important not to conflate SME security strategies with
counterterrorism strategies. As presented findings demonstrate, threats to SMEs are

not confined to ‘terrorism’, which fortunately, seldom materializes at events (Atkinson
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and Young, 2012). Yet, such relative infrequency does not mean it should not be taken
seriously, since ‘worst cases do happen’ (Boyle and Haggerty, 2012: 254, original
emphasis). Nonetheless, certain SMEs — football tournaments particularly — have
historically been affected more by supporter violence than ‘terrorism’ (Jennings and
Lodge, 2011). Thus, SMEs do not and cannot rely solely on worst-case scenario
planning.

As my empirical records have demonstrated already — and as this chapter delves into,
the policing of fans in order to prevent disorder and more broadly, crime control, are
based largely on experiences from the past. The history of a relevant fan group or a
specific fixture, the previous effectiveness of a policing approach or the housing
experience of an Olympic spectacle inform how similar, upcoming events are
‘secured’. Importantly, the ‘troika’ captures the inter-play between futuristic and

retrospective assessments when planning for future events.

By searching in the past, not only what worked is learnt, but also what not to repeat
(Dolowitz and Marsh, 1996). This creates foundations for what Molnar et al. (2019)
call ‘failure-inspired’ learning. Writing on ‘stockpiling” supplies as a security device,
in relation to (imagined) worst-case scenarios, Folkers (2019: 5) notes that ‘stockpiles
seek to assemble a repertoire of stuff in the present that matches and thereby
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neutralizes what the future might have in “in store”’. Against the background of not
knowing what the future holds, ‘stockpiling’ thus partly compensates for not knowing.
To an extent, this argument carries transferable value and can be applied to mega-
events, where practices and policies drawn from past events are stockpiled.
Consequently, this has ‘a securing effect in the present’ even when the anticipated

future ‘never comes to fruition’ (ibid.).

In times of uncertainty, Bauman (2007: 3) submits that ‘past successes do not
necessarily increase the probability of future victories, let alone guarantee them’.
Therefore, past successes — represented in the troika by ‘institutional memory’ and
‘lesson-drawing’ — operate triangularly and intersect with the future-leaning
precautionary logic. In order to enable the highest standards of ‘security’, the three are
required and adhered to. They underpin the complex SME security pre-planning
process this thesis examines. Hence, my empirical underpinnings make it possible to

argue that this was how ‘security’ was planned — through a ‘troika of security’ in which
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operational and institutional knowledge derived from the past worked collectively with

futuristic estimations.

Potentially, the ‘troika’ can also be transferred to other social and securitized contexts,
including urban (mega-)events, festivals (i.e. Carnival, Pride) and demonstrations.
Molnar et al. (2019) express a similar argument in their examination of ‘policy-
transfer’ in relation to the policing and securing of the Brisbane G20 political summit
in 2014. The authors suggested that failure-inspired learning ‘sits alongside the
imagination of potential worst-case scenarios as a significant driver in the scope and
scale of mega-event security’ (ibid.: 119). This suggestion is important for this thesis’s
findings. Indeed, the ‘troika’ reaffirms such idea, but extends it, by presenting this in
a completely new SME context. Through an unpacking of the dominant categories that
emerged from the stakeholder interactions, the tentative silhouette of the ‘troika’,

emerging in Chapter Four, will become increasingly crystallized and contextualized.

5.3 Institutional Memory Against a Background of Uncertainty

UEFA’s security requirements sustained that hosts’ ‘[security] concept should take
into account the relevant country’s security-related experience from previous major
events (whether sports-related or not)’ (UEFA, n.d., S6: 3). In London’s case, it can
be argued, based on interview data, that relevant London organizations’ (i.e. the
Metropolitan Police) ‘institutional memory’ derived from previously housing a series
of large-scale cultural and sporting events, was expected to play an integral role for
the construction of ‘security’ and the security operation’s eventual execution phase at
Euro 2020. However, findings also make it possible to claim that experience in itself
would not be a panacea for ‘safe events’ due to the range of unknowns and
unpredictable scenarios. These findings add significant empirical weight to the

discussed ‘troika’.

Following London’s successful hosting rights bid, UEFA’s evaluation contended that
‘the city’s experience in hosting major events is outstanding’” (UEFA, 2014: 29), and
that ‘London wish[ed] to be at the heart of the event’ (ibid.: 28). When Brussels lost
their hosting rights, London was assigned four additional games, amplifying London’s
position at the heart of Euro 2020. London’s organizationally central position at Euro
2020 was commonly pointed out by stakeholders, and given London’s high number of

assigned games, one interviewee described London as ‘acting as a hub in an event that
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is taking place across different nations’ (Stakeholder 3). London was uniquely situated
in the geographically complex event with seven games to be staged in it, including the

final.

In the sporting world, London has long-standing traditions of housing SMEs (Roche,
2017: 246-254). London’s sporting events include the 2012 Olympics, Euro 1996 and
the 1966 World Cup, in addition to single Tour de France stages; over 100 EPL
matches each season and the Wimbledon Tennis Championship. However, since
London would stage games from group stage to the final, this would temporally
prolong the Euro 2020 related security operation in the city, compared to other host
cities. Notwithstanding, the city’s already existing experience with staging SMEs and
regular encounters with large-scale games and inflows of visitors were considered
extremely important and seen as assisting the housing of a safe Euro 2020 and the
planning and execution of the associated security operation. As Stakeholder 1
commented, this was ‘hugely important... hugely’, but this is also demonstrated by

the three examples below:

London is very, very used to hosting big events, the Met [the Metropolitan
Police] have got matches up at Wembley every odd week. They’re really,
really good at what they do (Stakeholder 1).

I think in any major city, especially somewhere like London that has a lot
of experience, not just with the sporting events, but with major culture
events, with things like carnival, the infrastructure is in place. It is not
unusual for a city like London either, to have an influx of international
visitors (Stakeholder 2)

They’re [the hosts] all used to in their own way to organize big matches
(Stakeholder 7).

The quotes highlight the importance of past experiences and existing infrastructure
when securing upcoming mega-events. Although Stakeholder 7 downplays the
different experience levels between host cities, emphasis is still placed on experience
and being ‘used to’ organize big events. Arguably, those security agencies and
emergency services that regularly participate in the security management and policing
of large-scale events and games, such as ‘the Met’, possess a bank of institutional
memory that would be used for the Euro 2020’s security operation in London. An
institution acquires ‘an institutional memory based upon past experiences’ (RoSe,
1991: 13). As Seifert (2007) writes, institutional memory is stored knowledge within

the relevant organization and based upon post-analysis of events. This knowledge is
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stored, before it is taught or narrated across the organization to new members.
Moreover, Seifert argues institutional memory ‘reduces the likelihood of repeating
past mistakes and increases the accuracy of perception by transferring insights from
similar incidents from similar incidents of the past to current responders’ (p. 114).
Hence, given London’s longstanding but recent mega-event experiences, the city and
its security providers’ ability to act upon a repository of institutional memories were

pointed out in interviews:

It is kind of like an institutional memory as well [assisting the security pre-
planning], and that’s there in somewhere like London, but it might not be
there in somewhere like, I don’t know... Budapest (Stakeholder 2,
emphasis added.).

Another interviewee supported this, speaking of the Euro 2020 pre-planning:

London has an enormous amount of experience [...] The scenes in London
last night [for a Football League trophy final, March 2019] were
extraordinary, and London can cope with pretty much anything that is
thrown at it from that point of view (Stakeholder 3).

Drawing from such insights, it can be argued that institutional memory, comprising a
set of collective knowledge and experiences within the relevant organization (i.e. the
outlined Metropolitan Police, the FA or private security companies) were relied upon
when planning and executing the security operations at London’s Euro 2020 match-
days. Kilgallon (2019: 2) writes that the ‘“Metropolitan Police Service plans hundreds
of public order policing operations each year” in London. In that sense, they are likely
to be the ‘most experienced police service in the country’ (ibid.). Whilst this
demonstrates extensive experience, the Metropolitan Police Service, nevertheless,
also face ‘intense pressure [...] to “get it right” with regards to the complexities of

managing interactions with the public’ (ibid.).

London’s experience in planning for and executing large-scale events was also hinted
towards in Armstrong et al.’s (2017) study of the London Police in relation to the
2012 Olympics in the city. Accordingly, ‘many senior officers considered the Games
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to have been “just another event”” (p. 116). This thesis’s empirical records underpin
this notion, as it was expected that the involved organizations’ institutional memory
would ease or assist the security planning and policing. Further, the interviewees

trusted the same organizations to ‘get it right’ because of this experience.
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Broadly, the trust placed on London’s existing security infrastructures can be
connected the city’s resilience and ‘ability to detect, prevent and if necessary, handle
disruptive challenges’ (Coaffee and Wood, 2006: 504). Since the 1990s, London has
possessed a mature security infrastructure that accounts for real and perceived
‘terrorism threats’ through the ‘adoption of physical, technological and managerial
approaches to security at a variety of expanding spatial scales’ (Coaffee et al., 2011:
3317). However, the theme of ‘institutional memory’ also connects with the concept
of ‘habits’ in emergency response (O’Grady, 2019) and the ‘security legacies’
discussed before. Especially those ‘security legacies’ speaking to expertise,
knowledge and policing (Giulianotti, 2013).

Fundamentally, ‘security legacies’ are remnants from past events that are ‘activated’
or drawn upon for future events. However, given the difficulties in measuring
‘legacies’ (Preuss, 2007), it is notoriously hard to ascribe exactly which ‘memories’
—including knowledge, practices or tools — that were ‘reactivated’ from regular EPL
games or which memories that derived from the 2012 Olympics. Instead, it is argued
that London’s holistic platform and its organizations’ institutional memory, built up
longitudinally by the manifold and complexity of already staged cultural and sporting
events, were seen as extremely important by the stakeholders ahead of Euro 2020’s
new challenges. The findings then strengthen the claim that in creating ‘security’ at
Euro 2020, past experiences were integral and influenced stakeholders’ trust in the

responsible security agencies.

Against the background of stakeholders repeatedly making retrospective references
to past events — predominantly London 2012 — it was acknowledged that, while ‘what
was’ and existing templates provided advantages before the upcoming event, it did
not automatically translate into ‘safe’ or “‘undisrupted’ events. Neither could it prevent
institutional memory loss. Despite being premised on the acting on memories, habits
and routines, each performance of ‘security’ also ‘embody difference in each
recurrence’ (O’Grady, 2019: 457). Hence, uncertainties were still present and
underpinned that speculative means of risk-assessment had to be adopted, although,
in a pre-event setting, the exact security measures that are implemented are not
necessarily publicly known given ‘security’s’ clandestine nature (Kerr, 2008). One of
these uncertainties included the unpredictable changes to risk and security

environments, especially related to terrorism:
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The Olympics back in 2012, when the environment was quite different, |
don’t think the terrorist threat was a strong as it is now. And the Olympics
was a global event and they kept it right so there was a huge amount of
work done [...] I think there’s probably going to be an awful lot of police
that we don’t see, that we don’t even know are there [...] terrorism is going
to be the main focus, not dealing with disorder (Stakeholder 1)

It was noticeable in France [for Euro 2016] that a lot of security was
focused not around threats from football hooliganism, but the threat posed
by terrorism (Stakeholder 3)

Though, it was also pointed towards uncertainties originating from mass crowds of

football fans making planning and policing an increasingly complicated task:

Author: How important is experience when it comes to 2020, in terms of
housing so many fans?

Stakeholder 3: [...] I remember Euro 96 and London 2012, for comparable
events. London ’96 had six matches in London, same as this time, and it
was a slightly different situation then, because fewer people travelled from
abroad. I think the same is true at 2012, in that ... although a lot of people
came, it wasn't the standard football crowd. [...] We don’t know who'’s
coming to London. (Emphasis added).

Closer to Euro 2020’s original commencement, at a stage where it was confirmed that
Croatia and the Czech Republic would be in the same group as England, this notion
again came to fore. The conversation below demonstrates how fan cultures and
emerging fixture lists impact policing:

Author: So, do you expect it [the policing] to be quite similar to club

football, so to how the Premier League or FA Cup are policed? Will they
adopt those measures in the Euros in London?

Stakeholder 8: There’s obviously an extra dimension given the
international aspect. And there’s also challenges to the lack of familiarity
too. You don’t know enough about the fan cultures of those we’ll be
playing against.

Author: Yeah, yeah?

Stakeholder 8: So, when the Croatian fan base comes to London, it’s not
the same as the Liverpool fan base coming to London for a Premier League
match or whatever. Those challenges are around the incoming fans rather
than the policing style. The policing style generally I think will be the same
in London, regardless of who comes.

Noticeably, this conversation gives insight into how fan cultures and emerging fixture
lists play a role in the policing and place limitations on the circulation of knowledge.

Yet, this stakeholder thought the policing style still would be low-key in London.
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In an era of globalized insecurity dynamics (Bauman, 2005) every upcoming SME
brings new sets of risks. In London’s case, this meant that despite having executed
‘the largest peacetime mobilization of security and policing personnel in the UK’
(Armstrong et al., 2017: 8) eight years before, there were certain factors that simply
could not be accounted for. Forces’ institutional knowledge could therefore, by itself,
provide no guarantees for ‘successful’ security operations. Risk climates and
international security contexts are unpredictable (Toohey, 2008), and ultimately,
mega-events do not operate in vacuums. However, unknowns are also related to
crowd differences between football mega-events and the Olympics. Moreover,
football fans are divided into categories based on the supposed ‘risk’ they pose (Stott,
2003). Whilst this is based on their past history and behavior(s) in football contexts,
the reality is that fans arriving at a SME without intentions of causing problems may,
because of the emergence of a ‘social identity’, end up in conflict with rival fans or
the police (Stott and Pearson, 2007). Hence, the unpredictability of football crowds

and crowds more generally feed into the omnipresence of uncertainty prior to SMEs.

To a degree, these uncertainties reinforce why ‘events are one institutional,
discursive, and spatial-temporal domain where precautionary thinking and the
requisite imagination of worst-case scenarios has burgeoned’ (Boyle and Haggerty,
2012: 245). Whilst related to potential terrorist attacks, precautionary thinking also
contemplates whom that will travel to follow their team or be in attendance. As
Stakeholder 3’s response above highlights, there are important differences between
Olympic Games and European Championships here. Compared with Olympics,
where the main concern is terrorism, international football tournaments are more
decentralized and more associated with public disorder, violence and organized
‘hooliganism’ (Jennings and Lodge, 2011). Whilst both events attract large crowds,
Olympic visitors tend to not ‘divide their support across different teams that
symbolize historical lines of national conflict’ (ibid.: 8). Team rivalry, related
aggression and spectator violence stand stronger in football World Cups and ‘Euros’
where disorder occasionally is based on territorial and cultural tensions (Jennings and
Lodge, 2011).

Collectively, such findings feed into the precautionary facet of the ‘troika of security’.
Amidst these unknowns, SME planners and security professionals would have to

resort to a range of precautionary logics where unthinkable scenarios of ‘terrorism’
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were considered pre-events (Boyle and Haggerty, 2009, 2012). Apart from
‘terrorism’, however, there are also other elements that cannot be accounted for.
These elements call for flexibility and include emerging fixture lists and attending fan
cultures. Adding epidemics, logistical vulnerabilities and natural disasters (UEFA,
n.d., S6: 6) to this, it becomes evident why speculative ‘what if?* questions must be
asked, despite underlying strategic repertoires. Uncertainties are omnipresent at
events. And they are also interconnected with the unpredictable outcomes ‘on-the-
pitch’ from stage to stage. Hence, large-crowds are expected though exactly ‘who is

coming’ remains unclear.

This section’s findings first underpin the importance of ‘institutional memory’ of
security agencies and stakeholders in Euro 2020’s planning. However, the
stakeholder accounts also nuance this, by suggesting that an organization’s
institutional memory must be supplemented by future-oriented assessments (Mythen
and Walklate, 2008). In explaining the processes and assessments central to Euro
2020’s pre-planning, these empirical records feed into the ‘troika of security’. As this
section captures, previously tested practices or strategies assist the upcoming security

delivery. Notwithstanding, new potential uncertainties cannot be shied away from.

5.4 Networking, Knowledge Exchange and Lessons from the Past
Supplementing Chapter Four’s argument, this section provide insight into the
processes of transnational knowledge exchanges and networking activities that
facilitated ‘lesson-drawing’ (Rose, 1991) throughout Euro 2020’s pre-planning. It is
also shown when such exchanges took place, and how they were to benefit the event’s
‘security’. For Rose (2005: 16), a ‘lesson’ refers to ‘the outcome of learning; it
specifies a programme drawing on knowledge of programmes in other countries
dealing with much the same problem’. This section argues that existing templates and
formal knowledge of SME security — representing tested lessons — were transferred
practically and formally through networking activities and transnational exchanges
between relevant authorities, security professionals and other stakeholders.
Consequently, it is empirically documented how ‘lesson-drawing’, as one component
of the ‘troika’, occurs in practice in a novel SME context, with existing knowledge
from the past being transferred across space/time onto the forthcoming event. Findings
also suggest that independent fan organizations have increased their impact in the
security and policing planning prior to Euro 2020.
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Expert conferences, exercises and progress monitoring ensure circulation of security-
related policies for SMEs (Klauser, 2017). In Euro 2020’s build-up, as summarized in
Table 5.1, it was frequently reported about meetings and conventions where the event’s
security planning featured on the agenda. UEFA (2020f) also reported that ‘[w]ork has
continued with the European Union and the Council of Europe [...] on preperations
for UEFA EURO 2020°. Already in December 2016, an ad hoc working group was
announced for the purpose of Euro 2020’°s security. This was established by the
Council of Europe (COE). The working group first met in Paris in February 2017 and
then next in May 2017 (COE, n.d.). Furthermore, COE (2018) reported that the first
‘consultative visit’, where Euro 2020’s ‘safety’, ‘security’ and ‘service’ — the three
tenets of the Council’s Convention (COE, 2015) — were on the agenda, took place in

host city Baku in October, 2018. Alongside UEFA observers, the meeting was attended
by:

A team of international experts from Denmark, Hungary, Romania, Turkey
and the United Kingdom, accompanied by some observers to the
Convention as UEFA and Supporters Direct Europe, along with the
Secretariat of the Council of Europe (Council of Europe, 2018).

Key event/Activity When?

Host cities confirmed by UEFA September 2014
Euro 2020 Working Group Established December 2016
Euro 2020 Working Group’s First Meeting February 2017
Euro 2020 Working Group’s Second Meeting May 2017

First consultative visit for the Standing October 2018
Committee in Baku

Consultative visit for the Standing Committee November 2018
in Budapest

Consultative visit for the Standing Committee February 2019
in Bilbao

First meeting of UEFA EURO 2020 Advisory March 2019
Group on Legal Issues (Held by Council of

Europe)

UEFA organized Stadium Operator workshop April 2019
before Euro 2020

Peer-review exercise in London (Wembley) May 2019

Ad Hoc Working Group meeting in Strasbourg | December 2019
Euro 2020 postponed due to COVID-19 March 2020

Table 5.1: A summary of publicly reported key events, meetings and
networking activities in the pre-planning and build-up to Euro 2020

(2014-2020).
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Notably, the meeting in Baku was also attended by representatives from EPL clubs
and the FA —for the purpose of exchanging ‘policies and practices in the field of safety,
security and service at sports events’ (ibid.). From this, it can be extracted that it is not
merely ‘good practice’ from previous European Championships (Chapter Four) that
were drawn upon or consulted ahead of Euro 2020. Seemingly, security strategies and
experiences from time-and-space diffuse SMEs (Giulianotti, 2011), were in part
‘transferred’ onto their time and/or space specific cousins. As Stakeholder 2 clarified,
these meetings were also intended for the planning of other UEFA tournaments like

the Champions League and Europa League.

In February 2019, a third consultative visit was held in Bilbao. Again, the meeting
included a number of security experts that were ‘accompanied by three observers to
the Convention - UEFA, Football Supporters Europe and Supporters Direct Europe’
(Council of Europe, 2019a). Accordingly, the three-day long visit involved a number

of activities enabling knowledge exchange between hosts:

In Bilbao, there were two aspects of it. So, it was three days. The first
aspect is presentations by local authorities, in this case the Basque
government and Bilbao local authorities, police, fire services, health and
also stadium authorities of Bilbao. Second part was a practical observation
which was going to a game (Stakeholder 2)

This quote gives insight into the consultative visits which facilitate transnational
exchanges and represent learning arenas for local authorities, local stakeholders,
experts, agencies and stakeholders from elsewhere. The consultative visits also
underscore how the security stakeholders of Euro 2020 were transnationally organized,
while the case of Euro 2020’s pre-planning displays how ‘different bureaucracies’
(Bigo, 2002: 75) are linked together in the management of specific threats that are

addressed collectively as a common ‘enemy’ (see Bigo, 2000, 2002).

The networking activities pre-Euro 2020 also reflect Tsoukala’s (2009) argument.
Tsoukala, who uses some of Bigo’s ideas, argues that football policing and security
has become increasingly convergent in a European context. Simultaneously, however,
it has become de-compartmentalized, because of the entanglement of ‘internal’ and
‘external’ security agencies in the practical and legal ‘securing’ of ‘threats’ to
European football. Through presentations, exercises and practical observations of
security management on a match-day at a Euro 2020 stadium, San Mamés, formal
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knowledge, established practices and experiences were exchanged. Ultimately, they
were exchanged so that they could inform the planning of forthcoming events such as
Euro 2020.

It was also announced that a fourth visit took place in Rome. Additionally, a first
meeting for ‘Euro 2020 Advisory Group on Legal Issues’ was held in Paris, in March
2019. This meeting’s main objective was to ‘promote the cooperation and
communication among the relevant authorities of the 12 organizing countries of the
tournament’ (Council of Europe, 2019b). In April 2019, UEFA also organized a
‘EURO Stadium Operator Workshop’ in Nyon (UEFA, 2019b). This workshop
‘provided the opportunity for various EURO 2020 projects to formally present their
roles, deliverables and responsibilities in advance of the final tournament’ (ibid.).
Meanwhile, a peer-review exercise took place at Wembley during the FA Cup final in
May 2019. This involved exchanges on ‘national policies and practices in the field of
safety, security and service at sports events’ (Council of Europe, 2019c). The Working
Group met again in December 2019 in Strasbourg (Council of Europe, 2019d).
Explaining the benefits from peer-review exercises and consultative visits, one

interviewee declared that:

The exchange between the different countries, the host nations, that I am
witnessing in the Council of Europe level, aims to cut out any problems
like that [related to SME housing experience] by learning from each other,
a lot of peer review, a lot of consultative visits taking place to different
countries to review the procedures [...] And as well as the Council of
Europe consultative visits, and UEFA visits, there’s also peer review
exercises taking place in the different countries at police level for example.
So, there’s one taking place in Netherlands soon where colleagues can go
and see how they re working and learning from each other (Stakeholder
7, emphasis added)

It is clear that this statement highlights the importance of ‘lesson-drawing’ processes
in Euro 2020’s planning. It also underlines how knowledge, policies and practices from
other countries are circulated and reviewed. Considering the frequency of the meetings
and consultative visits before Euro 2020, in addition to their aims and activities, this
thesis’s data undeniably support the argument that networking activities allow for the
‘the establishment and modulation of networks of expertise’ (Klauser, 2012: 1048).
Meanwhile, the press releases reporting on the activities of knowledge exchange serve

to demonstrate ‘how security authorities say and show they are planning for the worst’
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in an exercise of maintaining rhetorical control under conditions of uncertainty (Boyle
and Haggerty, 2012: 254).

With its first-hand insights, this section exemplifies how transnational exchanges
enable ‘lesson-drawing’, which constitutes a key part of SME security creation. Gold
(2011), writing on Olympic ‘security’ highlighted how ‘every new host city receives
transfers of knowledge from previous hosts and capitalizes on repertoires of
established knowledge’ (p. 920). Based on presented findings, it can be argued that
this quote can be replicated and accurately describes the realities of Euro 2020’s
security planning. If a lesson is the outcome of learning (Rose, 1991, 2005), it may be
observed that the wide group of security stakeholders facing a problem — that is,
ensuring ‘security’ at Euro 2020 — looked towards other states and experts that had
previously dealt with or faced similar problems. Through conventions, peer-reviews
and meet-ups, previous experiences, efficient (or inefficient) measures and
organizations’ perspectives were exchanged. Subsequently, they could be drawn upon
by those responsible for the security delivery when the event, eventually, would take
place. These presented findings can answer how, when, by whom and from whom
lessons from the past were drawn. In other words, it provides insight into the
transnational movements of event-specific security expertise (Boyle, 2011) and the
reproduction dynamics of security practices and strategies at SMEs. Importantly, this
feeds empirical layers into the ‘lesson-drawing’ component on the ‘troika of

security’s’ retrospective wing.

Finally, there are some caveats to this section given the clandestine nature of ‘security
networks’ and security actors’ pro-active undertakings (Eick, 2011b). Methodological
issues of access restrictions were highlighted (Chapter Three), and there are inherent
difficulties in empirically demonstrating exactly how networks of local, national and
international security agencies acquire ‘know-how’ (Boyle et al. 2015: 119). Possibly,
some meet-ups or exercises may have taken place without being publicly announced.
In other words, these findings draw from official reports, publicly announced meetings
and accessible stakeholders. Thereby, whilst it may not provide a complete picture, the
data still paints a high-quality picture of the repertoire of measures taken and pre-event

networking activities taking place.
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5.4.1 The Role of Independent Fan Organizations

Another key finding unpacked here relates to the role of independent fan organizations
in the security and policing of football mega-events. As aforementioned, organizations
such as FSE and SD Europe were present at networking events and involved in the
Euro 2020 Working Group. First, this should be seen context of a convention signed
in 2016 (Council of Europe, 2016) emphasizing the need for including supporter
voices into sport events planning (Numerato, 2018). It could also be viewed as related
to the increased prominence of non-state actors in the transnational networking
activities before SMEs (Boyle, 2011). Stakeholder accounts, especially from those
stakeholders involved in fan networks, suggested that supporter voices were not solely

included, but increasingly impactful around security and policing matters.

Supporter organizations have become increasingly active stakeholders in modern
football and its governance (Hill et al., 2018; Garcia and Welford, 2015). FSE and SD
Europe have, since 2009 and 2016 respectively, had observer status on the Council of
Europe Standing Committee of the Convention on Spectator Violence and regularly
participate on consultative visits (FSE, 2019; Numerato, 2018: 75). Since their
foundation in July 2008, FSE has been actively organizing European tournament’s fan
embassies and involved around fan zones where they provide information, assistance
and guidance for travelling fans (Cleland et al., 2018). This was also the case prior to
Euro 2020. The democratically organized independent fan network is also ‘recognized
as an association of supporters’ by UEFA, but also beyond the football world by the
Council of Europe (ibid.). When asked about what the observer role involved, one

interviewee summarized this as the following:

There are two aspects to it. One is information sharing and that’s a two-
way process. It’s just as important that we like ... do stakeholders in
football know what the fans are thinking? And they let us know what the
security services and local authorities are thinking. The second part is
actual practical observation (Stakeholder 2)

According to interviewees, this recognition was a crucial measure and the inclusion of
fan organizations meant that these could work closely with local authorities and
exchange information, opinions and knowledge, but beyond this, influence how Euro

2020 was secured:
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I’d like to say, the observer status, fans and fan organizations being a part
of the process, it works. And it doesn’t just work for us. It works for UEFA
(Stakeholder 2)

Just on 2020, I know that the work has already started. |1 know the Met
Police are talking to FSE. They won’t want it to go wrong. They want it to
be an overwhelmingly successful event. I’'m sure it will (Stakeholder 1)

[FSE] attend regular meetings with stakeholders at major tournaments well
in advance of events like 2020, which will be a particularly difficult
tournament for members due to it being shared by so many different
countries [and moreover] The FSE coordinates Fan Embassy teams at
major events (Stakeholder 4)

Now, we’re members of this Euro 2020 Working Group. We have this
remit. It is our role. So, we started promoting the [SLO] role a lot more at
national team level and with the results we have seen, several national
associations make appointments (Stakeholder 7)

Overall, the inclusion was seen as positive. Stakeholder 7 elaborated by commenting
that SD Europe’s promotion of the SLO role for international teams had impact and
that SLO’s were used at the 2019 Women’s World Cup in France and for Sweden’s
national team before Euro 2020. SLOs are designated individuals working to enhance
dialogue between the police, security, football organizations and fans. As Stakeholder
7 summarized it: ‘So, we have gone from having no influence, no role, to now [have a
role] through promotion of SLO’s’. Overall, the quotes reveal a sense of perceived
influence amongst supporter networks in the event planning and highlight inclusion as
crucial and as a ‘win-win’ situation for all involved stakeholders. From Stakeholder
1’s statement, it can be seen how the dialogue and planning started early, and that there

was a shared interest in organizing an ‘overwhelmingly successful event’.

When granted observer status, fan representatives are given an opportunity to have a
say in the discussions on European conventions and pan-European football policing
projects (Numerato, 2018). However, as Numerato’s (2018) longitudinal study of fan
activism across Europe shows, although fan movements like FSE have become
increasingly active stakeholders in football policing and security operation, this does
not automatically mean a fruitful dialogue is the outcome. Despite fan sophistication,
he argues the impact of fan movements is limited across Europe. Though, as Numerato
acknowledges, reflexive pressure from fan networks can bring some changes to

football culture.
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According to Cleland et al. (2018), the fact that fan networks are recognized by UEFA
as a dialogue partner for European fans, shows that fan networks have a level of access
to football’s political structures and a priori potential to influence the decision-making.
Nevertheless, this does not automatically mean the groups’ input will be listened to.
Yet, FSE was, for example, a part of the discussions when the ‘Convention on an
Integrated Safety, Security and Service Approach at Football Matches and Other
Sports Events’ was developed by the Council of Europe (ibid.). Therefore, an
emerging argument here is that supporters are not merely passive recipients of
‘security’ or ‘policing’ at SMEs. Supporters, instead, are active stakeholders and
brokers of knowledge before mega-events like Euro 2020.

Estimating the actual impact achieved from supporter networks in the security and
safety planning remains outside the remits of this thesis. Indeed, it could possibly
produce a thesis by itself. Notwithstanding, the meaning of ‘impact’ depends on how
one defines or measures it. Whereas it could mean influencing a decision in the shorter-
term (i.e. the use of SLOs in international games), it could also be being recognized or
the sheer integration of supporter networks into the security planning and decision-
making processes in itself. Importantly, some organizations ‘feel they have achieved

success through being consulted and listened to’ (Garcia and Welford, 2010: 523).

Thus, whilst it previously has been argued that independent supporter networks’
impact remains limited and that their presence around the meeting tables does not
mean that their voices are heard, their sheer presence and the recognition of supporter
organizations, by governing bodies like UEFA represent forms of impact. Undeniably,
it also confirms these networks’ role as what Garcia and Welford (2015) call
‘legitimate stakeholders’. Therefore, a subsidiary argument is that Euro 2020’s case
calls for a more nuanced view which recognizes fan networks as an influential force
in European football with regards to the security planning and policing of SMEs, since
they are brokers of knowledge and relevant expertise. The empirical records document
that Euro 2020 upheld the trend where relevant authorities and sporting bodies
included organized supporter networks in the pre-event networking activities (Cleland
etal., 2018).
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5.5 Policing Football and Police-Fan Interactions

This section unpacks the ‘policing” and ‘security’ nexus in relation to Euro 2020.
Policing is a central process in mega-event securitizations (Armstrong et al., 2017) and
analyzed policy documents placed a strong emphasis on maintenance of a festive
atmosphere and the utilization of ‘appropriate policing model in keeping with the spirit
of UEFA EURO 2020 as a major sports event’ (UEFA, n.d., S6: 9). The indicators of
this model included ‘appropriate visibility’, ‘early intervention’ and a ‘low profile’
(ibid.). Discussing ‘policing’, Reiner (1997: 1005) distinguishes between ‘police
practice’ and ‘policing’, with the latter being a distinctive type of social control.
Policing ‘connotes efforts to provide security through surveillance and the threat of
sanctioning [and is] the set of activities directed at preserving the security of a
particular social order’ (ibid.). Hence, ‘security’ and ‘order’ are underlying aims of

‘policing’.

Regarding the policing of fans at Euro 2020 in London, interviewees largely expected
that this would be informed by established practices influenced by existing research
(Stott et al., 2008, 2011). A policing approach with a ‘threshold of tolerance’
(Tsoukala, 2009: 121), emphasizing interaction and dialogue between fans and the
police was advocated and believed to assist perceptions of ‘security’. Moreover, given
Euro 2020’s hosting format, ‘consistency’ in the policing across all 12 countries was

highlighted as an urgent event-specific matter.

Chapter Four’s findings suggest a link between festive, welcoming event atmospheres
and the reduction of disorder. The interviewees’ outlooks supported this. Before Euro

2020, a low-key and friendly policing style was expected in London:

I think the policing style will be low-key, friendly, engaging, welcoming.
Because we’re all on show to the world. I have no doubt there will be extra
resources in the background if needed (Stakeholder 1)

One thing that’s changed a lot over the years is that you actually see the
police lots less than used to be the case. The police now wait, they probably
spend the match sat in the van, as much as the possibly can (Stakeholder 3)

Evidently, stakeholders expected that the law enforcements visible to the public
would take a ‘low-key’ approach that appeared welcoming for attendees, in what
could be a new, unfamiliar city for some. Nonetheless, it is observable how

‘Stakeholder 1° was confident that there would be ‘extra resources in the
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background’, should it be necessary with a security flex. Consistent with UEFA’s
desired ‘early intervention’, another stakeholder expressed the importance of this,
highlighting that:
I would like to think that the police and security are learning that lesson [to
take an interactive approach], and I think they are aware of that. And the

key is always to deescalate a situation rather than escalating it (Stakeholder
2).

Further, this quote also highlights the appearance of lesson-drawing processes in
policing and security fields. In many ways, the policing outlooks for Euro 2020
confirm how lessons are drawn by the police and security officials. However, not
solely lessons that have worked in the past, but also those that did not work and were
to avoid (Dolowitz and Marsh, 1996). Repeatedly, stakeholders articulated the
importance of de-escalating situations, should situations develop or escalate requiring
de-escalation. This is much line with findings from the recent Euro 2016. Here, key
lessons included the timing of police intervention, while early de-escalation was
considered key factors in preventing further spread of violence (Strang, 2018). The
role of existing policing experiences should therefore not be downplayed in Euro
2020’s case. Again, this comes to the fore below, where one stakeholder was asked

about the expected policing style in London:

Stakeholder 3: Generally, very permissive. It will be based on experiences
that happen often enough. Last night, you had the whole of Trafalgar
Square [in London] covered in Sunderland fans, with flags, in the fountains
and everything, and the police are quite happy for these kinds of things to
goon

Author: Yeah?

Stakeholder 3: They know where the red lines are, and they understand,
also, that football is of enormous cultural importance. And they don’t see
it as a threat. | think that England has a particular problem with its national
team and supporters travelling abroad, but although there are security
problems around club matches, they are nonetheless on a smaller scale than
what you will see in Italy or Spain (emphasis added).

In many ways, my findings speaking to ‘policing’ reinforced the ‘lesson-drawing’
component of the ‘troika of security’. Expectedly, episodes that ‘happen often
enough’ in the relevant context were expected to inform future strategies. The above
quote, however, also reveals that levels of discretion, leeway and abandonment from

norms, rules and laws were expected from the police towards fans in relation to
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football games, whether fans were in the stadia or elsewhere. This connects with
existing work on football policing and social interaction (O’Neill, 2005; Pearson,
2012a).

Based on observations of policing in Scottish football, O’Neill (2005: 189) argued
that football supporters ‘are indeed a rule-governed group, [but] the rules in questions
are not the formal ones known publicly, but a more informal and unofficial group of
rules developed in conjunction with the police’. These ‘subtle yet vital negotiations
and interactions’, occurring between police and supporters, ‘produce the informal
rules of interactions’ and as O’Neill states, rather than the formal legal sanctions, it is

these normalized, negotiated rules that ‘keep order in place’ (ibid.: 190).

Similarly, Pearson (2012a) identifies unspoken negotiations between the police and
fans in the context of English club football. Although the relationship is renegotiated
continually for the relevant fixture, Pearson’s ethnographic research leads him to
argue that when the police ‘was perceived as treating the fans fairly by facilitating
their desire to create a non-violent football carnival of drinking, colour and song, [it]
was likely to be one that was respected and listened to’ (ibid.: 131). Such findings
contextualize Stakeholder 3’s view maintaining that the police, to some degree, would
be tolerant towards festiveness, chanting and cheering, even in public squares and
urban centers, where such behavior, under ‘normal’ circumstances, would have been
reacted upon. The normative order, where the police are ‘in control’ is therefore — if
not reversed — challenged. Pearson, for example, notes that the police, commonly,
would leave fans ‘to their own devices, often turning a blind eye to minor infractions
of the law’ (ibid.: 113) such as public drinking, which the police, occasionally, are
aware of. Yet, at the same time, there are certain boundaries — or ‘red lines’

(Stakeholder 3) — that expectedly would result in police interception.

Stakeholder accounts revealed degrees of a mutual understanding of where the
boundaries lie; between festiveness and fun, and unlawful or inacceptable behavior
that would result in law enforcement intervention, because they feel ‘compelled to do
so by public shows of'illegality’ (Pearson, 2012a: 113). This mutual understanding is
developed from past encounters. In a RAND study, following the 2018 World Cup in
Russia, it was argued that the policing tactics were relatively tolerant towards

supporters, whilst the police managed to find the balance a high security level, whilst
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not interfering with fan enjoyment, or being perceived as disproportionate. One of the
study’s recommendations, similarly to existing work, was to ensure that fans
perceived security measures to be reasonable and proportionate (Taylor et al., 2018).
It is therefore worth noticing the vitality of social interaction and understanding fan
cultures in football policing. The examples highlight the need for this in order to foster

perceptions of ‘security’ among spectators.

Tsoukala (2009) observes that a ‘human factor’ was embedded into football policing
in the late 1990s. This meant increasingly proactive policing that operated with clear
distinctions ‘between football hooligans and the vast majority of peaceful football
supporters’ (Tsoukala, 2009: 121). Commonly, available and impactful studies
addressing the policing of football crowds advocate a low-key or ‘firm-but-friendly’
policing approach. These emphasize the dynamic fan-police interactions and work
within the crowds, and have effectively reduced disorder at previous international
tournaments. Contrarily, policing experienced by fans as disproportionate or heavy-
handed is likely to be interpreted by fans as illegitimate and escalate conflicts
(Reicher et al., 2004; Stott et al., 2012; Stott and Reicher, 1998).*! This has impacted
policy, and available guidelines now underline the benefits of police-fan
communication and cooperation (Council of the EU, 2010). And importantly, the data
presented here underscores how the stakeholders advocated such policing before Euro
2020. The stakeholder perceptions, overall, were consistent with the

recommendations made by Reicher et al. (2004: 570) sustaining that:

[P]olice officers [should] consider crowds as an opportunity and seek to
enable them. Then crowd members and their wider communities may cease
to see the police as a problem and thereby start to side with them in
controlling those who would cause disruption

The stakeholder accounts, as the following examples illustrate, reinforced such

position:

Our message is: make sure you’re engaging in dialogue and make sure
your communicating with fans. Make sure that dialogue is taking place,
make sure your focus on is making sure or trying to make the best match
day experience for supporters, whether that’s in terms of hospitality, which

41 The theory informing this is rooted in social psychology and the ESIM of crowd behaviour (Reicher,
1996)
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Is important, but also in terms of getting the information out to supports
that they need when attending games (Stakeholder 7)

I can only comment on the three forces that I’ve spoken with. London,
Glasgow and Dublin. And having seen Dublin present [...] and the UK
Football Policing Unit, they did a presentation [and] they were virtually
identical. And they seem to have the same approach and the main approach
when dealing with any issues is engagement. They want to engage before
having to step in to do anything that could potentially make things worse
(Stakeholder 9)

There’s an ongoing program around that about promoting a model of
dynamic risk assessment, early, low-level intervention in policing, and
communication and dialogue, and police officers seeing themselves as
facilitating football fans and their experiences (Stakeholder 8)

One interviewee even referred to scholarly research and guidelines:

[The research] found that public disorder at football matches can be
reduced when police adopt a policy of dialogue and facilitation rather than
deterrence and force. [...] That is in my experience the best way to deal
with football supporters [...] It is all about respect and that has to go both
ways (Stakeholder 4)

Likewise, other interviewees contended that:

Policing style has a major impact on the atmosphere [and] an over
aggressive style tends to create resentment and puts fans on edge creating
an unpleasant and unwelcome atmosphere which is not enjoyable. A more
relaxed and laid-back approach allows fans to express themselves
(Stakeholder 5)

It’s always better when there is a festive atmosphere with fans from
different countries and cultures mix in a friendly, party sort of way, it really
makes it so much better for everyone and a much more enjoyable
experience [...] Respect, inclusion, and consistency is what the supporters
should receive and expect on visiting an event, that has proven to be the
best practice for great tournaments (Stakeholder 4).

It sounds simple and a bit of a cliché, but it’s true. If you’re treated well, if
you are hosted in a friendly manner, if everything is working fine and
there’s no problems then you’re much less likely to cause problems or
experience problems (Stakeholder 7)

Indeed, communication is integral for social order and, from the interviews,
communication emerged as crucial: both to foster perceptions of ‘security’ and
perceptions of the police as a present and legitimate actor. Again, parallels with other
events, characterized by large crowds and high police presence (i.e. Notting Hill

Carnival and Pride festivals) were made:
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I think it’s important that the police sort of engage and play into that
dynamic of festivity, you know how they do it at the Notting Hill Carnival
or Pride events, they’re all there with their paint on, dancing and everything
else. So, come to 2020, if they are [the police] sort of seen as participants
within that, | think that would be very helpful (Stakeholder 1).

Kilgallon (2019: 13) examines policing of the Notting Hill Carnival. She finds that
policing this event is not entirely straightforward, yet the police would ‘work with
people to mediate and negotiate co-produced solutions’. Working with the idea of
football as a carnivalesque experience, Pearson (2012a: 130) also argued that the
police and fans ‘could be either participants in the same carnival, helping each other
in the creation of a peaceful environment, sharing jokes [....] or they could be violent
adversaries’. In their outlook on Euro 2020, the stakeholder accounts clearly favored
the former. Moreover, the findings can be connected with O’Neill (2004: 101) who
observed that outside stadiums, police interactions with supporters would usually be
in a ‘friendly and jovial way’. Arguably, this fit into the description from Stakeholder
1, who also noted that ground-level engagement with fans also was crucial in order
to create a sense of law enforcements as an ally, rather than a third party positioned

in-between rival or opposed fans.

A pro-active and dialogue-based approach towards football fans was unequivocally
endorsed amongst stakeholders, in order to avoid initiation of an ‘us versus them’
sentiment and antagonistic atmospheres. In may be made an argument holding that
engagement, communication and an almost participatory approach, in terms of
football policing, may only strengthen the interdependent and negotiable relationship
between fan and authorities and also positive perceptions of those in charge of
ensuring ‘safety’ and ‘security’. Furthermore, focusing on facilitation and
communication provides security actors the foundation that allows for efficient use

of resources and reinforcement of positive fan relations (Stott et al., 2008).

However, it must be acknowledged that despite the emphasis on pro-active policing
that keeps with the spirit, the creation of ‘secure’ events is a two-way process whilst
pro-activeness and interactivity are not synonymous with a laissez-faire approach to
fans. It is not necessarily a case of one-size-fits-all (Davies and Dawson, 2018) whilst
specific fixtures, intelligence and kick-off times may mean departure from the
advocated approach. Regarding the two-way process, Strang (2018: 18) contended

following Euro 2016 that the establishment of ‘mutually respectful relations with fans
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and facilitating positive behaviors through dialogue may afford police officers a
perception of legitimacy’ and simultaneously enhance crowd cooperation. However,
‘authorities must also be prepared to utilize a variety of tactics, including scaling up
their response to violence and disorder, to maintain public safety’ (ibid.). Thus,
relationship and trust building between fans and law enforcements through, for
example, deployment of SLOs, as discussed, were seen by some stakeholders as
fruitful and adding to the friendly, festivity-maintaining approach that proceeds
‘within the parameters of a predetermined threshold of tolerance’ (Tsoukala, 2009:
121).

5.5.1 The Media’s Role

The media plays a key role prior to SMEs (see Chapter Two), and the stakeholder
interviews provided insight into how media narratives had the capacity to inform or
influence the eventual policing realities at Euro 2020. Interestingly, during the period
where | conducted some of the interviews, public and media debates around policing
and security in English football sparked up following a series of incidents. This
occurred months before the Euro 2020 circus was originally meant to arrive in
London. For instance, during Euro 2020’s qualification rounds, the Daily Mail (2019)
claimed that there was a ‘new breed’ of English ‘hooligans’, called the ‘stag-do
brigade’, which followed England in the Nations League and displayed threatening
behavior whilst ‘drunk and drugged up’. Stakeholder 3 contended that this was a ‘fair
description’, but acknowledged that this was ‘usual’ ahead of big football
tournaments and emphasized that only a small minority of supporters were
troublemakers whereas: ‘one, ten, fifteen idiots, that’s not something that should be

blown out of proportion’.

The interview accounts also suggested that the media plays a role in how fans are
policed in international tournaments. Essentially, alarmist coverage may pressure
authorities to employ specific measures for fans’ safety, although ‘the media has a
job to try to keep things in perspective’ (Stakeholder 3). Interestingly, none of the
stakeholders explicitly announced that they, in any form, expected large-scale
‘hooliganism’ outbreaks in London, apart from isolated incidents of violence or ‘anti-

social behavior’ from a minority, which could negatively impact the event:
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What will happen, as happened to the World Cup [in 2018], there will be
people that aren’t football fans, but will see this as an opportunity to go out
and drink. They’re the ones causing troubles, like we saw the last summer
with the woman on the top of the ambulance.*? (Stakeholder 1)

It is, of course, a possibility that this perspective, that merely a minority of fans would
be involved in ‘troubles’ can be connected to why stakeholders expected policing to
be low-key and interactive. Predominantly, however, interviewees agreed and

confidently expressed that, in London, the tournament would run smoothly.

5.5.2 Consistency as an Event-Specific Challenge

Stakeholder 8: The problem we got with this one, or the extra challenge we
got with this one, is that when you got 12 host cities then you got 12 host
police forces...

Author: That was literally what | was going to ask you next as well
Stakeholder 8: That will have very different policing styles

An important finding speaking to the policing of Euro 2020 — encapsulated by the
above dialogue — was related to the event’s novel format. These findings’ importance
will merely increase if staging mega-events across a higher number of countries and
cultural contexts becomes increasingly normal.*® Since Euro 2020 was assigned to 12
co-hosting countries, interviewed stakeholders repeatedly acknowledged that the
policing styles would potentially differ. This could prove problematic. Interviewees
also acknowledged that the appropriate policing model in England perhaps was less

traditional or prevalent in other host countries:

We’d anticipate that we’d encounter a different style of policing in
Copenhagen compared to that of Rome. There is a variation, clearly. And
we know that UEFA works to try to spread messages about styles of
policing, they try to make this as uniform as possible. But whereas in some
tournaments you get generally a uniform style of policing across the whole
tournament with maybe a little bit of variation from city to city. With this
one, it’s inherently built into the structure that there will be very difference
policing styles match-by-match (Stakeholder 8, emphasis added.)

It’s going to be very different to any other tournament. So, for example,
for the Euro 2016 although you had the multiple different provinces in

42 The episode referred to here occurred in London, after England’s win against Sweden in the quarter
final. In the post-match celebratory scenes, a group of people jumped on the top of an ambulance, danced
on it and subsequently damaged it. The episode received much media attention.

43 Perhaps indicated by FIFA’s decision to award rights for the 2026 World Cup to Canada, Mexico and
the US as co-hosts
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France, ultimately, they all worked under the same title. Whereas now you
deal with the Spanish police [...] Spain’s even more complex because you
got the Basque police, then the Spanish police. So, they operate differently
anyway [...] and have their own independent police force, and so on. Then
you have the police in Dublin for example, who are very, very cooperative
(Stakeholder 9)

Evidently, variations in the policing were seen as inherent to the event format. Indeed,
lack of consistency has been a challenge at past events within one country too (i.e.
Euro 2004, Portugal), where different forces within the police may operate
dissimilarly (Stott et al., 2007). Notwithstanding, Euro 2020 presented an entirely

new test.

In the twenty-first century, Tsoukala (2009: 117) writes that ‘internal’ and ‘external’
security agencies became ‘entangled’ and policing methods and practices
decompartmentalized. This decompartmentalization paired with the untested and
novel hosting format meant consistency was seen as highly necessary, but as a
potential challenge in the pre-event planning. One episode that was mentioned, was
when England had played an away game in Spain. As Stakeholder 5 commented ‘the
[policing] experience in Europe varies quite significantly from country to country’.
As such, Stakeholder 4 stated that a key task was to make policing ‘more uniformed

so that fans get treated the same regardless of which country games are played in’.

As such, Euro 2020, due to its many host countries, promised some pronounced and
novel uncertainties. As Stakeholder 3 put it: ‘there’s lots of uncertainties and
unknowns about this tournament, versus anyone that’s been previously organized’
(Stakeholder 3). Evidently, one of these unknowns stemmed from questions around

consistency:

Consistency is the key, as | pointed out there are different policing styles
across Europe and what is allowed in one country may not be permitted in
another. It’s important that guidelines are set out and clearly communicated
so that fans understand the circumstances surrounding the match they are
attending. It’s vital that there is a consistent approach [...] throughout the
tournament (Stakeholder 5)

This time you’re dealing with 12 different [countries], so it’s presenting a
big problem in that, there’s different ways of working in the different
countries and that’s one of the reasons why Council of Europe’s Working
Group was brought into existence, to try to streamline procedures to get a
degree of uniformity and to exchange good practices between the host
countries so that they can learn from each other (Stakeholder 7)
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The main thing that supporters want though is consistency and clear
instructions regardless of which country/city the game is being played, for
instance you don’t want to be met by riot police at one venue being very
heavy handed and strict and then the opposite at the next venue. Fans
expect to encounter queues, searches, security and ticket checks
confiscation of drinks etc at entrances, but it needs to be consistent, if
flags/cameras etc are allowed at venue X then they must also be allowed at
venue Y. If there are perimeter ticket checks in in three zones approaching
the stadium then that must be the case in all venues (Stakeholder 4).

One thing I would say as a caveat is that it’s okay to have brilliant policing.
But then, if you get into the stadium and the stewarding is poorly, it kind
of doesn’t make a difference in many ways (Stakeholder 2)

The above outlooks clearly display concerns around the extent to which the desired
uniformity could be achieved in reality. Yet, one can also observe how consistency
was worked towards and enabled by the previously discussed networking events. For
example, following UEFA’s Stadium Operator meeting prior to Euro 2020, it was
announced that ‘the work ahead now is to create consistency of experience for the
spectators and all the parties working at the stadiums’ (UEFA, 2019). Thus, whilst it
was clear which approach stakeholders advocated, problems were expected with
regards to implementing this on a tournament-wide scale. The importance of
tournament-wide consistency must therefore be seen in relation to (i) Euro 2020’s
untested and pioneering format and (ii) the flurry of present security actors at
contemporary SMEs (Fussey, 2015; Tsoukala, 2009).

Overall, the stakeholders’ outlooks on policing were generally consistent with
Chapter Four’s findings. At the pre-event stage, the stakeholders agreed and expected
that, in London, the policing of the event would benefit largely from building upon
the available guidelines influenced by existing academic research (Stott et al., 2012).
These maintain that football policing ideally should be proportionate, so that the
police are viewed as legitimate and enabling. Existing guidelines also recommend
early interception and de-escalation but firm action if required (Strang, 2018).
Moreover, the interviewees expected that informal, unspoken rules that were
established and (re)negotiated between fans and police in the context of previous
games and tournaments would be serving as a base for maintaining order and peace.
The presented evidence therefore serves to indicate how established knowledge in the

realm of football policing would be recirculated and informed Euro 2020’s pre-
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planning. Meanwhile, the subsidiary theme of ‘consistency’ illuminates some of the

event-specific challenges related to Euro 2020’s policing and security governance.

5.6 Fan Zones as a Solution and Problem

Throughout the interviews, the roles of fan zones were frequently touched upon. This
section outlines some of the security challenges and advantages of fan zones, as
articulated by the stakeholders. It is argued that examples from the past demonstrate
the strengths of fan zones as contributors to less disorder, ‘safe events’ and social
interaction between visitors. However, the accounts also show that fan zones are
securitized as sites of potential clashes or attacks. Therefore, fan zones were
considered useful since they attract crowds that operate within regulated and fixed
areas. Simultaneously, this means the importance of ‘securing’ fan zones increases
paralleled with their popularity which makes them zones of risk. Put differently, fan
zones represent ‘both an answer and a new problem’ for organizers and law

enforcements (Lauss and Szigetvari, 2010: 742).

Before COVID-19, large influxes of spectators into fan zones were highly anticipated
by UEFA for Euro 2020. As contended pre-event, a ‘large number of visitors without
tickets will travel to the host cities to soak in the atmosphere and watch the match in
public viewing areas provided in the city centre and elsewhere in the city’ (UEFA,
n.d., S8: 4). In the Euro 2020 Bid Evaluation Report (UEFA, 2014) a map of London,
with key assembly points for the event is available. Here, the London fan zone was
pinpointed in the Queen Elizabeth Olympic Park in Stratford. However, the selection
of this location did not conform to UEFA’s recommendations concerning the setup of
a fan zone in a central location in the relevant host city, that was ‘customary for
gathering of crowds at major occasions (national day, celebrations, major sport
events)’ (UEFA, n.d., S11: 4). As the bid evaluation sustained, however, the fan zone
proposal was ‘satisfactory’, despite not being in a central location (UEFA, 2014: 29).
Then, a London fan zone in Greenwhich was announced in late July 2019, whilst
UEFA for the first time planned a ‘UEFA Festival” which involved a Football Village
with free entry, live match screenings and consumption opportunities (UEFA,
2019c).*

4 UEFA (2019c) described the fan zone as ‘the big brother’ of the Foothall Village.
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This section first addresses some of the security challenges related to fan zones at Euro
2020. Existing research commonly draws links between fan zones and SME
securitizations (Klauser, 2011a, 2011b, 2012, 2017; Lauss and Szigetvari 2010).
Meanwhile, Klauser (2011a) documents how fan zone security exemplars are
transferred from event to event and thereby reproduced. In Chapter Four it was evident
how fan zones were meant to be treated like stadiums in terms of ‘security’, and how
hosts were referred to ‘good practices’ speaking to fan zone ‘security’. One of the key

challenges with fan zones was related to the mass crowds within them.

Millward’s (2009a) study from the chaotic Manchester fan zone is arguably the best
example of why fan zones must be sufficiently planned ahead of the relevant event.
One of Millward’s conclusions were that disorder emerged partly because of
organizational errors. The fan zone was announced only six days before the 2008
UEFA Cup final between Glasgow Rangers and Zenit Saint Petersburg. Although this
was not the case in Euro 2020 — that the fan zone was confirmed six days before
commencement — the initial delay around the confirmation of the fan zone location
was not optimal due to its implications on the overall security operation for each host
city:

One observation | would like to make is that, it is [the tournament] one year

away, and each city has an integrated plan for traffic flows, segregation,

crowd control. It would be best if a decision was made soon. Because you

would assume that, wherever the fan zones are placed, it will have an
impact on those integrated plans (Stakeholder 2)

Fan zones can be more spontaneous than stadiums (Kolyperas and Sparks, 2018), and
as Klauser (2011: 3204) argues, they ‘provide a secured space for the collection and
integration of individual spectators into commercialized spheres of emotions and
analogous rituals, moving beyond the traditional stadium in restructuring and
appropriating urban public space more generally” (p. 3204). Yet, as Kolyperas and
Sparks (2018: 75) point out, the ‘difficulty in creating such events and experiences is
that anticipation is heightened and the events have to both function and satisfy
demands at various levels’. Moreover, the mixture of mass crowds and cluttered
environment can result in uncomfortable situations, like when: ‘Someone let off
firecrackers and there was a panic within the fan zone, with people fleeing and running’
(Stakeholder 3). References were made to previous fan zones, including those at Euro

2016. Here, due to searches upon entry, the wait for attendees to get inside fan zones
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was long. Concurrently, it is also worth emphasizing that France, at the time, was in a
state of emergency after having been hit by a series of terrorist attacks, including one
targeting Stade de France, where the suicide bomber did not get past the security
checks outside the stadium, only months before Euro 2016 (Cleland and Cashmore,
2018).

Cleland and Cashmore (2018: 465) write that, after this attack, football quickly saw
‘greater visibility on the level of security present in the practice of crowd
management’. In part, this may explain why the queues to get in were long, body and
bag searches were frequent and why fan zone ‘security’ was described as ‘airport like’
by interviewees. As fan zones’ popularity increases, as pre-defined and regulated
spaces where large numbers of fans can party, drink, watch screened games and
socialize, so does the crucial need for ‘securing’ these spaces. As such, there are
similarities between fan zones and stadiums as two of the primary destinations of
contemporary SME. Yet, there are certain distinctive security and policing challenges

that emerge from fan zones:

[In stadiums] with CCTV coming in, it’s deterred people from causing
trouble in the football grounds, there is every chance you’d be identified.
You go a game and see signs. If somebody is causing trouble, text this
[phone] number and their seat and block and everything, and they will be
taken away (Stakeholder 3)

Fan zones, however, make it ‘harder to identify somebody if something serious
happens’ (Stakeholder 3). Despite the presence of CCTV and security personnel: ‘Fan
zones are less organized, people are not tied to seats. [At] the same time, you’re in a

captive area’ (Stakeholder 3).

Despite the distinctive security challenges fan zones present, interview data makes it
possible to argue that the introduction of fan zones generally was perceived to have
positive impacts on SME ‘security’ and reduction of disorder. The ability of the fan
zone to collect people in fixed and regulated spaces emerged throughout interviews.
Stakeholder 1 noted that a fan zone ‘puts people in one place, for starters’, whilst it

was highlighted that:

It [the fan zone] gives the organizer areas to focus both planning wise and
resource allocation rather than having to plan for city wide events with no
boundaries (Stakeholder 6)

186



Chapter 5: The “Troika of Security’

Stakeholder 1 referred to a recent fan zone at another UEFA event — the 2018
Champions League final — as a success for the preservation of atmosphere and safety.

Stakeholder 1: And I know like, when Liverpool have been abroad, fan
zones have been set up which I am sure you know about, and they’ve been
an absolutely fantastic. Was it the Champions League final last year?

Author: Yeah, in Kiev?

Stakeholder 1: The authorities there, effectively, said: “Here’s a square
mile, get on with it”. And the results were amazing, weren’t they? Because
Liverpudlians respected that and behaved. And it truly was a celebration
and I don’t think there was any disorder at all was there?

Whilst the above accounts speak to the organizational advantages of fan zones, this
makes a connection to the work of Lauss and Szigetvari (2010). They argue that fan
zones are regulated and harmonized spaces where fans are ‘governed by fun’.
Hagemann (2010: 725) notes that fan zones are extensions of a mega-event’s
carnivalesque dimensions, where the branded avenues leading to the fan zone are
stage-managed and ‘referred to as “Fan Miles” or “Fan Boulevards”. As such, from
the interviews, a key strength of a fan zone was attributed to its ability to work as a
regulated arena for ticketless fans, and beyond this, provide social experiences and

collective memories:

Since then [World Cup 1998], Germany 2006 was a real turning point.
They [fan zones] were there in Portugal [...] but Germany really did a
fantastic job in 2006 with them, where they were encouraging people to
come to Germany, simply to watch the games in fan parks in effect. [...]
What struck me as weird with what FIFA did, was that, although there
were fan parks in South Africa in 2010, which had a fascinating effect on
South Africa, Cape Town in particular [...] Reading the papers in Cape
Town [...] about people saying how amazing it was just to do something
simple, to get to the fan zone, the Fan Mile 1 think it was, and you walk
through, and there was South African families, who would just never have
dreamt to do it, and people were determined that this view of the city
wouldn’t die when people went home after football (Stakeholder 3)

Supporting this notion, Stakeholder 2 claimed that: ‘Fan zones work for a lot of
people. They create a congealing environment where fans from different countries
can mix’. Indeed, the operational value of fan zones lies in their “ability to link the
feeling of a free, open space, while simultaneously creating barriers to maintain crowd

security and control’ (Kolyperas and Sparks, 2018: 80). And, again illustrating fan
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zones’ capacity for reducing disorder, another interviewee highlighted that fan zones

merely attract a minority of troublemakers due to ‘airport like’ security:

It makes it easier to segregate the genuine fans from those in the minority
who will be looking to cause problems, why? Because the huge numbers
of law-abiding citizens are happy to enter these zones, which have airport
like screening and searches, making them very safe and off putting to
potential troublemakers. Less people are spread out throughout the city and
that makes it easier for the police to identify potential risk supporters
(Stakeholder 4)

I think they [fans attending fan zones] wanted that collective feeling, the
collective identity of being with fellow [fans] (Stakeholder 1)

Here, fan zones are first framed in terms of ‘security’. Then, one may observe a clear
reference to a core idea behind fan zones — as sites where fans from different cultures,
supporting different teams, can interact, socialize, party and create collective
experiences within a SME. Sports festivals can provide liminal spaces that facilitate
social mixing (Sterchele and Saint-Blancat, 2015) and as argued here, fan zones,

according to stakeholders, offer a socio-cultural ‘event within the event” experience.

Moreover, the data suggests that fan zones generally were seen as safe, with searches
and security having a deterrent effect on ‘potential troublemakers’ although not all
supporters necessarily or automatically are interested in fan zones and may still cause
disorder in host cities. Even still, fan zones were seen as advantageous since they
largely prevent ticketless fans from spreading across urban areas. The evidence
suggests that stakeholders did not anticipate, or view fan zones as particularly prone
to, outbreaks of disorder. Rather, they were considered to be safe and family-friendly
spaces that were once described as characterized by ‘heavy branding’ (Stakeholder
2), in a reference to how the ‘[e]vent organisers intentionally control both space and

the visitor’s gaze’ (McGillivray et al., 2019: 4).

Collectively, the stakeholder accounts provide a significant insight into how fan zones
represent an advantageous tool for promotion of peaceful and safe mega-events in the
twenty-first century. However, on the condition that they were organized with
sufficient time ahead of the event’s commencement. It was expected that the London
fan zones would play crucial roles as meeting points, when the city would act as a
hub for the month-long event. Yet, as this section argues, given the mass crowds

within them, fan zone ‘security’ would still have to prepare for worst-case scenarios
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— as potential spaces of risk — which the expected ‘airport-esque’ security and
surveillance of fan zones underpin. As argued, fan zones represent both a solution
and a distinctive challenge for mega-event planners. A solution to an alternative
scenario; where hordes of ticketless supporters are diffusely dispersed across host
cities, whilst concurrently, an emerging challenge because fan zones, reflexively,
become a potential site for issues associated with mass crowds, including panic,
overcrowding and attacks. As vital sites, therefore, fan zones operate between

‘security’ and ‘festivity’.

5.7 Conclusion: Working the Past, Looking Forward

To sum up, I am arguing that in Euro 2020’s pre-planning, the authorities, agencies
and security professionals responsible for ‘security’ were faced with a number of
unavoidable uncertainties and novel situations. In terms of the security governance,
the emerging challenges required the involved actors to — as far as possible — look
forward and anticipate the future whilst simultaneously look back in the past.
Uncertainties included the untested tournament format, ‘terrorism’ risks, but also other
risks prevalent at football mega-events. That includes ‘hooliganism’ and unknowns
surfacing as a result of what happened on the event’s sporting path, like a rival fixture.
This proceeds to demonstrate that precautionary positions and speculative estimations
concerning what might happen must be adhered to. Particularly, but not solely with
regards to real and perceived ‘terrorism’ threats SMEs are subject to (Boyle and
Haggerty, 2009, 2012).

Notwithstanding, as argued throughout, my findings demonstrate that in the case of
Euro 2020, it is most appropriate to interpret the ‘securing’ of the event as a
coalescence of learnt lessons from the past (Rose, 1991; Dolowitz and Marsh, 1996)
with anticipations and forecasts of the future (Mythen and Walklate, 2008; De Goede,
2008). Scholars observe how SME security professionals draw upon a series of lessons
from previous experiences (Klauser, 2011a, 2012; Boyle, 2011). Hence, the concept
of ‘lesson-drawing’ (Rose, 1991) can be constructively borrowed and applied to SME
‘security’ planning in an era where security knowledge has undergone transnational
shifts (Bigo, 2008; Tsoukala, 2009).

Supporting this, my empirical records demonstrate that the past, in form of institutional

memory and the strategic and operational repertoire of an organization, authority or
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host city, together with lessons drawn from existing practices and examples and what
was, representing formal knowledge, constitute significant aspects of a SME’s pre-
planning. Importantly, Klauser (2011a) argued for a continued examination of the
recirculation of security exemplars at SMEs. He argued that ‘[b]y multiplying such
studies, we may discover one of the major driving-forces underpinning the current
developments in contemporary security governance’ (p. 3217). By doing exactly this,
and bridging existing insights to allow for a comparative study, this chapter
empirically locates these processes in an under-researched case and novel context.
Namely, the efforts to ‘secure’ Euro 2020. To this end, this thesis empirically locates
two broader developments in contemporary security governance: recirculation and

precaution.

To enhance the sensemaking of SME security governance, the chapter introduces the
‘troika of security’. In the ‘troika’, one may locate processes of (i) institutional
memory, (ii) lesson-drawing and (iii) precautionary logics. The concept, which is
empirically rooted and theoretically expanded on, explains and demonstrates how
SME ‘security’ is planned and (re-)produced from established exemplars (Klauser,
2011a), whilst also based on security and risk assessments based on ‘outlooks of the
future’ (Mythen and Walklate, 2008: 221). It thereby conceptualizes the idea that pre-

existing lessons and imagination sit alongside each other (Molnar et al., 2019).

Whereas SME ‘security’ is oft-viewed as a question of preventing ‘terrorism’
(Atkinson and Young, 2012), significant aspects of a SME’s security apparatus are not
dealing with this exceptional and ontologically unpredictable threat. In fact, to provide
objective and subjective ‘security’ for the crowds of event visitors, experience-based
measures that have worked and have likelihood of working again are subscribed to and
transferred through knowledge-based networks in the event build-up. Thereby, lessons
are transferred across space and time and encapsulate the transnationalization of
security. Thus, the data presented to this point makes it appropriate to introduce the
‘troika of security’, which subsequently represents both an extension of existing
insights and a framework through which retrospective and prospective orientations of

SME security can be identified.

The ‘troika’s’ sociological value lies in its capacity to provide a framework through

which the processes, activities and assessments that inform SME security governance
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can be understood. In relation to pre-existing research, it provides a conceptual tool
that borrows from studies focused on both the precautionary elements embedded in
SME security (Toohey and Taylor, 2008; Boyle and Haggerty, 2009, 2012) and studies
focused on knowledge transfer and security governance (Boyle, 2011; Klauser, 2011a,
2012). Adding to the concept’s value, it may be transferred to other social contexts and
securitized events including urban events, festivals, political summits and
demonstrations. It also verifies the usefulness of ‘risk theory’ in the study of mega-

event securitizations as proposed by Giulianotti and Klauser (2010).

This chapter draws from series of in-depth interviews with stakeholders of SME
security, policing and organization. A number of these stakeholders were in a position
to directly influence the ‘security’ and ‘policing” at Euro 2020 and even attended
knowledge exchange meetings in Euro 2020’s build-up. The interview data suggested
that London’s wide experience of, and platform for mega-events, mass crowds and
tourism would serve as a highly advantageous ‘legacy’ ahead of and during Euro 2020
in terms of aiding the tournament’s security and policing. The chapter also provides
insight into knowledge transfer and transnational networking activities which fan
organizations increasingly are an important part of. Furthermore, and consistent with
findings presented in Chapter Four and existing research on football policing (Stott et
al., 2012; Stott and Reicher, 1998), it emerged here that communication, de-escalation
and dialogue were regarded extremely vital by stakeholders for the generation of
‘security’ and ‘safety’ perceptions amongst spectators. Pre-event, interviewed
stakeholders viewed such policing strategy advantageous and uniformly advocated its

implementation in Euro 2020’s security apparatus.

The conceptual value of the ‘troika of security’ has been discussed. But beside this,
this chapter also provides original and significant insights into Euro 2020’s event-
specific challenges and the social negotiations forming the foundation for the fan-
police relations. With reference to my study’s objectives, the original findings
presented thus far explain the processes, activities and assessments through which
Euro 2020’s ‘security’ was planned and constructed. To explain this most efficiently,
the chapter introduced a new conceptual framework. However, the presented findings

cannot answer the extent to which the documents or stakeholders’ perspectives were
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synonymous with the realities at the event nor how ‘security’, eventually, was

experienced by those at the receiving end of it.*®

Finally, whilst this chapter has focused predominantly on the ‘threats’ posed by
‘terrorism’ and ‘hooliganism’, it was however a completely different ‘threat’ that
emerged and symbolized the peak of Euro 2020’s security-related pre-event timeline.
Indeed, this demonstrated the limitations of both retrospective and futuristic security
and risks assessments and a shift from endemic threats towards a sudden epidemic and
pandemic threat. Of course, this was the unprecedented global crisis caused by
COVID-19, which transpired merely months before Euro 2020’s original dates, after
the majority of my stakeholder interviews had been conducted. As Chapter Three
reflects on, this impacted my research project. Therefore, the next chapter investigates
COVID-19 as the generational and unexpected ‘threat” which became synonymous
with the lockdown of sports and societies, and ultimately meant that Euro 2020 — in
the name of ‘health’ and ‘safety” —was postponed provisionally for 12 months (UEFA,
2020b).

4 As Borch (2013: 596) draws attention to, ‘there is no causal link’ between guidelines (i.e. police
literature, training programmes, documents) and ‘actual police behaviour’.
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The Pandemic Threat of COVID-19, The Collapse of
Sport, and Euro 2020’s Postponement

Nobody knows that an epidemic is starting. By definition, an epidemic is
already under way; it already has disturbing and dangerous momentum. It’s
even harder to know that an epidemic of an entirely new infectious disease
has begun. Everything is confusion and turmoil. Everyone makes mistakes
(Brooks and Khan, 2005: 1)

6.1 Introduction

Mega-event owners and organizers will normally strive for ‘the show to go on’ amidst
heightened threat levels, the militarization of urban spaces and spectacular security
measures that run the risk of sanitizing the festivities (Goldblatt, 2019; Coaffee et al.,
2011; Boyle and Haggerty, 2009). However, extremely rarely, ‘the show’ cannot go
on as planned, let alone commence. The global outbreak of the unprecedented COVID-
19 pandemic in 2020, saw the two largest SMEs of 2020, Euro 2020 and the Tokyo
Olympics, provisionally postponed for one year (I0C, 2020a; UEFA, 2020b). The
pandemic therefore impacted the mega-event case study of this thesis and had
devastating and collapsing effects on sports. Worldwide, events and competitions were
postponed, cancelled or declared ‘null and void’ (Parnell et al., 2020; Corsini et al.,
2020; Mann et al., 2020). Against such truly exceptional background, this chapter
critically examines the meanings of the ‘pandemic threat’ in a SME context. It
addresses the question of whose ‘health’, ‘safety’ and ‘security’ that were ultimately
protected, and analyses sporting bodies’ responses to COVID-19 in a broader context.

This chapter argues that COVID-19 not only reconfigured the meanings of SME
‘security’ following its outbreak, but that sports organizations’ responses to the ‘threat’
reflected reactive, adaptive and flexible countermeasures through which pandemics
are responded to in wider political circles (Chapter Two). As argued, the governance
of COVID-19 in sports worked as a microcosm for the wider regulatory mechanisms
through which COVID-19 was responded to. This again reinforces the perspective

sustaining that social analyses of global issues (here, a pandemic) in sports can
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strengthen the more general analysis of the same global issues (Giulianotti and
Robertson, 2004, 2009). In Euro 2020’s context, my subsidiary arguments are that
COVID-19 represented an unexpected ‘threat’ in form of a ‘faceless’ virus, an
infectious disease and a public health crisis. Yet, given the modes of transmission and
pathogen spread, through human-to-human contact, infected people essentially
represented the anthropomorphic element of this ‘threat’ which threatened the ‘health’
and ‘safety’ of a loosely defined and overlapping ‘footballing community’ and the
general public. Furthermore, the task of resolving COVID-19 saw discourses of ‘health
experts’ and ‘science’ embedded into SME’s ‘management of disease’ (cf. Bigo,
2002). With its material and argument, this chapter provides an original insight into
the inter-play between ‘security’, ‘safety’ and ‘health’ and how the pandemic crisis
was responded to by event owners and sporting communities. Consequently, this is

one of the first sociological analyses of the social meanings of COVID-19 as a ‘threat’.

The rarity of mega-event postponements demonstrates why they possess a special
sociological importance. Goldblatt (2019) predicted that Euro 2016 was unlikely to be
the last ‘Euros’ to ever be staged under a state of emergency. With COVID-19 placing
immense pressure on societies and public services around the globe, Goldblatt’s
prediction seemed to become a reality again for Euro 2020. Yet, instead of being staged
under a continent-wide state of emergency, Euro 2020 never commenced at all in June
2020.% Postponements do, notwithstanding, require serious evaluation (Bar-On,
2017). Furthermore, a critical analysis of the pandemic’s impact on sports can reveal
wider trends speaking to the nexus of ‘security’ and ‘health’ (Elbe, 2011; Rushton,
2011; Kamradt-Scott and Mclnnes, 2012).

This was the first time in history that the ‘Euros’ were postponed. The Olympics had
not been suspended since the World War 11, and Tovar (2020: 2) argues that, on a
global scale, ‘[n]ot even the terrible events of the Second World War were enough to
close soccer as the COVID-19 pandemic has’. Abnormal postponements raise a host
of sociologically unanswered questions, whereas the ‘threat’ of pandemics is
mentioned mostly in passing in the mega-event securitization literature. Possibly, that

is because pandemics rarely break out or translate into postponements. Consequently,

4 For example, Euro 2020 host, Spain, declared a 15-day state of emergency in March 2020.
Meanwhile, Switzerland —where UEFA, FIFA and other sporting governing bodies are based — declared
a state of emergency on the 16 March.
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whereas this thesis’s empirical chapters, until now, have conceptualized the pre-
planning of Euro 2020, this chapter will cover what arguably was the key event on
Euro 2020’s pre-event securitization timeline. That was the generational COVID-19
outbreak which, simultaneously, underlined the limitations of both the futuristic and

retrospective assessments directing the mentioned planning (Chapter Five).

Adapting Millward’s (2017) approach, this chapter’s data is drawn from a frame
analysis (Goffman, 1974) of interview materials and official statements collected
through 149 media articles and official channels (Chapter Three). These statements
must be deemed extremely important material. Essentially, the media represented the
key platform for the articulation of responses to COVID-19 both in sports, health and
political circles (Garrett, 2020). Structurally, the chapter begins with a tour d’horizon
of how sports gradually came to a standstill. Then, the chapter interrogates the
meanings of ‘threat’ with postponement being the ‘only’ option, and ‘whom’ or ‘what’
that needed protection from COVID-19. Attention is then given to how the pandemic
was to be resolved, as framed by key sports’ actors. Finally, I provide this chapter’s
concluding remarks and broader implications. Here, it is also discussed how this
chapter connects with Chapter Five. Collectively, these chapters empirically capture a
shifting form of security management. This apparent shift demonstrates a move away
from endemic and more ‘regular’ ‘security threats’ (Chapters Four and Five) towards
an epidemic ‘threat’” which is temporally characterized by a suddenness and
exceptional moment. Therefore, the chapters illuminate how the meanings of
‘security’ not only may be subject to change, but how they actually were reconfigured,

in a SME context.

6.2 The Event is Now: The Collapse of Sport following COVID-19
This section provides a chronological narrative of sporting responses to COVID-19.
This is necessary, in order to understand COVID-19’s impacts on Euro 2020 and SMEs
more widely. Here, the pandemic’s outbreak and subsequent impacts on sports are
divided into three phases that capture the rapid escalation and the need to appropriately
respond to the unfolding ‘threat’. The delineated phases, not to be confused with
medical, pharmaceutical or clinical phases, are: (1) the unfolding phase, (2), the
uncertainty phase and (3) D-day (17 March, 2020).

Phase 1 — The Unfolding Phase (December 2019 to 29 February 2020)
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The first phase was characterized by inconsistent responses to a rapidly unfolding
health and safety threat. As explained in Chapter One, the novel coronavirus was
detected in January 2020, following an outbreak in December 2019. In this phase,
WHO still treated COVID-19 as an epidemic and it was unclear which exact impacts
the outbreak would have on Euro 2020. In China, where the virus was first detected,
the Chinese Super League was suspended on 30 January (Tovar, 2020). In Europe,
‘despite the outbreak phenomenon, professional sports were not stopped’ initially
(Corsini et al., 2020: 1). Until late February 2020, the ‘Euros’ seemed to be staged as
planned. As aforementioned, the ‘threats’ posed by a pandemic or epidemics were
never touched upon by any of the interviewed stakeholders before February 2020. Nor
did I, with an interview-guide informed by existing literature and the documentary
research, press for questions around this. Although ‘tested contingency plans’ for
epidemics was one formal requirement of Euro 2020 hosts (UEFA, n.d., S6: 9),
‘epidemics’ were only once mentioned in the UEFA’s tournament requirements.
Pandemics were never mentioned at all, underlining the uniqueness of the unfolding

situation.

Nevertheless, some indications on what awaited emerged when Italian Serie A games
had to be played behind closed doors, since the outbreak hit Italy relatively early
compared to other European countries (Corsini et al., 2020). Further, a Rugby Six
Nations game between the Republic of Ireland and Italy (to be played in Dublin on 7
March) was postponed on the 26 February over ‘health concerns’, at the time where
North Italy was in ‘lockdown’ (BBC, 2020a). Interestingly, this coincided with my
interview with Stakeholder 9 on 28 February. On the same day, but before the
interview commenced, the Independent (2020a) reported that the virus had forced
UEFA into ‘crisis talks’ as fears over Euro 2020’s future intensified. UEFA vice-
president, Michele Uva, was then cited commenting that: ‘We are monitoring country
by country, and football must follow the orders of the individual countries. The
sporting path will only be closed if the situation gets worse’ (quoted in The
Independent, 2020a). Similarly, this was the first time one of my interviewees referred

to the uncertain ‘threat’ of an epidemic or pandemic, after being asked in the interview:
Author: So, this is a question I’ve not been able to ask anyone else because

it’s so recent [...] in terms of the coronavirus. I’'m not sure if you have a
medical background, but how is this likely to impact, or is it likely to
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impact the Euros, do you think? Because | saw some statements the other
day that it was being considered?

Stakeholder 9: Yeah, there’s been some interesting stuff in the media hasn’t
it? [...] Nothing clear around it yet, suppose it’ll be impacted nation by
nation. There’s been moves in Italy already. Inter Milan played behind
closed doors yesterday, | believe?

Author: Yeah, they did.

Stakeholder 9: So, there’s already concerns, but how far that goes I am not
too sure.

Author: Yeah, I don’t think anyone knows. Not even the medical experts.
So, it’s very difficult obviously to speculate.

Stakeholder 9: That’s it. I don’t know if you know but the game between

Ireland and Italy, in rugby, was postponed. So, that’s interesting, that’s the

case.
The dialogue illuminates a gradually unfolding ‘threat’ that produced an uncertain
situation where little consensus existed on the degree to which COVID-19 would
impact Euro 2020 and, more broadly, public health. Yet it is clear that this phase was
marked by a gradual impact on sports events and that concerns existed. This called for
a precautionary stance where Euro 2020’s multi-national format emerged as
particularly prone to an outbreak, as visible in the statements commenting that the
‘threat’ would be monitored ‘nation by nation’. Only two days after the interview, a
new phase was entered. This was the uncertainty phase, where the number of

suspended/postponed competitions or events increased rapidly.

Phase 2 — The Uncertainty Phase, 1 March-16 March 2020

The second phase in professional European sports was characterized by uncertainty
and inconsistent responses to COVID-19. On 5 March, the Daily Mail (2020a) reported
that a postponement or cancellation of Euro 2020 was possible if the coronavirus
escalated further. Yet, UEFA President, Aleksander Ceferin, urged for optimism,
stating: “Let's try to be optimistic’, and, ‘Let's not think about dark scenarios’ (Ceferin
quoted in the Daily Mail, 2020a).

The UEFA Champions League fixtures played on 10 March were marked by
inconsistencies in their health and security management. Some games were postponed

or played in front of empty stands, whereas others were played as usual. In Spain,
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Valencia versus Atalanta was played behind closed doors. In Germany, RB Leipzig
versus Tottenham was played in front of a full stadium. The day after, WHO confirmed
that COVID-19 was a pandemic (Corsini et al., 2020). On the same day, Paris Saint
Germain played against Borussia Dortmund behind closed doors. In England,
Liverpool’s game against Atletico Madrid was staged as normal. However, 34 miles
away, in Manchester, Manchester City’s EPL game against Arsenal was postponed,
following reports of Arsenal players being quarantined. In that sense, this phase was
marked by inconsistencies within the same tournament, between European countries
and even within the same country, like the UK. The turning points in European sports
were WHO’s assessments, the declaration of the pandemic and when players and
managers reportedly had become infected (BBC, 2020b). As can be seen in Table 6.1,
professional sports, for the most part, entered a ‘lockdown’ between 12 and 13 March.

Table 6.1: Selected events or competitions that were postponed or suspended as COVID-19 broke out
in early 2020.

Date (Reported) Event/Competition Action
24 February Rugby, Six Nations (Ireland-Italy) Postponed
24 February Serie A (ltaly) Closed doors
9 March Serie A (ltaly) Suspended
10 March Valencia-Atalanta (UCL) Closed Doors
11 March Manchester City-Arsenal (EPL) Cancelled
11 March Liverpool-Atletico Madrid (UCL) None
11 March PSG-Dortmund (Champions League) Closed doors
12 March National Basketball League (USA) Suspended
12 March Major League Soccer (USA) Suspended
12 March La Liga (Spain) Suspended
12 March Eredivisie (the Netherlands) Suspended
13 March Premier League (England) Suspended
13 March UEFA Europa League and Champions League | Suspended
17 March Euro 2020 Postponed to
2021
24 March Olympic Games 2020 Postponed to
2021

The events of 12 March and the suspensions of several domestic leagues meant that
action was required in relation to UEFA-owned tournaments, including Euro 2020. In
an official communication by UEFA on this day, the organization invited stakeholders

to an emergency video-conference meeting on how to respond to COVID-19:

Stakeholder meeting called by UEFA 12 March 2020. In the light of the
ongoing developments in the spread of COVID-19 across Europe and the
changing analysis of the World Health Organisation, UEFA has today
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invited representatives of its 55 member associations, together with the
boards of the European Club Association and the European Leagues and a
representative of FIFPro, to attend meetings by videoconference on
Tuesday 17 March to discuss European football’s response to the outbreak.
Discussions will include all domestic and European competitions,
including UEFA EURO 2020 (UEFA, 2020a).

The following day, 91 days before Euro 2020 was due to kick off in Rome, WHO
Director-General, Dr. Tedros Adhanom, employing a natural disaster metaphor (Wallis
and Nerlich, 2005) could announce that ‘Europe has now become the epicentre of the
pandemic, with more reported cases and deaths than the rest of the world combined,
apart from China’ (BBC, 2020c). On the same day, the UEFA Champions League,

UEFA Europa League and the English Premier League were suspended.

In the four days between the news of UEFA calling an extraordinary meeting, media
speculations continued around Euro 2020’s future. A postponement was cited as the

most likely outcome. UEFA Executive Member, Evelina Christellin, declared that:

There were no delays in suspending the Champions League and Europa
League, because UEFA is a confederation and could not have acted
unilaterally anyway [...] | do believe it is opportune to leave time for the
national leagues to conclude, postponing the Euros by a year [...] We are
therefore evaluating whether to postpone Euro 2020 to next year’ (quoted
in Bleacher Report, 2020)

Meanwhile, the international governing body in football, FIFA, released an official

statement on 13 March, which made postponement or cancellation of the Euro 2020

seem increasingly likely:

FIFA understands that to hold the matches under current circumstances
might not only present potential health risks to players (and to the general
public) but would also, most likely, compromise the sporting integrity of
such matches insofar as certain teams may be deprived of their best squads
whilst others may not [...] we therefore recommend that all international
matches previously scheduled to take place in March and April should now
be postponed until such time that they can take place in a safe and secure
environment, both for players and for the general public. (FIFA, 2020a).

This phase, loaded with uncertainty, documents how the sporting world entered a
temporary standstill as the emergency developed. It was in this phase that most of the
European competitions that had already commenced were suspended. Yet it is also

clear that tangible guidelines were absent, which led to heightened uncertainty around
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a number of issues, related to the hyper-commodification of sports (Giulianotti,
2002), including an increasingly congested sporting calendar, broadcasting revenues,
existing standings, logistics and the organizational and financial impacts of COVID-
19 on sports. Reflecting the public interest in the uncertainty phase, it was subject to
immense media interest and conflicting political and economic interests, as the build
up towards UEFA’s extraordinary meeting intensified. Arguably, this meeting was

built up to be a pivotal moment in European football’s response to COVID-19.

Phase 3 — D-Day: A defining day in European football governance (17 March
2020)

The meeting, taking place virtually, should be regarded as a defining moment in
European football’s governance in the twenty first-century and a key moment in Euro
2020’s securitization. As the Daily Mail (2020b) reported: ‘European football unites
for a HISTORIC meeting on Tuesday and the fate of Euro 2020, the Champions
League and more will be decided’. On the morning before the meeting, Sky Sports
(2020) declared that ‘European Football was set for [a] defining day’. 17 March 2020
represented a phase on itself, as the consequences of the decisions taken this day
would have enormous long-term effects on European sports. Around 12pm, it was
first confirmed, somewhat surprisingly, by the Norwegian FA on Twitter, that Euro
2020 had been moved to the summer of 2021 (VG, 2020). Then, around 2pm on the
17 March, the marquee announcement from UEFA was published on the

organization’s official channels:

UEFA today announced the postponement of its flagship national team

competition, UEFA EURO 2020, due to be played in June and July this

year. [...] UEFA EURO 2020 was scheduled to take place in twelve cities

across Europe from 12 June to 12 July 2020. The proposed new dates are

11 June - 11 July 2021 (UEFA, 2020b)
From an historical perspective, this statement must be regarded as extremely important.
SME postponement in peacetime are extremely rare (Tovar, 2020) and cancellations
are traumatic for involved stakeholders (Memish et al., 2020). Organizers and involved
stakeholders will strive for the events to go on (Goldblatt, 2019). However, faced with
COVID-19, this was unfeasible. Euro 2020 had to be moved to 2021, as will be
unpacked later, in the name of the involved people’s ‘health’, ‘safety’ and to ease the

strain on national public services. The decision of UEFA also provided a gap for
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European competitions to complete their respective competitions, which were
suspended in Phase 2. Thus, 17 March marked a unique day in the history of the sport
and the sociology of SMEs.

In addition to Euro 2020, Copa America was also postponed for one year and the
importance of this date was arguably reflected by the UEFA President’s statement
maintaining that COVID-19 was the ‘the biggest crisis that football faced in history’
(quoted in the Daily Mirror, 2020a) which required a response so extreme that it meant
a European Championship was postponed for the first time in history. UEFA’s decision
also set the scene for the subsequent, but more time diffuse aftermath. While the
general public had no access to the virtual conference per se it may still be argued that
the meeting represented a key, mediatized event under the Euro 2020 umbrella, while
the aftermath would have widespread consequences for the governance of sports as the
Olympic Games were postponed on 24 March 2020 (IOC, 2020a).

For Rosenberg (1989), epidemics are social dramaturgic events that occur over three
acts. An initial period of denial lasts until the stage where ignoration is no longer an
option, and pressure is on authorities to recognize the problem. The final act is when
authorities frame the problem and publicly respond. I have deliberately abstained from
applying Rosenberg’s acts to my delineated phases. Primarily because countries
reacted differently to COVID-19, since COVID-19 peaked at different times, given
COVID-19’s pandemic status and because European sports is a multi-national venture.
However, one may still draw distinctive parallels between Rosenberg’s acts and the
gradually intensifying lockdown captured above. Furthermore, Giulianotti (2019)
observes how key events and episodes in the history of football are crucial to the
construction of personal and collective understandings of the sport on local, national
and transnational levels. Ultimately, it is arguable that the ‘sporting collapse’, as
heavily mediatized and responded to on social media,*’ can be understood as a defining,

social drama within an even larger dramaturgy (that is, the pandemic on a ‘general’

47 For example, to collate the enormous masses of reactions to COVID-19’s impact on sports, certain
media outlets (i.e. SkySports, 2020c) had dedicated ‘live blogs’ that were updated continuously with the
latest coronavirus news in sports.
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level) which, following Roche (2003), has the potential to work as a time-structuring

reference point through its occurrence within the ‘mesosocial sphere’.*8

This section captures the pandemic outbreak that led to the temporary collapse in
European sports. If one revisits the pre-event securitization timeline of Euro 2020
(Chapters Four and Five), which begins with the decision to award the hosting rights
to 12 countries in 2014, the postponement caused by COVID-19 demonstrated the main
‘security event’ in Euro 2020’s context and the sociological making of this very event.
Faced with a ‘threat’ so unpredictable and generational, the only justifiable option in
terms of ‘health’ and ‘safety’ was to postpone the event. Consequently, this joint in the
event’s securitization process raises a number of questions that the next sections will
address. That includes what exactly ‘threat’ meant in this context and the practical
implications of COVID-19 as a ‘threat’ and who ultimately needed protection from
COVID-19. The next section therefore disaggregates the processes that reveal the
meanings of ‘threat’, referent objects and the interplay between actors in the efforts to
resolve the COVID-19 crisis.

6.3 ‘Security’ and ‘Safety’ from What?

This section examines exactly what was diagnostically framed, by sports bodies and
key actors, as representing a ‘threat’. This question is asked in the context of UEFA’s
12-month postponement of Euro 2020 following the COVID-19 outbreak, at a time
wherein European football, similarly to many European countries, was in a
‘lockdown’. The diagnostic frame is concerned with identifying the underlying issue
of relevance and the question orienting this section is ‘security from what?’ (see
Rushton, 2011) as Euro 2020 and sports were directly impacted by the global
pandemic. The logical and obvious answer to this question is COVID-19. However,
this answer provides no deeper nor critical meaning and reveal no practical
implications of COVID-19 as a so crucial ‘threat’ to ‘health’, ‘safety’ and ‘security’

that this SME could not proceed as planned.

It is argued here that this ‘threat’, in the sheer epidemiological meaning of COVID-
19, was a faceless, non-discriminatory and rapidly spreading virus, which again caused

an infectious disease. Whilst this accords the argument that ‘the health threats most

48 This refers to ‘the intermediary sphere through which the life world, and its “microsocial” processes,
is connected with “macrosocial” systems’ (Roche, 2003: 100).
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suitable for securitization are outbreaks of infectious diseases’ (Enemark, 2007: 8), the
virus and the infectious disease caused by it also resulted in an exceptionally uncertain
period of ‘crisis’ that, in itself, also emerged as a COVID-19 produced ‘threat’, as the
‘network of relations’ constituting the pandemic (Thacker, 2009). ‘Crisis’ then refers
to ‘a serious threat to the basic structures or the fundamental values and norms, which
under time pressure and highly uncertain circumstances necessitates making vital
decisions’ (Rosenthal et al., 1989: 10). As argued throughout, COVID-19 represented
a threefold ‘threat’ in form of a virus, a disease and a crisis. The broader implications
of'this relate to the anthropomorphic element of such a ‘threat’. Since the virus spreads
predominantly through human-to-human contact, this effectively means that
individuals infected by, or carrying the virus, or even displaying symptoms represented
‘threats’ rather than victims or ‘objects of compassion’ (Wallis and Nerlich, 2005:

2635).

It may be to state the obvious that what ‘threatened’ Euro 2020 and the wider sporting
world in the spring/summer of 2020 — as with the rest of the world — was a pandemic
infectious disease. At the time of writing, no medicines or vaccines existed that could
protect against COVID-19 or offer immunity.*® As such, in the emerging official
statements, it was the virus, as the infectious, ‘faceless’ agent that posed the main
‘threat’ to ‘health’ and ‘safety’. The statements, however, also illuminated the realities
of the social construction of a global crisis as a ‘threat’ produced by the virus, as the
virus ‘threatened’ not merely individuals’ health, but socio-economic elements of
sports and wider structures. Throughout, the ‘threat’ was commonly referred to as
‘exceptional’, ‘unprecedented’, ‘unexpected’ and as comprising a ‘crisis’ or
‘emergency’ where ’business as usual” [would] not suffice and extraordinary
measures [were] required’ (Kamradt-Scott and Mclnnes, 2012: 96). In an interview

statement from UEFA President, Aleksander Ceferin, this becomes evident:

I would say [COVID-19] is the biggest crisis that football faced in history.
But it's also a possibility to, as you said, to reset some things, put some
things differently [...] We all know that this terrible virus that is all across
Europe made football and all life in Europe quite impossible. We knew we
have to stop the competitions (quoted in the Daily Mirror, 2020a, emphasis
added).

4 In March 2020, it was believed that vaccines could be between 12 and 18 months away from
availability.
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Here the ‘threat’, according to Ceferin, is the ‘terrible virus’. The ‘terrible virus’
caused what is referred to as the ‘biggest crisis’ in the sport’s history, whose unclear
impacts had to be secured from as a ‘threat’ to Euro 2020, European football and, more
broadly, ‘all life in Europe’. Thus, the ‘threatening’ elements here refer to both the
‘virus’ and the related ‘crisis’ impacting public life. In a different statement on UEFA’s
official channels, the same key actor, Ceferin, declared that: ‘We are at the helm of a
sport that vast numbers of people live and breathe that has been laid low by this
invisible and fast-moving opponent’ (UEFA, 2020b, emphasis added). Again, he
emphasized that the situation represented a “crisis’: ‘In the face of this crisis, football

has shown its best side with openness, solidarity and tolerance’ (ibid.).

It is remarkable here to observe that Ceferin, as a natural leader in this context — given
his mandate as UEFA President — emphasized a faceless, ‘invisible’ and ‘fast-moving’
opponent which framed the threat’s detrimental nature. His statements therefore reflect
the unpredictable and rapidly spreading nature of the virus, which are time/space
characteristics that have led to a ‘clearer recognition of the threats posed by disease in
a globalised world’ (Rushton, 2011: 779). The acceleration-based traits of this ‘threat’
thus contributed to its severity and urgency legitimizing exceptional measures in sports

(i.e. ‘stop the competitions”).

The dimensions touched on by Ceferin remain important to this section’s argument
because they underline and connect the transnational scope and speedy nature of the
virus (SARS-CoV-2) which causes the infectious disease (COVID-19) and ultimately
the general crisis or the ‘COVID-19 emergency’ which in itself was a situation with
‘limited but unknown duration in which some form of harm or damage is in the midst
of emerging’ (Adey et al., 2015: 5). Not too dissimilarly, a statement by the European
Club Association (ECA) chairman and UEFA ExCo member, Andrea Agnelli, also

reflects this:

Europe is facing its biggest challenge in a generation, one which is
impacting all levels of society including football. The challenge to our game
is massive and as leaders we have a responsibility to do all we can to protect
its long-term well-being by mitigating the impact of the virus. Today’s
decision to postpone the UEFA EURO 2020 is testament to the unity and
collaborative efforts of professional game stakeholders to engage in
collective decision-making in the best interest of the game (quoted in ECA,
2020, emphasis added).
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Again, one can observe how the virus is diagnosed as the ‘threat’ causing another
larger (‘generational’) challenge and crisis that is characterized by uncertainty. This
meant, according to Ceferin, the establishment of a situation in which: ‘Even the expert
doctors don’t know when this will finish’, but where ‘the more we will respect that
[government guidelines], the faster the crisis will finish’® (Ceferin quoted in USA
Today, 2020).

Hence, the pandemic characterized by an inherent unpredictability gave life to a crisis
situation that, likewise, was inherently unpredictable. This threefold and extremely
powerful uncertainty — caused by the (i) virus, (ii) the infectious disease and (iii) their
unprecedented impacts on ‘health’, ‘safety’ and the society, whilst representing
‘threats’ in themselves, also composed a collectively accumulated ‘threat’ that made
the postponement of Euro 2020 the only ‘real’ and justifiable option. As Gabriele
Gravina, the President of Italy’s Football Federation, originally due to stage Euro
2020’s opening match, declared: ‘nobody ever expected to face an emergency like this’
(quoted in the Daily Mirror, 2020b). Furthermore, Gianni Infantino, President of
FIFA, as football’s governing body, stated that: ‘This exceptional situation requires
exceptional measures and decisions. This crisis impacts the entire world and that is
why solutions need to take into account the interests of all stakeholders around the
world’ (FIFA, 2020a). Furthermore, the official statement from German FA President,
Fritz Keller, is remarkable since one may see how COVID-19 — as a ‘threat’ to a Euro
2020 staged as planned — also symbolized a crisis facilitating a possible demarcation
between the sport in a pre-COVID-19 and post-COVID-19 context:

There is no alternative to postponing the EUROs. Now is the time to make
the health and well-being of all people, not just in Germany and in Europe,
but around the world a priority. At the same time, we also need to start
thinking about how football will continue on after the pandemic (quoted
by the German FA, 2020, emphasis added)

The framing of ‘the pandemic’ as the cause of a period of crisis is again evident. UEFA
also repeatedly referred to the crisis caused by COVID-19 as a ‘global health crisis’
and an ‘unsettling, challenging and unprecedented situation’ (UEFA, 2020b, emphasis
added). FSE (2020a) similarly stated that the ‘coronavirus pandemic is an
unprecedented situation” and was an ‘exceptional public health crisis’ (FSE, 2020b).
Interestingly, FSE’s statements again display the connections between the virus and

the crisis period as threatening the event’s ‘safety’:
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Safety must come first [...] FSE commend UEFA for recognising and
acting upon this by suspending its competitions until further notice.
Football must take all necessary actions to prevent or limit the spread of
the virus (ibid., emphasis added)

The statement above points toward a ‘virus’ which football organizations, seemingly,
could play a role in limiting the spread of by suspending competitions that would
attract mass crowds of potentially contagious individuals, which subsequently would
put athletes, fans and other involved individuals at risk. The “virus’ is therefore framed
as incompatible with notions of basic public safety — which event organizers are
obliged to provide (Roche, 2017). Collectively, this evidence provides insights into
what ‘threat’” meant in the context of European football and Euro 2020 more
specifically. The intrinsic meanings of ‘threats’ framed throughout spoke to the novel,
fast-spreading coronavirus and COVID-19, as a contagious disease in itself. But more

broadly, the subsequent and unprecedented crisis caused by the virus was also a threat.

There are several implications of this argument. Firstly, the statements capture what
Beck (1987: 158) called a ‘fully uncomprehended emergency-scientization of
everyday life’. An unclear emergency characterized by — as discussed later — a turn
towards ‘health experts’ and ‘science’ however defined. As Ceferin declared again in
another interview: ‘Nobody knows when the pandemic will end’ (quoted in Sky Sports,
2020b). Thus, the ‘threat’s’ temporal limits and true extent were unknown upon
framing the threat. Secondly, it is clear now that what comprised a ‘threat’ in this
context ‘began’ from a virus. An etiological agent that causes human fatalities and new
risks to human life; a coronavirus that is unselective and that does not discriminate. To
again quote Beck, the framed ‘threat’ here was ‘unselective’, ‘global’ and did not
differentiate between established societal divisions: cultures, nations or ‘poor and rich’
(Beck, 1987: 158). The virus was not framed as a ‘threat’ that solely broke out in
‘isolated pockets around the world’ (Memish et al., 2020: 1). Rather, within a
globalization discourse, the virus ‘threat’ was framed as an agent that did not ‘not
respect national boundaries’ (Hanreider and Kreuder-Sonnen, 2014: 335-336),
because a majority of human beings were susceptible to being infected, effectively
causing universal vulnerability. This served to amplify the pandemic’s disruptive

potential.

Bringing this into a mega-event setting, events may, as Chapter Two argued, operate

both as amplifiers and disseminators of infectious diseases (Dickmann, 2013). Yet, the
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amplification or dissemination is not restricted to a sports context. Particularly so,
when the event would be organized under such extraordinary geographical conditions
as Euro 2020 was planned within. This again meant that if Euro 2020 — expecting an
influx of more than 2.5 million spectators across 12 countries (Daily Mail, 2020a) —
was staged as planned, this could have extended the already unprecedented crisis that
was so frequently framed by key actors. As Memish et al. (2020: 1) argued in their
case for suspending mass gatherings, ‘the density of the typical mass gathering renders
social distancing and continued disinfection of hard surfaces impossible’. As such,
mass gatherings had ‘the potential to endanger millions of attendees and upon return
home also those who remained in their countries of origin’ (ibid.). As such, the
architectural (i.e. stadium seats immediately next to each other, concealed fan zones)
and physical dimensions (mass gatherings, football as a ‘contact sport’, hugging,
celebrating, handshakes) embedded into SMEs, coupled with the geographies of Euro
2020 and the fact that COVID-19 peaked at different times in different countries meant
that there is strong a case for, as Parnell et al. (2020) write, that Euro 2020 could have
intensified the spread of COVID-19 by both amplifying and disseminating COVID-
19.

Naturally, for most SMEs originally scheduled to take place in 2020, this meant a
fundamental shift and a reconfiguration of what ‘security’ could look like. This relates
to the shift from endemic threats addressed pre-event towards the sudden epidemic
threat. A move away from the ‘absence’ of the ‘usual suspects’ of ‘terrorists’,
‘criminals’ and ‘hooligans’, towards a wholly unexpected and unpredictable ‘suspect’:
an infectious disease threat and the associated coronavirus-related global crisis.
Therefore, one answer to the ‘security from what?’-question is the potential lethal or
damaging consequences on individuals’ health and the socio-economic disruptions
that were caused by a rapidly spreading, non-discriminatory infectious disease which

crowded events could help to intensify if staged.

However, by operationalizing the presented statements framing the COVID-19
‘threat’, there are some important broader implications, perhaps less visible or less
signposted in the discourse. Since the virus, in itself, was ‘faceless’ — or to quote the
UEFA President, an ‘invisible opponent’, as a sub-microscopic infectious agent, this
implies that individuals infected by or displaying symptoms of COVID-19

simultaneously represented a ‘threat’ that non-infected individuals had to be ‘secured
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from’. Fundamentally, the virus is transmitted through respiratory droplets and human
contact. People therefore became a ‘threat’ to other people, as the damage caused by
the virus and disease co-depended on human-to-human transmission and proximity.
As aforementioned, but extremely important here, SMEs attract enormous groups of
people to their stadia, fan zones and host cities. By their nature, SMEs are social
gatherings (Roche, 2000).

Here, connections may be drawn with Foucault’s (2008 [1977]) writings on the plague.

For Foucault, the plague induced a carnivalesque festival of transgression:

A whole literary fiction of the festival grew up around the plague:
suspended laws, lifted prohibitions, the frenzy of passing time, bodies
mingling together without respect, individuals unmasked, abandoning
their statutory identity and the figure under which they had been
recognized, allowing a quite different truth to appear (ibid.: 3, emphasis
added)

Though, as Foucault warns, discipline emerges as the antidote to this celebratory
festival, exemplifying his ideas holding that plagues were defining moments in which

new mechanisms of state power were developed:

[T]here was also a political dream of the plague, which was exactly its
reverse: not the collective festival, but strict division; not laws
transgressed, but the penetration of regulation into even the smallest details
of everyday life [...] not masks that were put on and taken off, but the
assignment to each individual of his “true” name, his “true” place, his
“true” body, his “true” disease (ibid.)

The context of COVID-19 complicates Foucault’s account, since this sense of
liberation, apparent in his notion of the festival, did not emerge on a general level nor
blend in with the carnivalesque festivities of a mega-event. This absence of a festival
is related to my argument of people as ‘threats’ to other people. The nature of the new
coronavirus blurred the virus free/virus carrier dichotomy to a degree where the
epidemic legacy was no collective festival of mingling, but rather new forms of power,

regulation and new meanings of ‘security’.

What occurs here, is that infected individuals become ‘carriers’ or ‘cases’ — and
subsequently ‘a danger’ to others, rather than victims of an infectious disease requiring
concern and affection, which they — of course — concurrently are (Wallis and Nerlich,
2005). As Thacker (2009: 143) highlights, ‘[t]he strange form of life that is the

epidemic is at once the life that must be secured, and the life that must be secured
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against’. Following Foucault (2008[1977]), the risk is thus that the regulatory
mechanisms through which COVID-19 was responded to, give rise to ‘disciplinary
projects’ and the development of new exclusionary forms of biopower acquired
through the surveillance of individuals’ health and body. Consequently, this may
demonstrate the problem of ‘correlation between the technique of security and the
population as at once object and subject of these security mechanisms’ (Foucault,
2004: 13). Indeed, such biopolitical element connects with one of the warned pitfalls
and counterproductive risks related to the securitization of pandemics. Potentially this
may ‘create a space where individuals are seen as the enemy rather than the pathogens
that affect them’ (O’Manique and Fourie, 2009: 250) and where ‘[a]nything and
everything is “sick” or can actually or potentially make one “sick” — quite

independently of how a person actually feels’ (Beck, 1992: 205).

Consequently, the meanings of desired ‘undisrupted’ or ‘clean’ environments change
too. Instead of referring to environments free of non-official brands, rival products, or
‘undesirable’ behaviours (Eisenhauer et al., 2014; Klauser, 2012a; Chapter Four),
‘clean environments’ instead became synonymous with events and stadia without
people. As Lars-Christer Olsson, the President of European Leagues and active in
UEFA’s emergency working group declared, in regard to the resumption of European
football: ‘The idea is growing now that you can have a clean environment in closed
stadiums without spectators for a period, and fans still have the opportunity to watch

the games on various platforms’ (quoted in The Times, 2020).

Still, however, what remains present within these cleansed and hermetically sealed off
spaces is the visibility of official brands and partners, whose presence is rather
unaffected. If anything, these spaces, ‘themed with the brand decor of the event’
(Eisenhauer, 2013: 35) are increasingly centralized and broadcasted globally in the
absence of people or ‘disruptive’ elements. The pandemic ‘threat’ thus reconfigured
the meanings of ‘safety’ and ‘security’ in the SME context — and potentially at sports
in a post-COVID-19 world — and ‘virus carriers’, while serving as a warning of the
failures or limitations of securitization, further provide a human face to the ‘faceless’

virus and thereby ‘threaten’ other, non-infected individuals or populations.

The repeatedly framed ‘virus’ (SARS-CoV-2) almost becomes anthropomorphized as

it infects (or is believed to infect) a ‘human host’ (Thacker, 2009) and this results in
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numerous security risks being signified through humans, which again results in
draconian and regulatory measures and the wider securitization of freedom of
movement through, for example, travel bans, quarantines or curfews. Ultimately, it
also resulted in mega-event postponement to minimize pathogen spread.
Consequently, this adds another layer to what Chapter Four finds. Namely, that mega-
event ‘threats’ are fluid, contextual and subject to change according to spatial
conditions. Notwithstanding, COVID-19 demonstrated that individuals’ medical
conditions also influence this; and to what extent one is a threat to ‘security’ or in need
for ‘security’. As such, to restrict the damage of COVID-19, event postponement
mitigated the ‘threat’ of infected individuals transmitting the virus onto individuals
lacking immunity in the stadia, fan zones and when returning to their home
communities. Hence, it simultaneously served to limit the threefold of framed ‘threats’

of the virus, the disease and the crisis.

This section has zoomed in on the meanings of ‘threat’ in relation to the COVID-19
related postponement of Euro 2020. Whilst COVID-19 is an obvious answer to the
question ‘security from what?’, this section generates a deeper unpacking of what the
‘threat’ was or meant in light of COVID-19’s impact on the realm of sports. This
evidence also speaks to the complete unexpectedness of this ‘threat’ in the context,
merely briefly mentioned in the pre-planning documents and interviews. It may be
suggested that this underscores the unlikeliness of the pandemic ‘threat’ to Euro 2020.
As argued here, COVID-19 comprised a ‘threat’ with different but inter-connected
dimensions: a virus, a disease, and a crisis. The virus as an infectious agent per se,
which could cause the infectious disease of COVID-19, to which no vaccines or cures
were available at the time of writing. The infectious disease then caused an
unprecedented crisis whose duration and ‘full’ impacts on social, political and
economic life were unknown. This was evidenced through how statements repeatedly

framed the crisis as “‘unprecedented’, ‘exceptional’, unexpected’.

Despite being faced with a novel set of “‘unknowns’ (cf. Horne, 2007), what was known
was sports would not be exempt from the wider disease-related crisis. Importantly,
since the rapidly spreading virus was an ‘invisible opponent’, this meant that the
‘visible” or human element of this threat — in form of individuals that were infected or
carrying symptoms — were ‘secured against’ as a ‘threat’. Hence, in answering the

overarching questions in this section of ‘whom that composed a threat?’ or ‘security
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from what?’, this was the virus, infectious disease and crisis which collectively
comprised the COVID-19 threat. Though in practice, this meant that people with the

virus constituted a ‘threat’ so exceptional that it permitted Euro 2020’s postponement.

6.4 ‘Security’ and ‘Safety’ for Whom?

Having engaged in a critical interrogation of the meanings of ‘threat’ in the face of the
global COVID-19 outbreak, this section sets out to address what emerges as a natural
follow-up question. That is, ‘whom’ or ‘what’ COVID-19 — as a virus, disease and
global crisis — posed a ‘threat’ to in Euro 2020’s context, as referent objects. This is
particularly important to address, since ‘[a]ttempts to securitise global health
discourses involve the securitisation of multiple and possibly competing referent
objects’ (Curley and Herington, 2011: 162). My advanced argument here is twofold,
but must be understood in the context of COVID-19’s global nature and how ‘health’
reinforces or intersects with ‘safety’ and ‘security’ (Rushton, 2011; Elbe, 2011; see
Chapter Two). ‘Health’ and ‘security’ do not equate. Yet, neither are they mutually
isolated. A critical security perspective would maintain that the former can be
fundamental to the objective and subjective conditions of the latter and therefore
paramount to include in an analysis of ‘security’ (Booth, 1991, 2007; Nunes, 2014).
By drawing from a corpus of material, this section argues that Euro 2020’s
postponement was predominantly framed in the name of ‘health’, ‘safety’ and
‘security’ for a loosely defined ‘football community’ and, more broadly, for the
‘general public’, both whom had to be protected from COVID-19. Notwithstanding,
evidence also allows for arguing that states’ services, stability and infrastructures
required levels of protection. Indeed, one of the reasons behind Euro 2020’s
postponement was, partly, to avoid any unnecessary pressure on national public
services (UEFA, 2020b).

With an inward facing extremity ‘threat’, ‘health’, ‘safety’ and ‘security’ were
articulated primarily in reference to the welfare of individuals, and to a lesser degree,
state objects. Furthermore, the framing of ‘safety’ would often be accompanied by a
precautionary-action lauding ‘safety first’ sentiment which repeatedly came to fore.
The ‘safety first’ frame endorses pre-emptive emergency responses which prioritize
‘health’ and ‘safety’, whilst simultaneously downplaying the importance of sports
when juxtaposed to supposedly ‘larger’ global issues (Lee Ludvigsen and Millward,
2020).
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The individual ‘safety first’ frame was demonstrated by UEFA’s coined term, ‘purpose
over profit’, which was the organization’s ‘guiding principle in taking [the] decision
[to postpone] for the good of European football as a whole’ (UEFA, 2020b). This
implies that ‘purpose’ — as the protection and priority given to fans, players and staff
(Parnell and Widdop, 2020) — outscored ‘profit’, which would have been synonymous
with allowing sporting competitions to proceed as planned, considering the financial
losses associated with postponement. As Aleksander Ceferin admitted in an interview
on 17 March 2020: ‘It was important that, as the governing body of European football,
UEFA led the process and made the biggest sacrifice. Moving EURO 2020 comes at
a huge cost for UEFA’ (UEFA, 2020b). Accordingly, the postponement came at an
estimated financial cost of €300 million (Parnell et al., 2020).

Prior to this, a postponement was publicly called for. Gabriele Gravina called for ‘an
act of responsibility and a contribution to all Federations to a path that aims for the
safeguard of the health of all athletes, fans and citizens of the world’ (quoted in Sky
Sports, 2020c). FIFA President, Gianni Infantino, meanwhile, stated that: ‘People’s
health is much more important than any game’ (quoted in the Daily Mail, 2020c).
Already here, one may spot the references to a vaguely defined ‘football community’
(‘athletes’ and ‘fans’) and the ‘general public’ (‘citizens of the world”). Moreover,
FIFA (2020a) urged to avoid ‘unnecessary health risks’ to players and the general
public in need of what FIFA referred to as a ‘safe and secure environment’. Similarly,
when the anticipated decision of postponement was announced, the following

statement was given by UEFA (2020b, emphasis added):

The health of all those involved in the game is the priority, as well as to
avoid placing any unnecessary pressure on national public services
involved in staging matches. The move will help all domestic competitions,
currently on hold due to the COVID-19 emergency, to be completed

In the same announcement, UEFA President, Ceferin, declared that:

The health of fans, staff and players has to be our number one priority and,
in that spirit, UEFA tabled a range of options so that competitions can
finish this season safely and I am proud of the response of my colleagues
across European football. There was a real spirit of cooperation, with
everyone recognising that they had to sacrifice something in order to
achieve the best result (quoted in UEFA, 2020b, emphasis added).

At face value, these statements reveal two distinctive referent objects central to this

section. First, and predominantly, that is individuals (‘those involved in the game’,
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‘fans, staff and players’) whose health had to be — and was made the ‘number one
priority’. Thus, on an individual level, COVID-19 was framed as a ‘threat’ which
individuals had to be ‘secured from’. Second, it can be seen that the state, as a referent
object, is not completely absent above. The states’ services (‘national public
services’) that — If subject to the ‘unnecessary pressure’ of a mega-event could
seemingly impact the states’ stability, economy and infrastructures (Davis, 2008) —
are highlighted. Although the latter framing was less frequent, it still remained
extremely important, because this was one of the outlined reasons in UEFA’s

postponement announcement.

National services were therefore also outlined as in need for protection. This must be
viewed in context of the timing of the statement. At the time, numerous national
public services already faced large challenges related to hospital admissions caused
by COVID-19 (Memish et al., 2020; Parnell et al., 2020; The Guardian, 2020a).
Additionally, even in non-pandemic times, mega-events place significant burdens on
host countries’ public services. As such, the rapidly spreading coronavirus,
transcending transnational borders, posed a ‘threat’ to the welfare of individuals and
state services. These frames will be further unpacked, but this demonstrates the
duality of pandemics threats. Whilst primarily affecting ‘communities of individuals
with little reference to the political borders which contain them’ (Curley and
Herington, 2011: 141), the state still remains the chief provider of public health
capacities, and is the ‘most significant actor within the political arena of global public
health protection’ (ibid.: 142).

In several collected reactions to UEFA’s decision to postpone Euro 2020, the need to
ensure ‘healthy’ and ‘safe’ solutions for those ‘involved in the game’ and the general
public is documented. For example, the Interim CEO of the Irish FA, Gary Owens,
declared that ‘UEFA has made the right decision today in the interests of the health
and well-being of football players, fans and staff alike’ (quoted by the Independent,
2020b). Similarly, the CEO of the English FA, Mark Bullingham, stated that:
‘People’s health and well-being has to be the primary concern for us all, so we fully
support UEFA’s decision to postpone Euro 2020’ (quoted in Independent, 2020c).
Meanwhile, SD Europe (2020) declared that: “We agree that football is quite simply
not a priority over the health of fans, players and other professionals working in the

European game, nor the population as a whole’. UEFA also announced a resolution
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related to the coordinated response to the impact of COVID-19 on competitions,
signed by UEFA, the European Club Association, European Leagues and FIFPRO
Europe. Here, the organizations stressed their ‘fundamental commitment to
protecting the health, safety, and well-being of players, clubs, supporters, officials,
staff and the broader football community’ (UEFA, 2020c, emphasis added).

Evidently, this frame of statements was composed of the repeated and uniform
framing of individuals’ ‘health’ and ‘safety’ as the main orientation point in the
decision-making when faced by the pandemic. Interestingly, this refers to the ‘health’
and ‘safety’ of individuals within what may be characterized as a loosely defined
‘football community’. The exact members of this constructed ‘community’ seemed —
at least tentatively — to be players, staff and others connected to the sport in a
professional capacity. However, these are also members of the frequently framed
‘general public’, also in need for protection. But whilst the ‘football community” fits
under the umbrella of the ‘general public’, not all individuals in the ‘general public’
would consider themselves, or be considered a part of the discursive ‘football
community’. What can be extracted from the above discourses is the externalization
of threat (Curley and Herington, 2011), as the focus is not merely on the ‘safety’
required for the ‘football community’ or sporting context, but extended beyond this,

to encompass and refer to the ‘general public’.

Despite this, the crossing of the two remains central here, because the nature of the
pathogen ‘threat’ ultimately did not distinguish and could spread between the
‘football community’ and the ‘general public’. Hence, the sports bodies’ decisions to
postpone events were not solely made in the name of attending fans or competing
athletes. This relates back to mega-events as amplifiers and disseminators of diseases.
For example, when attendees (or other members of the ‘football community’) travel
back to their host cities and hypothetically spread the pathogen to the general public
there (Dickmann, 2013). Hence, amid attempts to distinguish between sports-based
and non-sports-based populations, these distinctions are in fact weakened when faced
with a global pandemic, as the groups essentially were composed of many of the same
individuals sharing a mutual need for ‘safety’. The sporting bodies’ articulated need
to protect both sporting communities and the ‘externalised’ general public, through

discursive exercises, should therefore be understood as related to the fundamental
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intersection between individuals in sport and the wider society. In practical terms,

disconnecting the two is unworkable.

Furthermore, one important dimension that is evident in the framed statements above
is how the statements visibly provide assessments of the decision to postpone Euro
2020. The assessment is oriented by a prioritization process: individuals’
health/safety versus allowing the event to be staged. One implication of this is the
aforementioned ‘safety first’ frame that is apparent in statements. This frame was
initially developed in what may be considered a preliminary study to this thesis in
relation to how fans talked about ‘security’ and ‘safety’ following a ‘suspicious
package’ that caused the postponement of an EPL game (see Lee Ludvigsen and
Millward, 2020). Notwithstanding, the remarkable dimension enriching the ‘safety
first’ frame here, is that it was articulated by top stakeholders and key actors in sports’

governing bodies on global, European and national levels.

The ‘safety first’ logic is characterized by a sentimental attitude maintaining that
priority has to be given to resolving supposedly ‘larger’ issue at stake in the society
(i.e. a pandemic), than what sports represent (ibid.). Interestingly, this sentiment
touches the surface of the ideological criticisms of sports by Umberto Eco (1986) and
Noam Chomsky (1983, 2004). Their critiques of sports’ position in society maintain
that sports work as a socio-political distraction; that absorbs attention that could have
been dedicated to more pressing issues.* In part, the ‘safety first’ frame underscores
this: sports must, unquestionably, evade for ‘real’ issues that ‘really’ matter. In a
crisis, the sacrifice of SMEs (i.e. by postponing them) thus becomes a matter of course
and a minor price to pay when concretely or hypothetically juxtaposed to notions of

individuals’ ‘health’ and ‘safety’. This comes to fore again in the below statements:

It is a question about safety first and that public health at all times is more
important than football. Therefore, we fully agree with UEFA’s decision
and are satisfied with the decision both for the national team and clubs.
(Danish FA President, Jesper Mgller quoted in Danish FA, 2020, emphasis
added).>!

50 For example, Eco (1986: 186) linked football ‘with the absence of purpose and the vanity of all
things’. Chomsky (2004: 100) meanwhile observes how sports divert the masses away ‘from things that
really matter’

51 Author’s own translation from Danish.
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In this dramatic moment, the most important thing is people’s health and
getting out of this crisis (Ceferin quoted in The Telegraph, 2020a)

The progress of COVID-19 remains unclear and we can reassure everyone
the health and welfare of players, staff and supporters are our priority. We
will continue to follow Government advice and work collaboratively to
keep the situation under review (Joint statement from the English FA, EPL
and EFL, 2020).

In light of the current Covid-19 outbreak, UEFA have now taken the
decision to postpone the Men’s EURO tournament to 2021. While this will
come as disappointing news to many, the health of fans, players, officials
and the general public must be the priority [...] The safety of the public will
always come first (The Mayor of London, 2020, emphasis added)

Further, as Ceferin declared in an interview in a response to the likelihood on when

European football was likely to resume:

The only wrong decision we could make now would be to play in a way
that puts the health and safety of players, fans and referees at risk.
However, if we are in secure conditions, then I don’t see the problem

(Ceferin quoted in the Daily Mail, 2020d)

Again, these statements collectively demonstrate a series of sociologically important
issues. Firstly, they again underline how sports contexts and the wider societal context
became increasingly inseparable when faced by a ‘threat’ that, as discussed, did not
distinguish between sports or non-sports settings. In the presented reactions to
COVID-19, ‘health’ and ‘safety’ are repeatedly framed both in sporting terms and in

terms of the ‘general public’.

Secondly, the above statements reinforce how a precautionary decision justified in
terms of ‘health’ and ‘safety’, reflected by the decision to postpone, was uniformly
agreed-upon and endorsed by key actors and sports bodies reacting to UEFA’s
decision. Simultaneously, this reveals how a cancellation of the event — or making
the ‘Euros’ ‘null and void’ — in the name of ‘safety’ — was not called for; it is the
postponement that is commended. This suggests that even in spite of a pandemic,
SMEs were not merely an insignificant distraction that easily could be erased (cf. Eco,
1968; Chomsky, 2004) without complications. Instead, conditions for a flexible
rescheduling process permitting ‘secure conditions’ were facilitated. Furthermore, in
the context of sports’ neoliberal ‘hyper-commodification’ (Giulianotti, 2002), a full-
scale cancellation could have translated into additional financial losses from lost

sponsorship, broadcasting and match-day revenues. In that sense, ‘safety first’ does
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not equate with a full-scale abandonment of original intensions or sports-related
interests. Whereas this presents an important edge to the ‘safety first’ argument — in
that top stakeholders seemingly preferred a postponement over cancellation, the
section has demonstrated how ‘health’ and ‘safety’ for individuals were not merely
repeatedly referred to, but discursively framed as the only justifiable and logical
option to prioritize, in an uncertain period and in line with medical practitioners’

recommendations (Corsini et al., 2020; Memish et al., 2020).

Having engaged with the question ‘security for whom?’, there are possibilities of
drawing comparisons with Chapter Four, which asked a similar question based on a
critical analysis of pre-event policy documents. There are, however, some limitations
to such comparisons, since COVID-19 was unexpected and utterly unprecedented.
Whereas those in need for protection from ‘threats’ have not changed significantly
and, as such, underline some correspondence — despite the completely unexpected
pandemic threat — it can be seen that the ‘football community’s’ and public’s health
primarily was what needed protection. Faced with the pandemic ‘threat’, ‘health’
served as a more prominent contributing condition to notions of ‘safety’ and
‘security’, than in pre-planning documents. Thacker (2009: 138-139) argues that
epidemics are always ‘against the people’ and something ‘held in common’. This can
be seen in light of COVID-19, as the ‘general public’ — or the ‘citizens of the world’
(Gravina quoted in Sky Sports, 2020c) — were framed as in need for ‘safety’ more
regularly on a global level, rather than only the individuals expected to be apparent
in Euro 2020’s host cities. Further, this connects with the aforementioned global
nature of the COVID-19 crisis and that the pandemic, seemingly, was approached by
sports bodies as a matter of global public health and not merely a sports-specific
‘threat’.

To summarize, securitization processes are contextual. Security-related discourses
therefore reveal referents that are unique to the context they are articulated in and the
audiences they are articulated to (Curley and Harington, 2011). Consequently, this
section argues that when faced with an unprecedented and rapidly intensifying
‘threat’, top stakeholders and sports’ governing bodies framed ‘health’, ‘safety’ and
‘security’ predominantly in reference to individuals’ welfare. That is not to say states
were completely eschewed from the discourses, because over-stretched national

services, and thus potential state instability, were outlined as in need for protection in
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the event owner’s justification to move the competition. Therefore, a reading of the
relationship between COVID-19 and sporting responses reveals how ‘health’ and
‘safety’ for individuals, and to a lesser degree, states, trumped the usual desire to
allow ‘the show to go on’ (cf. Chapter Two). In the realm of sports, the ‘health’ and
‘safety’ of a loosely defined ‘football community’ and an externalized referent in the

‘general public’ ultimately had to be prioritized — or come first.

6.5 Resolving and Controlling the COVID-19 ‘Threat’

Global pandemic crises require immediate responses (Rushton, 2011; Ingram, 2009).
Indeed, Hanreider and Kreuder-Sonnen (2014) align globalized pandemics to terrorist
attacks, financial breakdowns and environmental disasters since they all epitomize
‘prototypical crisis scenarios in which high-speed decisionmaking and rapid political
interventions are seen to be needed’ (p. 336). The need to respond urgently to
pandemic crises was, as demonstrated by COVID-19, detectable in professional
sports’ domain. Hence, this section maps out the prognostically framed outcomes of
the COVID-19 in sports, and how this multifaceted global ‘threat’ was to be ‘resolved’,
‘controlled’ and generally responded to in light of the sporting lockdown.

Whilst the suspension of SMEs represented key responses; this did not in itself
eliminate the COVID-19 ‘threat® nor serve to ‘desecuritize’ it. Rather,
cancellations/postponements contained the pandemic outbreak whilst a vaccination or
drug were under scientific development. As argued here, sports bodies’ responses to
COVID-19 mirrored wider political responses marked by ‘science’ and ‘health
experts’ becoming embedded into the discourses of how sport was to overcome
COVID-19. Ultimately, this section yields an insight into the inter-play between a
flurry of actors; including UEFA, FIFA, football associations, WHO, governments and

‘health experts’.

The efforts to resolve COVID-19 in sports reflect the politics of knowledge and a
‘hierarchy of expertise’, with the nature and novelty of COVID-19 meaning that
overcoming it was a ‘scientific’ question. As such, sports bodies’ responses centred on
flexibly adapting to the provided guidelines from a heterogenous ‘scientific
community’ of health experts and WHO. Notwithstanding, whilst sports bodies turned
towards ‘health experts’ and WHO, the health organization without authority to

postpone events mutually depended on sports bodies to take action. Further, | argue
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here that there are some similarities with the ‘semiotic shift’ in mega-event

securitization (Boyle and Haggerty, 2009).

Hence, conveying images of the efforts made to mitigate a ‘threat’ through, for
example, public statements and announcements becomes key, although the ‘threat’ in
itself is largely uncontrollable on an epistemological level and threat elimination is a
question of ‘scientific progress’. Moreover, sports organizations’ conveyed images
and actions served to not undermine or oppose governments’ recommendations.
Therefore, while sports bodies’ efforts to contain COVID-19 in sports were ‘evidence-
based’ (Parnell et al., 2020) or ‘science-based’, the actual prevention of the disease
represented a task for actors positioned under the umbrella of ‘science’ and ‘health
experts’. Scientific guidelines would then inform sporting responses to COVID-19,
demonstrating — as argued — how scientific progression was embedded into sports
bodies’ attempts to resolve COVID-109.

The sports/non-sports distinction related to resolving COVID-19 is vital here.
Ultimately, this boils down to a question regarding ‘responsibility’. Although COVID-
19 was seen as a ‘threat’ to the welfare of individuals in both sports and in the general
public, it was responded to as a ‘threat’ to sports by supranational organizations such
as UEFA, 10C and FIFA. However, resolving COVID-19 within sports also depended
on resolving the threat beyond sports where, as expected, states, international
organizations and ‘health experts’ played a crucial role (Rushton, 2011; Elbe, 2011;
Hanreider and Kreuder-Sonnen, 2014). Primarily and expectedly, it was the COVID-
19 ‘threat’ in the sporting context which sports bodies took up a responsibility to
counter; given the socio-economic impacts the crisis had on ‘football communities’
and the sporting calendar. This is clear in the statement by UEFA (2020c) declaring a

coordinated response to COVID-19’s impact on competitions and events:

As representatives of the major professional football organisations at
European level, the Parties [European Club Association, European
Leagues, FIFPRO Europe] consider it is their duty to take a responsible
lead in developing a united European approach in response to the global
pandemic which has led to the suspension of the vast majority of
competitions on the continent

Through such discursive framing, it is visible that, in resolving COVID-19’s impacts
on European football, UEFA and fellow European-wide sports organizations imposed

a responsibility on themselves to address sports-related matters of COVID-19
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(suspended competitions, the ‘health’ and ‘safety’ of the ‘football community’ and a
congested sporting calendar) by developing a contingency plan. However, the below
framing from the same statement also reveals that the sports-wide response would be
greatly informed by key actors and organizations positioned on the outside of sports,
concerned primarily with the wider response to and governance of infectious diseases,
including health organizations and governments (Davies, 2008; Hanreider and
Kreuder-Sonnen, 2014; Smith, 2009). As declared:

The Parties [European Club Association, European Leagues, FIFPRO
Europe] are convinced that this contingency plan is the best course of
action at this moment in time. It takes into consideration the advice of
international health experts as well as the restrictive orders issued by
national governments and local authorities (UEFA, 2020c, emphasis
added)

Meanwhile, 10C (2020b) declared that WHO had been ‘instrumental in providing real-
time information’ throughout the Olympic postponement process. Hence, the influence
of ‘international health experts’, located externally to sports, on the sports-oriented
contingency plan is noticeable. It is also known that the extraordinary meeting leading
to UEFA’s postponement of Euro 2020 was called as a result of the ‘changing analysis
of the World Health Organisation’ (UEFA, 2020a, emphasis added). As such, the
responses of sports bodies — illustrated by UEFA here — were directly influenced by
the directives and changing assessments provided by actors on the ‘outside’ of sports,

including WHO, ‘health experts’, national governments and local authorities.

In an interview statement, UEFA President, Aleksander Ceferin, also framed the
outcome of COVID-19 in terms recommendations from ‘health experts’ who impacted

the decision-making processes:

I would also like to thank Alejandro Dominguez [...] who have agreed to
move CONMEBOL's 2020 Copa America in order to follow the
recommendations issued by the international public health organisations
to enact extreme measures and as a result of EURO 2020 being postponed
(quoted in UEFA, 2020b, emphasis added)

These statements illustrate how the postponement decisions for Euro 2020 and its
South American equivalent, Copa America, were informed by a set of
recommendations from ‘health organizations’. Faced with a global pandemic, the
framed turn towards global and local ‘health experts’ in the efforts to counter the

infectious disease is also exemplified below:
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It is too early to say when football will be played again. As we have done

since the start of the COVID-19 pandemic, UEFA will continue to liaise

with the World Health Organization (WHO) and national authorities to

guide European football's response to a constantly changing crisis. While

Tuesday's decisions show that we are ready to make difficult choices, they

will always be based on expert advice and put the health of all those

involved first (UEFAC, 2020d, emphasis added)
Generally, the quoted statements demonstrate a highly conscious turn towards and a
pronounced adaptability to the ‘expert advice” from health organizations and scientific
communities in the rapidly unfolding crisis. At face value, that is unsurprising. As
Rushton (2011: 758) submits: ‘[a]ll agree that protecting health security requires
international cooperation within a robust global regime’. Furthermore, as Hanreider
and Kreuder-Sonnen (2014: 336) write, it is normal that during global crisis situations
characterized by the securitization of global health, then the ‘pressure is high and rapid

decisions are needed’. Hence a turn towards international organizations becomes a

‘natural choice because of both their centralization and their expertise’ (ibid.).

However, the remarkable point here is that it is not merely governments that look
towards ‘health experts’. Such stance was consciously adopted by supranational
sporting bodies too, as sports organizations’ attempts to resolve the crisis mirrored
wider political responses. Moreover, it was not only the international health
organizations that were turned towards, but national and local authorities too. As the
English FA’s Mark Bullingham stated, reacting to Euro 2020’s postponement: ‘Until
then [football can be resumed], we will continue to follow the advice of Government
and the health authorities’ (quoted in the Independent, 2020c). As Bullingham’s
colleague in the FA, Greg Clarke, declared: ‘Football needs to pay attention to the
economic effects of the pandemic as well as rigorously following public health
guidance’ (quoted by the FA, 2020). Therefore, whereas sports bodies possessed a self-
imposed responsibility for resolving COVID-19 in the sports domain; the decision-
making processes were still significantly moulded by expert voices from the hierarchy
of expertise, dominated by ‘health experts’, which according to the presented

statements had to be externally found: outside the domain of sports.

Interestingly, sports bodies and ‘sports’ were also outlined as key actors by those they
sought advice from. For example, the governing body of football on a global scale,
FIFA, donated $10 million to WHO’s COVID-19 Solidarity Response Fund (FIFA,
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2020a). In a subsequent statement from WHO Director-General, Tedros Adhanom, he
declared that:

Be it through campaigns or funding, FIFA has stood up to the coronavirus,
and | am delighted that world football is supporting WHO to kick out the
coronavirus. | have no doubt with this type of support that together we will
win (quoted in FIFA, 2020b)

As such, this statement yields insight into the inter-play between global health actors
and sports bodies faced with a common crisis. Yet, WHO’s position at the upper
echelon of the ‘expert hierarchy’ is visible; essentially ‘world football’ is framed as
supporting WHO and not vice-versa. This implies WHO’s leading role in resolving
COVID-19 but beyond donations, WHO still relied on sports bodies’ actions. Though
this must be seen in a broader context. Although WHO has the authority to report
disease outbreaks, they lack the authority to compel states to verify outbreaks (Davies,
2008). Thus, WHO’s authority is delegated rather than organically assigned in the
international system (ibid.). In the realm of sports, this meant that WHO could not
cancel nor postpone events. Therefore, a degree of mutual dependency emerges as a

necessity.

Whereas WHO — as repeatedly framed — were actively consulted for guidelines by
sporting organizations, WHO simultaneously depended on sports bodies to take action
and postpone events. As WHO spokesman, Tarik Jasarevic, commented regarding

WHO'’s position in respect to SMEs:

It is not the role of WHO to call off or not call off any type of events [...]
As each international mass gathering is different, the factors to consider
when determining if the event should be cancelled may also differ. Any
decision to change a planned international gathering should be based on a
careful assessment of the risks and how they can be managed, and the level
of event planning (quoted in The Guardian, 2020b, emphasis added)

The statement reveals how one of the organizations looked towards in the crisis, WHO,
still was restricted in their mandate. Simultaneously, this speaks to the autonomous
decisions of UEFA and I0C to postpone Euro 2020 and the Tokyo Olympics,
respectively. As the Director of Global Initiatives for Human Rights Watch, Minky
Worden, stated: ‘Sports bodies have a responsibility to lower risks to athletes, insist
on the free flow of information, and conduct themselves in an open and transparent
way’ (quoted in FSE, 2020b). Furthermore, the more overarching, limited authority of

WHO comes to fore in their following statement: ‘Every single country must assess
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their own situation and context, including virus spread, measures in place and social
acceptability’ (WHO Regional Office for Europe, 2020).

In other words, in resolving COVID-19, the limitations of the organizations of
relevance here fulfil each other. Sports bodies lacking the necessary ‘health expertise’
and authority in public health contexts looked towards WHO and health organizations.
WHO, lacking the authority to cancel/postpone SMEs relied on sports bodies or
governments to do exactly this. In this vein, it is argued here that this can explain the
dynamics behind the sports’ bodies responses to COVID-19 following March 2020.
Thus, the relevant sports bodies’ efforts to control or resolve the ‘threat’ were closely
knitted to flexibly reacting to information provided by ‘health experts’ and ensuring
that their advice was implemented and followed before upcoming mega-events.

Having engaged with these questions of inter-organizational dynamics and
responsibility, the question that emerges is how sports bodies’ efforts to resolve
COVID-19 then may be located under the broader socio-political responses to the
crisis. Further, what exactly are the practical implications of the turn towards ‘health
experts’, ‘health organizations’ and ‘scientific communities’, that all can be positioned
under the umbrella of ‘science’? As argued here, the sports bodies’ responses reflect
broader political and governmental responses to the pandemic threat which had no
available ‘quick-fix’ (i.e. the vaccine). Thus, an important caveat that limited any
attempt to resolve the ‘threat’ was that ‘[t]he desire to secure populations against

pandemic threats’ through medical responses does always succeed in practice (Elbe,

2011: 849).

However, in the management of ‘unease’ (Bigo, 2020) or, in this context, disease, the
turn towards ‘health experts’ and ‘science’ was not restricted to the realm of sports.
The political efforts to manage the situation was captured accurately by the UK Prime
Minister Boris Johnson’s statement, when he declared that the management of the
disease had to be ‘guided by the science’ (quoted in BBC, 2020d). Such political turn
towards ‘science’ connects with Beck’s (1992, 2016) ideas of the risk society which is
characterized by risks so complex that politicians and individuals increasingly are
dependent on scientific knowledge. Faced with COVID-19, the tacit implication of
this was ‘that specialized scientific and medical knowledge is somehow more or the

most appropriate to guide pandemic planning and responses (Nygren and Olofsson,
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2020: 3). Consequently, the adherence to and trust in the ‘infection control techniques

informed by scientific and biomedical experts’ become a part of the strategy (ibid.).

Essentially, the wider responses to COVID-19 were also characterized by the flexible
adaption of ‘health expert’ recommendations, scientific evidence, involvement of
‘scientific experts’ (Elbe, 2011) in the already densely populated security fields (Bigo,
2002). As such, faced with the exceptional ‘threat’, the umbrella terms of ‘science’
and ‘health experts’ seemingly came to possess a relative monopoly on the relevant
health knowledge that could bring about change and manage the ‘disease’ if acted

upon.

Therefore, the realm of scientific progress and debate was embedded into the political
and sporting responses to COVID-19 and the eventual attempts to ‘desecuritize’
(Waever, 1995) the pandemic. The desecuritization of COVID-19 hence, relied largely
on scientific progress and expertise. There are implications of this however.
Essentially, ‘science’ and ‘health’ experts are not marked by uniformity. Rather, the
‘scientific debate’ is one containing opposing views and what Beck (1992: 157) called
a ‘heterogeneous supply of scientific interpretations’. Epitomizing this, two
commentaries in The Lancelet were published in March 2020, questioning if it was
justifiable to allow sports events with mass gatherings to be staged. Two opposing
conclusions were presented. McCloskey et al. (2020) recommended that events were
suspended subject to context-based and formal risk assessments. Responding to this,
Memish et al. (2020) argued, less leniently, that with a multitude of remaining
unknowns attached to COVID-19, suspending events was the only option. The
scientific debates submerging into the political and sporting responses to COVID-19
thus translated into a situation in which tangible answers were sought from non-

uniform scientific or health communities.

The wider implications of this make it possible to borrow an analytical relation from
Boyle and Haggerty (2009). They highlight how event organizers and security
agencies — facing a situation with radical uncertainty before SMEs — convey images of
the efforts that are made to mitigate this very ‘threat’. This, despite the fact that
actually resolving the ‘threat’ can be epistemologically impossible. Or, in this case —
a task residing with ‘health experts’ and ‘scientists’. That way, the images, formulated

through statements, discourses and interviews —reassure the public that something, at
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least, is being done to bring about change. Similarly, in the responses to COVID-19 in
sports, it may first be argued that sports bodies’ turn towards ‘health experts’ was not
merely to flexibly adapt their guidelines, but simultaneously to display that sports
bodies’ were seriously attempting to managing the ‘threat’. Secondly, the responses
(by, for example, postponing events) must also be understood as a communication to
the public which reinforced public health messages given to the public. Therefore, a
consideration of staging the event as planned could have been confusing and

undermining of the political responses (Memish et al., 2020).

To summarize, this section illuminates how the processes related to ‘overcoming’ the
COVID-19 ‘threat’ were framed. It is argued that sports bodies’ responses to COVID-
19 and commitment to contain the pandemic mirrored the wider political turn towards
‘science’ and ‘health experts’ such as WHO. Thus, contested scientific debates were
embedded into the sporting responses to COVID-19 as a ‘threat’. Furthermore, it is
argued that sports bodies flexibly reacted to and acted upon recommendations from
‘health experts’ by, in Euro 2020’s case, deciding on event postponement. This was
necessary given the limited authority of WHO in the domain of sports. Primarily, this
was how sports played a role in the management of the disease: through containment.
The pandemic outbreak, therefore, yields an insight into the dynamics of how sports
consciously turned towards the top of a ‘hierarchy of experts’ that were externally

positioned to sports, but subsequently informed sporting-related decision-making.

6.6 Conclusion: From Endemic Threats to the Epidemic Threat

This chapter argues that COVID-19 caused a reconfiguration of the meanings of
‘safety’ and ‘security’ in a SME context, and that a systematic reading of COVID-19
as a pandemic threat in a sporting context reflects the broader reactive, adaptive and
flexible responses and logics apparent in socio-political fields in the face of an
infectious disease-related catastrophe, which gave rise to an indefinite period
characterized by radical uncertainty. In this vein, it may be sustained that the relevant
apparatuses of governance around SMEs and in professional football and their
responses to COVID-19, in distinctive ways and brought together, represented a
microcosm for the analysis of the broader regulatory mechanisms through which
pandemic crises and infectious diseases — as globalized crises — are responded to,
processed or framed on political and social levels through, for example, extraordinary
and precautionary responses, distinctive referent objects in need for ‘safety’ and

226



Chapter 6: For Now, The Show Must Not Go On

securitizing acts and discourses (Elbe, 2011; Hanreider and Kreuder-Sonnen, 2014;
Curley and Herington, 2011).

When brought together with Chapter Five’s findings, this chapter demonstrates a shift
in the meanings and management of SME ‘security’. In Chapter Five, the ‘troika of
security’ predominantly speaks to how pre-planning for endemic ‘security threats’
occurs. Whilst potentially damaging, these threats, such as ‘terrorism’ or
‘hooliganism’, are more regular and endemic in mega-event landscapes, where they
possess historical relations through previous incidents (Cleland, 2019; Stott, 2003).
They are defined by limits to space and time and, whilst unpredictable, some lessons
and knowledge on how to ‘secure’ against these exist. Synthesized, Chapters Five and
Six therefore capture the shift from endemic threats towards an epidemic threat
characterized by an exceptional moment as it transpired. The epidemic threat is
‘faceless’, marked by a temporal suddenness, spatial diffuseness and completely
novel. It also reveals new overlapping threat actors and referent objects. It requires
new extraordinary responses. Thus, Chapters Five and Six evidence that meanings of
‘security’ at SMEs are not solely subject to change, which Chapter Four argues.
Collectively, they evidence exactly how the meanings of ‘security’ changed and under

which conditions.

Crucially, given the global dimension of COVID-19 as a ‘threat’, in this context, this
underscores the contention that an analysis of how global issues (e.g. the response to
infectious diseases) play out in sports may enhance the more mainstream
understanding of the same global issues (Giulianotti and Robertson, 2004, 2009).
Similarly, SMEs work as an entrance for analysing wider securitization trends
(Klauser, 2017; Boyle and Haggerty, 2009). Hence, this chapter enrichens the
understanding of global security issues through an analysis of a type of threat that is
yet to be given much serious attention in the study of society through sports, namely
that of pandemics. Hence, whereas this reaffirms SME’s status as applicable case
studies for studying broader social and political issues or trends, the presented
arguments simultaneously possess relevance beyond the social study of SMEs since

they can speak to how pandemics are responded to.

Such argument rests firmly upon my four subsidiary arguments. First, it is maintained
that on Euro 2020’s planning timeline, the outbreak of COVID-19, as the first
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pandemic of the twenty-first century (Memish et al., 2020), represented the main
‘security event’. The highly mediated collapse of sports occurred as a social drama
within an overarching dramaturgy. Second, the ‘threat’ of COVID-19, as unpacked,
was threefold. It was discursively framed as a virus, an infectious disease and a crisis;
the latter being the network of relations constituted by the non-discriminatory
infectious disease. Concurrently, this validates my claims throughout this thesis
holding that ‘security’ at SMEs must be read holistically: it cannot be conflated with
‘hooligan’ or ‘terrorist’ threats. Third, those framed in need for ‘safety’ and ‘security’
were individuals in a loosely defined ‘football community’ and a more externalized
yet overlapping referent; the ‘general public’. Notwithstanding, protection was also
required for over-stretched national services, as one of the reasons for Euro 2020’s
postponement. This indicates that states, and states’ stability were not completely
absent from the discourses. Finally, it was evidenced how efforts to resolve COVID-
19 in sport were marked by ‘health experts’ and ‘scientific progress’ becoming

embedded into the sports bodies’ ‘management of disease’ (cf. Bigo, 2002).

Another dimension to this chapter, enhancing its sociological value, is its potential to
act as a preliminary base and lay some foundations for future and empirical
scholarship. Over a decade ago, Booth (2007: 458) argued that ‘global health is one
of today’s battlegrounds, and one of tomorrow’s subject areas in security studies’.
Such argument can now be replicated in a manifold of sociological fields in what will
be a ‘post-pandemic’ epoch. It can confidently be transferred into the study of SMEs
and it is not unlikely that COVID-19’s impact on sports and societies will become a
key field of future research. Minimal research exists on sporting responses to
pandemics and biological threats. This is related to the fact that generational crises
like COVID-19, fortunately, are extremely rare occurrences. However, this adds
substantial weight to the importance of responsively and critically analysing such
crises when they occur, as this chapter has done. No one knows for certain exactly
when a pandemic will next disrupt all human and social life. What is for certain is
that this is a ‘when?’ rather than ‘what if?’ question, and that sports will not be
exempt. Therefore, while there are some limitations related to this chapter’s principal
focus on European elite sports and lack of primary sources, it still generates lessons
that may inform future events. It also produces a critical and original interrogation of

the meanings, perceptions and constructions of ‘safety’ and ‘security’ against a
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completely unprecedented background which — for the first time since World War |1
— saw the devastating collapse of global sports.
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Chapter 7: Discussion and Conclusion
When the Floodlights Fade

7.1 Thesis Summary

Security efforts made before SMEs provide us with a ‘glimpse into the most
painstaking security planning outside of warfare’ (Boyle et al., 2015: 112). Aiming to
make better sense of the social realities surrounding SME securitizations, whilst
continuing the tradition of investigating mainstream sociological issues through global
sport, this thesis has empirically examined the constructions, meanings and
perceptions of ‘security’ in the under-researched case of Euro 2020. To sum up, | am
arguing that in a society increasingly preoccupied with ‘security’, ‘safety’ and ‘risk’
(Bauman, 2005; Beck, 1992; Bigo, 2000; Zedner, 2003a, 2009), Euro 2020’s ‘security’
pre-planning and construction, assembled to eventually protect the geographically
unique event, proves an exemplary site for particularly two distinct practices of
security governance in the present-day world. Such an argument is extremely
important — and has implications beyond sports — because it confirms mega-event
security’s position as end-products and expressions of wider security dynamics,

developments and outlooks.

First, this relates to the recirculation of (in)formal security-related policies, knowledge
and practices on a transnational scale. This again, must be seen within the wider frame
of a turn towards cooperation networks and European-wide knowledge sharing
developments in what can be characterized as a transnationalized era of ‘security’
(Bigo, 2000; Tsoukala, 2009). Secondly, Euro 2020 manifested the exercise of
precaution and future-oriented security outlooks. These outlooks too, are shaping
security assessments more broadly in a post-9/11 world (Mythen and Walklate, 2008).
Whilst these driving forces have appeared in existing research on SMEs (Klauser,
2011a; Boyle and Haggerty, 2009), the reality is that every SME possesses unique
local characteristics and contexts which they are planned and delivered within
(Houlihan and Giulianotti, 2012). This claim comes especially true in relation to Euro
2020 which, for the first time, was to be staged across 12 European countries. In

addition to ensuring ‘safe’ or ‘secure’ events that account for changing dynamics in
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the international system, | also argue that these underpinning processes tie firmly into
commercial and sanitizing processes that are brought together under the umbrella of

‘security’.

As such, the construction of ‘security’ sheds a light on what ‘security’ means.
Ultimately, this means that ‘security’ does not solely serve purposes related to basic
public safety. It also relates to a range of private interests and business-related
aspirations. As security complexes at SMEs intensify and the need to ‘secure’ becomes
increasingly apparent, these may be concealed or shielded. Referring back to the two
major processes, recirculation of security policies or practices may then ensure
commercially fruitful spheres. Meanwhile, precaution can work to justify those
policies that are reproduced in new contexts or assist the implementation of new

extraordinary security measures.

Furthermore, this thesis argues that the meanings of ‘security’ in a SME context were
significantly reconfigured in light of COVID-19. Ultimately, Chapters Five and Six
empirically captures a security management shift: away from endemic ‘security
threats’ towards the ‘epidemic threat’ characterized by its inherent suddenness, an
exceptional moment and geographic diffuseness. Because the nature of the securitized
virus meant that people represented both the ‘security threat’ and subject to be
‘secured’, the meanings of cleansed and secure spaces also changed, and referred to
spaces with no people, but wherein official brands could remain present. Faced by such
‘invisible threat’, the lines between ‘threat’ and the subjects to be secured became so
blurred that, despite existing knowledge or future-leaning stances, differentiating the
two became non-viable. Consequently, ‘security’ related to the act of postponing
sporting events until the distinctions between ‘threat’ and ‘referent object’ became

clearer.

This thesis’s main arguments, presented above, are developed over this thesis’s seven
chapters. First, Chapter One lays out the foundations of this thesis. It justifies the
research and presents the study’s aims and objectives. Chapter Two highlights the
research gaps based on a review of the pre-existing literature and contemporary
concepts relevant to SME securitizations. Further, this chapter borrows from critical
security studies and applies such perspectives to sports. Then, I discuss the ‘health’

and ‘security’ couplet, with a specific reference to COVID-19 and pandemic mega-
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event threats. The chapter’s argument feeds into this research’s aims and objectives.
Based on the outlined research lacunas, | argue for a deeper engagement with the
constructions and meanings of ‘security’ via the continued engagement with event-

specific security governance and strategies, as exemplified by Euro 2020.

Chapter Three explains and justifies this thesis’s research design and methodology. 1
explain the data collection and analysis and reflect on the significant impacts that
COVID-19 had on my originally planned project. COVID-19 altered the focus of my
thesis. Instead of a host city ethnography — allowing for interactions with football fans
— my project had to react pragmatically and promptly to the global pandemic which
saw sports collapse and Euro 2020 be postponed for 12 months. This impacted Chapter
Six which, instead of examining fan responses to ‘security’, offers a critical
interrogation of sporting organizations’ responses to COVID-19 and COVID-19 as a
‘threat’. Methods used in this thesis include semi-structured interviews with diverse
stakeholders and documentary analysis of policy handbooks and guidelines. I also
provide an analysis of interview statements from key actors and governing bodies that
were given to media sources in light of COVID-19.

In the thesis’s empirical Part Il, Chapter Four and Chapter Five examine Euro 2020’s
‘security’ pre-planning by drawing from documentary and stakeholder interview data.
Particularly in Chapter Four, what comes to fore is the dual logic of SME ‘security’.
This speaks to the meanings of ‘security’. As recorded, ‘security’ does not solely relate
to objective or subjective ‘security’ for event spectators or event spaces. ‘Security’ and
its related policies also refer to the ideal conditions for consumption patterns to flourish
and commercial attractiveness to be sustained for the purpose of event owners and
sponsors. Furthermore, the key findings of Chapters Four and Five — when brought
together — are conceptualized in a framework original to this thesis. In Euro 2020’s
context, these findings underscore the coalescence of (re-)circulated security-related
policies and practices and a precautionary outlook adopted by stakeholders. Building
on existing insights (Boyle and Haggerty, 2009; Klauser, 2017; Molnar et al., 2019)
and my empirical records, | introduce a new concept in this thesis. This is called the
‘troika of security’. Some of the practical implications of the ‘troika’ and the role of

fans within this model are discussed later in the current chapter.
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Chapter Six addresses the unprecedented impacts of COVID-19 on elite sports and
SMEs. It unpacks the meanings of ‘security threat’, referent objects and organizational
responses in the time wherein Euro 2020 and the majority of the sporting world were
faced with the generational pandemic (Tovar, 2020). Drawing from a large volume of
public statements from key actors and organizations, this chapter argues that COVID-
19 reconfigured the meanings of what ‘security’ is, in a SME context, and documented
how sporting bodies’ responses to COVID-19, in distinctive ways, mirrored broader
regulatory mechanisms and actions through which COVID-19 was responded to in the
realms of politics and health. Subsequently, this chapter enhances sport’s position as
a site for more general analyses of global issues.

7.2 Original Contributions to Knowledge

This thesis makes a number of contributions to knowledge which are now presented. |
do this by cross-referencing with the research aims and objectives presented in Chapter
One. In this sense, the thesis’s contributions must be viewed in context of how my

objectives were accomplished.

To consider which processes, assessments, activities and
policies that may assist the construction of ‘security’ and
‘safety’ in Euro 2020’s context

This thesis provides original insight to, and a framework for understanding the
multiple mechanisms through which ‘security’ is constructed in the pre-planning of a
SME. I explain this through the ‘troika of security’ which captures the processes,
policies and activities that enable lesson-drawing, precautionary logics, and the use of
institutional memory. The processes, assessments, activities, and policies that assist
the construction of ‘security’ at SMEs are largely shaped by broader processes that
aim to construct ‘security’ in the present-day world (Mythen and Walklate, 2008). As
such, by building on existing insights from past mega-events (Klauser, 2010, 2011a,
2011b, 2012, 2017; Armstrong et al., 2017; Fussey, 2015; Fussey et al., 2011), this
thesis has located retrospective and future-oriented processes and assessments that
collectively encapsulate the securitization of Euro 2020 and, essentially, contribute to
notions and aims of ‘security’. Therefore, this thesis contributes with original
knowledge and with a concept that assist the sensemaking of exactly how the
circulation of existing models and templates occurs alongside the contemplation of
worst-case scenarios in the interrogation of the under-researched case of Euro 2020.
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My thesis also reflects the call for production of new case studies of event-specific
security strategies and governance for a more comparative study of SMEs (Giulianotti
and Klauser, 2010).

The thesis offers an original contribution to the field in terms of a robust framework
which identifies and extends key processes in SME securitizations. This originates
from the Euro 2020 case study, as a highly extraordinary yet underappreciated SME.
And, it is the most comprehensive study of Euro 2020’s securitization to date. Never
in the history had a planned SME been assigned such a geographically unique format,
and never in the history of the ‘Euros’ had a tournament been postponed. Through
critical engagement with policy documents, guidelines and diverse stakeholders, the
thesis successfully provides an original breakdown of the processes of learning,
knowledge exchange, policing, the realities of uncertainty and the requirements that
collectively informed the planned security assemblage of Euro 2020. The ‘troika’ also
positions the multiple roles of contemporary football fandom within mega-event
security constructions. With its empirical data and framework, the thesis — by
employing a SME as a site of analysis — contributes to wider debates in sociology,
criminology and security studies with an understanding of the mechanisms through
which ‘security’ is pursued, constructed or managed in post-9/11 societies and (macro-
)securitized contexts. These drivers for security governance are based on recirculation

and precaution and encapsulate wider social processes in the modern society.

(i) Explore ‘whom’ or ‘what’ ‘security’ was to be provided for
in Euro 2020’s context; (ii) consider ‘whom’ or ‘what’ that
constituted a ‘security threat’ in Euro 2020’s context, and, (iii)
critically engage with the meanings of ‘security’ in a SME
setting, given the contested conceptual nature of ‘security’

It is clear that SMEs have become increasingly securitized (Cleland, 2019; Boyle and
Haggerty, 2009). Scholars also argue that SMEs are likely to become increasingly
securitized as new threats emerge (Cleland and Cashmore, 2018). In spite of public
and academic discourses around mega-event ‘security’, extremely limited research
considers the deeper meanings of ‘security’. Hence, this thesis has been committed to
a critical analysis of what the contested concepts of ‘security’ and ‘safety’ mean (or

can mean) in a SME context.
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Here, this thesis borrows insights from critical security studies. These are yet to be
made full use of, if any, in the study of SME securitization or the social study of sports.
Beyond merely showing that these insights are applicable and ready for deployment in
the study of SME securitizations, and in terms of its wider contributions, this thesis
offers an empirical but theoretically underpinned understanding of the meanings of
‘security’ in a SME context. The study therefore contributes to existing knowledge on
the social meanings and roles of ‘security”’ in the twenty-first century (Jarvis and Lister,
2012). This is done; not by redefining what is oft-considered an essentially contested
concept (Baldwin, 1997), but rather by engaging in a rethinking exercise of what

‘security’ means at SMEs.

Ultimately, what constitutes a ‘security threat’ or ‘referent object’ in a SME context is
highly contested. Whilst often impacted by developments occurring in a domain
external to sport (i.e. a pandemic or a terrorist attack), the ‘threat’” and ‘referent object’
are given a specific meaning in the SME realm. The meanings of ‘security’ and ‘threat’
are contextual, fluid and, as demonstrated by COVID-19, subject to drastic change.
This thesis offers an empirical recording of how ‘security’ refers not merely to the
subjective or objective perceptions of event spectators or athletes, nor the relative
absence of ‘hooligans’ or ‘terrorists’. Instead, ‘security’ has dual meanings and spatial
dimensions that relate directly to the efforts to guarantee ‘clean’ or ‘sanitized’ spaces
in which security-policies ultimately ensure high commercial activity that is
compatible with the profitable aspirations of event owners, sponsors and hosts. At one
stage in the pre-planning, ‘security’ therefore referred to the absence of pre-defined
‘threats’, ‘problems’ and brands which could not be allowed to disrupt the event’s
people, atmospheres nor consumption circuits. This thesis records this in the case of
Euro 2020.

Yet, the meanings of ‘security’ do not end there. I argue that the meanings of ‘security’
were substantially reconfigured following COVID-19. The ‘invisible’ nature of this
sub-microscopic ‘threat’ meant that infected people (or people with or without
symptoms) could be ‘threats’ to other people. Given the anthropomorphic facet of
COVID-19, this ‘threat’ therefore blurred the already indefinite lines between ‘whom’
(or ‘what’) that were ‘secured’, and ‘whom’ or ‘what’ that were ‘secured against’.

Capturing this shift, my thesis thereby offers an empirical account of what ‘security’
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could mean at Euro 2020 and further, how the meanings of ‘security’ are not merely

subject to change; but how they actually change and under which conditions.

Provide an overview of, and examine, sport bodies’ and key

stakeholders’ responses to the global COVID-19 pandemic’s

impact in the world of SMEs.
This thesis also contributes with one of the first sociological analyses of COVID-19’s
impact on the sporting world. It is also one of the first studies that critically approaches
COVID-19 as a ‘security threat’ or ‘problem’, under the frames of the broader
securitization of ‘health’ (Chapter Two). Considering the empirical work likely to
emerge in the ‘post-pandemic’ society, examining the relationship between the
pandemic and sports, or the pandemic as a ‘security issue’, this thesis offers a
substantial foundation for future empirical work with its unpacking of COVID-19 as a

‘security threat” and pandemic responses.

Ultimately, this thesis offers an original account of what ‘security threat’ meant in the
context of COVID-19. I disaggregate discourses revealing exactly ‘whom’ or ‘what’
that were discursively framed as in need for ‘security’ and ‘safety’, whilst I capture
how international and national sporting bodies responded to COVID-19. These novel
contributions, related to my analysis of COVID-19, feed firmly into the thesis’s larger
contributions speaking both to the meanings of ‘security’ and the governance of
‘security’ at SMEs, and further enhance the sociological value of this study. Finally,
there are some practical dimensions of my findings that provide grounds for outlining
recommendations for practice. These recommendations also comprise a key

contribution of the thesis and | address these next.

7.3 Practical Implications and Recommendations for Policy and
Practice

This thesis explains the construction of mega-event ‘security”’ at a pre-event stage. The
relevant research question was addressed and then empirically accomplished over
Chapters Four and Five, where the ‘troika of security’ was introduced and
conceptualized. Additionally, this objective lends itself upon secondary data in the
form of existing research reviewed in Chapter Two which supplements my own

empirical findings. Whilst this, conceptually and empirically, represents a key
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contribution, the ‘troika’ also arrives with wider implications that have not yet been

discussed.

As argued, the empirically developed ‘troika of security’ extends and offers conceptual
frames that can explain the construction of ‘security’ in which learning works
alongside the imagination of worst-case scenarios (Molnar et al., 2019). As a concept,
this can therefore be partially placed under the wider label of ‘security legacies’ that
remain post-event, since two of its typologies reflect the reading of ‘knowledge’ and
‘expertise’ as distinctive ‘security legacies’ (Giulianotti, 2013). Therefore, if ‘security’
was solely an end-product of forward-looking, futuristic security assessments, then the
analytical, material, and utilitarian value of these retrospective ‘security legacies’
would have been limited. Moreover, the ‘troika’ accounts for the merging global and
local forces that ultimately shape how a contemporary SME is ‘secured’ (Houlihan
and Giulianotti, 2012).

Below, Figure 7.1 presents a visualization of the ‘troika’. Here, the three related curves
share a mutual aim: to provide conditions for objective and subjective ‘security’ to
flourish. In relation to this, the role of fans and mega-event attendees will be returned
to in the next section. However, as can be seen, each curve also possesses distinctive
limitations or elements of temporal uncertainty that explain why they are inter-related.
Where one curve possesses limits, the two other act as a ‘buffer’ to overcome this. The
three components in the ‘troika’ all ‘reduce uncertainty by establishing something to

bank on in the face of an unknown future’ (Folkers, 2019: 5).

238



Chapter 7: Discussion and Conclusion

Institutional Memory
[Retrospective]

Local agencies’ collectively
built-up experiences,

past encounters with fans,
developed informal 'norms’

Based upon the past

experiences with Unknowns, no
mega-events or other guaraniee experience
cultural events will be beneficial

Lesson-drawing Normative
[Retrospective] aim: security
Precautionary logic
Networking events and i s i [Future-oriented)]

exercises, consultative visits, - )
. ., lessons drawnwill  Seeypity budgets, ‘what
transfer of 'good practices’, use  be ‘gfective’ innew . n, . X
- 5 if?' questions, accepting
S s Mwma] ‘uncertainty', flexibility in
guidelines. Transferred across GERES - -

) ) risk assessments,
time and transnational borders .
categorization of fans

Figure 7.1: Visualizing the ‘Troika of Security’.

As argued throughout, the ‘troika’ can explain the construction of ‘security’ at SMEs
and is transferable to other social contexts. Whereas this invites future research from
researchers who may use it as an analytical relation to the study of SMEs, protests or
other cultural events, it is also here the concept’s current sociological value and
potential lies. The conceptual relations can be utilized by researchers to better
understand ‘security’ and ‘safety’ in relation to cultural festivals (i.e. Carnival), other
mega-events, protests or urban events (i.e. Pride) that all have fixed temporal settings,
are policed, securitized through discourses, practices and/or policies and comprise
contexts wherein ‘security’ and ‘threats’ are contested terms between the attending

public, organizers and/or security providers.

While the conceptual usefulness of the ‘troika’ has been closely discussed (Chapter
Five), the concept also has some practical implications beyond academic spheres
which derive from the retrospective and futuristic dimensions within it. Essentially,
while the ‘troika’s’ processes normatively seek establishment of ‘security’, it may not
successfully provide this on a subjective level for, for example, attending football fans.
In their discussion of ‘futurity’ and ‘risk’, Mythen and Walklate (2008: 236) submit

that ‘true security cannot and should not depend on inflicting insecurity on another’.
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Such argument remains compatible with this thesis’s critical approach to ‘security’ and
would be shared by other critical security scholars (Zedner, 2003a; Booth, 2005). This
demonstrates the ‘troika’s’ pitfalls. For whereas the ‘troika’ can explain how security
actors work towards the idyllic conditions of optimal security, a number of the
processes situated within the ‘troika’ are contested by the social groups impacted by

the implemented policies or modes of social control, such as football fans.

As documented, the reliance on precautionary measures like surveillance technologies
(Sugden, 2012), ‘securitized commodification’ (Giulianotti, 2011) in the desire for
‘clean spaces’, as evidenced by official documents, or implemented legislative
changes (DiviSova, 2019) can come at the cost of both civil liberties and may lead to
the exclusion of social groups (Kennelly, 2015; Hassan, 2014; Armstrong et al., 2017).
More generally, the adherence to precautionary principles may translate into
suspension of ‘normal democratic freedoms’ in the name of collective security
(Zedner, 2003a: 169). Divisova (2019) provides some examples of how this may occur
in relation to SMEs. She argues that the ‘terrorism threat’ posed to Euro 2016 in France
during the state of emergency allowed for minimal opposition to a precautionary
‘counter-hooligan’ law which, she argues, remained as a ‘security legacy’ in the
French domestic football culture. Since the ‘terrorist’ and ‘hooligan threats’, as
DiviSova writes, ‘sometimes intermingle in the security considerations’, the potential
consequences for this are that “’[o]rdinary” football fans can [be] easily caught in the
middle, and such an impact can outlive the championship for much longer’ (p. 757).

The role of football fans within the ‘troika’ will be returned to in the next section.

However, the danger is when, as aforementioned, SMEs become testing grounds for
new legislation, technologies or policies (Clavel, 2013) that by their nature are
precautionary measures for the control of pre-defined yet contested and uncertain
‘threats’ — and later implemented elsewhere. This way, SMEs are initially influenced
by wider security developments (Boyle and Haggerty, 2009). But then, the SMEs
become arenas for piloting new, often exceptional, modes of ‘securing’ (Schimmel,
2011). Sometimes, this exceptional moment is then transferred into ‘everyday’ spheres
after the event (Kitchen and Rygiel, 2014), as was the case with the blurred ‘counter-
terrorism’ and ‘hooligan’ legislation post-Euro 2016, which impacted ‘ordinary’ fans
of French clubs (DiviSova, 2019). This displays again how the relationship between

‘security’ and ‘SME security’ not only is inter-dependent but mutually reinforcing.
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‘Security’ elsewhere impacts SMEs, and SMEs impact ‘security’ elsewhere, in form

of everyday settings and forthcoming events.

Notwithstanding, it is not solely this futuristic component of the ‘troika’ that possesses
potential negative implications and the potential to inflict ‘insecurity’ on citizens.
Whilst the retrospective elements (i.e. lesson-drawing, ‘good practices’) may be
viewed by some as ‘effective’ in providing ‘security’, this does not mean they cannot
be intrusive, counter-productive and, in fact, exacerbate perceptions of ‘insecurity’.
Instead, it means that they are regarded as ‘effective’ by those with the power to define
this, and classify what ‘security’ is (Bigo, 2008). Furthermore, the transfer of
knowledge can mean that security-related policies generally disliked or resisted by fan
cultures are reproduced and transferred. As this thesis shows and as research suggests,
examples of this can include the use of riot gear (unless necessary), disproportionate
policing, heavy-handed stewarding (Pearson, 2012a; Numerato, 2018), or the
commercialization of so-called or pre-defined ‘rival brands’ (Giulianotti and Klauser,
2010). As Tsoukala et al. (2016: 177) note, football supporters in Europe are ‘still
considered a threat to public order, and a social group that requires both innovative
new laws and policing strategies to prevent them from engaging in violence or
disorder’. The processes of the ‘troika’ may thus facilitate conditions for the
(re)introduction of controversial strategies or legislation that seek to sustain the
governing and social control of fans as a social group.

Against this backdrop, it is a positive development that organizations like FSE and SD
Europe have observer status, a platform and a voice in the networking activities that
occur before Championships, despite limited guarantees that their ideas will be listened
to (Numerato, 2018; Cleland et al., 2018). Concerning the potential implications that
reproduction of policies or practices, disliked by attending fans and fan cultures, can
have on spectators perceived ‘security’ in addition to my empirical findings, one
practical recommendation growing directly from this thesis’s findings is that the
inclusion of fan networks should be maintained at future events. This, to ensure that
‘fans’ —accepting the different typologies subordinated to this term (Giulianotti, 2002)

— preserve a say in security and policing planning and practice.

Another recommendation from this thesis is consistent with previous findings
speaking to football policing (Stott et al., 2008, 2018; Stott and Pearson, 2007;
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Millward, 2009a) and advocates the use of crowd management techniques and policing
approaches to football supporters that emphasizes pro-activity and dialogue. This was
clearly favoured and advocated by stakeholder organizations and individual
stakeholders as the most effective way to police football (Chapter Five). Finally, there
are potential benefits related to enhancing the role and use of SLOs at international
mega-events and in international football. SLOs work to enhance the dialogues and
relationships between clubs, football associations, fans, security, and police. Hence,
this is consistent with earlier research into the SLO role in Swedish club football
holding that SLOs can positively reduce conflict (Stott et al., 2020). This could also
reflect supporters’ important observer or stakeholder position in the planning stages
with regards to policing and security management before international tournaments

like the European Championships (Cleland et al., 2018).

In sum, it can be argued that even the recirculation of knowledge and practices must
not be viewed as an unequivocally or unconditionally ‘positive’ exercise, because
these previously tested lessons may not be seen as effective by those at ‘security’s’
receiving ends, who can end up feeling socially excluded, targeted or marginalized
(Armstrong et al., 2017; Numerato, 2018). The same may be said around the exercise
of precaution (Mythen and Walklate, 2008). The ‘troika’ therefore scratches the
surface of the far more overarching and philosophical question regarding the trade-off
between civil liberties and ‘security’ (Bauman, 2005; Bauman and Bordini, 2014;
Zedner, 2003a). The different processes adding up to the ‘troika of security’ therefore
highlight and further validate the perspectives that sustain SME ‘security’ and
‘surveillance’ — and their practices and indeed ‘legacies’, may come at the cost of
human rights, rights to privacy or civil liberties (Spaaij, 2013; Hassan, 2014; Sugden,
2012; Samatas, 2007; Boykoff, 2020). Hence, these complex issues highlight the
problematic nature that is inherent to ‘securing efforts’ in present-day societies. A final
remark can be issued holding that that whereas the processes within the ‘troika of
security’ can all assist the facilitation for optimal conditions for ensuring objective
‘security’, they cannot necessarily guarantee subjective feelings of ‘security’. This
comes particularly true in relation to one social group situated centrally in the ‘troika

of security’: the fans.
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7.3.1 Situating Fans within the “Troika of Security’

The securitized fields of a mega-event are ‘heavily populated with multiplicities of
actors, agencies and organizations’ (Fussey, 2015: 222). This is confirmed by this
thesis’s ‘troika of security’. However, as this thesis argues, football fans play integral
and occasionally contradictory roles within these populated security fields. Often,
however, ‘the voices of fans are absent from the literature on security and SMES’
(Doidge et al., 2019: 713). Hence, it is necessary to situate, and return to fans’ position
within the ‘troika of security’ as this thesis’s model which explains SME ‘security’

construction.

As this thesis argues, fans at football mega-events play different yet crucial roles
within the ‘troika of security’ and wider event securitization. First, as mentioned, some
groups of fans and their behaviour are occasionally ‘secured against’ as posing a
potential ‘security threat’ to other fans and general public order (see Chapter Four) in
public and media discourses (Tsoukala, 2009). By considering the three components
of the ‘troika’ then; lessons may, for example, be drawn from previous events in
relation to how to police fans through dialogue or communication (Chapter Five). Or,
an agency’s institutional memory on how to police a particular game may be
characterized by previous interactions with specific fan groups. Moreover, the
precautionary categorization processes will also typically impact how an individual
fan or fan group are approached or policed. Here, one can see how fans, in part,

constitute what the processes of the ‘troika’ attempt to govern and keep under control.

Then, fans concurrently represent the primary consumers and participants of a SME’s
official spaces, including fan zones or the stadiums (Kolyperas and Sparks, 2018). At
SMEs where processes of securitization and commodification intersect (Giulianotti,
2011), fans therefore also constitute those referent objects of ‘security’ that are to be
provided with, and expect ‘safety’ in ‘secure’ environments upon visiting a mega-
event, and subsequently protection from other ‘internal enemies’ like ‘hooligans’
(Divisova, 2019), or external threats like terrorism, crime or pandemics. Making fans
feel ‘secure’ or ‘safe’ during mega-events is hence central in relation to maintaining
an event’s consumer attraction (Eick, 2010) and ensuring that fans, objectively, remain

separated from outlined ‘security threats’.
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Lastly, within the ‘troika’, fans also possess a distinctive presence in form of organized
fan networks. These actively contribute in the pre-planning of security before events
like Euro 2020. Here, fans play an important and recognized security stakeholder role
in the wider hierarchy of powerful actors, such as UEFA, local security forces and the
Council of Europe. As the thesis argues, it is crucial to recognize fans as powerful
actors within the ‘troika’ as subjects to be ‘secured from’, event consumers and, lastly,
influencers in the security-related planning and eventual delivery in Euro 2020’s
context. With respect to the latter, Numerato (2018: 75) noted that:

Throughout their [FSE’s and SD Europe’s] participation in the Committee,
the fans have the opportunity to contribute to discussions of the body,
which monitors the application of the European Convention on Spectator
Violence and Misbehaviour at Sports Events. Moreover, the FSE have
been actively involved in the Pan European Football policing Training
Project. The aim of the project was to develop innovative policing
strategies, foster the communication of police with supporters and prevent
escalation of conflicts. The signature of the Council of Europe Convention
on an Integrated Safety, Security and Service Approach at Football
Matches and Other Sports Events could be understood as another
significant institutional response to fans’ transnational activism; the
convention signed in 2016 emphasised the necessity of taking into
consideration the perspective of supporters during the organisation of sport
events

In many ways, the case of Euro 2020 — captured by the ‘troika’ — empirically
documents fans’ active and continued roles in the pre-planning of ‘security’ and their
input on police-fan relations. Thus, it is argued that fans are present in the ‘troika’,
where they possess a threefold role: as subjects to be ‘secured against’; consumers to
be provided with ‘security’; and influential actors that can impact the security

delivered by those providing security before and during the relevant event.

Moving forward, and in the context of COVID-19, there is already evidence of how
fans can play a crucial role in the ‘safe return’ of spectators to the stadiums on a
European level. For the 2020 UEFA Super Cup Final in September 2020 — staged at
Budapest’s Euro 2020 stadium, Puskas Arena — FSE reportedly liaised with UEFA,
the organizing committee, Hungarian police and Hungarian fans, and conducted a
survey which examined the ‘viability of fans returning to stadia in UEFA club and
national team competitions’ (FSE, 2020c: 2). Some of the recommendations provided

in FSE’s (2020c) final report included close engagement between organizers and fan
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representatives and the ‘precise communication on important public health and safety

matters to ensure that fans are as safe as possible when attending game’ (ibid.: 16).

In a way, this demonstrates why the ‘troika’ — despite emanating from a Euro 2020
case study — can be extended into novel and securitized contexts. Now, it may be asked
how the experiences of the Super Cup Final can assist Euro 2020, how Euro 2020 may
make use of lessons from the UEFA Super Cup, and how groups like FSE and SD
Europe continue the work towards Euro 2024 in Germany. Whilst this illustrates that
the ‘troika’ can be extended into new event-specific, security and fan contexts, it also
underlines the important and constant role of fans within the ‘troika’. Ultimately, as
forthcoming mega-events take place, fans are again likely to occupy roles as users and
subjects of, and contributors to ‘security’, impacted by and impacting an event’s
security providers and hierarchies of power. And here, the ‘troika’ can assist in
unpacking the contested processes that are entangled in a mega-event’s security
delivery, and how techniques of social and crowd control ‘can later be applied to other
fields of activity’ beyond sport (Tsoukala, 2009: 118). Finally, it remains important
that the perceptions of fans at Euro 2020 — if the event does take place in front of
spectators — remain subject to critical examination. This will add new layers of
understanding to the ‘troika’, so that fans’ perceptions of ‘security’ are juxtaposed to,

or integrated into the discourses and processes making up the ‘troika’.

7.4 Limitations and Emerging Research Agendas

This thesis’s limitations are predominantly related to the issues of access, sample size
and demographic, the study’s explorative nature and the study being rooted in a single
case study. Ultimately, my main focus is on one mega-event. As discussed in Chapter
Three, caution must be exercised when drawing extensive claims from single case
studies. Although the following argument does not justify such limitation: this is not
entirely uncommon in mega-event research, where separate SMEs typically represent
cases. These limitations and the themes of validity were given attention in Chapter
Three, especially in light of this study’s use of media sources and interviewee
demographics. This chapter also touched upon the obstacles that may surface when
examining the concept of ‘security’ empirically and conceptually. Security-related
research may present distinctive challenges speaking to secrecy, access and
individuals’ willingness to voice their ideas in academic research (Eski, 2012; Aitken,
2020). This may translate into recruitment or sampling challenges. Nevertheless, my
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study’s sample size is still comparable with similar studies (see Eisenhauer, 2013;
Klauser, 2011a; Lauss and Szigetvari, 2010; Taylor and Toohey, 2011).

As Bigo (2014: 221) acknowledges, ‘[t]he secrecy and the fear of the hierarchy is one
of the transversal characteristics of the professionals of security’. In this thesis, I
deliberately took a different route than some other researchers with unique ‘insider
access’ to security professionals, like Amstrong et al.’s (2017) ethnography with police
forces in London for the 2012 Olympics. Still, this thesis draws from empirical records
including formal discourses in available policy documents and personal interviews
with stakeholders actively involved in Euro 2020’s organization, securitization or with
general football policing expertise. Whilst the sample may be seen as a possible
limitation, it does not prevent the thesis from providing a high-quality portrait of Euro
2020’s security processes in the pre-planning stage. However, it is worth openly
acknowledging: both as a possible limitation and as guidance for other researchers
seeking to empirically examine ‘security’. Ultimately, thick veils of secrecy and

interview recruitment issues are likely to emerge as challenges to such research.

Throughout, 1 have openly acknowledged my study’s limitations. Perhaps equally as
important, | have appropriately mitigated these when possible. Moreover, these
limitations possess two dimensions. While representing possible limitations to the
completed study, they also invite future research projects and questions that could
utilize this thesis as a scholarly starting point. Hence, against the background of the
potential limitations, some of which are inherent to qualitative research, this study’s
findings are still relevant, valid and significant. Collectively, the findings empirically

advance the sociological understanding of mega-event ‘security’.

Finally, some specific avenues for future research are delineated. At the time of
writing, it is a decade ago since Giulianotti and Klauser’s (2010) interdisciplinary
research agenda was published, consisting of what was emerging issues at the time.
Hence, this section contributes with an emerging research agenda for this field for the
2020s and onwards. To be sure, there are still gaps in the literature. In many ways, this

was confirmed by Tian and Wise’s (2019) timely knowledge domain assessment and
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survey of 870 academic articles published in three international journals dedicated to
the social study of sports, between 2008 and 2018.%

Acknowledging that research on mega-event ‘security’ sometimes is published in
mainstream journals or as monographs, it is still highly remarkable that ‘security’,
‘securitization’, ‘policing’ or ‘surveillance’ do not emerge from this survey as any of
the most covered areas or key words in the sociology of sport from 2008 to date.
Clearly, this highlights the pressing need for continued development in the field. The
avenues for future investigation could, however, be approached by academics from
various fields, and not as confined to the sociology of sports. Indeed, one of the key
strengths of the current literature is its interdisciplinary nature boasting important and
sometimes collaborative contributions from sociologists, security scholars,
criminologists, urban geographers, management and legal scholars and political

scientists, to name a few of the represented subject areas.

Going forward, it is highly important that this field preserves its interdisciplinary
nature. Not merely in terms of its active scholars, but also in terms of the theoretical
approaches to ‘security’. In that vein, there is more scope in future research for
looking, to an even larger degree, towards the fields of International Relations, and
particularly critical security studies’ approaches. Like this thesis, this could be by
considering or working within the key premises of, or acknowledging, the theoretical
frameworks of the Copenhagen School’s securitization approach (Chapter One), or the
Welsh School’s reading of ‘security’ as a derivative concept (Chapter Two). However,
scholars could also increasingly consult other critical approaches to ‘security’, like the
Paris School, commonly associated with Bigo and Tsoukala, whose work has been
consulted over the course of this thesis (Tsoukala, 2008, 2009, 2016; Bigo, 2000,
2002).

Briefly, the Paris School draws upon Pierre Bourdieu’s concepts of ‘habitus’ and
‘field’” and thereby ‘fuses a concern with discourses of security and constructions of
danger with a focus on security practices’ (Peoples and Vaughan-Williams, 2010: 69,
original emphasis). The focus is often directed at the social relations between security

professionals, like the police, private security actors, border control agencies and

52 The three journals include International Review for the Sociology of Sport, Journal of Sport and
Social Issues and Sociology of Sport Journal.
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intelligence actors in a globalized era (Bigo, 2002). Moreover, the Paris School is
concerned with ‘how security and insecurity are mutually constituted through elite

knowledge and routinized bureaucratic practices’ (Browning and McDonald, 2011:
240).

Bigo argues that the habitus of security relations has been transformed with
distinctions between internal and external ‘security’ becoming increasingly blurred
and occupied by clusters of private and public agencies (Bigo, 2000, 2002, 2014). As
this thesis has reaffirmed, SMEs demonstrate this blurredness, and there is a theoretical
purchase in consulting this international political sociology approach to critically
understand ‘(in)security’ in future research. Moreover, and on a more general level,
future research should regardless uphold the trend of examining individual SMEs
empirically and theoretically, which the ‘troika of security’ ultimately is a product of.
As aforementioned, the ‘troika of security’ could be employed, built upon or extended

in future studies.

Then, it remains important to study spectators’ perceptions of ‘security’ and ‘safety’
in relation to SME (non-)attendance. This was, admittedly, one of the provisional aims
of this thesis that were abandoned following the outbreak of COVID-19. In this area,
there is substantial scope for building on existing work (Cleland and Cashmore, 2018;
Cleland, 2019; Lee Ludvigsen and Millward, 2020) and to consider how COVID-19
has impacted the ways in which spectators consider their own ‘security’, ‘safety’ or
‘health’ when attending sporting events. Simultaneously, it remains crucial not to
neglect the residents of the neighbourhoods and local communities that mega-events
are staged within, around or upon. Residents will often experience the build-up and
peak times of a mega-event’s security and policing operations (Aitken, 2020). But even
when the floodlights fade and ‘when “the show” appears to be over’ (Roche, 2000: xi)
residents may find their everyday lives impacted in some way by distinctive post-event
‘security legacies’. Here, there is leeway for combining the commitment to the
empirically study ‘security legacies’ whilst subscribing to the aforementioned and
critical approaches to ‘security’. Existing scholarship finds that local residents not
uncommonly feel excluded from the extraordinary mega-event spaces and spectacles
(Armstrong et al., 2017; Kennelly and Watt, 2011; Watt, 2013; Kennelly, 2015;
Aitken, 2020).
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In a mega-event’s build up, it has become common to either forcibly remove
‘undesirable’ individuals, communities or local businesses, or displacing them through
neoliberal market or security policies that may intertwine (Kennelly and Watt, 2011).
Against this, it is encouraged here to gather individuals’ lived experiences of
heightened policing, increased surveillance and generally, the mega-event circus
which can be longitudinal undertaking when accounting for the diffuse time period
from when a city decides to bid for hosting rights to long after the circus leaves the
town. Methodologically, this invites qualitative ethnographic methods, interviews and
focus groups. Though, inspired by van Blerk et al. (2018), such ‘bottom-up’ research
can also engage constructively with participatory, creative and visual methods with
excluded social groups or individuals. Whilst this undeniably would supplement and
deepen the academic study of mega-events and ‘security’, findings from such research
also have capacity to speak to broader neoliberal, urban and gentrifying processes

impacting local communities in global and/or contemporary cities.

Finally, the impacts of COVID-19 on the security strategies of future SMEs remain
central to examine empirically. As Parnell et al. (2020: 6) suggest, ‘certainly, when the
next pandemic comes (which it will), we are better prepared in sport and society’. This
implies that COVID-19 has generated a set of valuable lessons and further
consideration points for SME security stakeholders of future events. The questions that
remain are ‘how?’, and ‘which exact lessons?’. Researchers may draw upon insights
from this thesis, such as the ‘troika of security’ and previous research to analyse how
processes of lesson drawing, knowledge exchange and precautionary measures feed
into the attempts to ‘secure’ against future pandemic or epidemic ‘threats’ before
sporting events. Hence, to summarize, this section rests upon this thesis, its limitations
and recent developments. It argues that the study of SME securitization is continually
evolving and still promises an array of intriguing avenues for interdisciplinary

research.

7.5 Final Remarks

So while Euro 2016 will be the first European football championship to be
held during a state of emergency, it is unlikely to be the last. Declared in
the aftermath of the Paris attacks of November 2015, which included an
attempted suicide bombing of the France-Germany match at Stade de
France, the state of emergency has recently been extended to cover the
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football [...] Consequently, nearly 80,000 state security personnel will be
supplemented by 15,000 private security guards and a 10,000-strong
military reserve, trained to deal with catastrophic bomb attacks on the
fanzones and chemical warfare in the stadiums. It is interesting to note that
while the official and commercial zones for outdoor viewing will be going
ahead, secured with tens of millions of euros of additional funding, no one
else will be allowed to hold their own unofficial outdoor events or
screenings. Such is the fate of public space in an era of asymmetrical
warfare (Goldblatt, 2016, emphasis added)

The above extract from David Goldblatt marks the closure of my thesis. Effectively, it
reflects the socio-political realities and exceptionalities of SME ‘security’ in the
present-day. It is now prudent to ask whether the norm defines the exception — or if
the exception, in fact, defines the norm in mega-event ‘security’. Instead of Euro 2020
‘going ahead’ in a state of emergency, as Goldblatt may have hinted towards, the
tournament was not staged at all in June and July 2020. Rather, it was postponed — so
it could be staged in June and July 2021. It is not unlikely though, that the future
envisaged by Goldblatt becomes a reality, where notions of festivity and spectacle
‘goes ahead’ despite background noises triggered by exceptionalism, enhanced state

powers and alertness.

Since the nineteenth century, mega-events’ social significance has merely intensified
(Roche, 2000). Following 9/11, the exact same may be observed regarding the
‘securing” of mega-events and ‘security’ more broadly (Zedner, 2009). Recently,
Cleland and Cashmore (2018) highlighted that in line with new, emerging threats,
security and surveillance measures at SMEs are likely to develop even further.
Undoubtedly, a pandemic now represents one of the ‘new threats’ hinted towards.
Cleland and Cashmore’s suggestion connects with my next argument. What the
findings of this thesis confirm, when added together, is the appropriateness of arguing
that SMEs function as a ‘mirror’ and ‘motor’ (cf. Giulianotti and Robertson, 2007) of
securitization processes. As UEFA (2020f) states, ‘[c]onflicts around Europe and the
world mean that our continent is more prone than ever to threats. Because football
mirrors society, these problems are reflected in football’. SMEs provide specular
reflections of wider security dynamics and may be the driver behind securitization
techniques. Notwithstanding, in light of this study’s findings, it is prudent to take this
metaphor even further and again paraphrase Giulianotti and Robertson (2004) who
argued that sport is one of the most sociologically illuminating domains of

‘globalization’.
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Drawing inspiration from their claim, this thesis argues that sport also has proven and
manifested itself as an extremely illuminating domain of global, national and local
‘securitization’ processes, exemplified by contemporary concepts such as ‘security
legacies’ (Giulianotti and Klauser, 2010), SME ‘security networks’ (Whelan, 2014),
and the ‘troika of security’, which my thesis introduces. Relatedly, empirical records,
theorizations and analyses of ‘security’ discourses, practices and perceptions in sport
possess the potential to significantly improve how ‘security’ is understood or
problematized in modern societies. As a site of analysis, sport has the capacity to
illuminate how ‘security’ is resisted, contested, or constructed. Fundamentally, my
thesis underscores exactly this. Sport must therefore consistently be critically
approached — and treated seriously — by social researchers seeking to understand
‘security’, ‘surveillance’, ‘social control’ and ‘health security’. Such argument leans

upon my empirical findings and is extremely important.

If Goldblatt’s (2016, 2019) predictions prove correct, and reflect what Walter
Benjamin observed, namely that the ‘state of emergency’ is not the exception, but
instead ‘the rule’ or the ‘norm’, then it remains crucial that the components constituting
the ‘troika of security’, the impact of COVID-19 and the perceptions of ‘security’
among supporters are critically explored by academics. Indeed, from a scholarly point
of view, the forthcoming years present interesting case studies. However, more
crucially and beyond academic spheres, they will all be revealing. First out is the
controversial 2022 FIFA World Cup in Qatar. Then, Euro 2024 in Germany, before
the 2026 FIFA World Cup will be co-hosted by Canada, Mexico and the US under the
banner of ‘United 2026°.

Although the respective geographical, political, cultural and social attributes of these
mega-events differ greatly, which translates into distinctive ‘risk’ and ‘security’
contexts, one thing these events do have in common is that even in times of emergency,
uncertainty, unknowns or insecurity, the show must and will go on. And so, in the
unlikely event of a global pandemic; postponements can ensure that the show

eventually goes on.

251



Bibliography

Bibliography

Adey, P. (2014) ‘Security Atmospheres or the Crystallisation of Worlds’, Environment
and Planning D: Society and Space, 32(5), 834-851.

Adey, P. and Anderson, B. (2012) ‘Anticipating Emergencies: Technologies of
Preparedness and the Matter of Security’, Security Dialogue, 43(2), 99-117.

Adey, P., Anderson, B. and Graham, S. (2015) ‘Introduction: Governing Emergencies:
Beyond Exceptionality’, Theory, Culture & Society, 32(2), 3-17.

Agamben, G. (2005) State of Exception, Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Aitken, A. (2020) ‘Seeking Invention: Creating an Informed Citizenry in the
Governance of Security at Sporting Mega-Events’, Policing and Society, 0(0),
1-15.

Alvesson, M. and Skdéldberg, K. (2009) Reflexive Methodology: New Vistas for
Qualitative Research, London: Sage.

Andrews, D. L. and Carrington, B. (eds.) (2013) A Companion to Sport, Oxford:
Wiley-Blackwell.

Andrews, D.L. and Silk, M.L. (2012) Sport and Neoliberalism: Politics, Consumption,
and Culture, Philadelphia: Temple University Press.

Andrews, D.L. and Silk, M.L. (2018) ‘Sport and Neoliberalism: An Affective-
Ideological Articulation’, The Journal of Popular Culture, 51(2), 511- 533.

Aradau, C. (2004) ‘Security and the Democratic Scene: Desecuritization and
Emancipation’, Journal of International Relations and Development, 7(4), 388-
413.

Aradau, C. and Van Munster, R. (2007) ‘Governing Terrorism through Risk: Taking
Precautions, (Un)knowing the Future’, European Journal of International
Relations, 13(1), 89-115.

Armstrong, G. (1998) Football Hooligans: Knowing the score, Oxford: Berg.

Armstrong, G. and Giulianotti, R. (1998) ‘From Another Angle: Police Surveillance
and Football Supporters’, in C. Norris, J. Moran and G. Armstrong (eds.),
Surveillance, Closed Circuit Television and Social Control, Aldershot: Ashgate,
pp.113-135.

Armstrong, G. Giulianotti, R. and Hobbs, D. (2017) Policing the 2012 London
Olympics: Legacy and Social Exclusion, London: Routledge.

Atkinson, M. and Young, K. (2012) ‘Shadowed by the Corpse of War: Sport
Spectacles and the Spirit of Terrorism’, International Review for the Sociology
of Sport, 47(3), 286-306.

252



Bibliography

Atkinson, P.A. and Coffey, A. (1997) ‘Analysing Documentary Realities’, in D.
Silverman (eds.) Qualitative Research: Theory, Method and Practice, London:
Sage, pp. 45-62.

Augé, M. (1995) Non-Places: Introduction to an Anthropology of Supermodernity,
London: Verso.

Ayoob, M. (1997) ‘Defining Security: A Subaltern Realist Perspective’, in M.C.
Williams and K. Krause (eds.), Critical Security Studies: Concepts and Cases,
Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, pp. 121-146.

Azzi, V. (2017) ‘Security for Show? The Militarisation of Public Space in Light of the
2016 Rio Olympic Games’, Contexto Internacional, 39(3), 589-607.

Bain, W. (eds) (2006) The Empire of Security and the Safety of the People, Oxon:
Routledge.

Bairner, A. (2014) Comprehensive collection, with the usual suspects and some bright
spots. (A book review of D.L. Andrews and B. Carrington (eds.) A Companion

to Sport), Idrettsforum.org. Available at:
https://idrottsforum.org/baiala_andrews-carrington140425/  (Accessed: 12
November 2018).

Baldwin, D. (1997) ‘The Concept of Security’, Review of International Studies, 23(1),
5-26.

Bale, J. (1994) Landscapes of Modern Sport, London: Leicester University Press.

Barnard-Wills, D., Moore, C. and McKim, J. (2012) ‘Introduction: Spaces of Terror
and Risk’, Space and Culture, 15(2) 92-97.

Bar-On, T. (2017) Beyond Soccer: International Relations and Politics as seen
through the Beautiful Game, Maryland: Rowman & Littlefield.

Barriball, K. and While, A. (1994) ‘Collecting Data using a Semi-Structured
Interview: A Discussion Paper’, Journal of Advanced Nursing, 19, 328-335.

Baudrillard, J. (1993) The Transparency of Evil, London: Verso.

Bauman, Z. (2000) Liquid Modernity, Cambridge: Polity.

Bauman, Z. (2005) Liquid Life, Cambridge: Polity.

Bauman, Z. (2007) Liquid Times: Living in an Age of Uncertainty, Cambridge: Polity.
Bauman, Z. and Bordini, C. (2014) State of Crisis, Cambridge: Polity.

BBC (2016) Euro 2020: England fans may struggle to afford travel - FA's Greg Clarke.
Available at: http://www.bbc.co.uk/sport/football/37433401(Accessed: 191
March 2018).

BBC (2020a) Coronavirus: Ireland v Italy Six Nations games postponed over health
concerns. Available at: https://www.bbc.co.uk/sport/rugby-union/51641149
(Accessed: 28" February 2020)

253


https://idrottsforum.org/baiala_andrews-carrington140425/
http://www.bbc.co.uk/sport/football/37433401
https://www.bbc.co.uk/sport/rugby-union/51641149

Bibliography

BBC (2020b) Coronavirus: Chelsea's Callum Hudson-Odoi and Arsenal boss Mikel
Arteta test positive. Available at:
https://www.bbc.co.uk/sport/foothall/51867854 (Accessed: 2" April 2020).

BBC (2020c) Coronavirus: Europe now epicentre of the pandemic, says WHO.
Available at: https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/world-europe-51876784 (Accessed:
2" April 2020).

BBC (2020d) Coronavirus: UK government considering banning sporting fixtures.
Available at: https://www.bbc.co.uk/sport/51859553 (Accessed: 2" April
2020).

Beck, U. (1987) ‘The Anthropological Shock: Chernobyl and the Contours of Risk
Society’, Berkeley Journal of Sociology, 32, 153-165

Beck, U. (1992) Risk Society: Towards a New Modernity, London: Sage.

Beck, U. (2006) ‘Living in the World Risk Society: A Hobhouse Memorial Public
Lecture given on Wednesday 15 February 2006 at the London School of
Economics’, Economy and Society, 35(3), 329-345.

Beck, U. (2009) World at Risk, Cambridge: Polity.
Beck, U. (2016) The Metamorphosis of the World, Cambridge: Polity.

Becker, H. (1963) Outsiders: Studies in the Sociology of Deviance, New York: Free
Press.

Bennett, C.J. and Haggerty, K.D. (2011) ‘Introduction: Security Games: Surveillance
and Control at Mega-Events’, in C.J. Bennett and K.D. Haggerty (eds.), Security
Games: Surveillance and Control at Mega-Events, Abingdon: Routledge, pp.1-
19.

Berg, B.L. (2009) Qualitative Research Methods: For all the Social Sciences [7*"
edition], Boston: Pearson.

Berg, B.L. and Lune, H. (2012) Qualitative Research Methods for the Social Sciences
[8" edition], USA: Pearson.

Berg, B.L. (1989) Qualitative Research Methodes for the Social Science: Introduction
to Qualitative Research Methods, New York: John Wiley and Sons Press.

Betts, R.K. (1978) ‘Analysis, War, and Decision: Why Intelligence Failures are
Inevitable’, World Politics, 31(1), 61-89.

Betts, R.K. (2002) ‘Fixing Intelligence’, Foreign Affairs, 81(1), 43-59.

Biehl-Missal, B. and Saren, M. (2012) ‘Atmospheres of Seduction: A Critique of the
Aesthic Marketing Practices, Journal of Macromarketing, 32(2), 168-180.

Biernacki, P. and Waldorf, D. (1981) ‘Snowball Sampling: Problems and Techniques
of Chain Referral Sampling’, Sociological Methods and Research, 10(2), 141
63.

254


https://www.bbc.co.uk/sport/football/51867854
https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/world-europe-51876784
https://www.bbc.co.uk/sport/51859553

Bibliography

Bigo, D. (2000) ‘When Two Become One: Internal and External Securitisation in
Europe’, in M. Kelstrup and M. C. Williams (eds.), International Relations
Theory and the Politics of European Integration. Power, Security and
Community, pp. 171-204, London: Routledge.

Bigo, D. (2002) ‘Security and Immigration: Towards a Critique of the
Governmentality of Unease’, Alternatives 27(1), 63-92

Bigo, D. (2008) ‘Globalized (In)Security: The Field and the Ban-Opticon’, in D. Bigo
and A. Tsoukala (eds.), Iliberal Practices in Liberal Regimes, Paris:
L’Harmattan, pp. 10-48.

Bigo, D. (2014) ‘The (In)securitization Practices of the Three Universes of EU Border
Control: Military/Navy—Border Guards/Police—Database Analysts’, Security
Dialogue, 45(3), 209-225.

Blaikie, N.W.H. (2010) Designing Social Research [2" edition], Cambridge: Polity.

Bleacher Report (2020) UEFA “Evaluating” Whether to Postpone Euro 2020 Because
of the Coronavirus. Available at: https://bleacherreport.com/articles/2880916-
uefa-evaluating-whether-to-postpone-euro-2020-because-of-coronavirus
(Accessed: 3 April 2020).

Booth, K. (1991) “Security and Emancipation’, Review of International Studies, 17(4),
313-326.

Booth, K. (1997) ‘Security and Self: Reflections of a Fallen Realist’, in K. Krause and
M.C. Williams (eds.) Critical Security Studies: Concepts and Cases, London:
UCL Press, pp. 83-119, cited in Aradau, C. (2004) ‘Security and the Democratic
Scene: Desecuritization and Emancipation’, Journal of International Relations
and Development, 7(4), 388-413.

Booth, K. (2007) Theory of World Security, New York: Cambridge University Press.

Booth, K. (eds.) (2005) Critical Security Studies and World Politics, London: Lynne
Rienner Publishers.

Borch, C. (2013) ‘Crowd Theory and the Management of Crowds: A Controversial
Relationship’, Current Sociology, 61(5-6), 584-601.

Bourdieu, P. (1991[1982]) Language and Symbolic Power, Cambridge: Harvard
University Press.

Bowen, G.A. (2009) ‘Document Analysis as a Qualitative Research Method’,
Qualitative Research Journal, 9(2), 27-40.

Boykoff, J. (2014) Celebration Capitalism and the Olympic Games, London/New
York: Routledge.

Boykoff, J. (2020) Nolympians: Inside the Fight Against Capitalist Mega-Sports in
Los Angeles, Tokyo and Beyond, Nova Scotia: Fernwood.

Boykoff, J. and Fussey, P. (2014) ‘London’s Shadow Legacies: Security and Activism
at the 2012 Olympics, Contemporary Social Sciences, 9(2), 253-270.

255


https://bleacherreport.com/articles/2880916-uefa-evaluating-whether-to-postpone-euro-2020-because-of-coronavirus
https://bleacherreport.com/articles/2880916-uefa-evaluating-whether-to-postpone-euro-2020-because-of-coronavirus

Bibliography

Boyle, P and Haggerty, K.D. (2009) ‘Spectacular Security: Mega-Events and the
Security Complex’, International Political Sociology, 3(3), 57-74.

Boyle, P. (2011) ‘Knowledge Networks: Mega-Events and Security Expertise’, in C.J.
Bennett and K.D. Haggerty (eds.), Security Games: Surveillance and Control at
Mega-Events, Abingdon: Routledge, pp. 169-184.

Boyle, P. and Haggerty, K.D. (2012) ‘Planning for the Worst: Risk, Uncertainty and
the Olympic Games’, British Journal of Sociology, 63(2), 241-259.

Boyle, P. Clement, D. and Haggerty, K.D. (2015) ‘Iterations of Olympic Security:
Montreal and Vancouver’, Security Dialogue, 46(2), 109-125.

Boyle, R. and Haynes. R. (2000) Power Play: Sport, The Media and Popular Culture,
Harlow: Pearson Education Ltd.

Braathen, E., Mascarenhas, G., and Sorboe, C. M. (2016). ‘A “City of Exception?”
Rio de Janeiro and the Disputed Social Legacy of the 2014 and 2016 Sports
Mega-Events, in V. Viehoff, & G. Poynter (eds.), Mega Event Cities: Urban
Legacies of Global Sport Events, London: Routledge, pp. 261-270.

Brannagan, P.M. and Giulianotti, R. (2015) ‘Soft Power and Soft Disempowerment:
Qatar, Global Sport and Football’s 2022 World Cup Finals’, Leisure Studies,
34(6), 703-719.

Brannagan, P.M. and Rookwood, J. (2016) ‘Sports Mega-Events, Soft Power and Soft
Disempowerment: International ~ Supporters’ Perspectives on  Qatar’s
Acquisition of the 2022 FIFA World Cup Finals’, International Journal of Sport
Policy and Politics, 8(2), 173-188.

Braun, V. and Clarke, V. (2013) Successful Qualitative Research: A Practical Guide
for Beginners. London: Sage.

Brett Davies, M. (2007) Doing a Successful Research Project: Using Qualitative or
Quantitative Methods, Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan.

British Sociological Association (2017) Statement of Ethical Practice. Available at:
https://www.britsoc.co.uk/media/24310/bsa_statement_of ethical_practice.pdf
(Accessed: 10" December 2018).

Brookes, T. and Khan, O.A. (2005) Behind the Mask: How the World Survived SARS,
the first Epidemic of the 21st Century, Washington DC: American Public Health
Association.

Browning, C.S. and McDonald, M. (2011) ‘The Future of Critical Security Studies:
Ethics and the Politics of Security’, European Journal of International
Relations, 19(2), 235-255.

Bryman, A. (2016) Social Research Methods [5™ edition], Oxford: Oxford University
Press.

Bull, A. (2018) Nobody can afford to host the Olympics but at the 10C the largesse
never stops. The Guardian. Available at:

256


https://www.britsoc.co.uk/media/24310/bsa_statement_of_ethical_practice.pdf

Bibliography

https://www.theguardian.com/sport/2018/oct/23/olympic-games-host-ioc-
money (Accessed: 15" December 2018)

Bull, H. (1977) The Anarchical Society: A Study of Order in World Politics, London:
Macmillan.

Bulley, D. and Lisle, D. (2012) ‘Welcoming the World: Governing Hospitality in
London’s 2012 Olympic Bid’, International Political Sociology, 6, 186-204.

Bulmer, M. (1984) Social Research Methods: An Introduction, London: MacMillan.

Burke, A. (2007) ‘“What Makes Security Possible: Some Thoughts on Critical Security
Studies’, Working Paper 1/2007, Australian National University Department of
Political Science, Canberra.

Buzan, B. (1983) People, States and Fear: The National Security Problem in
International Relations, Sussex: Wheatsheaf Books.

Buzan, B. (1991) People, States and Fear [2" edition], Hertfordshire: Harvester
Wheatsheaf.

Buzan, B. and Waver, O. (2009) ‘Macrosecuritisation and Security Constellations:
Reconsidering Scale in Securitisation Theory’, Review of International Studies,
35, 253-276.

Buzan, B., Waver, O. and de Wilde, J. (1998) Security: A New Framework for
Analysis, London: Lynne Rienner Publishers.

Byun, J., Ellis, D. and Leopkey, B. (2020) ‘The Pursuit of Legitimacy through
Strategic Alliances: The Examination of International Joint Sport Event
Bidding’, European Sport Management Quarterly, 1-20.

Case Collective (2006) ‘Critical Approaches to Security in Europe: A Networked
Manifesto’, Security Dialogue, 37(4), 443-87

Cashman, R. (2005) The Bitter-sweet Awakening. The Legacy of the Sydney 2000
Olympic Games, Sydney: Walla Walla Press.

Chamberlain, J.M. (2013) Understanding Criminological Research: A Guide to Data
Analysis, Sage: London.

Cheng, V.C., Lau, S.K., Woo, P.C. and Yuen, K.Y. (2007) ‘Severe acute respiratory
syndrome coronavirus as an agent of emerging and reemerging infection’,
Clinical Microbiology Reviews, 20(4), 660-694.

Chomsky, N. (1983) ‘What the World is Really Like: Who Knows it —and Why’, in
P. Mitchell and J. Schoeffel (eds.) The Chomsky Reader, London: Vintage.

Chomsky, N. (2004) ‘Spectator Sports', in P. Mitchell and J. Schoeffel (eds.) The
Indispensable Chomsky, London: Vintage.

Clavel, A. (2013) ‘Armed Forces and Sports Mega Events: An Accepted Involvement
in a Globalized World’, Sport in Society, 16(2), 205-222.

257


https://www.theguardian.com/sport/2018/oct/23/olympic-games-host-ioc-money
https://www.theguardian.com/sport/2018/oct/23/olympic-games-host-ioc-money

Bibliography

Cleland, J. (2014) ‘Association Football and the Representation of Homosexuality by
the Print Media: A Case Study of Anton Hysén’, Journal of Homosexuality,
61(9), 1269-1287.

Cleland, J. (2019) ‘Sports Fandom in the Risk Society: Analyzing Perceptions an
Experiences of Risk, Security and Terrorism at Elite Sports Events’, Sociology
of Sport Journal, 36(2), 144-151.

Cleland, J. and Cashmore, E. (2018) ‘Nothing Will be the Same Again After the Stade
de France Attack: Reflections of Association Football Fans on Terrorism,
Security and Surveillance’, Journal of Sport and Social Issues, 42(6), 454-469.

Cleland, J., Dixon, K. and Kilvington, D. (2020) Online Research Methods in Sports
Studies, Oxon: Routledge.

Cleland, J., Doidge, M., Millward, P. and Widdop, P. (2018). Collective Action and
Football Fandom: A Relational Sociological Approach, New York, NY:
Palgrave.

Coaffee, J. and Wood, D.M. (2006) ‘Security is Coming Home: Rethinking Scale and
Constructing Resilience in the Global Urban Response to Terrorist Risk’,
International Relations, 20(4), 503-517.

Coaffee, J., Fussey, P. and Moore, C. (2011) ‘Laminated Security for London 2012:
Enhancing Security Infrastructures to Defend Mega Sporting Events’, Urban
Studies, 48(15), 3311-3327.

Coaffee, J., O’Hare, P. and Hawkesworth, M. (2009) ‘The Visibility of (In)security:
The Aesthetics of Planning Urban Defences against Terrorism’, Security
Dialogue, 40(4-5), 489-511.

Coleman, R. and Sim, J. (2000) ““You’ll Never Walk Alone”: CCTV Surveillance,
Order and Neo-Liberal Rule in Liverpool City Centre’, British Journal of
Sociology, 51(4), 623-639.

Cornelissen, S. (2011) ‘Mega Event Securitisation in a Third World Setting: Glocal
Processes and Ramifications During the 2010 FIFA World Cup’, Urban Studies,
48(15), 3221-3240.

Corsini, A., Bisciotti, G.N., Eirale, C., et al. (2020) ‘Football Cannot Restart Soon
During the COVID-19 Emergency! A Critical Perspective From the Italian
Experience and a Call for Action’, British Journal of Sports Medicine, 0(0), 1-
2.

Council of Europe (2015) Recommendation Rec (2015) 1 of the Standing Committee
on Safety, Security and Service at Football Matches and other Sports Events.
Available at: https://rm.coe.int/recommendation-rec-2015-1-of-the-standing-
committee-on-safety-security/168072b9a2 (Accessed 6™ July 2020).

Council of Europe (2016) ‘Convention on an integrated safety, security and service
approach at football matches and other sports events’, Council of Europe Treaty
Series No. 218. Strasbourg, France: Council of Europe. (Accessed: 26" May
2020).

258


https://rm.coe.int/recommendation-rec-2015-1-of-the-standing-committee-on-safety-security/168072b9a2
https://rm.coe.int/recommendation-rec-2015-1-of-the-standing-committee-on-safety-security/168072b9a2

Bibliography

Council of Europe (2018) Preparations for UEFA EURO 2020. Available at:
https://www.coe.int/en/web/sport/safety-security-and-service-approach-
convention/-/asset_publisher/7bwOfMVsWt6r/content/preparations-for-uefa-
euro-2020?inheritRedirect=false (Accessed: 8" December 2020)

Council of Europe (2019a) The third consultative visit took place in Bilbao, Spain -
Preparations for UEFA EURO 2020. Available at:
https://www.coe.int/en/web/sport/-/preparations-for-uefa-euro-20-2 (Accessed:
26" May 2020).

Council of Europe (2019b) Council of Europe holds the 1st Meeting of the UEFA
EURO 2020 Advisory Group on Legal Issues. Available at:
https://www.coe.int/en/web/sport/-/council-of-europe-holds-the-1st-meeting-
of-the-uefa-euro-2020-advisory-group-on-legal-issues  (Accessed: 27" May
2019).

Council of Europe (2019c) Peer-review exercise at Wembley, in the run-up to UEFA
EURO 2020. Available at: https://www.coe.int/en/web/sport/-/peer-review-
exercise-to-wembley-in-the-run-up-to-uefa-euro-2020 (Accessed: 26" May
2020).

Council of Europe (2019d) The Standing Committee of the Convention on Spectator
Violence meets in Strasbourg. Available at: https://www.coe.int/en/web/sport/-
/the-standing-committee-of-the-convention-on-spectator-violence-meets-in-
strashbourg (Accessed: 26" May 2020).

Council of Europe (n.d.). Working Group EURO 2020. Available at:
https://www.coe.int/en/web/sport/working-group-euro-2020.  (Accessed: 1%
June 2018).

Council of the European Union (2010). “Council Resolution of 3 June 2010
Concerning an Updated Handbook with Recommendations for International
Police Cooperation and Measures to Prevent and Control Violence and
Disturbances in Connection with Football Matches with an International
Dimension, in which at Least one Member State is Involved (2010/C165)’,
Official Journal of the European Union, 53, 1-21.

Crawford, A. and Hutchinson, S. (2016) ‘Mapping the Contours of “Everyday
Security”: Time, Space and Emotion’, British Journal of Criminology, 56, 1184-
1202.

Croft, S. and Vaughan-Williams, N. (2017) ‘Fit for Purposes? Fitting Ontological
Security Studies “into” the Discipline of International Relations: Towards a
Vernacular Turn’, Cooperation and Conflict, 52(1), 12-30.

Curley, M. and Herington, J. (2011) ‘The Securitisation of Avian Influenza:
International Discourses and Domestic Politics in Asia’, Review of International
Studies, 37(1), 141-166.

Dahl, E. (2005) ‘Warning of Terror: Explaining the Failure of Intelligence Against
Terrorism’, Journal of Strategic Studies, 28(1), 31-55.

259


https://www.coe.int/en/web/sport/safety-security-and-service-approach-convention/-/asset_publisher/7bwOfMVsWt6r/content/preparations-for-uefa-euro-2020?inheritRedirect=false
https://www.coe.int/en/web/sport/safety-security-and-service-approach-convention/-/asset_publisher/7bwOfMVsWt6r/content/preparations-for-uefa-euro-2020?inheritRedirect=false
https://www.coe.int/en/web/sport/safety-security-and-service-approach-convention/-/asset_publisher/7bwOfMVsWt6r/content/preparations-for-uefa-euro-2020?inheritRedirect=false
https://www.coe.int/en/web/sport/-/preparations-for-uefa-euro-20-2
https://www.coe.int/en/web/sport/-/council-of-europe-holds-the-1st-meeting-of-the-uefa-euro-2020-advisory-group-on-legal-issues
https://www.coe.int/en/web/sport/-/council-of-europe-holds-the-1st-meeting-of-the-uefa-euro-2020-advisory-group-on-legal-issues
https://www.coe.int/en/web/sport/-/peer-review-exercise-to-wembley-in-the-run-up-to-uefa-euro-2020
https://www.coe.int/en/web/sport/-/peer-review-exercise-to-wembley-in-the-run-up-to-uefa-euro-2020
https://www.coe.int/en/web/sport/-/the-standing-committee-of-the-convention-on-spectator-violence-meets-in-strasbourg
https://www.coe.int/en/web/sport/-/the-standing-committee-of-the-convention-on-spectator-violence-meets-in-strasbourg
https://www.coe.int/en/web/sport/-/the-standing-committee-of-the-convention-on-spectator-violence-meets-in-strasbourg
https://www.coe.int/en/web/sport/working-group-euro-2020

Bibliography

Danish FA (2020) UEFA udskyder EM-slutrunde til sommeren 2021. Available at:
https://www.dbu.dk/nyheder/2020/marts/uefa-udskyder-em-slutrunde-til-
sommeren-2021/ (Accessed: 26" May 2020).

Darbi, W.P.K. and Hall, C.M. (2014) ‘Elite Interviews: Critical Practice and Tourism’,
Current Issues in Tourism, 17(9), 832-848.

David, M. and Sutton, C. (2004) Social Research: The Basics, London: Sage.

Davies, G. and Dawson, S.E. (2018) ‘Spoonful of Sugar or Strong Medicine: “Meet
and Greet” as a Strategy for Policing Large-Scale Public Events’, Policing and
Society, 28(6), 697-711.

Davies, S.E. (2008) ‘Securitizing infectious disease’, International Affairs, 84(2), 295-
313.

De Goede, M. (2008) ‘Beyond Risk: Premediation and the Post-9/11 Security
Imagination’, Security Dialogue, 39(2-3), 155-176.

Debord, G. (1977) Society of the Spectacle, Cambridge: Zone Books.

Delanty, G. (1997) Social Science: Beyond Constructivism and Realism, Buckingham:
Open University Press.

Desmond, M. (2004) ‘Methodological challenges posed in studying an elite in the
field’, Area, 36(3), 262— 269.

Dexter, L. A. (1970) Elite and Specialized Interviewing, Evanston: Northwestern
University Press

Dickmann, P. (2013) ‘Mitigating the Impact of Infectious Diseases at Sporting
Events’, ICSS Journal, 1(1), 81-87.

Divisova, V. (2019) ‘Euro 2016 and its Security Legacy for Football Supporters: A
Conceptual Blurring of Hooligans and Terrorists?’, Soccer & Society, 20(5),
757-769.

Doidge, M., Claus, R., Gabler, J., Irving, R. and Millward, P. (2019) ‘The Impact of
International Football Events on Local, National and Transnational Fan
Cultures: A Critical Overview’, Soccer & Society, 20(5), 711-720.

Dolowitz, D. and Marsh, D. (1996) ‘Who Learns What from Whom?: A Review of
Policy Transfer Literature’, Political Studies, 44, 343-357.

Douglas, M. (1966) Purity and Danger: An Analysis of the Concepts of Pollution and
Taboo, London: Routledge.

Downey, J. and Fenton, N. (2007) ‘Global Capital, Local Resistance? Trade Unions,
National Newspapers and the Symbolic Contestation of Offshoring in the UK”,
Current Sociology, 55(5), 651-673.

Dunning, E. (2000) ‘Towards a Sociological Understanding of Football Hooliganism
as a World Phenomenon’, European Journal on Criminal Policy and Research,
8, 141-162.

260


https://www.dbu.dk/nyheder/2020/marts/uefa-udskyder-em-slutrunde-til-sommeren-2021/
https://www.dbu.dk/nyheder/2020/marts/uefa-udskyder-em-slutrunde-til-sommeren-2021/

Bibliography

Dupont, B. (2006) ‘Delivering Security through Networks: Surveying the Relational
Landscape of Security Managers in an Urban Setting’, Crime, Law and Social
Change, 45(2), 165-184.

Durodie, W. (2007) Miscommunicating Ideas: Some Key Lessons for Risk
Management, PhD thesis, Middlesex University.

ECA (2020) ECA Executive Board supports decision to postpone UEFA EURO 2020.
Available at: https://www.ecaeurope.com/news/eca-executive-board-supports-
decision-to-postpone-uefa-euro-2020/ (Accessed: 27" May 2020).

Eco, U. (1986) Faith in Fakes: Travels in Hyperreality, London: Random House.

Eick, V. (2010) ‘A Neoliberal Sports Event? FIFA from Estadio Nacional to the Fan
Mile’, City, 14(3), 278-297.

Eick, V. (2011a) “““Secure Our Profits!” The FIFA™ in Germany 2006°, in C. Bennett,
C. and K. Haggerty (eds.) Security Games: Surveillance and Control at Mega-
Events’, New York: Routledge, pp. 87-102.

Eick, V. (2011b) “Lack of Legacy?” Shadows of Surveillance after the 2006 FIFA
World Cup in Germany’, Urban Studies, 48(15), 3329-3345.

Eisenhauer, S. (2013) Managing Event Places and Viewer Spaces: Security,
Surveillance and Stakeholder Interests at the 2010 FIFA World Cup in South
Africa, PhD thesis, University of Technology Sydney.

Eisenhauer, S., Adair, D. and Taylor, T. (2014) ‘FIFA-isation: Spatial Security,
Sponsor Protection and Media Management at the 2010 World Cup’,
Surveillance & Society, 11(4), 377-391

Elbe, S. (2010) Security and Global Health: Towards the Medicalization of Insecurity,
Cambridge: Polity Press.

Elbe, S. (2011) ‘Pandemics on the Radar Screen: Health Security, Infectious Disease
and the Medicalisation of Insecurity’, Political Studies, 59(4), 848-866.

Elbe, S., Roemer-Mahler, A. and Long, C. (2014) ‘Securing Circulation
Pharmaceutically: Antiviral Stockpiling and Pandemic Preparedness in the
European Union’, Security Dialogue, 45(5), 440-457.

Enemark, C (2007) Disease and Security: Natural Plagues and Biological Weapons
in East Asia, London: Routledge.

Eski, Y. (2012) ‘Cultures and People of the Post 9-11 Port Securityscape’,
International Journal of Criminology and Sociological Theory, 5(3), 947-959

Essex, S.J. and Chalkley, B.S. (1998) ‘The Olympics as a Catalyst of Urban Renewal:
A Review’, Leisure Studies, 17(3), 187-206.

Falcous, M. and Silk, M.L (2010) ‘Olympic Bidding, Multicultural Nationalism,
Terror, and the Epistemological Violence of “Making Britain Proud™”’, Studies
in Ethnicity and Nationalism, 10(2), 167-186.

261


https://www.ecaeurope.com/news/eca-executive-board-supports-decision-to-postpone-uefa-euro-2020/
https://www.ecaeurope.com/news/eca-executive-board-supports-decision-to-postpone-uefa-euro-2020/

Bibliography

Falloux, F. and Talbot, L.M. (2013) Crisis and Opportunity: Environment and
Development in Africa, London: Earthscan.

Ferdinand, J., Pearson, G., Rowe, M. and Worthington, F. (2007) ‘A Different Kind
of Ethics’, Ethnography, 8(4), 519-543.

FIFA (2020a) FIFA statement 13 Mar 2020. Available at: https://www.fifa.com/who-
we-are/news/fifa-statement-x8681 (Accessed: 27" March 2020).

FIFA (2020b) Five steps to Kkicking out coronavirus. Available at:
https://www.fifa.com/who-we-are/news/five-steps-to-kicking-out-
coronavirus#five-key-steps-to-tackle-the-coronavirus-overview-graphic-x2012
(Accessed: 28" March 2020).

Floyd, R. (2007) ‘Towards a Consequentialist Evaluation of Security: Bringing
Together the Copenhagen and the Welsh School of Security Studies’, Review of
International Studies, 33, 327-350.

Folkers, A. (2019) ‘Freezing Time, Preparing for the Future: The Stockpile as a
Temporal Matter of Security, Security Dialogue, 0(0), 1-19.

Forbes (2016) UEFA Euro 2016 By the Numbers. Available at:
https://www.forbes.com/sites/sergeiklebnikov/2016/07/10/uefa-euro-2016-by-
the-numbers/#48dca686d840 (Accessed: 5" April 2018).

Foucault, M. (2004) Sécurité, Territoire, Population — Cours au Collége de France,
1977-1978, M. Senellart (eds.), Paris: Seuil/Gallimard.

Foucault, M. (2008[1977]) ““Panopticism” from “Discipline & Punish: The Birth of
the Prison™’, Race/Ethnicity: Multidisciplinary Global Contexts, 2(1), 1-12.

Freeman, R.E. (1984) Strategic Management: A Stakeholder Approach, Boston, MA:
Pitman.

French, M. and Monahan, T. (2020) ‘Editorial: Dis-ease Surveillance: How Might
Surveillance Studies Address COVID-19?°, Surveillance & Society, 18(1), 1-11.

FSE (2019) FSE Takes Part in Council of Europe Visit to Bilbao. Available at:
https://www.fanseurope.org/en/news/news-3/1750-fse-takes-part-in-coe-visit-
to-bilbao-
en.html?fbclid=lwAR0gaH2G12bD38PhvAdu4oUMvXFrBNsn36rts52HbDCb
tP4klilzOOjj TAI (Accessed: 16™ July 2019).

FSE (2020a) FSE Welcomes UEFA Measures in Face of COVID-19 Crisis. Available
at: https://www.fanseurope.org/en/news/news-3/2037-fse-welcomes-uefa-
measures-in-face-of-covid-19-crisis.html (Accessed: 27" May 2020).

FSE (2020b) SRA STATEMENT: Sport’s COVID-19 response should include all
athletes. Available at: https://www.fanseurope.org/en/news/news-3/2044-sra-
statement-sport-s-covid-19-response-should-include-all-athletes.html
(Accessed: 27" May 2020).

262


https://www.fifa.com/who-we-are/news/fifa-statement-x8681
https://www.fifa.com/who-we-are/news/fifa-statement-x8681
https://www.fifa.com/who-we-are/news/five-steps-to-kicking-out-coronavirus#five-key-steps-to-tackle-the-coronavirus-overview-graphic-x2012
https://www.fifa.com/who-we-are/news/five-steps-to-kicking-out-coronavirus#five-key-steps-to-tackle-the-coronavirus-overview-graphic-x2012
https://www.forbes.com/sites/sergeiklebnikov/2016/07/10/uefa-euro-2016-by-the-numbers/#48dca686d840
https://www.forbes.com/sites/sergeiklebnikov/2016/07/10/uefa-euro-2016-by-the-numbers/#48dca686d840
https://www.fanseurope.org/en/news/news-3/1750-fse-takes-part-in-coe-visit-to-bilbao-en.html?fbclid=IwAR0qaH2G12bD38PhvAdu4oUMvXFrBNsn36rts52HbDCbtP4kIilzOOjjTAI
https://www.fanseurope.org/en/news/news-3/1750-fse-takes-part-in-coe-visit-to-bilbao-en.html?fbclid=IwAR0qaH2G12bD38PhvAdu4oUMvXFrBNsn36rts52HbDCbtP4kIilzOOjjTAI
https://www.fanseurope.org/en/news/news-3/1750-fse-takes-part-in-coe-visit-to-bilbao-en.html?fbclid=IwAR0qaH2G12bD38PhvAdu4oUMvXFrBNsn36rts52HbDCbtP4kIilzOOjjTAI
https://www.fanseurope.org/en/news/news-3/1750-fse-takes-part-in-coe-visit-to-bilbao-en.html?fbclid=IwAR0qaH2G12bD38PhvAdu4oUMvXFrBNsn36rts52HbDCbtP4kIilzOOjjTAI
https://www.fanseurope.org/en/news/news-3/2037-fse-welcomes-uefa-measures-in-face-of-covid-19-crisis.html
https://www.fanseurope.org/en/news/news-3/2037-fse-welcomes-uefa-measures-in-face-of-covid-19-crisis.html
https://www.fanseurope.org/en/news/news-3/2044-sra-statement-sport-s-covid-19-response-should-include-all-athletes.html
https://www.fanseurope.org/en/news/news-3/2044-sra-statement-sport-s-covid-19-response-should-include-all-athletes.html

Bibliography

FSE (2020c) UEFA Super Cup Budapest 2020: FSE Review, 1-16.
https://documentcloud.adobe.com/link/track?uri=urn:aaid:scds: US:bha981c51-
4d47-4e47-913a-ch9e1c607158#pageNum=18 (Accessed: 11" January 2020).

Fussey, P. (2015) ‘Command, Control and Contestation: Negotiating Security at the
London 2012 Olympics’, The Geographical Journal, 181(3), 212-223.

Fussey, P. and Coaffee, J. (2011) ‘Olympic Rings of Steel: Constructing Security for
2012 and Beyond’, in C.J. Bennett and K.D. Haggerty (eds.) Security Games:
Surveillance and Control at Mega-Events, Abingdon: Routledge, pp. 36-54.

Fussey, P. and Coaffee, J. (2012) ‘Balancing Local and Global Security Leitmotifs:
Counter-Terrorism and the Spectacle of Sporting Mega-Events’, International
Review for the Sociology of Sport, 47(3), 268-285.

Fussey, P., Coaffee, J., Armstrong, G. and Hobbs, D. (2011) Securing and Sustaining
the Olympic City: Reconfiguring London for 2012 and Beyond, Aldershot:
Ashgate.

Fussey, P., Coaffe, J., Armstrong, G. and Hobbs, D. (2012) ‘The Regeneration Games:
Purity and Security in the Olympic City’, The British Journal of Sociology,
63(2), 261- 284.

Gad, U.P. and Petersen, K.L. (2011) ‘Concepts of Politics in Securitization Studies’,
Security Dialogue, 42(4-5), 315-328.

Gaffney, C. (2019) ‘Sports, Mega-Events and Security’, in J. Maguire, M. Falcous and
K. Liston (eds.) The Business and Culture of Sports 4 Volume Set, Farmington
Hills, MI: Macmillan Reference USA, pp. 383-398

Galily, Y. Yarchi, M., and Tamir, I. (2015) ‘From Munich to Boston, and from Theater
to Social Media: The Evolutionary Landscape of World Sporting Terror’,
Studies in Conflict & Terrorism, 38(12), 998-1007.

Garcia, B. (2010) ‘A Cultural Mega Event's Impact on Innovative Capabilities in Art
Production: The Results of Stavanger being the European Capital of Culture in
2008’, International Journal of Innovation and Regional Development, 2(4),
353-371.

Garcia, B. and Llopis-Goig, R. (2019) ‘Club-Militants, Institutionalists, Critics,
Moderns and Globalists: A Quantitative Governance-Based Typology of
Football Supporters’, International Review for the Sociology of Sport, 0(0), 1-
20.

Garcia, B. and Welford, J. (2015) ‘Supporters and Football Governance, From
Customers to Stakeholders: A Literature Review and Agenda for Research’,
Sport Management Review, 18(4), 517-528.

Garrett, L. (2020) ‘COVID-19: The Medium is the Message’, The Lancet, 395(10228),
942-943.

German FA (2020b) UEFA POSTPONES EUROS UNTIL SUMMER 2021.
Available at: https://www.dfb.de/en/euro-2020/news/news-

263


https://documentcloud.adobe.com/link/track?uri=urn:aaid:scds:US:ba981c51-4d47-4e47-913a-cb9e1c607158#pageNum=18
https://documentcloud.adobe.com/link/track?uri=urn:aaid:scds:US:ba981c51-4d47-4e47-913a-cb9e1c607158#pageNum=18
https://www.dfb.de/en/euro-2020/news/news-detail/?tx_news_pi1%5Bnews%5D=214211&cHash=1a1f55300e8c9a2f607b6f0432350ac4

Bibliography

detail/?tx_news pil%5Bnews%5D=214211&cHash=1a1f55300e8c9a2f607b6f
0432350ac4 (Accessed: 27" May 2020).

Gillespie, M. and O’Loughlin, B. (2009) ‘News Media, Threats and Insecurities: An
Ethnographic Approach’, Cambridge Review of International Affairs, 22(4),
667-685.

Giulianotti, R. (1995a) ‘Participant Observation and Research into Football
Hooliganism: Reflections on the Problems of Entrée and Everyday Risks’,
Sociology of Sport Journal, 12(1), 1-20.

Giulianotti, R. (1995b) ‘Football and the Politics of Carnival: An Ethnographic Study
of Scottish Fans in Sweden’, International Review for the Sociology of Sport, 30,
191-223.

Giulianotti, R. (1999) Football: A Sociology of the Global Game, Cambridge: Polity
Press.

Giulianotti, R. (2002) ‘Supporters, Followers, Fans, and Flaneurs: A Taxonomy of
Spectator Identities in Football’, Journal of Sport and Social Issues, 26, 25-46.

Giulianotti, R. (2011) ‘Sport Mega Events, Urban Football Carnivals and Securitised
Commodification: The Case of the English Premier League’, Urban Studies,
48(15), 3293-3310.

Giulianotti, R. (2013) “Six Security Legacies of Major Sporting Events’, ICSS Journal,
1(1), 95-101.

Giulianotti, R. and Brownell, S. (2012) ‘Olympics and World Sport: Making a
Transnational Society?’, British Journal of Sociology, 63(2), 199-215.

Giulianotti, R. and Klauser, F. (2010) ‘Security Governance and Sport Mega-Events:
Toward an Interdisciplinary Research Agenda’, Journal of Sport and Social
Issues, 34(1), 48-60.

Giulianotti, R. and Klauser, F. (2011) ‘Introduction: Security and Surveillance at Sport
Mega Events’, Urban Studies, 48(15), 3157-3168.

Giulianotti, R. and Klauser, F. (2012) ‘Sport Mega-Events and “Terrorism”: A Critical
Analysis’, International Review for the Sociology of Sport, 47(3), 307-323.

Giulianotti, R. and Robertson, R (eds.) (2007) Globalization & Sport, Oxford:
Blackwell.

Giulianotti, R. and Robertson, R. (2004) The Globalization of Football: A Study in the
Glocalization of the ‘Serious Life’. The British Journal of Sociology 55(4), 545-
568.

Giulianotti, R. and Robertson, R. (2009) Globalization and Football, London: Sage.

Giulianotti, R., Armstrong, G., Hales, G. and Hobbs, D. (2015) ‘Global Sport Mega-
Events and the Politics of Mobility: The Case of the London 2012 Olympics’,
The British Journal of Sociology, 66(4), 118-140.

264


https://www.dfb.de/en/euro-2020/news/news-detail/?tx_news_pi1%5Bnews%5D=214211&cHash=1a1f55300e8c9a2f607b6f0432350ac4
https://www.dfb.de/en/euro-2020/news/news-detail/?tx_news_pi1%5Bnews%5D=214211&cHash=1a1f55300e8c9a2f607b6f0432350ac4

Bibliography

Glaser, B. G. and Strauss, A. (1967) The Discovery of Grounded Theory, Chicago:
Aldine.

Glaser, B.G. (1963) ‘Retreading Research Materials: The Use of Secondary Analysis
by the Independent Researcher’, American Behavioral Scientist, 6(10), 11-14.

Goffman, E. (1963) Behavior in Public Places: Notes on the Social Organization of
Gatherings, New York: The Free Press.

Goffman, E. (1974) Frame Analysis: An Essay on the Organization of Experience,
Plymouth: Penguin.

Gold, J.R and Gold, M. (2011) Olympic Cities: City Agendas, Planning, and the
World’s Games, 1986-2016, London/New York: Routledge.

Gold, J.R. (2011) ‘Review Symposium: P. Fussey, J. Coaffee, G. Armstrong and D.
Hobbs, Securing and Sustaining the Olympic City: Reconfiguring London for
2012 and Beyond’, Sociology, 45, 920-923.

Goldblatt, D. (2016) Can Euro 2016 unite European culture where politics has failed?,
The Guardian. Available at:
https://www.theguardian.com/books/2016/jun/10/can-euro-2016-unite-
european-culture-where-politics-has-failed (Accessed: 31% October 2019).

Goldblatt, D. (2019) The Age of Football: The Global Game in the Twenty-First
Century, London: Macmillan.

Goold, B., Loader, I., and Thumala, A. (2013) ““The Banality of Security”: The
Curious Case of Surveillance Cameras’, British Journal of Criminology, 53,
977-996.

Gray, D. (2009) Doing Research in the Real World, London: Sage.

Grix, J. (2002) ‘Introducing Students to the Generic Terminology of Social Research’,
Politics, 22(3), 175-186.

Grix, J. and Houlihan, B. (2014) ‘Sports Mega Events as Part of a Nation's Soft Power
Strategy: The Cases of Germany (2006) and the UK (2012)’, British Journal of
Politics and International Relations, 16, 572-596.

Haferburg, C., Golka, T. and Selter, M. (2009) ‘Public Viewing Areas: Urban Interve
ntions in the Context of Mega Events’, in
U. Pillay, R. Tomlinson and O. Bass (eds.) Development and Dreams: The
Urban Legacy of the 2010 Football World Cup, Cape Town: HSRC Press,
pp. 174-1909.

Hagemann, A. (2010) ‘From the Stadium to the Fan Zone: Host Cities in a State of
Emergency’, Soccer & Society, 11(6), 723-736.

Haggerty, K.D. and Ericson, R.V. (2000) ‘The Surveillant Assemblage’, British
Journal of Sociology, 51(4), 605-622.

265


https://www.theguardian.com/books/2016/jun/10/can-euro-2016-unite-european-culture-where-politics-has-failed
https://www.theguardian.com/books/2016/jun/10/can-euro-2016-unite-european-culture-where-politics-has-failed

Bibliography

Hall, C. M. (2006) ‘Urban Entrepreneurship, Corporate Interests and Sports Mega-
Events: The Thin Policies of Competitiveness Within the Hard outcomes of
Neoliberalism’, Sociological Review, 54(2), 59-70.

Hallowell, N. Lawton, J., and Gregory, S. (eds.) (2005) Reflections on Research: The
Realities of Doing Research in Social Sciences, Maidenhead: Open University
Press.

Hannerz, U. (2003) ‘Being There... And There... And There! Reflections on Multi-Site
Ethnography’, Ethnography, 4(2), 201-216.

Hanrieder, T. and Kreuder-Sonnen, C. (2014) “WHO Decides on the Exception?
Securitization and Emergency Governance in Global Health’, Security Dialogue,
45(4), 331-348.

Harrison, L. and Callan, T. (2013) Key Research Concepts in Politics and
International Relations, London: Sage.

Harvey, W.S. (2011) ‘Strategies for Conducting Elite Interviews’, Qualitative
Research, 11(4), 431-441.

Hassan, D. (2014) ‘Securing the Olympics: At What Price?’, Sport in Society, 17(5),
628-639.

Hassan, D. (2016) ‘Surveillance by Proxy: Sport and Security in a Modern Age’,
American Behavioral Scientist, 60(9), 1043-1056.

Hayton, J.W. (2013) Looking on the SUNEE Side: An Analysis of Student Volunteering
on a University Sports-Based Outreach Project, PhD thesis, Durham University.

Hayton, J.W., Millward, P. and Petersen-Wagner, R. (2017) ‘Chasing a Tiger in a
Network Society? Hull City’s Proposed Name Change in the Pursuit of China
and East Asia’s New Middle-Class Consumers’, International Review for the
Sociology of Sport, 52(3), 279-298.

Herman, E.S. and Chomsky, N. (1988) Manufacturing Consent: The Political
Economy of the Mass Media, New York: Pantheon.

Hester, R. (2020) ‘Assessing the UK Football Policing Unit Funding of Football
Banning Orders in Times of Policing Austerity’, Policing, 0(0), 1-14.

Hill, T. (2016) ‘Mood-Management in the English Premier League’, in R. Canniford
and D. Badje (eds.) Assembling Consumption, London: Routledge, pp. 155-171.

Hill, T. Canniford, R., and Millward, P. (2018) ‘Against Modern Football: Mobilising
Protest Movements in Social Media’, Sociology, 52(4), 688-708.

Horne, J. (2007) ‘The Four “Knowns” of Sports Mega-Events’, Leisure Studies, 26(1),
81-96.

Horne, J. (2010) ‘Material and Representational Legacies of Sports Mega-Events: The
Case of the UEFA Euro Football Championships from 1996-2008°, Soccer &
Society, 854-866.

266



Bibliography

Horne, J. and Manzenreiter, W. (2006) ‘An Introduction to the Sociology of Sports
Mega-Events’, Sociological Review, 54(2), 1-24.

Horowitz, I.L. (eds.) (1967) The Rise and Fall of Project Camelot, Cambridge: MIT
Press.

Houlihan, B., and Giulianotti, R. (2012) ‘Politics and the London 2012 Olympics: The
(In)Security Games.’, International Affairs, 88, 701-717.

Howell, A. (2014) ‘The Global Politics of Medicine: Beyond Global Health, Against
Securitisation Theory’, Review of International Studies, 40(5), 961-987.

Hughes J, Hunter D, Sheehan M, Wilkinson SD, Wrigley A, Hughes J. (2010)
European Textbook on Ethics in Research, Luxembourg: Publications

Humphrey, C. and Lee, B. (2004) The Real Life Guide to Accounting Research A
Behind-the-Scenes View of Using Qualitative Research Methods, Amsterdam:
Elsevier.

Huysmans, J. (2011) ‘“What’s in an Act? On Security Speech Acts and Little Security
Nothings’, Security Dialogue, 42(4-5), 371-383.

Ingram, A. (2009) ‘Biosecurity and the International Response to HIV/AIDS:
Governmentality, Globalisation and Security’, Area, 42(3), 293-301.

IOC (2020a) 10C President updates I0C members on steps and considerations
regarding Tokyo 2020 postponement. Available at:
https://www.olympic.org/news/ioc-president-updates-ioc-members-on-steps-
and-considerations-regarding-tokyo-2020-postponement (Accessed: 28" March
2020).

IOC (2020b) IOC AND SPORTS EVENTS ORGANISERS TO CONTINUE TO
BENEFIT FROM WHO GUIDANCE ON MASS GATHERINGS. Available at:
https://www.olympic.org/news/ioc-and-sports-events-organisers-to-continue-
to-benefit-from-who-guidance-on-mass-gatherings (Accessed: 29" June 2020).

James, O. and Lodge, M. (2003) ‘The Limitations of “Policy Transfer” and “Lesson
Drawing” for Public Policy Research’, Political Studies Review, 1, 179-193.

Janiec, J., Zielicka-Hardy, A., Polkowska, A., Rogalska, J. and Sadkowska-Todys, M.
(2012) ‘Did Public Health Travel Advice Reach EURO 2012 Football Fans? A
Social Network Survey’, Eurosurveillance, 17(31), 1-3.

Jarvis, L. and Lister, M. (2012) ‘Vernacular Securities and Their Study: A Qualitative
Analysis and Research Agenda’, International Relations, 27(2), 158-179.

Jenkins, R. (2002) Foundations of Sociology: Towards a Better Understanding of the
Human World, Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan.

Jennings, W. (2012a) Olympic Risks, Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan.

Jennings, W. (2012b) ‘Mega-Events and Risk Colonization: Risk Management and
The Olympics’, Discussion Paper 71, London: London School of Economics and
Political Science, 1-27.

267


https://www.olympic.org/news/ioc-president-updates-ioc-members-on-steps-and-considerations-regarding-tokyo-2020-postponement
https://www.olympic.org/news/ioc-president-updates-ioc-members-on-steps-and-considerations-regarding-tokyo-2020-postponement
https://www.olympic.org/news/ioc-and-sports-events-organisers-to-continue-to-benefit-from-who-guidance-on-mass-gatherings
https://www.olympic.org/news/ioc-and-sports-events-organisers-to-continue-to-benefit-from-who-guidance-on-mass-gatherings

Bibliography

Jennings, W. and Lodge, M. (2011) ‘Governing Mega-Events: Tools of Security Risk
Management for the FIFA 2006 World Cup in Germany and London 2012
Olympic Games’, Government and Opposition, 46(2), 192-222.

Jervis, R. (2006) ‘Reports, Politics, and Intelligence Failures: The Case of Iraq’,
Journal of Strategic Studies, 29(1), 3-52.

Johnston, H. (1995) ‘A Methodology for Frame Analysis: From Discourse to
Cognitive Schemata’, in H. Johnston and B. Klandermans (eds.) Social
Movements and Culture, Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, pp. 217-
246.

Jonassen, D.H. (1991) ‘Objectivism Versus Constructivism: Do We Need a New
Philosophical Paradigm?’, Educational Technology Research and Development,
30(3), 5-14.

Kamradt-Scott, A. and Mclnnes, C. (2012) ‘The Securitisation of Pandemic Influenza:
Framing, Security and Public Policy’, Global Public Health, 7(2), 95-110.

Kantola, A., and Kuusela, H. (2019) ‘Wealth Elite Moralities: Wealthy Entrepreneurs’
Moral Boundaries’, Sociology, 53(2), 368-384.

Kennelly, J. (2015) ““You’re Making Our City Look Bad”: Olympic Security,
Neoliberal Urbanization, and Homeless youth’, Ethnography, 16(1), 3-24.

Kennelly, J. and Watt, P. (2011) ‘Sanitizing Public Space in Olympic Host Cities: The
Spatial Experiences of Marginalized Youth in 2010 Vancouver and 2012
London’, Sociology, 45(5), 765-781.

Kerr, R. (2008) ‘The Track Record: CIA Analysis from 1950 to 2000’ in R. George
and J. Bruce (eds.), Analyzing Intelligence Origins, Obstacles, and Innovations,
Washington D.C.: Georgetown University Press.

Kilgallon, A. (2019) ‘Police Interaction and Notting Hill Carnival’, Policing and
Society, 0(0), 1-19.

King, A. (1997) ‘New Directors, Customers and Fans: The Transformation of English
Football in the 1990s’, Sociology of Sport Journal, 14, 224-240.

Kitchen, V. and Rygiel, K. (2014) ‘Privatizing Security, Securitizing Policing: The
Case of the G20 in Toronto, Canada’, International Political Sociology, 8(2),
201-217.

Klauser, F. (2008) ‘Spatial Articulations of Surveillance at the FIFA World Cup
2006™ in Germany’, in K.F Aas, H. Oppen Gundhus and H. Mork Lomell (eds.)
Technologies of Insecurity, London: Routledge, pp. 61-80.

Klauser, F. (2010) ‘Splintering Spheres of Security: Peter Sloterdijk and the
Contemporary Fortress City’, Environment and Planning D: Society and Space,
28, 326-340.

Klauser, F. (2011a) ‘The Exemplification of “Fan Zones”: Mediating Mechanisms in
the Reproduction of Best Practices for Security and Branding at Euro 2008’,
Urban Studies, 48(15), 3202-3219.

268



Bibliography

Klauser, F. (2011b) ‘Commonalities and Specificities in Mega-Event Securitisation:
The Example of Euro 2008 in Austria and Switzerland’, in C.J. Bennett and K.D.
Haggerty (eds.) Security Games, Surveillance and Control at Mega-Events,
London: Routledge, 120-136.

Klauser, F. (2012) ‘Interpretative Flexibility of the Event-City: Security, Branding and
Urban Entrepreneurialism at the European Football Championships 2008’,
International Journal of Urban and Regional Research, 36(5), 1039-1052.

Klauser, F. (2013) ‘Spatialities of Security and Surveillance: Managing Spaces,
Separations and Circulations at Sport Mega Events’, Geoforum, 49, 224-234.

Klauser, F. (2015) ‘Interacting Forms of Expertise and Authority in Mega-Event
Security: The Example of the 2010 Vancouver Olympic Games’, The
Geographical Journal, 181, 224-234.

Klauser, F. (2017) Surveillance & Space, London: Sage.

Kolyperas, D. and Sparks, L. (2018) ‘Exploring Value Co-creation in Fan Fests: The
Role of Fans’, Journal of Strategic Marketing, 26(1), 71-84.

Konecki, K. (1997) ‘Time in the Recruiting Search Process by Headhunting
Companies’, in A. Strauss and J. Corbin, Grounded Theory in Practice, London:
Sage, pp. 133-146.

Kowalska, M.Z. (2017) Urban Politics of a Sporting Mega Event: Legitimacy and
Legacy of Euro 2012 in Anthropological Perspective, Palgrave Macmillan:
Cham.

Krause, K. and Williams, M.C. (1997) ‘From Strategy to Security: Foundations of
Critical Security Studies’, in K. Krause, and C.M. Williams (eds.) Critical
Security Studies: Concepts and Cases, University of Minnesota Press:
Minneapolis, pp. 33-60.

Kvale, S. and Brinkman, S. (2009) Interviews: Learning the Craft of Qualitative
Research Interviewing, Thousand Oaks: Sage.

Kydd, A.H. and Walter, B. (2006) ‘The Strategies of Terrorism’, International
Security, 31(1), 49-80.

Langen, F. and Garcia, B. (2009) Measuring the Impacts of Large-Scale Cultural
Events: A Literature Review, Liverpool: University of Liverpool.

Lauss, G. and Szigetvari, A. (2010) ‘Governing by Fun: EURO 2008 and the
Appealing Power of Fan Zones’, Soccer & Society, 11(6), 737-747.

Lee Ludvigsen, J.A. (2017) ““Foreign Ownerships” in the Premier League: Examining
Local Liverpool fans’ Perceptions of Fenway Sports Group’, Soccer & Society,
1-24.

Lee Ludvigsen, J.A. (2018) ‘Sport Mega-Events and Security: The 2018 World Cup
as an Extraordinarily Securitized Event’, Soccer & Society, 19(7), 1058-1071.

269



Bibliography

Lee Ludvigsen, J.A. (2019) ‘Between Security and Festivity: The Case of Fan Zones’,
International Review for the Sociology of Sport, 1-19.

Lee Ludvigsen, J.A. and Millward, P. (2020) ‘A Security Theater of Dreams:
Supporters’ Responses to “Safety” and “Security” Following the Old Trafford
“Fake Bomb” Evacuation’, Journal of Sport and Social Issues, 44(1), 3-21.

Leopkey, B. and Parent, M. M. (2009a) ‘Risk Management Issues in Largescale
Sporting Events: A Stakeholder Perspective’, European Sport Management
Quarterly, 9(2), 187-208.

Leopkey, B. and Parent, M.M. (2009b) ‘Risk Management Strategies by Stakeholders
in Canadian Major Sporting Events’, Event Management, 13, 155-170.

Lilleker, D.G. (2003) ‘Interviewing the Political Elite: Navigating a Potential
Minefield’, Politics, 23(3), 207-214.

Lin, Q. (2013) ‘A Critical Review of Social Impacts of Mega-Events’, The
International Journal of Sport and Society, 3, 57-64.

Loader, 1. (1997) ‘Consumer Culture and the Commodification of Policing and
Security’, Sociology, 33(2), 373-392.

Loader, 1. and Walker, N. (2007) Civilizing Security, Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.

Lodise, T.P. and Rybak, M.J. (2020) ‘COVID-19: Important Therapy Considerations
and Approaches in this Hour of Need’, Pharmacotherapy: The Journal of
Human Pharmacology and Drug Therapy, 0(0), 1-6.

Lokke, A. and Serensen P. (2014) ‘Theory Testing Using Case Studies’, The
Electronic Journal of Business Research Methods Volume, 12(1), 66-74.

Lyon, D. (2007) Surveillance Studies: An Overview, Cambridge: Polity.

MacDonald, M.N. and Hunter, D. (2012) ‘The Discourse of Olympic Security: London
2012’, Discourse & Society, 24(1), 66-88.

Maguire, J. and Poulton, E.K. (1999) ‘European Identity Politics in Euro 96: Invented
Traditions and National Habitus Codes’, International Review for the Sociology
of Sport, 43(1), 17-29.

Mann, R.H., Clift, B.C., Boykoff, J. and Bekker, S. (2020) ‘Athletes as Community;
Athletes in Community: Covid-19, Sporting Mega-Events and Athlete Health
Protection’, British Journal of Sports Medicine, 0(0), 1-2.

Manning, P. (1992) Erving Goffman and Modern Sociology, Stanford, CA: Stanford
University Press.

Marsh, D. and Furlong, P. (2002) ‘A Skin, not a Sweater: Ontology and Epistemology
in Political Science’, in D. Marsh and G. Stoker (eds.) Theory and Methods in
Political Science [2" edition], Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, pp. 184-211.

Marsh, P., Fox, K., Carnibella, G., McCann, J. and Marsh, J. (1996) Football Violence
in Europe, Amsterdam: The Amsterdam Group.

270



Bibliography

Martin, L. (1983) ‘Can there be National-Security in an Insecure Age’, Encounter,
60(3), 11-19.

Mason, J. (2002) Qualitative Researching, London: Sage.

May, A. (2019) ‘Football and the “Mysterious Nature of Global Capital’: A Case Study
of Birmingham City FC and Birmingham International Holdings’, International
Review for the Sociology of Sport, 54(8), 957-970.

Mayor of London (2019) Cost of Policing Euro 2020. Available at:
https://www.london.gov.uk/questions/2019/19907 (Accessed: 13" February
2020).

Mayor of London (20200 EURO 2020 postponed. Available at:
https://www.london.gov.uk/coronavirus/coronavirus-events-updates (Accessed:
26" May 2020).

McCloskey, B., Zumla, A., Ippolito, G., Blumberg, L., Arbon, P., Cicero, A.,
Endericks, T., Lim, P.L. and Borodina, M. (2020) ‘Mass Gathering Events and
Reducing Further Global Spread of COVID-19: A Political and Public Health
Dilemma’, The Lancet, 395(10230), 1096-1099.

McGillivray, D. and Frew, M. (2015) ‘From Fan Parks to Live Sites: Mega-Events and
the Territorialisation of Urban Space’, Urban Studies, 52(14), 2649-2663.

McGillivray, D., Duignan, M.B. and Mielke, E. (2019) ‘Mega Sport Events and Spatial
Management: Zoning Space across Rio’s 2016 Olympic City’, Annals of Leisure
Research, 0(0), 1-24.

Mclnnes, C. and Rushton, S. (2010) ‘HIV, AIDS and Security: Where are we now?’,
International Affairs, 86(1), 225-245.

Mclnnes, C. and Rushton, S. (2013) ‘HIV/AIDS and Securitization Theory’, European
Journal of International Relations, 19(1), 115-138.

McSweeney, B. (1999) Security, Identity and Interests, Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.

Memish, Z.A., Ahmed, Q.A., Schlagenhauf, P., Doumbia, S. and Khan, A., (2020) ‘No
Time for Dilemma: Mass Gatherings Must Be Suspended’, The Lancet, 1-2.

Meyer, C. (2009) ‘International Terrorism as a Force for Homogenization? A
Constructivist Approach to Understanding Cross-National Threat Perceptions
and Responses’, Cambridge Review of International Affairs, 22(4), 507-524.

Miles, A. (2013) US Foreign Policy and the Rogue State Doctrine, London: Routledge.

Millward, P. (2006) “We’ve All Got the Bug for Euro-Aways”: What Fans Say about
European Football Club Competition’, International Review for the Sociology of
Sport, 41(3/4), 375-393.

Millward, P. (2007) ‘True Cosmopolitanism or Notional Acceptance of Non-National
Players in English Football: Or, why ‘Bloody Foreigners’ get Blamed when
“Things go Wrong™”’, Sport in Society, 10(4), 601-622.

271


https://www.london.gov.uk/questions/2019/19907
https://www.london.gov.uk/coronavirus/coronavirus-events-updates

Bibliography

Millward, P. (2009a) ‘Glasgow Rangers Supporters in the City of Manchester — The
Degeneration of a ‘Fan Party’ into a ‘Hooligan Riot’’, International Review for
the Sociology of Sport, 44(4), 381-398.

Millward, P. (2009b) Getting into Europe: Identification, Prejudice and Politics in
English Football Culture, Saarbriicken: VDM Verlag.

Millward, P. (2010) ‘The Limits to ‘Cosmopolitanism’: English Football Fans at Euro
2008’, in D. Burdsey (eds.) Race, Ethnicity and Football: Persisting Debates
and Emergent Issues, London: Routledge, pp. 163-174.

Millward, P. (2011) The Global Football League: Transnational Networks, Social
Movements and Sport in the New Media Age, Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan.

Millward, P. (2017) ‘World Cup 2022 and Qatar’s Construction Projects: Relational
Power in Networks and Relational Responsibilities to Migrant Workers’,
Current Sociology, 65(5), 756-776.

Mittag, J. and Legrand, B. (2010) ‘Towards a Europeanization of Football? Historical
Phases in the Evolution of the UEFA European Football Championship’, Soccer
& Society, 11(6), 709-722.

Molnar, A., Whelan, C. and Boyle, P. (2019) ‘Securing the Brisbane 2014 G20 in the
Wake of the Toronto 2010 G20: ‘Failure-Inspired’ Learning in Public Order
Policing’, British Journal of Criminology, 59, 107-125.

Molnar, G. and Purdy, L. (2016), Ethnographies in Sport and Exercise Research,
London: Routledge

Molotch, H. (2012) Against Security, Princeton: Princeton University Press.

Monaghan, J. and Walby, K. (2012) ““They Attacked the City”: Security Intelligence,
the Sociology of Protest Policing and the Anarchist Threat at the 2010 Toronto
G20 Summit’, Current Sociology, 60(5), 653-571.

Mroz, J.E. (1980) Beyond Security: Private Perceptions Among Arabs and Isreaelis,
New York: International Peace Academy.

Mudge, S. L. (2008) ‘What Is Neo-Liberalism?’, Socio-Economic Review, 6(4), 703—
731.

Miiller, M. (2015) ‘What Makes an Event a Mega-Event? Definitions and Sizes’,
Leisure Studies, 34(6), 627-642.

Miiller, M. (2017) ‘How Mega-Events Capture Their Hosts: Event Seizure and the
World Cup 2018 in Russia’, Urban Geography, 38(8), 1113-1132.

Miiller, M. and Gaftney, C. (2018) ‘Comparing the Urban Impacts of the FIFA World
Cup and Olympic Games from 2010 to 2016°, Journal of Sport and Social Issues,
42(2), 247-2609.

Mythen, G. (2014) Understanding the Risk Society: Crime, Security and Justice,
Hampshire: Palgrave.

272



Bibliography

Mythen, G. and Walklate, S. (2008) ‘Terrorism, Risk and International Security: The
Perils of Asking “What If?””’, Security Dialogue, 39, 221-241.

Mythen, G. and Walklate, S. (2016) ‘Counterterrorism and the Reconstruction of
(In)security: Divisions, Dualisms, Duplicities’, British Journal of Criminology,
56(6), 1107-1124.

Nacos, B.L., Bloch-Elkon, Y. and Shapiro, R.Y. (2011) Selling Fear:
Counterterrorism, the Media and Public Opinion, Chicago: University of
Chicago Press.

Norris, C. and Armstrong, G. (1999) The Maximum Surveillance Society: The Rise of
CCTV, United Kingdom: Bloomsbury.

Numerato, D. (2018) Football Fans, Activism and Social Change, London: Routledge.

Numerato, D. and Giulianotti, R. (2018) ‘Citizen, Consumer, Citimer: The Interplay
of Market and Political Identities within Contemporary Football Fan Cultures,
Journal of Consumer Culture, 18(2), 336-355.

Nunes, J. (2014) ‘Questioning Health Security: Insecurity and Domination in World
Politics’, Review of International Studies, 40, 939-960.

Nygren, KG. and Olofsson, A. (2020) ‘Managing the Covid-19 Pandemic Through
Individual Responsibility: The Consequences of a World Risk Society and
Enhanced Ethopolitics’, Journal of Risk Research, 1-5.

O’Grady, N. (2019) ‘Designing Affect into Security: Shared Situational Awareness
Protocols and the Habit of Emergency Response’, Cultural Geographies, 26(4),
455-470.

O’Neill, M. (2004) ‘Policing Football in Scotland: The Forgotten Team’, International
Review for the Sociology of Sport, 39(1), 95-104.

O’Neill, M. (2005) Policing Football: Social Interaction and Negotiated Disorder,
Basingstoke: Palgrave.

Parent, M.M. (2008) ‘Evolution and issue patterns for major-sport-event organizing
committees and their stakeholders’, Journal of Sport Management, 22, 135-164.

Parent, M.M. and Chappelet, J.L. (eds.) (2015) Routledge Handbook of Sports Event
Management, London: Routledge.

Parnell, D. and Widdop, P. (2020) Unprecedented, Uncharted and Unrealistic: UEFA
Postpones EURO 2020 by 12 months, Football Collective. Available at:
https://footballcollective.org.uk/2020/03/18/unprecedented-unchartered-and-
unrealistic-uefa-postpones-euro-2020-by-12-months/ (Accessed: 26" March
2020).

Parnell, D., Widdop, P., Bond, A. and Wilson, R. (2020) ‘COVID-19, Networks and
Sport’, Managing Sport and Leisure, 0(0), 1-7.

Pearson, G. (2012a) An Ethnography of English Football Fans: Cans, Cops and
Carnivals, Manchester/New York: Manchester University Press.

273


https://footballcollective.org.uk/2020/03/18/unprecedented-unchartered-and-unrealistic-uefa-postpones-euro-2020-by-12-months/
https://footballcollective.org.uk/2020/03/18/unprecedented-unchartered-and-unrealistic-uefa-postpones-euro-2020-by-12-months/

Bibliography

Pearson, G. (2012b) ‘Dirty Trix at Euro 2008: Brand Protection, Ambush Marketing
and Intellectual Property Theft at the European Football Championships’, ESLJ,
1,1-12.

Pearson, G. and Sale, A. (2011) ““On the Lash” — Reuvisiting the Effectiveness of
Alcohol Controls at Football Matches’, Policing and Society, 21(2), 150-166

Pearson, G. and Stott, C. (2016) ‘Farewell to the Hooligan? Modern Developments in
Football Crowd Management’, in S. Frawley and N. Schulenkorf (eds.) Critical
Issues in Global Sport Management, Oxon: Routledge, 164-175.

Peoples, C. and Vaughan-Williams, N. (2010) Critical Security Studies: An
Introduction, Oxon: Routledge.

Petersen-Wagner, R. (2015) Cosmopolitan Fandom: A Critical Postcolonial Analysis
of Liverpool FC’s Supporters Discourses in Brazil and Switzerland, PhD Thesis,
Durham University.

Petersohn, U. (2018) ‘The Force of Relationships: The Influence of Personal Networks
on the Market for Force’, European Security, 27(1), 98-113

Peterson, S. (2002) ‘Epidemic Disease and National Security’, Security Studies, 12(2),
43-81.

Poulton, E. (2005) ‘English Media Representation of Football related Disorder:
“Brutal, Short-hand and Simplifying”?’, Sport in Society, 8(1), 27-47.

Poulton, E. (2012) “”If You Had Balls, You’d Be One of Us!” Doing Gendered
Research: Methodological Reflections on Being a Female Academic Researcher
in the Hyper-Masculine Subculture of “Football Hooliganism™’, Sociological
Research Online, 17(4), 1-13.

Pound, R.W. (2016) ‘On Security and Surveillance in the Olympics: A View from
Inside the Tent’, in V. Bajc, (eds.) Surveilling and Securing the Olympics: From
Tokyo 1964 to London 2012 and Beyond, New York: Palgrave Macmillan, pp.
72-94.

Preuss, H. (2007) ‘The Conceptualisation and Measurement of Mega Sport Event
Legacies’, Journal of Sport & Tourism, 12(3-4), 207-228.

Reicher, S. (1996) ““The Battle of Westminster”: Developing the Social Identity
Model of Crowd Conflict’, European Journal of Social Psychology, 26, 115-34

Reicher, S., Stott, C., Cronin, P. and Adang, O. (2004) ‘An Integrated Approach to
Crowd Psychology and Public Order Policing’, Policing: An International
Journal of Police Strategies and Management, 27, 558-572.

Reiner, R. (1997) ‘Policing and the Police’, in M. Maguire, R. Morgan and R. Reiner
(eds.) The Oxford Handbook of Criminology, Oxford: Oxford University Press,
pp. 997-1050.

Richards, J. (2018) ‘Passing and Moving: Negotiating Fieldwork Roles in Football
Fandom Research’, Journal of Organizational Ethnography, 1-13.

274



Bibliography

Roche, M. (1992) ‘Mega-Events and Micro-Modernisation: On the Sociology of the
New Urban Tourism’, British Journal of Sociology, 43, 563-600.

Roche, M. (2000) Mega-Events and Modernity: Olympics and Expos in the Growth of
Global Culture, London: Routledge.

Roche, M. (2003) ‘Mega-Events, Time and Modernity: On Time Structures in Global
Societies’, Time & Society, 12(1), 99-126.

Roche, M. (2017) Mega-Events and Social Change: Spectacle, Legacy and Public
Culture, Manchester: Manchester University Press.

Rookwood, J. (2009) Fan Perspectives of Football Hooliganism: Defining, Analysing
and Responding to the British Phenomenon, Saarbrucken: VDM Verlag.

Rookwood, J. and Millward, P. (2011) ““We All Dream of a Team of Carraghers™:
Comparing “Local” and Texan Liverpool Fans' Talk’, Sport in Society, 14(1),
37-52.

Rookwood, J. and Pearson, G. (2010) ‘The Hoolifan: Positive Attitudes to Football
Hooliganism’, International Review for the Sociology of Sport, 47(2), 149-164.

Rose, R. (1991) ‘What is Lesson-Drawing?’, Journal of Public Policy, 11(1), 3-30.

Rose, R. (2005) Learning from Comparative Public Policy: A Practical Guide,
London: Routledge.

Rosenberg, C. (1989) ‘What is an Epidemic? AIDS in Historical Perspective’,
Daedalus, 118 (2), 1-17

Rosenthal, U., Charles, M.T. and ‘t Hart, P. (eds.) (1989) Coping with Crisis: The
Management of Disasters, Riots and Terrorism, Springfield: Charles C. Thomas.

Rothan, H.A. and Byrareddy, S.N. (2020) ‘The Epidemiology and Pathogenesis of
Coronavirus Disease (COVID-19) Outbreak’, Journal of Autoimmunity, 109,
102433.

Rowe, D. (2019) ‘The Worlds That Are Watching: Media, Politics, Diplomacy and the
2018 PyoengChang Winter Olympics’, Communication & Sport, 7(1), 3-22.

Rubin, H. Jand Rubin, I. S. (1995) Qualitative Interviewing: The Art of Hearing Data.
London: Sage.

Rushton, S. (2011) ‘Global Health Security: Security for Whom? Security from
What?’, Political Studies, 59(4), 779-796.

Ryan, P. (2002) Olympic Security: The Relevance to Homeland Security, Salt Lake
City: The Oquirrh Institute, cited in Boyle, P. and Haggerty, K.D. (2012)
‘Planning for the Worst: Risk, Uncertainty and the Olympic Games’, British
Journal of Sociology, 63(2), 241-259.

Samatas, M. (2007) ‘Security and Surveillance in the Athens 2004 Olympics: Some
Lessons From a Troubled Story’, International Criminal Justice Review, 17(3),
220-238.

275



Bibliography

Schimmel, K.S. (2011) ‘From “Violence-Complacent” to “Terrorist-Ready”: Post-
9/11 Framing of the US Super Bowl’, Urban Studies, 48(15), 3277-3291.

Schmid, A. (2004) ‘Terrorism: The Definitional Problem’, Case Western Reserve
Journal of International Law, 36(2-3), 375-4109.

SD Europe (2020) SD EUROPE STATEMENT: UEFA EURO 2020. Available at:
https://www.sdeurope.eu/sd-europe-statement-uefa-euro-2020/ (Accessed: 12
April 2020).

Seifert, C. (2007) ‘Improving Disaster Management Through Structured Flexibility
among Frontline Responders’, in D.E. Gibbons (eds.) Communicable Crisis:
Prevention, Response and Recovery in the Global Arena, IAP: North Carolina,
pp.137-168.

Shipway, R. (2018) ‘Building Resilience and Managing Crises and Disasters in Sport
Tourism’, Journal of Sport & Tourism, 22(3), 265-270.

Silk, M. (2014) ‘Neoliberalism and Sports Mega-Events’, in J. Grix (eds.), Leveraging
Legacies from Sports Mega-Events, Basingstoke: Palgrave, pp. 50-61.

Silverstone, D.M. (2003) The Ecstasy of Consumption: The Drug Ecstasy as a Mass
Commodity in a Global Market, PhD thesis, London School of Economics and
Political Science.

Sky Sports (2020a) UEFA meeting: What now for Euro 2020 and domestic football?.
Available at:
https://www.skysports.com/football/news/11095/11958283/european-football-
set-for-defining-day (Accessed: 18" March 2020).

Sky Sports (2020b) Coronavirus: UEFA president Aleksander Ceferin says season
risks being lost. Available at:
https://www.skysports.com/football/news/11945/11965081/coronavirus-uefa-
president-aleksander-ceferin-says-season-risks-being-lost (Accessed: 3™ April
2020).

Sky Sports (2020c) Coronavirus in sport: Latest updates from across the world.
Available at: https://www.skysports.com/more-sports/live-
blog/32461/11945306/coronavirus-latest-how-outbreak-is-affecting-sport
(Accessed: 5" April 2020).

Smith, E. (2008) Using Secondary Data in Educational and Social Research, New
York: McGraw-Hill Education.

Smith, F.L. (2009) ‘WHO Governs? Limited Global Governance by the World Health
Organization during the SARS outbreak’, Social Alternatives, 28(2), 9-12.

Smith, K.E. (2006) ‘Problematising Power Relations in “Elite” Interviews’, Geoforum,
37(4), 643-653.

Smyth, M.B, Gunning, J., Jackson, R., Kassimeris, G. and Robinson, P. (2008)
‘Critical Terrorism Studies—An Introduction’, Critical Studies on Terrorism,
1(1), 1-4.

276


https://www.sdeurope.eu/sd-europe-statement-uefa-euro-2020/
https://www.skysports.com/football/news/11095/11958283/european-football-set-for-defining-day
https://www.skysports.com/football/news/11095/11958283/european-football-set-for-defining-day
https://www.skysports.com/football/news/11945/11965081/coronavirus-uefa-president-aleksander-ceferin-says-season-risks-being-lost
https://www.skysports.com/football/news/11945/11965081/coronavirus-uefa-president-aleksander-ceferin-says-season-risks-being-lost
https://www.skysports.com/more-sports/live-blog/32461/11945306/coronavirus-latest-how-outbreak-is-affecting-sport
https://www.skysports.com/more-sports/live-blog/32461/11945306/coronavirus-latest-how-outbreak-is-affecting-sport

Bibliography

Solomon, T. and Steele, B.J. (2017) ‘Micro-Moves in International Relations Theory’,
European Journal of International Relations, 23(2), 267-291.

Spaaij, R. (2007) ‘Football Hooliganism as a Transnational Phenomenon: Past and
Present Analysis: A Critique — More Specificity and Less Generality’, The
International Journal of the History of Sport, 24(4), 411-31.

Spaaij, R. (2013) ‘Risk, Security and Technology: Governing Football Supporters in
the Twenty-First Century’, Sport in Society, 16(2), 167-183

Spaaij, R. (2016) ‘Terrorism and Security at the Olympics: Empirical Trends and
Evolving Research Agendas’, The International Journal of the History of Sport,
33(4), 451-468.

Spaaij, R. and Hamm, M.S. (2015) ‘Endgame? Sports Events as Symbolic Targets in
Lone Wolf Terrorism’, Studies in Conflict and Terrorism, 38(12), 1022-1037.

Sperling, J. (2010) ‘National Security Cultures, Technologies of Public Goods Supply
and Security Governance’, in E.J Kirchner and J. Sperling (eds.) National
Security Cultures: Patterns of Global Governance, Oxon: Routledge, pp. 1-18.

Sterchele, D. and Saint-Blancat, C. (2015) ‘Keeping it Liminal: The Mondiali
Antirazzisti (Anti-Racist World Cup) as a Multifocal Interaction Ritual’, Leisure
Studies, 34(2), 182-196.

Stevens, D. and Vaughan-Williams, N. (2014) ‘Citizens and Security Threats: Issues,
Perceptions and Consequences Beyond the National Frame’, British Journal of
Political Science, 46, 149-175.

Stevens, D. and Vaughan-Williams, N. (2017) Everyday Security Threats:
Perceptions, experiences and consequences, Manchester: Manchester
University Press.

Stott, C. (2003) ‘Police Expectations and the Control of English Soccer Fans at “Euro
2000, Policing: An International Journal of Police Strategies & Management,
26(4), 640-655.

Stott, C. and Adang, O. (2003) ‘Policing Football Matches with an International
Dimension in the European Union: understanding and managing risk’.
University of Liverpool: Unpublished report to the UK Home Office: 1-10.

Stott, C. and Pearson, G. (2007) Football “Hooliganism”: Policing and the War on
the “English disease”, London: Pennant Books.

Stott, C., Pearson, G. and West, O. (2019) ‘Enabling an Evidence-Based Approach to
Policing Football in the UK’, Policing: A Journal of Policy and Practice, 1-18.

Stott, C. and Reicher, S. (1998) ‘How Conflict Escalates: The Inter-group Dynamics
of Collective Football Crowd ‘violence’, Sociology, 32(2), 353-377.

Stott, C., Adang, O., Livingstone, A. and Schreiber, M. (2007) ‘Variability in the
Collective Behaviour of England Fans at Euro2004: Policing, Intergroup
Relations, Social Identity and Social Change’, European Journal of Social
Psychology, 37, 75-100.

277



Bibliography

Stott, C., Hoggett, J. and Pearson, G. (2012) ‘Keeping the Peace: Social Identity,
Procedural Justice and the Policing of Football Crowds’, British Journal of
Criminology, 52, 381-399.

Stott, C., Khan, S., Madsen, E. and Havelund, J. (2020) ‘The Value of Supporter
Liaison Officers (SLOs) in Fan Dialogue, Conflict, Governance and Football
Crowd Management in Sweden’, Soccer & Society, 21(2), 196-208.

Stott, C., Livingstone, A., and Hoggett, J. (2008) ‘Policing Football Crowds in England
and Wales: A Model of ‘Good Practice’, Policing and Society, 18(3), 258-281.

Stott, C., West, O. and Radburn, M. (2018) ‘Policing Football “Risk™? A Participant
Action Research Case Study of a Liaison-Based Approach to ‘Public Order”’,
Policing and Society, 28(1), 1-16,

Strang, L. (2018) What Factors Contributed to the Different Levels of Disorder
Witnessed in Marseille and Lille during the Euros 2016 UEFA European
Championship?. Santa Monica, CA: RAND Corporation. Available at:
https://www.rand.org/pubs/research_reports/RR2792.html (Accessed: 16 April
2019).

Strauss, A. and Corbin, J. (1990) Basics of Qualitative Research — Techniques and
Procedures for Developing Grounded Theory [2" edition], Thousand Oaks, CA:
Sage.

Strauss, A. and Corbin, J. (1998) Basics of Qualitative Research Techniques,
Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Stura, C., Aicher, C., Kaspar, R. and Klein, C. (2017) ‘The UEFA Euro Championship
2020’, in M. Dodds, K. Heisey and A. Ahonen (eds.) Routledge Handbook of
International Sport Business, Oxon: Routledge, pp. 26-36.

Sugden, J. (2012) ‘Watched by the Olympics: Surveillance and Security at the
Olympics’, International Review for the Sociology of Sport, 47(3), 414-429.

Sugden, J., and Tomlinson, A. (2016). Football, Corruption and Lies: Revisiting
‘Badfellas’, the Book FIFA Tried to Ban, London: Routledge

Swiss Confederation (2008) UEFA EURO 2008™ Sustainability Report’. Available
at:
https://www.uefa.com/MultimediaFiles/Download/Competitions/EURQO /77/4
2/52/774252_DOWNLOAD.pdf (Accessed: 5th May 2018).

Talbot, A. (2019) ‘Talking about the “Rotten Fruits” of Rio 2016: Framing Mega-
Event Legacies’, International Review for the Sociology of Sport, 1-16.

Taylor, J. Strang, L., and Disley, E. (2018) Early Reflections on the Approach to
Preventing and Responding to Violent and Antisocial Behavior at the 2018
World Cup in Russia. Santa Monica, CA: RAND Corporation. Available at:
https://www.rand.org/content/dam/rand/pubs/research_reports/RR2800/RR280
3/RAND_RR2803.pdf (Accessed: 4" March 2019).

278


https://www.rand.org/pubs/research_reports/RR2792.html
https://www.uefa.com/MultimediaFiles/Download/Competitions/EURO_/77/42/52/774252_DOWNLOAD.pdf
https://www.uefa.com/MultimediaFiles/Download/Competitions/EURO_/77/42/52/774252_DOWNLOAD.pdf
https://www.rand.org/content/dam/rand/pubs/research_reports/RR2800/RR2803/RAND_RR2803.pdf
https://www.rand.org/content/dam/rand/pubs/research_reports/RR2800/RR2803/RAND_RR2803.pdf

Bibliography

Taylor, T. and Toohey, K. (2011) ‘Ensuring Safety at Australian Sport Event Precincts:
Creating Securitised, Sanitised and Stifling Spaces?’, Urban Studies, 48(15),
3259-3275.

Taylor, T. and Toohey, K. (2015) ‘The Security Agencies’ Perspective’, in M.M.
Parent and J.L. Chappelet (eds.) Routledge Handbook of Sport Event
Management, New York: Routledge, pp. 373-396.

Thacker, E. (2009) ‘The Shadows of Atheology: Epidemics, Power and Life after
Foucault’, Theory, Culture & Society, 26(6), 134-152.

The Daily Mail (2012) Platini's flight of fancy will give fans travel sickness while
greedy UEFA swell their coffers at YOUR expense. Available at:
http://www.dailymail.co.uk/sport/article-2244830/Euro-2020-Michel-Platinis-
flight-fancy-fans-travel-sickness--Des-Kelly.html. (Accessed: 71 July 2018).

The Daily Mail (2019) Drunk, drugged up on cocaine, under 25 and clad in designer
gear, there's a new breed of hooligan following the England team... the Stag-Do
Brigade. Available at: https://www.dailymail.co.uk/sport/football/article-
6852085/Drunk-drugged-25-theres-new-breed-hooligan-following-
England.html (Accessed: 28th May 2020).

The Daily Mail (2020a) EURO 2020 CORONAVIRUS Q&A: Could the summer
tournament be postponed or scrapped altogether if the virus escalates? What
affect will it have on training camps and how are England handling the
situation?. Available at: https://www.dailymail.co.uk/sport/sportsnews/article-
8062033/EURO-2020-CORONAVIRUS-Q-tournament-postponed-
scrapped.html (Accessed: 121" March 2020).

The Daily Mail (2020b) European football unites for a HISTORIC meeting on Tuesday
and the fate of Euro 2020, the Champions League and more will be decided...
here's everything on the table on what will be a defining day for the sport.
Available at: https://www.dailymail.co.uk/sport/football/article-8117033/All-
key-guestions-European-football-comes-decide-games-fate.html (Accessed:
19" March 2020).

The Daily Mail (2020c) “The health of people is much more important” FIFA
president Gianni Infantino insists international matches will be postponed if
deadly coronavirus continues to spread. Available at:
https://www.dailymail.co.uk/sport/sportsnews/article-8057247/FIFA-president-
Gianni-Infantino-insists-matches-postponed-deadly-coronavirus-spreads.html
(Accessed: 19" March 2020).

The Daily Mail (2020d) Champions League final is set to be CANCELLED if it cannot
be played before August 3, UEFA admit... as president Aleksander Ceferin
confirms plans for one-legged knockout ties. Available at:
https://www.dailymail.co.uk/sport/football/article-8187943/Champions-
League-final-set-CANCELLED-played-August-3.html (Accessed: 12" April
2020).

The Daily Mirror (2020a) Coronavirus: UEFA and FIFA put rivalry aside in bid to
solve football's “biggest crisis”. Available at:

279


http://www.dailymail.co.uk/sport/article-2244830/Euro-2020-Michel-Platinis-flight-fancy-fans-travel-sickness--Des-Kelly.html
http://www.dailymail.co.uk/sport/article-2244830/Euro-2020-Michel-Platinis-flight-fancy-fans-travel-sickness--Des-Kelly.html
https://www.dailymail.co.uk/sport/football/article-6852085/Drunk-drugged-25-theres-new-breed-hooligan-following-England.html
https://www.dailymail.co.uk/sport/football/article-6852085/Drunk-drugged-25-theres-new-breed-hooligan-following-England.html
https://www.dailymail.co.uk/sport/football/article-6852085/Drunk-drugged-25-theres-new-breed-hooligan-following-England.html
https://www.dailymail.co.uk/sport/sportsnews/article-8062033/EURO-2020-CORONAVIRUS-Q-tournament-postponed-scrapped.html
https://www.dailymail.co.uk/sport/sportsnews/article-8062033/EURO-2020-CORONAVIRUS-Q-tournament-postponed-scrapped.html
https://www.dailymail.co.uk/sport/sportsnews/article-8062033/EURO-2020-CORONAVIRUS-Q-tournament-postponed-scrapped.html
https://www.dailymail.co.uk/sport/football/article-8117033/All-key-questions-European-football-comes-decide-games-fate.html
https://www.dailymail.co.uk/sport/football/article-8117033/All-key-questions-European-football-comes-decide-games-fate.html
https://www.dailymail.co.uk/sport/sportsnews/article-8057247/FIFA-president-Gianni-Infantino-insists-matches-postponed-deadly-coronavirus-spreads.html
https://www.dailymail.co.uk/sport/sportsnews/article-8057247/FIFA-president-Gianni-Infantino-insists-matches-postponed-deadly-coronavirus-spreads.html
https://www.dailymail.co.uk/sport/football/article-8187943/Champions-League-final-set-CANCELLED-played-August-3.html
https://www.dailymail.co.uk/sport/football/article-8187943/Champions-League-final-set-CANCELLED-played-August-3.html

Bibliography

https://www.mirror.co.uk/sport/football/news/coronavirus-uefa-fifa-put-
rivalry-21709696 (Accessed: 17" April 2020).

The Daily Mirror (2020b) Coronavirus latest across Europe as Italian FA chief
prepares Euro 2020 proposal. Available at:
https://www.mirror.co.uk/sport/football/news/coronavirus-latest-across-europe-
italian-21697027 (Accessed: 17" April 2020).

The FA (2020) Greg Clarke spoke at the FA Council meeting on Tuesday in midst of
COVID-19 outbreak. Available at:
http://www.thefa.com/news/2020/apr/07/greg-clarke-speech-to-fa-council-
070420 (Accessed: 8" April 2020).

The Guardian (2010) South Africa worried by possibility of World Cup swine flu
outbreak. Available at:
https://www.theguardian.com/football/2010/feb/15/world-cup-swine-
flu#:~:text=South%20Africa%20faces%20a%20health,Aaron%20Motsoaledi%
20told%20parliament%?20today.&text=Motsoaledi%20said%20the%20depart
ment%200f,from%20the%20World%20Health%200rganisation.  (Accessed:
17" April 2020).

The Guardian (2012) Fans reject Michel Platini's 'zany' plan for continent-wide Euro
2020. Awvailable at: https://www.theguardian.com/football/2012/dec/07/fans-
reject-michel-platini-euro-2020. (Accessed: 5™ May 2018).

The Guardian (2020a) Boris Johnson calls coronavirus “worst public health crisis for
a generation” - as it happened. Available at:
https://www.theguardian.com/politics/live/2020/mar/12/trumps-travel-ban-
wont-have-much-impact-on-spread-of-coronavirus-says-rishi-sunak-live-news
(Accessed: 19" March 2020).

The Guardian (2020b) Olympics must be delayed to ensure “equal” competition.
Available at: https://www.theguardian.com/sport/2020/mar/18/ioc-counting-on-
solidarity-of-athletes-as-dissent-grows-over-2020-olympics (Accessed: 1%t May
2020).

The Independent (2020a) Coronavirus forcing Uefa into crisis talks as Euro 2020 fears
mount. Available at:
https://www.independent.co.uk/sport/football/international/euro-2020-
coronavirus-news-postponed-uefa-latest-a9365166.html (Accessed: 27" May
2020).

The Independent (2020b) Coronavirus: FA chief expects “things to get complicated”
if 2019/20 club season  forced into July. Available at:
https://www.independent.co.uk/sport/football/premier-league/coronavirus-
premier-league-july-schedule-euro-2020-fa-a9408581.html  (Accessed: 27
May 2020).

The Independent (2020c) When is the Euros, why is it delayed and who will play in
the tournament?. Available at:
https://www.independent.co.uk/sport/football/international/euro-2020-
coronavirus-postponed-uefa-delay-cancelled-new-date-a9407281.html
(Accessed: 23™ March 2020).

280


https://www.mirror.co.uk/sport/football/news/coronavirus-uefa-fifa-put-rivalry-21709696
https://www.mirror.co.uk/sport/football/news/coronavirus-uefa-fifa-put-rivalry-21709696
https://www.mirror.co.uk/sport/football/news/coronavirus-latest-across-europe-italian-21697027
https://www.mirror.co.uk/sport/football/news/coronavirus-latest-across-europe-italian-21697027
http://www.thefa.com/news/2020/apr/07/greg-clarke-speech-to-fa-council-070420
http://www.thefa.com/news/2020/apr/07/greg-clarke-speech-to-fa-council-070420
https://www.theguardian.com/football/2010/feb/15/world-cup-swine-flu#:~:text=South%20Africa%20faces%20a%20health,Aaron%20Motsoaledi%20told%20parliament%20today.&text=Motsoaledi%20said%20the%20department%20of,from%20the%20World%20Health%20Organisation
https://www.theguardian.com/football/2010/feb/15/world-cup-swine-flu#:~:text=South%20Africa%20faces%20a%20health,Aaron%20Motsoaledi%20told%20parliament%20today.&text=Motsoaledi%20said%20the%20department%20of,from%20the%20World%20Health%20Organisation
https://www.theguardian.com/football/2010/feb/15/world-cup-swine-flu#:~:text=South%20Africa%20faces%20a%20health,Aaron%20Motsoaledi%20told%20parliament%20today.&text=Motsoaledi%20said%20the%20department%20of,from%20the%20World%20Health%20Organisation
https://www.theguardian.com/football/2010/feb/15/world-cup-swine-flu#:~:text=South%20Africa%20faces%20a%20health,Aaron%20Motsoaledi%20told%20parliament%20today.&text=Motsoaledi%20said%20the%20department%20of,from%20the%20World%20Health%20Organisation
https://www.theguardian.com/football/2012/dec/07/fans-reject-michel-platini-euro-2020
https://www.theguardian.com/football/2012/dec/07/fans-reject-michel-platini-euro-2020
https://www.theguardian.com/politics/live/2020/mar/12/trumps-travel-ban-wont-have-much-impact-on-spread-of-coronavirus-says-rishi-sunak-live-news
https://www.theguardian.com/politics/live/2020/mar/12/trumps-travel-ban-wont-have-much-impact-on-spread-of-coronavirus-says-rishi-sunak-live-news
https://www.theguardian.com/sport/2020/mar/18/ioc-counting-on-solidarity-of-athletes-as-dissent-grows-over-2020-olympics
https://www.theguardian.com/sport/2020/mar/18/ioc-counting-on-solidarity-of-athletes-as-dissent-grows-over-2020-olympics
https://www.independent.co.uk/sport/football/international/euro-2020-coronavirus-news-postponed-uefa-latest-a9365166.html
https://www.independent.co.uk/sport/football/international/euro-2020-coronavirus-news-postponed-uefa-latest-a9365166.html
https://www.independent.co.uk/sport/football/premier-league/coronavirus-premier-league-july-schedule-euro-2020-fa-a9408581.html
https://www.independent.co.uk/sport/football/premier-league/coronavirus-premier-league-july-schedule-euro-2020-fa-a9408581.html
https://www.independent.co.uk/sport/football/international/euro-2020-coronavirus-postponed-uefa-delay-cancelled-new-date-a9407281.html
https://www.independent.co.uk/sport/football/international/euro-2020-coronavirus-postponed-uefa-delay-cancelled-new-date-a9407281.html

Bibliography

The Telegraph (2007) Olympic love “could fuel an epidemic”. Available at:
https://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/uknews/1555510/Olympic-love-could-fuel-
an-epidemic.html (Accessed: 121 April 2020).

The Telegraph (2020a) ‘Season is lost’ if coronavirus crisis prevents resumption
before end of June, says Uefa president. Available at:
https://www.telegraph.co.uk/football/2020/03/28/season-lost-coronavirus-
crisis-prevents-resumption-end-june/ (Accessed: 27" May 2020).

The Times (2020) Plan to use Wembley for season finish. Available at:
https://www.thetimes.co.uk/article/plan-to-use-wembley-for-season-finish-
nlpw6xInj (Accessed: 271" May 2020).

The Wall Street Journal (2020) New Virus Discovered by Chinese Scientists
Investigating Pneumonia Outbreak. Available at:
https://www.wsj.com/articles/new-virus-discovered-by-chinese-scientists-
investigating-pneumonia-outbreak-11578485668 (Accessed: 21st April 2020).

Thorne, S. (2000) ‘Data Analysis in Qualitative Research’, Evidence Based Nursing,
3, 68-70.

Tian, E. and Wise, N. (2019) ‘An Atlantic Divide? Mapping the Knowledge Domain
of European and North American-based Sociology of Sport, 2008-2018’,
International Review for the Sociology of Sport, 1-27.

Toohey, K. (2008) ‘Terrorism, Sport and Public Policy in the Risk Society’, Sport in
Society, 11(4), 429-442.

Toohey, K. and Taylor, T. (2008) ‘Mega Events, Fear, and Risk: Terrorism at the
Olympic Games’, Journal of Sport Management, 22, 451-469.

Toohey, K. and Taylor, T. (2012) ‘Surveillance and Securitization: A Forgotten
Sydney Olympic Legacy’, International Review for the Sociology of Sport,
47(3), 324-337.

Toohey, K., Taylor, T. and Lee, C.K. (2003) ‘The FIFA World Cup 2002: The Effects
of Terrorism on Sports Tourists’, Journal of Sport & Tourism, 8(3), 186-196.

Tovar, J. (2020) ‘Soccer, World War IT and Coronavirus: A Comparative Analysis of
how the Sport Shut Down’, Soccer & Society, 1-11.

Trump, D. (2020) Executive Order on Prioritizing and Allocating Health and Medical
Resources to Respond to the Spread of Covid-19°. Available at:
https://www.whitehouse.gov/presidential-actions/executive-order-prioritizing-
allocating-health-medical-resources-respond-spread-covid-19/ (Accessed: 26
May 2020).

Tsoukala, A. (2004) ‘The Security Issue at the 2004 Olympics’, European Journal for
Sport and Society, 3(1), 43-54.

Tsoukala, A. (2007) ‘Security Policies & Human Rights in European Football Stadia’,
CEPS CHALLENGE Paper, No. 5, 1-20.

281


https://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/uknews/1555510/Olympic-love-could-fuel-an-epidemic.html
https://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/uknews/1555510/Olympic-love-could-fuel-an-epidemic.html
https://www.telegraph.co.uk/football/2020/03/28/season-lost-coronavirus-crisis-prevents-resumption-end-june/
https://www.telegraph.co.uk/football/2020/03/28/season-lost-coronavirus-crisis-prevents-resumption-end-june/
https://www.thetimes.co.uk/article/plan-to-use-wembley-for-season-finish-nlpw6xlnj
https://www.thetimes.co.uk/article/plan-to-use-wembley-for-season-finish-nlpw6xlnj
https://www.wsj.com/articles/new-virus-discovered-by-chinese-scientists-investigating-pneumonia-outbreak-11578485668
https://www.wsj.com/articles/new-virus-discovered-by-chinese-scientists-investigating-pneumonia-outbreak-11578485668
https://www.whitehouse.gov/presidential-actions/executive-order-prioritizing-allocating-health-medical-resources-respond-spread-covid-19/
https://www.whitehouse.gov/presidential-actions/executive-order-prioritizing-allocating-health-medical-resources-respond-spread-covid-19/

Bibliography

Tsoukala, A. (2008) ‘Boundary-Creating Processes and the Social Construction of
Threat’, Alternatives, 33, 137-152.

Tsoukala, A. (2009) Football Hooliganism in Europe: Security and Civil Liberties in
the Balance, Basingstoke: Palgrave.

Tsoukala, A. (2016) ‘Asymmetric Power Relations (Athens 2004)’, in V. Bajc (eds.)
Surveilling and Securing the Olympics: From Tokyo 1964 to London 2012 and
Beyond, Basingstoke: Palgrave, pp. 275-296.

Tsoukala, A., Pearson, G., and Coenen, PT. (2016) ‘Conclusions: Social Control at the
Expense of Civil Liberties and Human Rights’, in A. Tsoukala, G. Pearson and
PT Coenen (eds.) Legal Responses to Football ‘Hooliganism’ in Europe, Hague:
Springer, pp. 169-178.

Turner, M. (2019) The Safe Standing Movement in English Football (1989-2019):
Timescapes, Tactics and Networks, PhD Thesis, Solent University.

UEFA (n.d.) UEFA EURO 2020: Tournament Requirements, Nyon: UEFA. Available
at:
https://www.uefa.com/MultimediaFiles/Download/EuroExperience/competitio
ns/General/01/95/21/41/1952141 DOWNLOAD.pdf.  (Accessed: 5" May
2018).

UEFA (2005) ‘Good Practices for safe and secure major sporting events: experiences
and lessons from UEFA EURO 2004°, Den Haag: COT Institute for Safety and
Crisis Management.

UEFA (2006) UEFA Safety and Security Regulations: Edition 2006, Nyon: UEFA.

UEFA (2012) A EURO for Europe. Available at:
http://www.uefa.com/insideuefa/mediaservices/mediareleases/newsid=190402
2.html?redirectFromOrg=true#/ (Accessed: 10" April 2018).

UEFA (2014) UEFA EURO 2020 Evaluation Report, Nyon: UEFA. Available at:
https://www.uefa.com/MultimediaFiles/Download/competitions/General/02/14
149/29/2144929 DOWNLOAD.pdf (Accessed: 27th May 2020).

UEFA (2016) Social Responsibility and Sustainability, Post-event Report.
Switzerland: UEFA. Available
at:https://www.uefa.com/MultimediaFiles/Download/Official Document/uefaor
a/General/02/42/47/58/2424758_DOWNLOAD.pdf (Accessed: 5™ April 2018).

UEFA (2017) London to host additional matches at UEFA EURO 2020. Available at:
https://www.uefa.com/insideuefa/about-uefa/news/newsid=2525104.html
(Accessed: 3 June 2018).

UEFA (2019a) About. Available at: https://www.uefa.com/uefaeuro-2020/about/
(Accessed: 29" May 2019).

UEFA (2019b) Stadiums to be EURO centrepiece. Available at:
https://www.uefa.com/insideuefa/news/newsid=2601822.html (Accessed 29"
May 2019).

282


https://www.uefa.com/MultimediaFiles/Download/EuroExperience/competitions/General/01/95/21/41/1952141_DOWNLOAD.pdf
https://www.uefa.com/MultimediaFiles/Download/EuroExperience/competitions/General/01/95/21/41/1952141_DOWNLOAD.pdf
http://www.uefa.com/insideuefa/mediaservices/mediareleases/newsid=1904022.html?redirectFromOrg=true#/
http://www.uefa.com/insideuefa/mediaservices/mediareleases/newsid=1904022.html?redirectFromOrg=true#/
https://www.uefa.com/MultimediaFiles/Download/competitions/General/02/14/49/29/2144929_DOWNLOAD.pdf
https://www.uefa.com/MultimediaFiles/Download/competitions/General/02/14/49/29/2144929_DOWNLOAD.pdf
https://www.uefa.com/MultimediaFiles/Download/OfficialDocument/uefaorg/General/02/42/47/58/2424758_DOWNLOAD.pdf
https://www.uefa.com/MultimediaFiles/Download/OfficialDocument/uefaorg/General/02/42/47/58/2424758_DOWNLOAD.pdf
https://www.uefa.com/insideuefa/about-uefa/news/newsid=2525104.html
https://www.uefa.com/uefaeuro-2020/about/
https://www.uefa.com/insideuefa/news/newsid=2601822.html

Bibliography

UEFA (2019c) UEFA Festival. Available at: https://www.uefa.com/uefaeuro-
2020/event-guide/london/uefa-festival/festival/ (Accessed: 1%t March 2020).

UEFA (2020a) UEFA calls meeting of European Football Stakeholders. Available at:
https://www.uefa.com/insideuefa/mediaservices/mediareleases/newsid=264088
7.html (Accessed: 271" May 2020).

UEFA (2020b) UEFA postpones EURO 2020 by 12 months. Available at:
https://www.uefa.com/insideuefa/about-uefa/news/newsid=2641071.html
(Accessed: 27" May 2020).

UEFA (2020c) Resolution of the European football family on a coordinated response
to the impact of the COVID-19 on competitions. Available at:
https://www.uefa.com/insideuefa/about-uefa/news/newsid=2641077.html
(Accessed: 27" May 2020).

UEFA (2020d) FAQ: Postponement of UEFA EURO 2020 due to COVID-19.
Available at: https://www.uefa.com/insideuefa/about-
uefa/news/newsid=2641097.html (Accessed: 20" March 2020).

UEFA (2020e) EURO 2020: all you need to know about the tournament. Available at:
https://www.uefa.com/uefaeuro-2020/news/0253-0d81b722¢c218-
0891664d67¢c9-1000--euro-all-you-need-to-know/ (Accessed: 27" May 2020).

UEFA (2020f) Security. Available at: https://www.uefa.com/insideuefa/protecting-
the-game/security/ (Accessed: 30" June 2020).

UN News (2020) Global initiative launched to keep top sports events safe from
terrorism.  Available at:  https://news.un.org/en/story/2020/02/1056572
(Accessed: 13" February 2020).

Urry, J. and Larsen, J. (2011) The Tourist Gaze 3.0, London: Sage.

USA Today (2020) Ceferin says virus is “biggest crisis that football faced”. Available
at:  https://eu.usatoday.com/story/sports/soccer/2020/03/17/ceferin-says-virus-
is-biggest-crisis-that-football-faced/111430998/ (Accessed: 20" March 2020).

Van Blerk, L., Mendel, J., Rodriguez, A. and Fernandes, FL. (2019) ““Let’s Win this
Game Together”: Children’s Rights Violations, Macro-Securitisation and the
Transformative Potential of the 2014 FIFA World Cup in Brazil’, Bulletin of
Latin American Research, 38(3), 284-299.

VG (2020) Fotball-EM utsatt til 2021- Derfor avslgrte Norge nyheten. Available at:
https://www.vg.no/sport/fotball/i/vQKKp5/fotball-em-utsatt-til-2021-derfor-
avsloerte-norge-nyheten (Accessed: 19" March 2020).

Walklate, S. and Mythen, G. (2010) ‘Agency, Reflexivity and Risk: Cosmopolitan,
Neurotic or Prudential Citizen?’, The British Journal of Sociology, 61(1), 45-62.

Wallis, P. and Nerlich, B. (2005) ‘Disease Metaphors in New Epidemics: The UK
Media Framing of the 2003 SARS Epidemic’, Social Science & Medicine,
60(11), 2629-2639.

283


https://www.uefa.com/uefaeuro-2020/event-guide/london/uefa-festival/festival/
https://www.uefa.com/uefaeuro-2020/event-guide/london/uefa-festival/festival/
https://www.uefa.com/insideuefa/mediaservices/mediareleases/newsid=2640887.html
https://www.uefa.com/insideuefa/mediaservices/mediareleases/newsid=2640887.html
https://www.uefa.com/insideuefa/about-uefa/news/newsid=2641071.html
https://www.uefa.com/insideuefa/about-uefa/news/newsid=2641077.html
https://www.uefa.com/insideuefa/about-uefa/news/newsid=2641097.html
https://www.uefa.com/insideuefa/about-uefa/news/newsid=2641097.html
https://www.uefa.com/uefaeuro-2020/news/0253-0d81b722c218-d891664d67c9-1000--euro-all-you-need-to-know/
https://www.uefa.com/uefaeuro-2020/news/0253-0d81b722c218-d891664d67c9-1000--euro-all-you-need-to-know/
https://www.uefa.com/insideuefa/protecting-the-game/security/
https://www.uefa.com/insideuefa/protecting-the-game/security/
https://news.un.org/en/story/2020/02/1056572
https://eu.usatoday.com/story/sports/soccer/2020/03/17/ceferin-says-virus-is-biggest-crisis-that-football-faced/111430998/
https://eu.usatoday.com/story/sports/soccer/2020/03/17/ceferin-says-virus-is-biggest-crisis-that-football-faced/111430998/
https://www.vg.no/sport/fotball/i/vQKKp5/fotball-em-utsatt-til-2021-derfor-avsloerte-norge-nyheten
https://www.vg.no/sport/fotball/i/vQKKp5/fotball-em-utsatt-til-2021-derfor-avsloerte-norge-nyheten

Bibliography

Walt, SM. (1991) ‘The Renaissance of Security Studies’, International Studies
Quarterly, 35(2), 211-223.

Watt, P. (2013) “It's Not for Us’, City, 17(1), 99-118.

Weaver, D.A. and Bimber, B. (2008) ‘Finding News Stories: A Comparison of
Searches Using LexisNexis and Google News’, Journalism & Mass
Communication Quarterly, 85(3), 515-530.

Weed, M. (2001) ‘Ing-ger-land at Euro 2000: How “Handbags at 20 paces” was
Portrayed as a Fullscale Riot’, International Review for the Sociology of Sport,
36(4), 407-424.

Weed, M. (2006) ‘Olympic Tourism? The Tourism Potential of London 2012°, E-
Review of Tourism Research, 4(2), 51-57.

Weed, M. (2007) ‘The Pub as a Virtual Football Fandom Venue: An Alternative to
“Being there”?’, Soccer & Society, 8(2-3), 399-414.

Weed, M., Coren, E., Fiore, J., Wellard, I., Chatziefstathiou, D., Mansfield, L. and
Dowse, S. (2015) ‘The Olympic Games and Raising Sport Participation: A
Systematic Review of Evidence and an Interrogation of Policy for a
Demonstration Effect’, European Sport Management Quarterly, 15(2), 195-226.

Wenner, L.A. (eds.) (1989) Media, Sports & Society, Newbury Park: Sage.

Whelan, C. (2014) ‘Surveillance, Security and Sports Mega Events: Toward a
Research Agenda on the Organisation of Security Networks’, Surveillance &
Society, 11(4), 392-404.

Whelan, C. (2016) ‘Managing Dynamic Security Networks: Towards the Strategic
Managing of Cooperation, Coordination and Collaboration’, Security Journal,
30(1), 310-327.

Whelan, C. and Molnar, A. (2017) ‘Policing Political Mega-Events Through ‘Hard’
and ‘Soft’ Tactics: Reflections on Local and Organisational Tensions in Public
Order Policing’, Policing and Society, 1-15.

Whelan, C. and Molnar, A. (2018) Securing Mega-Events: Networks, Strategies and
Tension, London: Palgrave Macmillan.

WHO (n.d.) WHO Coronavirus Disease (COVID-19) Dashboard. Available at:
https://covid19.who.int/ (Accessed: 6™ July 2020).

WHO (2010) What is a Pandemic?. Available at:
https://www.who.int/csr/disease/swineflu/frequently asked questions/pandemi
clen/ (Accessed: 27" May 2020).

WHO  (2020a) Coronavirus. Available at:  https://www.who.int/health-
topics/coronavirus#tab=tab_3 (Accessed: 27" May 2020).

WHO (2020b) Rolling updates on coronavirus disease (COVID-19). Available at:
https://www.who.int/emergencies/diseases/novel-coronavirus-2019/events-as-
they-happen (Accessed: 25" February 2020).

284


https://covid19.who.int/
https://www.who.int/csr/disease/swineflu/frequently_asked_questions/pandemic/en/
https://www.who.int/csr/disease/swineflu/frequently_asked_questions/pandemic/en/
https://www.who.int/health-topics/coronavirus#tab=tab_3
https://www.who.int/health-topics/coronavirus#tab=tab_3
https://www.who.int/emergencies/diseases/novel-coronavirus-2019/events-as-they-happen
https://www.who.int/emergencies/diseases/novel-coronavirus-2019/events-as-they-happen

Bibliography

WHO (2020c) WHO announces COVID-19 outbreak a pandemic. Available at:
http://www.euro.who.int/en/health-topics/health-emergencies/coronavirus-
covid-19/news/news/2020/3/who-announces-covid-19-outbreak-a-pandemic
(Accessed: 23™ April 2020).

WHO Regional Office for Europe (2020) Statement — Every country needs to take
boldest actions to stop COVID-19. Available at:
http://www.euro.who.int/en/about-us/regional-director/statements/statement-
every-country-needs-to-take-boldest-actions-to-stop-covid-19. (Accessed: 27
May 2020).

Williams, P. (2005) ‘Critical Security Studies’, in A. Bellamy (eds.) International
Society and its Critics, Oxford: Oxford University Press, pp. 135-150.

Wilson, S. (2004) ‘I0C close a deal for cancellation insurance’, cited in Toohey, K.
and Taylor, T. (2008) ‘Mega Events, Fear, and Risk: Terrorism at the Olympic
Games’, Journal of Sport Management, 22, 451-469.

Wioch, R. (2013) ‘UEFA as a New Agent of Global Governance: A Case Study of
Relations Between UEFA and the Polish Government Against the Background
of the UEFA EURO 2012°, Journal of Sport and Social Issues, 37(7), 297-311.

Wrtoch, R. (2019) ‘Two Dynamics of Globalization in the Context of a Sports Mega-
Event: The Case of UEFA EURO 2012 in Poland’, Globalizations, 1-15.

Wong, D. and Chadwick, S. (2017) ‘Risk and (In)security of FIFA Football World
Cups — Outlook for Russia 2018, Sport in Society, 20(5), 583-598.

Wood, J. and Shearing, C. (2007) Imagining Security, Devon: Willan.
Wyn-Jones, R. (1999) Security, Strategy, and Critical Theory, London: Lynne Rienner

Waver, O. (1995) ‘Securitization and Desecuritization’, in R. Lipschutz (eds.) On
Security, New York: Columbia University Press, pp. 46-86

Yarchi, M., Galily, Y. and Tamir, 1. (2015) ‘Rallying or Criticizing? Media Coverage
of Authorities' Reaction to Terror Attacks Targeting Sporting Events’, Studies
in Conflict & Terrorism, 38(12), 1008-1021

Yin, R.K. (1984) Case Study Research: Design and Methods [1% edition], California:
Sage.

Yin, R.K. (1994) Case Study Research: Design and Methods [2" edition], Tousand
Oaks, CA: Sage.

Young, S., Persichitte, K.A. and Tharp, D.D. (1998) ‘Electronic Mail Interviews:
Guidelines for Conducting Research’, International Journal of Educational
Telecommunications, 4(4), 291-299.

Yu, Y., Klauser, F. and Chan, G. (2009) ‘Governing Security at the 2008 Beijing
Olympics’, The International Journal of the History of Sport, 26(3), 390-405.

Zedner, L. (2003a) ‘Too Much Security?’, International Journal of the Sociology of
Law, 31, 155-184.

285


http://www.euro.who.int/en/health-topics/health-emergencies/coronavirus-covid-19/news/news/2020/3/who-announces-covid-19-outbreak-a-pandemic
http://www.euro.who.int/en/health-topics/health-emergencies/coronavirus-covid-19/news/news/2020/3/who-announces-covid-19-outbreak-a-pandemic
http://www.euro.who.int/en/about-us/regional-director/statements/statement-every-country-needs-to-take-boldest-actions-to-stop-covid-19
http://www.euro.who.int/en/about-us/regional-director/statements/statement-every-country-needs-to-take-boldest-actions-to-stop-covid-19

Bibliography
Zedner, L. (2003b). ‘The Concept of Security: An Agenda for Comparative Analysis’,

Legal Studies, 23 (1), 153-176

Zedner, L. (2007) ‘Pre-Crime and Post-Criminology?’, Theoretical Criminology,
11(2), 261-281.

Zedner, L. (2009) Security, London/New York: Routledge.

Zimbalist, A. (2016) ‘The Organization and Economics of Sport Mega-Events’,
Intereconomics, 51(3), 110-111.

286



Appendix

Appendix

Appendix 1

Interview Guide

l.
1.

9.

10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
Il.
15.
16.

General
In what ways have your organization become increasingly active in the
governance of football
Has your organization increased/changed their role in recent years?
What roles do you/organization have in the planning before European
competitions?
How do you work with other involved organizations and stakeholders?
How is your organization in a position to influence or impact the event’s
security and/or policing?
How does that continue work from previous Euro’s or events?
Specific
What type(s) of policing and security do you envisage ahead of Euro 20207
How can security actors, policing and organizers impact perceptions of security
among attendees?
How can policing and stewarding impact atmospheres in stadia/fan zones?
In which way(s) have fan zones altered the dynamics at mega-events?
How does Euro 2020’s format impact the security and policing?
How does experience play a part in the security and policing?
In London, how do you envisage the policing of fans to take place?
Does London’s infrastructure assist the policing/security?
Other
What is your view on the 12-host format?

How does it create challenges for fans?
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Appendix 2

Consent Form Example

Jan Andre Lee Ludvigsen, Liverpool Jahn Moores University {La.lu

X5 LIVERPOOL

JOHN MOORES

Appendix

AR LIVERPOOL JOHN MOORES UNIVERSITY

CONSENT FORM

‘Sport Mego-Events and Security — The 2020 Euros ond Spectotors” perceptions of security”

dvigsen@2018.ljmu.ac. uk

I confirm that | have read and understand the information provided for the above
study. | have had the opportunity to consider the information, ask questions and have
had these answered satisfactorily

I understand that my participation is voluntary and that | am free to withdraw at any
time, without giving a reason and that this will not affect my legal rights.

| understand that any personal information collected during the study will be
anonymised and remain confidential

| agree to take part in a semi-structured interview relating to the topic discussed in the
Participant Information Sheet

l understand that the interview will be audio recorded and | am happy to proceed

lunderstand that parts of our conversation may be used verbatim in future publications
or presentations but that such gquotes will be anonymised.

Mame of Participant Date Signature

Mame of Researcher Date Signature
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