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ABSTRACT ARTICLE HISTORY
By drawing upon and attaching a new layer to the “security field” Received 2 March 2023
concept, this article examines and conceptualizes European Accepted 26 April 2023
security practices and challenges through the lens of European
football. At a critical juncture for security in both Europe and
football, this article questions (i) how the supranational regulation
informing European football’s security field has evolved since
1985 and (ii) how exactly the security field’s regulators - the
Council of Europe, Council of the EU, and UEFA - set the
standards for the remainder of the security field. Relatedly, it asks
what this tells us about the power to define security. Drawing
upon theoretical perspectives located in International Political
Sociology, the sociology of leisure and sport, and publicly
available documents and conventions, this conceptual article
contributes to our understanding of security in Europe. It argues,
first, that the security field in European football is indicative of
wider security transformations. Second, that the security field’s
regulators configure and dictate the wider field and possess the
power to standardize security and the prioritization of threats.
This remains important because, to fully understand and
analytically capture the security field in European football, one
must conceptually account for its standard setting organizations.

KEYWORDS
Security; field; European
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Introduction

Leisure and sporting spaces represent important windows for sociological analyses of
security (Giulianotti & Klauser, 2010; Lisle, 2013). In the context of European security
practices and challenges of the twenty-first century, several academic analyses have
explored the supranational regulation of, and networked exchanges that occur between
security professionals or organizations areas such as drug trafficking, organized crime
and immigration (e.g. Bigo, 2008a; Carrapico, 2014). Broadly, as Bigo et al. (2010)
write, current security practices in the European Union (EU) area are facilitated by sur-
veillance and technologies of control, knowledge exchange and interactions between
various institutions. Moreover, as the EU’s security agenda has broadened to account
for new threats commonly linked with transnational mobilities, so may an expansive
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supranational security governance within Europe be detected (Kaunert & Léonard,
2012).

Against this background, within what must be considered a site of contested leisure —
namely, European elite football — the complex areas of security in relation to European
football-related disorder and “counter-hooliganism” have been subjected to sociological
and legal analysis in the post-1985 era (Mojet, 2005; Spaaij, 2013; Taylor, 1986; Tsoukala,
2007, 2009a, 2009b). Occasionally, football is also given a brief mention in discussions of
European security more broadly (Benyon, 1994; Besselink et al., 2010; Bigo, 2008a). For
example, and interestingly, football matches are mentioned in the same context as terror-
ism, passport data and money laundering as a relevant issue for understanding the mech-
anisms of information exchange and cooperation between authorities in Europe (Bigo
et al., 2010). Crucially, whilst the turn toward leisure, sport and its spaces as valuable
areas for International Political Sociology (IPS) has gathered momentum in recent
years (Boyle & Haggerty, 2009; Bulley & Lisle, 2012; Hagmann, 2017; Lisle, 2013), the
above solely reinforces the importance of sport and leisure as promising sites for analyses
of European security more widely. As closely linked to this, the purpose of this concep-
tual article is to revisit, survey and (re)conceptualize the security field (cf. Bigo, 2000a) of
European football and, in doing so, focus particularly its regulators who set its standards
and define security in these contested leisure spaces, as visited by large mobilities of fans,
tourists and consumers annually.

By cross-pollinating, and drawing extensively from extant bodies of literature, predo-
minantly in the subdisciplines of IPS and the sociology of leisure, and sport, and publicly
available documents and texts from European organizations including European foot-
ball’s governing body, Union of European Football Associations (UEFA), the conceptual
article engages with two key research questions. First, how has the emergence of the
supranational regulation in European football’s security evolved throughout the 2010s
and 2020s? In policy and practice, these two decades have been characterized by the
intensified contestations of security in football cultures (Lee Ludvigsen, 2022a; Numer-
ato, 2018). Indeed, on a European level, key developments have occurred in form of
the European Convention (signed in July 2016) on an integrated safety, security and ser-
vices at football matches and other sports events, often referred to as the Saint Denis
Convention. However, remarkably, other incidents in Saint Denis, Paris, powerfully
encapsulate the contemporary relevance of security and seriousness of disorder in foot-
ball: in 2015, Stade de France was targeted in a terrorist attack, and in 2022 large-scale
chaos emerged during the 2022 UEFA Champions League final between Real Madrid
and Liverpool almost leading to a disaster. The latter was, in part, described to show
the limitations of transnational information-sharing and to undermine the Saint Denis
Convention (Hunter, 2022). Second, the article questions how the security field’s regula-
tors “set the standards” for the remainder of the field. Building on Tsoukala’s (2009b)
work, it focuses on the main “decision-making centres” of Council of the EU, Council
of Europe and UEFA, their supranational influence and promotion of universal, recog-
nized standards that other actors in the field must normatively adapt to. However, this
concurrently speaks to these organizations’ power to define the sources of insecurity
and provide the tools to manage threats (Bigo, 2000a). Overall, the article argues that
European football’s security field is symptomatic of wider security changes, and the
field continues to be dictated and configured by the mentioned supranational regulators’
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frameworks. This remains important as it directly impacts the leisure spaces and life-
worlds inhabited by millions of football fans on an annual basis.

At a critical moment in European football’s security, this article, by conceptually advan-
cing further and attaching a regulatory layer to sporting “security fields” (Giulianotti &
Klauser, 2010) makes an important contribution to the existing scholarly work on the secur-
ity governance of football which has often remained preoccupied with its micro-level prac-
tices and the development of efficient policing methods. Indeed, as Tsoukala (2009a, p. 9)
contends, this work has not — nor necessarily aimed to correlate the “current configuration
of the political and security fields within which the security officials under examination are
operating”. Scholars have therefore seldom turned towards the available political sociologi-
cal tools to analyse the key actors’ relationships in European football, nor examined the
notion of “power” vis-d-vis making security claims within this field.

The remainder of this article contains three sections. The next section theoretically
unpacks the security field and highlights its transnational, relational and evolving nature
and the need to situate its regulators in related analyses. This is followed by a section his-
toricizing the emergence of (1985-2015) of the supranational regulation of security in
European football, its institutionalized and “Europeanized” nature, before its continuation
is elaborated upon. Then, the article discusses the security field’s regulators and their
powers vis-d-vis defining security and setting standards. These regulators include UEFA,
the Council of the EU, and Council of Europe whom, the article argues, continue to
inform an evolving, transnational regulatory framework with its global standards;
thereby reflecting the competition for authority in the definition of security in football.

Unpacking the security field: power, struggle, actors

Before revisiting and laying out the regulators of European football’s security field, a brief
turn towards Bourdieu’s sociological thinking tools of “power” and “capital” and, more
specifically, (social) field theory, is imperative to understand the social relations and
structural power dynamics within the area of security. Whilst Bourdieu’s theoretical
repertoire is yet to be fully embraced in International Relations (Bigo, 2011), it
becomes necessary upon unpacking the security field to return to his ideas of what a
field is and, moreover, how its security-related application constitutes an extension to
Bourdieu’s own thinking - indeed a conceptual acceptance of Wacquant’s (1992,
p. xiv) call sustaining that to: “think with Bourdieu is of necessity an invitation to
think beyond Bourdieu, and against him whenever required”.

Naturally, for reasons of brevity, this is not the place for an extended account of Bour-
dieu’s “field”, but as existing within social spaces, a field, following Bourdieu and Wac-
quant (1992, p. 97), refers to:

a network, or a configuration, of objective relations between positions objectively defined, in
their existence and in the determinations they impose upon their occupants, agents of insti-
tutions, by their present and potential situation (situs) in the structure of the distribution of
species of power (or capital) whose possession commands access to the specific profits that
are at stake in the field, as well as by their objective relation to other positions.

Whereas Bourdieu (1993) employed the examples of artistic, educational, and economic
fields, his core ideas have later been utilized by academics who utilizes this analytical
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relation to explore how security fields are made up by structured systems of social
relations between those actors that possess an influence on security practices and tech-
niques. Further, Bourdieu’s “field” has also been applied to various leisure and sports
contexts (English, 2016; Tomlinson, 2004), including football (McGillivray & McIntosh,
2006).

Especially relevant here, as linked to the power relations between social agents, is the
idea of fields as “sites of struggle” that are structured by the “capital pertinent to them”
(Crossley, 2003, p. 44). Accordingly, within a field, “capital” - more specifically, Bour-
dieu’s typologies of economic, cultural, social, and symbolic capital — represents a key
figure, placing “an emphasis on the amounts individuals and organisations possess”
(English, 2016, p. 1002). For Bourdieu and Wacquant (1992, p. 98) capital works as a
“weapon and as a stake of struggle, which allows its possessors to wield a power, an
influence, and then to exist, in the field”. As such, actors’ accumulated capital determines
(i) their position in the field and (ii) their relations with each other. In brief terms, a field
is composed of an internally structured system of social and hierarchical positions. These
are ordered by the distribution of capital (or power). Moreover, the struggles within the
field preserve or transform power relations (Bourdieu, 1993).

While much has been written about the fragmentation of security and its mentalities
in contemporary societies, Bigo (2000a) captured this as he transported the ideas and
grammar of Bourdieu’s “field” into the study of security. Bigo observed the decompart-
mentalization and subsequent convergence of “external” and “internal” security in
Europe following the Cold War and how this gave rise to a security field of (security) pro-
fessionals that is much resonating with Bourdieu’s configurations of objective relations.
Reflective of the wider European project (Benyon, 1994), the security field was directly
connected to the external aspects of EU security cooperation, but also to the new,
occasionally blurred types of “enemies”, “threats”, or “disorder” that were commonly
framed in terms of (in)security and its mobility. This included, inter alia, immigration,
terrorism, delinquency and “football hooliganism” (Bigo, 2000a; Tsoukala, 2009a).
Threats that “consequently [appeared] increasingly sub-national, regional, and urban
in scale” (Boyle & Haggerty, 2009, p. 258), and fundamentally, were less constrained
by geographical boundaries. The emergence of new threats consequently demonstrated
the necessity of supranational efforts and governance, such as demands for EU legislation
or for organizations to supply legislation (Kaunert & Léonard, 2012).

Accordingly, this set of transnational trends impacted the field insofar as they led to
“specialist” institutions — with the expertise or authority to deal with particularized
threats (Bigo, 2006) — becoming entangled in a field that was:

determined by the struggles between police, intermediaries and military agencies over
boundaries and the definition of the term ‘security’, and over the prioritisation of
different threats as well as the definition of what is not a threat but only a risk or even an
opportunity. (Bigo, 2006, p. 394)

Hence, following Bigo (2000a), the actors situated within the security field - which is
structurally oriented towards cooperation and information-sharing - are also diverse,
in competition and engaged in a struggle over definition. Meanwhile, the field’s actors
are defined as the professionals of threat management and the producers of knowledge
based on (in)security. This makes the field constituted by “groups and institutions that
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authorize themselves and that are authorized to state what security is” (Bigo, 2000b,
p. 195, emphasis added). Therefore, with regards to the central question of power (or
capital) in the security field, this is not obtained through an actor’s coercive force.
Instead, it is bound to questions of whom that possesses the ability to define the
sources of our insecurity (threats) and subsequently come up with the techniques to
manage these sources (security practices). As such, the distributed positions in the
field are “depending on types of knowledge (for threat management) which permit
types of statement [...] which each agency is trying to promote” (2000a, p. 87).

Accordingly, as policing and security practices have become increasingly transna-
tional, so have their related activities, like surveillance or public order maintenance,
also become increasingly networked yet specific or particularized insofar as groups or
organizations with “professional specialties” (Bigo, 2008a, p. 18) exist within the
spheres surrounding particular threats or issues. This is the case in, for example, drug
trafficking, immigration, order maintenance and, of the most centrality here, football-
related disorder and “hooliganism” (Bigo, 2008). Thus, the paramount departure point
here is that security practices, from this perspective, come to exist within a specific Bour-
dieu-inspired field that is “formed by actors with a particular know-how and technol-
ogies” (Aradau, 2004, p. 394). In that respect, an actor’s mentioned ability to define
security, and produce standards or knowledge on this, speaks to that actor’s position
within the competitive field.

Whilst Bourdieu’s field has been widely applied in the sociology of leisure and sport
(English, 2016; Tomlinson, 2004), conceptualizations of security fields in sport remain
less developed. One important exception here, in the post-9/11 milieu of transient and
securitized sport mega-events, is Giulianotti and Klauser’s (2010) (re)mobilization of
the security field framework. As directly influenced by Bourdieu and Crossley’s relational
sociology, the security field is defined by Giulianotti and Klauser as a: “specific, security-
defined social space, which contains objective, game-like relationships that are played out
between various “players” (or stakeholders)” (p. 57). Examples of the actors situated in
this field include law enforcements, government officials, local residents, visiting specta-
tors, non-governmental organizations and, the primary focus of this article, international
organizations. These actors, then, possess various levels volumes of “capital” or “power”
in the field.

Yet, apart from Giulianotti and Klauser (2010) and Lee Ludvigsen (2022a), in the case
of one specific mega-event, the security field has, hitherto, remained under-developed,
despite its clear portability to the domain of European-wide football which, as argued
here, provides a promising and illuminating portal for understanding the power
dynamics, relations, and struggles between its multitude of security-related actors. Sig-
nificantly, within this research gap, even fewer analyses draw attention to whom - that
is, which organizations — that ultimately regulate the security field of European football
on a supranational level and the exact processes and dynamics that inform the relevant
organizations’ regulations and definition of security and related standards.

One exception here is Tsoukala’s (2009a, p. 10) analysis which documents that the
interactions between the security field and European, EU and national levels, in the
attempts to combat “hooliganism”, often can reveal more “general changes that have
occurred in the fields of politics and security in Europe”. Yet whilst the security field
is made up by actors acting heterogeneously and according to their own power, this
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also underpins the importance of devoting attention and space to those actors deter-
mined to dictate the field by providing universal, standardizing tools and regulatory fra-
meworks for the field as a whole. Aiming to do exactly this, the next section will therefore
historicize and critically analyse the emergence of multi-level supranational regulation in
European football. This remains vital in order to comprehend the origins and underpin-
nings of its current and wider security field. To be sure, this means that the article does
not concern itself with empirically capturing the micro-level interactions between the
actors of the field. Rather, it commits to examine the organizations that operate supra-
nationally and are positioned to regulate, engineer, and scaffold these interactions.

Emergence, evolution, and continuation: the supranational regulation of
European football’s security (1985-2015)

As intrinsically related to the sport’s mass crowds and transnational mobilities of individ-
uals circulating between cities and countries on an almost weekly basis, football’s con-
temporary security complexes predominantly originate from the threats of violence,
anti-social behaviour and public disorder (often labelled “football hooliganism” despite
the absence of a legal or sociological definition of this term),' terrorism, crime and
crowd disturbances. Therefore, because certain football spaces — in terms of security
and safety - are not too dissimilar from Foucault’s (1977, p. 144) description of the
port as “a crossroads for dangerous mixtures [and] a meeting-place for forbidden circu-
lations”, one might turn towards football to explore central questions speaking to Euro-
pean security practices (Lee Ludvigsen, 2022a; Byrne & Lee Ludvigsen, 2023). Especially
so, in the post-1985 timescape. It was around 1985 that football-related disorder and
security emerged and became a concretized issue for European institutions. Although
UEFA’s security regulations existed prior to this, there was no supranational regulation
of European football’s security (Tsoukala, 2009a, 2009b) even though the contested and
vaguely defined (worldwide) phenomena of “hooliganism” constituted an issue in
national settings long before the 1980s (Dunning, 2000).

On the macro and meso-levels, the 1985 Heysel stadium disaster - tragically resulting
in the death of 39 supporters — became a turning point in European football’s security
management which, consequently, underwent a “Europeanization” aided by processes
ensuring enhanced cooperation (Spaaij, 2013) and the formalization of networks of cor-
respondents that assisted speedy information-exchange in Europe (Benyon, 1994).
However, importantly, this was generated by a wider and pronounced supranational
turn, exemplified by the “European Convention on Spectator Violence and Misbehaviour
at Sport Events” (1985) adapted by the Council of Europe only three months after the
Heysel tragedy (Taylor, 1986). Significantly, this represented the “first response to face
hooliganism at a supranational level” (Di Giandomenico, 2020, p. 76), although security
and safety-related issues at the time, as reflected by Heysel and the 1985 Bradford fire,
also related to structurally inadequate or poorly maintained stadiums (Scraton, 2016).

As a binding, international Convention containing a myriad of measures to ensure
safety and security in football,” the European Convention’s precautionary and situational
measures focused primarily on three areas: prevention (Article 3), international
cooperation (Article 4) and, finally, the identification of misbehaving individuals in
sport (Coenen et al., 2016). The Convention placed duties on its Parties (states) to —
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on a practical level — adapt these and, crucially, apply existing or enact new legislation to
deter and punish offenders engaging in spectator violence (Articles 3(1)(C) and 5(1).)
The Convention also established a Standing Committee (Article 8) tasked with monitor-
ing the Convention’s application and progress by, for example, engage in monitoring
visits, attending high-risk matches and making recommendations for improvements
(Taylor, 1986; Council of Europe, n.d.).

However, in terms of its social and spatial implications, the supranational response
encapsulated by the Convention was also marked by a spatial vagueness and precaution-
ary logic since it applied not merely to “offenders” but to “potential troublemakers [...]
both inside and outside the football stadia” (Coenen et al., 2016, p. 9, emphasis added).
Thus, one ramification of the Convention was an expansion of surveillance and
control mechanisms in European football that reflected more generalized trends
within the pre-emptive control of deviance and crime (Tsoukala, 2009b; Zedner,
2007), and the acceleration of a technological imperative in European security (David-
shofer et al., 2017). In the present-day, across Europe, these imperatives are underpinned
by the prevalence of CCTV systems within and around the stadia, and the emergence of
invasive technologies that fans are subjected to, and that, inter alia, assist information-
sharing, risk categorization and the management of circulations (see Klauser, 2013;
Spaaij, 2013; Turner & Lee Ludvigsen, 2023). Notwithstanding, the capacities for infor-
mation-sharing have also been underpinned by the different domestic legislative
approaches adopted across different European countries (see Coenen et al., 2016). Simi-
larly, risk categorizations have also been implemented differently across Europe, whereby
fans or fixtures were defined according to “risk” or “non-risk” in some contexts and, in
others, according to categories such as A, B or C (cf. Pearson & Stott, 2022, Chapter 5).

However, as Tsoukala (2009b) writes, the 1985 Convention became the starting point
of what she calls a supranational regulatory frame designed to ensure more pre-emptive
approaches to criminal and deviant behaviours in the sport. This supranational influence
evolved during the 1990s and 2000s: much due to the fact that, in the wider European
context, “hooliganism” was now included on the “list of phenomena that were thought
to pose a serious threat [to] the security of the EU countries” (p. 12). Football-related
security issues therefore crystallized their position on the wider EU agenda and sub-
sequently another institution, the Council of the EU, started to address the issue -
again in spite of the absent legal definition of “hooliganism” (Tsoukala, 2009b). This
engagement was illustrated by binding and non-binding law and order texts and risk-
based recommendations speaking to inter alia standardized information exchange on
“known” troublemakers (1996) and the setup and empowerment of National Football
Information Points (NFIPs)’ to facilitate this (early 2000s) and exchange personal data
on supporters deemed, as discussed later, to be “high” or “lower” risk (see Tsoukala,
2009a, 2009b).

Since 2002, NFIPs in EU Member States have worked to facilitate transnational infor-
mation exchange before football matches with an international dimension, although this
was also marked by the acceleration of policing methods that aided the “normalisation
both of surveillance practices inside the territory and exchange of intelligence with
foreign security agencies” (Tsoukala, 2016, p. 80). In 2011, as Spaaij (2013) writes, the
Council of the EU also called on Member States to strengthen police cooperation with
non-EU countries in the area of sport and take actions speaking to more wide-ranging
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data exchange and explore the possibilities for more efficient information exchange with
countries where NFIPs were not yet set up. Altogether, the post-1985 timescape reveals
how the construction of security in European football “no longer [constitutes] a matter
exclusively for the hosting Member State”, nor its policing actors (Coenen et al., 2016,
p. 10). Essentially, a distinct, supranational multi-level framework is in place to regulate
the organization of fixtures and tournaments (Coenen et al., 2016) and, as argued here,
influences the remainder of the security field which encompasses European level actors,
visiting and other Member States, UEFA and national football associations. Notwith-
standing, analyses of this continuum must also appreciate more general security trans-
formations and the perpetually evolving institutionalized social control of supporters
that:

[S]tems both from the risk-based mindset and the growing politicisation of security-related
issues in post bipolar Europe. Consequently, it is not a transient but an inherent feature of
the current security policies. As such, it is most likely to be further strengthened in the future.
(Tsoukala, 2009b, p. 30, emphasis added)

Indeed, the timeline of Tsoukala’s pioneering security-informed analysis of European
“counter-hooliganism” ends in the mid-2000s. Following this, a series of crucial secur-
ity-related, regulatory and technological developments have occurred directly impacting
the security field. As contended, this rationalizes the need to advance this analysis one
step further and map out the central developments, especially after 2016.

Integrating security (2016 — present)

The need to update the increasingly outdated 1985 Convention was emphasized by Euro-
pean institutions in the years leading up to 2016 in order to keep up with external and
internal security developments, socio-technological changes and the 1985 Convention’s
narrow “emphasis on spectator violence in isolation from other crucial factors” (Council
of Europe, 2016b, p. 2; see Di Giandomenico, 2020). In 2016, the new Council of Europe
Convention on an “Integrated Safety, Security and Service Approach at Football Matches
and Other Sports Events (CETS No. 218)” was opened for signature on 3 July 2016,
during a ceremony at Stade De France during France’s UEFA Euro 2016. The Saint Denis
Convention - as it is often referred to — entered force on 1 November 2017 and was described
by then-Council of Europe Secretary-General, Thorbjern Jagland, as an internationally
binding instrument that would: “boost international co-operation needed to make football
matches and other sporting events safe, secure and enjoyable for supporters” (quoted in
Council of Europe, 2016a) in member and non-member states. In this discussion’s
context, this remains a pivotal moment, because whereas few international legislations
that are applied directly to sport; two exceptions to this rule are the Council of Europe’s Con-
ventions from 1985 (spectator violence) and 2016 (integrated approach) (Chappelet, 2018).

Whilst subjected to minimal scholarly analysis (Di Giandomenico, 2020; Byrne and
Lee Ludvigsen, 2023), the Saint Denis Convention also represents another critical land-
mark both in terms of European football’s security field and this field’s regulation. Clearly
framed in terms of the need for further strengthening European cooperation, the Con-
vention sets out “best practice guidelines for policing across Europe” (Cleland et al.,
2018, p. 174) and it builds largely on the content from and, in certain ways, laminates
the 1985 Convention which it seeks to gradually replace.* Notwithstanding, it also
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represents an extension - and indicates a broadened security agenda in line with that of
the EU (see Kaunert & Léonard, 2012) - insofar as it alters the Convention’s main stance
from a predominantly violence-focused one, towards the three new pillars of safety,
security and service. Moreover, the Convention subsequently accounts for a “new”
range of security threats, including terrorism, infrastructure failures, natural disasters
and natural disasters (Council of Europe, 2016b, p. 4).

Mapping the field’s standard setters and security definers

The above genealogy of the regulatory framework of European football’s security field
activates three primary departure points with relevance for the domain of security.
Firstly, the evolving supranational regulation has established an institutional foundation
upon which a more particularized security field can develop. Whilst this paper does not
concern itself with the security field’s inner-workings nor the “web of interactions that lie
beneath this circular multi-level process” (Tsoukala, 2009b, p. 6), one may view the con-
tours of how the security field’s regulators have attempted to, increasingly, standardize a
“pan-European” security field. Second, the supranational regulation of football’s security
has paved the way for the intersection between a “technological imperative” (Davidshofer
etal., 2017) and a precautionary logic. Both nationally and transnationally, technological
solutions, in form of databases, surveillance techniques assisting spatial confinement,
work to “pre-empt and minimize the probability of any undesirable conduct by football
spectators in the future” (Spaaij, 2013, p. 178). Third, considering the plethora of actors
that have been scanned over so far (states, sport governing bodies, law enforcements,
international organizations), it is pertinent to ask important questions about what all
this says about power and authority. That is the puzzle about whom that, ultimately,
has the power to define security for the rest of the field, and to produce with definitions,
techniques and knowledge on how to counter threats or risks (cf. Bigo, 2006).

A focus on the supranational regulators can be justified as the transnationalization of
social control techniques is much illustrative of the restructured national state insti-
tutions and the expansion of supranational organizations (Giulianotti & Brownell,
2012). Therefore, within the networked and migratory circulation of security knowledge
in sport, international organizations possess a critical role (see Boyle, 2011). As such, the
next subsections examine how international organizations not merely regulate, but define
the standards for the other actors of the security field which, again, implies that they
possess the authority to authorise what security is, and how it should be pursued
within the same social (leisure) space. In doing so, this article focuses especially on the
power, authority, and relations between what can be understood, in this context, as
representing the three supranational “decision-making centres” (Tsoukala, 2009b,
p- 5). That is, UEFA, the EU institutions and Council of Europe (Tsoukala, 2009b)
whom, as discussed already, dispense the regulatory framework in European football
and its wider security field, and promote ideals of standardization.

UEFA

As firmly situated within the security field (Giulianotti & Klauser, 2010), it would be
myopic not to dedicate attention to the power and role of sport’s governing bodies
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and, in this case, UEFA. UEFA is the supranational regulatory entity which governs
European football. Yet its primary role as a sporting organization does not mean that
it is detached from the European security or political fields. Indeed, UEFA maintains
close relationships with other EU level actors and the Council of Europe. According to
UEFA (n.d.), these relationships are based on “permanent dialogue, the participation
in working groups, events and cooperation agreements” such as the mentioned Standing
Committee of the European Convention on Spectator Violence (T-RV). Beyond this,
UEFA does not solely set the sporting and commercial rules for its competitions, but
it is also central in the development of a regulatory regime that “in many aspects [are]
independent of national law and to some extent even negating the rule of law in inter-
national sport” (Wloch, 2013, p. 299). Following Wloch, UEFA’s position as an actor
that can create new global rules renders it a global governor, defined by its exercise of
policy-oriented power that transcends borders and its ability to “create issues, set
agendas, establish and implement rules or programs, and evaluate and/or adjudicate out-
comes” (Avant et al,, 2010, p. 2).

Importantly, some of these global rules and agendas relate to security. However,
although UEFA’s Binding Instructions, as Taylor (1986) noted early, are binding for
clubs and national football associations; they did not apply to states. In other words,
UEFA did not have the “power to tell a Party how to conduct crowd control. As a
result, it may be that the sports clubs, alone, will be enforcing the UEFA rules while a
Party refuses to do so” (p. 645). Despite this, UEFA (2019) possesses its own Safety
and Security Regulations. These represent the security and safety related conditions for
participation in UEFA’s competitions and place responsibilities on match organizers
but also upon law enforcements and authorities. For example, participating associations
or clubs are obliged to cooperate with police forces and public authorities to ensure cross-
border information exchanges and that international coordination arrangements are
established (Article 6). This also means that a club or association failing to comply
with these regulations may be punished according to UEFA’s own Disciplinary Regu-
lations (Article 47).

As argued here, this means that UEFA may be understood as a standard setting and
rule-making actor vis-a-vis the security field. Yet this is also aided by other mechanisms.
For example, UEFA’s own safety and professionals (Conn, 2022), its Supporter Liaison
Handbook (2011),” and how the organization regularly hosts conferences and events
for the exchange of good security and safety practices (e.g. UEFA, 2022; Lee Ludvigsen,
2022a). Moreover, as Hagmann (2017, p. 434) points out, in order to “harmonize stan-
dards, UEFA has, since 2012, offered Pan-European Football Police Training” to relevant
stakeholders. Another important and illustrative example of UEFA’s power as a global
governor relates to how it sets security-related standards before time-specific sport
mega-events, such as the European Championship in football. These standards - or glob-
ally recognized rules — national federations with backing from their states must then sign
up and adhere to, as Wioch (2013, 2020) highlights in her investigations into Euro 2012,
reflecting again UEFA’s power to dictate other actors in the field who are tasked with
enforcing security at specific tournaments. Indeed, following Eick (2011), the existence
of tournament-specific requirements mirrors those evident for the football World
Cup, whereby FIFA set both the commercial and security-related preconditions for
host cities” “neoliberal security gaze”.
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UEFA, despite its position as a governing body of European football, provides its own
formal security regulations, institutional expertise and guidelines and specific require-
ments. Its authority, represented by its “ability to induce deference in others” (Avant
et al., 2010, p. 9), transcends football and renders it an actor that possesses the power
to delegate risks that states must cover and subject themselves to (Eick, 2011). Returning
to the security field, this is pertinent because it underscores UEFA’s power to, first, define
the sources of insecurity, uncertainty and danger in football and, second, the techniques
through which these security issues should be addressed (in form the standardized regu-
lations) by UEFA countries and their public authorities.

The Council of the EU

The second actor that must be considered a standard setting security definer with auth-
ority for the relevant security field here is the Council of the EU; as one of the EU’s
decision-making institutions. As contextualized earlier, the Council of the EU’s engage-
ment with security-related issues in football has become increasingly (pro-)active since
the 1990s and involves both binding decisions and advice for Member States (including
the Joint Action in 1997 speaking to enhanced coordination and cooperation, as well as
the establishment of NFIPs) (Mojet, 2005; Tsoukala, 2009a). Importantly, the EU has,
owing to its duty to address common concerns of freedom, security and justice in the
EU, engaged with security and best practices at other major events beyond football,
including the Olympic Games, summits and VIP meetings over the past decades (see
Boyle, 2011; Gregory, 2010). Still, some argue that the most advanced area of the EU’s
major event security cooperation is located in connection with “football matches and
series with an international dimension” (Gregory, 2010, p. 212).

Beyond its binding decisions, on the Council of the EU level, the attempts to articulate
common definitions and standards for the security field are visible first through the
Council’s own handbook that sets out detailed policing recommendations for football
matches with an international dimension and encapsulates a wider EU orientation
towards standardized information exchange (Spaaij, 2013).° More specifically, the
Council of the EU’s authority to state what security is before the wider security field of
football is also demonstrated by the institution’s definitions and categorizations of indi-
viduals according to risk. Hence, on the EU level, a “risk” supporter was defined in the
2016 Council Resolution (the ‘EU Football Handbook’) as: “A person, known or not,
who, in certain circumstances, might pose a risk of public disorder or antisocial behav-
iour, whether planned or spontaneous, at, or in connection with, a football event”
(Council of the EU, 2016, C444/35). On the other hand, this rendered a “non-risk” sup-
porter as: “A person, known or not, who can be regarded as usually posing a low risk, or
no risk, of causing or contributing to violence or disorder, whether planned or spon-
taneous, at or in connection with a football event” (Council of the EU, 2016).

Whereas the vague and contested nature (i.e. “might pose a risk”) of these binaries and
the inclusion of terms such as “anti-social behaviour” are discussed elsewhere (see James
& Pearson, 2015; Tsoukala, 2016; Lee Ludvigsen, 2022b), these definitions - in them-
selves — remain telling insofar as they underscore the Council of the EU’s power to pre-
cautionary categorize individuals, how these individuals, accordingly, should be policed
and/or surveilled by security providers (Spaaij, 2013) and consequently how the
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disciplinary apparatuses adhering to these guidelines should adapt the hierarchized pos-
ition framing “risky” or “non-risky”, or “the ‘good” and the ‘bad’ subject in relation to one
another” (Foucault, 1977, p. 181). Moreover, this illustrates the institution’s position as
an actor that, in the security-related context of European football, possesses the power to
determine whom that should be secured against as security “threats” and, subsequently,
whom that should be provided with security. Returning once again to the security field,
these definitions and the institutional recommendations thus provide a clear insight into
both “risk supporters” as generators of insecurity and the techniques that may be
deployed to counter this.

Overall, the Council of the EU’s mechanisms are reflective of Gregory’s (2010) argument
that the EU’s dominant mode of response to security in sport has been through the Council
of the EU’s manuals of guidance which we can understand as EU-level agreements on stan-
dard setting and best practice despite their role as ‘guidance documents’ for the Member
States. Indeed, the guidance and handbooks serve to illustrate how standardized, inter-
national cooperation is desired in EU-wide response to disorder in football (Mojet, 2005).
This remains important because it illuminates how a supranational influence both confi-
gures and dictates the relevant security field through the promotion of universal standards
that, whether binding or non-binding, are to be followed other actors populating the field.

The Council of Europe

As European institutions have increasingly engaged with social issues in sport — security,
organized crime, and doping - the Council of Europe with its 47 Member States remains
another standard setting organization that “promotes international cooperation [...] in
relation to the areas of sport, culture and human rights” (Serby, 2015, p. 86). Whilst
this article has already mentioned the Council of Europe’s Conventions, its standard
setting position for the security field must also be viewed through how it rationalizes
the need for a convention, calls upon and imposes obligations upon governments to
adopt measures and is entangled in the competition for defining security.

As the Convention in itself aims to “provide a safe, secure and welcoming environ-
ment at football matches and other sports events”, the Explanatory Report on the Con-
vention’s Article 2 “specifies the approach which should be adopted by the Parties in
order to achieve this purpose” (Council of Europe, 2016b, p. 7). States that sign up -
whether members of non-members — are thus obliged to, inter alia, develop a multi-
agency approach, adoption of good practices, and cooperation at local, national and
international level (Council of Europe, 2016b; cf. Taylor, 1986). Concerning the
concept of “security” this is, for the organization, defined as:

all measures aiming to tackle violence inside and outside of stadiums, and incorporates all
measures designed to deter, prevent and sanction any incident of violence or misbehaviour
in connection with football matches and other sports events, including co-operation
between policing and other agencies involved in the security of an event, risk assessment,
sanctions against individuals committing offences or public disorder, etc. (Council of
Europe, 2016b, p. 8)

The framing of both agencies’ cooperation and violence and misbehaviour inside and
beyond the stadiums here, remains important in the wider context of the security
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field’s regulators. On a basic level, it demonstrates why, in the relevant context, the
Council of Europe should also be approached as an organization involved in the
definition of “security”. Moreover, similar to UEFA and the Council of the EU, it also
provides a set of global best practices — or standards — which the states must prioritize,
albeit the adaptions naturally depend on the states’ political will (Taylor, 1986). Never-
theless, states’ adaption of the Convention’s principles is monitored by the Standing
Committee (and ad hoc working groups) — who through consultative visits, reports,
and recommendations — are structurally engaged in the (re)production of these stan-
dards. The organization hence imposes an involvement from European governments
in the football-specific security field. This field, it appears, is heavily dictated and regu-
lated by three supranational organizations that, despite their different remits, capacities
and authorities, are all engaged in the same social space characterized by a competition
for the definition of security in European football and designation of specific best prac-
tices, threat categories and cooperative mechanisms.

Conclusions and future work

As Lisle (2013) shows, leisure life is not isolated from wider security trends. It is crucial to
recognize that attending football matches represents a central part of the leisure life of
millions of people across Europe in twenty-first century (Cleland et al., 2018; Webber
& Turner, 2023). This article concerned itself with how European football — understood
as a site of “contested leisure” - is secured. The social history of European football, from
1985 to date, is intertwined with developments in the politics of European security. In the
context of European security practices, scholars have highlighted the increasingly decom-
partmentalized security fields, characterized by cooperation and information exchange,
that have become particularized in responses to particular threats such as immigration
and organized crime (Bigo, 2000a, 2000b; Carrapico, 2014). This has, however, occurred
alongside the expansion of supranational security governance in Europe (Kaunert &
Léonard, 2012). Whereas the security complexes of European football have not remained
completely absent from these discussions, limited work has examined the supranational
regulation of security in European football and how this works as an overarching, regu-
latory framework for the security field enacted to counter threats and disorder in football.

Against this backdrop and by attaching itself to pre-existing work (Spaaij, 2013; Tsou-
kala, 2007, 2009a, 2009b), the purpose of this article was not to map out the “full” security
field of European football, but to update our understanding of which actors that regulate
this field and, in doing so, conceptualize wider security trends through football. The
article aimed to attach another layer to the security field concept in sport (Giulianotti
& Klauser, 2010) by focusing on three actors devising the field’s “supranational regulat-
ory frame” (Tsoukala, 2009b). These are UEFA, the Council of the EU and Council of
Europe who are amongst the actors competing and converging for the definition of
security and who possess the capacity to speak authoritatively about security standards
in football. Drawing upon insights located in IPS and the sociology of sport and
leisure, this article produces two main arguments to answer its two research questions.
These arguments remain particularly important when accounting for how the decom-
partmentalization of security means that a “large number of actors enter into the com-
petition to define (in)security” (Bigo, 2008b, p. 128).
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First, it is argued that European football’s security field, since the mid-1980s, is sympto-
matic of more general security changes, especially the emergence of specialist institutional
knowledge or bodies dealing with particularized threats (e.g. football-related violence). If
the EU is, on the one hand, approached as a “laboratory” for transnational, particularized
networks of security (Bigo, 2008b). While, on the other hand, football stadiums and their
surroundings are functioning as a “laboratory, in that they have come to constitute a site
for the production of knowledge about those under observation and a place for experimen-
tation and training” (Spaaij, 2013, p. 168). Then, it can be contended that European football
represents a laboratory within a laboratory (cf. Lee Ludvigsen, 2022a). While a set of
specialized knowledge (e.g. handbooks, dedicated football policing bodies, “risk/non-
risk” classifications) on football disorder exist to be deployed at national level, this is
heavily driven or guided by the supranational regulators of UEFA, Council of Europe
and the Council of the EU. These actors “define the substance of cooperation” and a
“common set of rules” for participants (Drezner, 2009, p. 65) whilst configuring and dic-
tating the wider security field by acting as inter-related decision-making centres (Tsoukala,
2009b). Since fields are structured internally vis-d-vis the distribution of power (Bourdieu,
1993), the ability to define security and the prioritization of threats (Bigo, 2000a) charac-
terize these actors who place obligations on the remainder of actors entangled in the field
(national federations, law enforcers, clubs, authorities). Second, the article demonstrates
how what is dubbed the “standard setters” — despite their diverse remits and specialisms
— since the 1980s have acted (and continue to act) as promoters of standardized best prac-
tices and cooperation that normatively should be adapted by the other actors collectively
making up the security field (cf. Giulianotti & Klauser, 2010). Taken together, the “security
field” advanced further in this article helps us understand how “security” in a leisure
context is (re-)produced in a social space where there is a competitive element to the
making of knowledge claims in relation to the definitions of security and the related
best practices that promote or produce security.

Overall, and crucially, this article’s argument concerning football’s continually evolving
“security field” opens up important avenues for further research on current issues of secur-
ity in football. Yet, these lines of research do not solely relate to how “external” threats are
secured against. They also speak to how the powerful political and football authorities’
management of football fans might, in fact, increase levels of insecurity. For example, in
February 2023, the Independent Review Panel’s Report concluded that UEFA bore the
primary responsibility for the near-disaster outside Stade De France and that “overarching
organisational failures” by UEFA and French authorities were at the “root of what went so
disastrously wrong in Paris” (UEFA Independent Review Panel, 2023, p. 13).

In light of recent security-related issues at Euro 2020, the mentioned final in Paris
(2022) (Pearson & Stott, 2022), and to ensure an advanced and continual understanding
of European football’s “security field”, this article highlights three particular areas requir-
ing further work. First, scholars should critically examine the implementation processes
of both the 2016 Convention in specific countries, and the 21 recommendations from the
post-Paris report. Second, concerning the Convention and the post-Paris report, further
work is needed that examines how their content and recommendations may be compa-
tible with the “right to leisure”, but also whether they account for fans’ rituals and cul-
tures. Especially because security practices in football often enable forms of
“constrained leisure”; whereby football spectators are disciplined by regimes of control
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and surveillance (Webber & Turner, 2023). Finally, the social relationships between those
regulators discussed in this article and the wider field (e.g. media, the police, supporters’
movements) also remains important to investigate to fully capture the contested nature
of security-related issues in football. Ultimately, for such work, this article can serve as a
springboard.

By marrying insights from IPS with those located in the sociology of sport and leisure,
this article makes two key contributions to the existing scholarship. In terms of IPS, this
article contributes — by employing European football as an exemplar — to our understanding
of security practices on a European level and how these are currently characterized by “a
wide array of interconnected and interacting institutions and agencies at the national, Euro-
pean and international levels” (Bigo et al., 2010, p. 49). Second, it advances the literature on
security as critically analysed through leisure life at a critical juncture where crowd troubles
and safety concerns have intensified and continue to cause concern.” Whereas existing scho-
larship provide us with an indication of the actors involved in the pursuit of security and
how they are entangled in a social space based on objective relationships between actors
(Boyle, 2011; Boyle & Haggerty, 2009; Giulianotti & Klauser, 2010; Lee Ludvigsen, 2022a;
Tsoukala, 2009a), this article drives this literature one step further by enhancing our under-
standing of this field as one that is dictated and governed by international organizations that
act as security definers and standard setters through institutional regulations, binding and
non-binding decisions and the transnational spread of formal and informal best practices
and recommendations.

Notes

1. See Dunning (2000) and Tsoukala (2009a) for accounts of this phenomenon.

2. The Convention, however, also relates to other sport events.

3. In Member States, NFIPs are responsible for cooperation and information-exchange in the
context of football matches with an international dimension (Tsoukala, 2016).

4. States ratifying the Saint Denis Convention must consequently denounce the 1985 Conven-
tion (Council of Europe, n.d.).

5. Although this role differs across Europe, Supporter Liaison Officers (SLO) are, broadly, indi-
viduals that mediate between fans, clubs, national football associations and ‘other parties
involved in football, such as the police and stewards’ (UEFA, 2011, p. 10). As Numerato
(2018) submits, the implementation of SLOs in 2012/13 occurred in line with the heightened
emphasis on dialogue, as advocated by fan activists, to prevent football-related violence.

6. See: https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=uriserv:0J.C_2016.444.01.0001.
01.ENG&toc=0]:C:2016:444:TOC (Accessed 07/2022).

7. See: https://www.reuters.com/lifestyle/sports/uefa-commissions-independent-report-into-
champions-league-final-fiasco-2022-05-30/.

Disclosure statement

No potential conflict of interest was reported by the author(s).

References

Aradau, C. (2004). Security and the democratic scene: Desecuritization and emancipation. Journal
of International Relations and Development, 7(4), 388-413. https://doi.org/10.1057/palgrave.
jird. 1800030


https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=uriserv:OJ.C_2016.444.01.0001.01.ENG%26toc=OJ:C:2016:444:TOC
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=uriserv:OJ.C_2016.444.01.0001.01.ENG%26toc=OJ:C:2016:444:TOC
https://www.reuters.com/lifestyle/sports/uefa-commissions-independent-report-into-champions-league-final-fiasco-2022-05-30/
https://www.reuters.com/lifestyle/sports/uefa-commissions-independent-report-into-champions-league-final-fiasco-2022-05-30/
https://doi.org/10.1057/palgrave.jird.1800030
https://doi.org/10.1057/palgrave.jird.1800030

16 J. A. LEE LUDVIGSEN

Avant, D., Finnemore, M., & Sell, S. K. (2010). Who governs the globe? Cambridge University Press.

Benyon, J. (1994). Policing the European Union: The changing basis of cooperation on law enfor-
cement. International Affairs, 70(3), 497-517. https://doi.org/10.2307/2623708

Besselink, L., Brouwer, E., Cornelisse, G., & Tappiener, I. (2010). The legal competence with regard
to external borders: Examining coherence. In D. Bigo, S. Carrera, E. Guild, & R. B. J. Walker
(Eds.), Europe’s 21st century challenge: Delivering liberty (pp. 129-143). Routledge.

Bigo, D. (2000a). Liaison officers in Europe: New officers in the European security field. In J.
Sheptycki (Ed.), Issues in transnational policing (pp. 67-100). Routledge.

Bigo, D. (2000b). When two becomes one: Internal and external securitisations in Europe. In M.
Kestrup & M. C. Williams (Eds.), International relations theory and the politics of European inte-
gration, power, security and community (pp. 171-205). Routledge.

Bigo, D. (2006). Internal and external aspects of security. European Security, 15(4), 385-404.
https://doi.org/10.1080/09662830701305831

Bigo, D. (2008a). Globalized (in)security: The field and the ban-opticon. In D. Bigo & A. Tsoukala
(Eds.), Illiberal practices of liberal regimes: The (in)security games (pp. 10-48). Routledge.

Bigo, D. (2008b). International political sociology. In P. D. Williams (Ed.), Security studies: An
introduction (pp. 116-129). Routledge.

Bigo, D. (2011). Pierre Bourdieu and international relations: Power of practices, practices of
power. International Political Sociology, 5(3), 225-258.

Bigo, D., Bonditti, P., & Olsson, C. (2010). Mapping the European field of security professionals. In
D. Bigo, S. Carerra, E. Guild, & R. B. J. Walker (Eds.), Europe’s 21st century challenge: Delivering
liberty (pp. 31-48). Routledge.

Bourdieu, P. (1993). Sociology in question. Sage.

Bourdieu, P., & Wacquant, L. (1992). An invitation to reflexive sociology. University of Chicago
Press.

Boyle, P. (2011). Knowledge networks: Mega-events and security expertise. In C. Bennett & K.
Haggerty (Eds.), Security games: Surveillance and control at mega-events (pp. 169-184). Routledge.

Boyle, P., & Haggerty, K. (2009). Spectacular security: Mega-events and the security complex.
International Political Sociology, 3(3), 257-274. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1749-5687.2009.00075.x

Bulley, D., & Lisle, D. (2012). Welcoming the world: Governing hospitality in London’s 2012
Olympic bid. International Political Sociology, 6(2), 186-204. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1749-
5687.2012.00158.x

Byrne, S., & Lee Ludvigsen, J. A. (2023). The duty of engagement: An analysis of the 2016
European Convention on an Integrated Safety, Security and Service Approach at Football
Matches and Other Events. Entertainment and Sports Law Journal, 21(1), 1-12. https://doi.
0rg/10.16997/eslj.1410

Carrapico, H. (2014). Analysing the European Union’s responses to organized crime through
different securitization lenses. European Security, 23(4), 601-617. https://doi.org/10.1080/
09662839.2014.949248

Chappelet, J. L. (2018). Beyond governance: The need to improve the regulation of international
sport. Sport in Society, 21(5), 724-734. https://doi.org/10.1080/17430437.2018.1401355

Cleland, J., Doidge, M., Millward, P., & Widdop, P. (2018). Collective action and football fandom: A
relational sociological approach. Palgrave.

Coenen, P., Pearson, G., & Tsoukala, A. (2016). Legal responses to football ‘hooliganism’ in Europe
—Introduction. In A. Tsoukala, G. Pearson, & P. T. M. Coenen (Eds.), Legal responses to football
“hooliganism” in Europe (pp. 1-17). Springer.

Conn, D. (2022). Revealed: UEFA safety consultant quit and expressed concerns in February. The
Guardian. https://www.theguardian.com/football/2022/jun/07/uefa-safety-consultant-quit-
expressed-concerns-february-steve-frosdick

Council of Europe. (2016a). Security and safety in stadiums: Fourteen countries pave the way for
implementation of the new Council of Europe Convention [Press Release]. https://rm.coe.int/
1680720dd9

Council of Europe. (2016b). Explanatory report - CETS 218 - Integrated safety, security and
service approach at sports events, 3.VIL.2016.


https://doi.org/10.2307/2623708
https://doi.org/10.1080/09662830701305831
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1749-5687.2009.00075.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1749-5687.2012.00158.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1749-5687.2012.00158.x
https://doi.org/10.16997/eslj.1410
https://doi.org/10.16997/eslj.1410
https://doi.org/10.1080/09662839.2014.949248
https://doi.org/10.1080/09662839.2014.949248
https://doi.org/10.1080/17430437.2018.1401355
https://www.theguardian.com/football/2022/jun/07/uefa-safety-consultant-quit-expressed-concerns-february-steve-frosdick
https://www.theguardian.com/football/2022/jun/07/uefa-safety-consultant-quit-expressed-concerns-february-steve-frosdick
https://rm.coe.int/1680720dd9
https://rm.coe.int/1680720dd9

WORLD LEISURE JOURNAL 17

Council of Europe. (n.d.). Spectator violence. https://www.coe.int/en/web/sport/violence-
convention

Crossley, N. (2003). From reproduction to transformation: Social movement fields and the radical
habitus. Theory, Culture & Society, 20(6), 43-68. https://doi.org/10.1177/0263276403206003

Davidshofer, S., Jeandezboz, ., & Ragazzi, F. (2017). Technology and security practices: Situating
the technological imperative. In T. Basaran, D. Bigo, E. Guittet, & R. B. J. Walker (Eds.),
International political sociology: Transversal lines (pp. 205-227). Routledge.

Di Giandomenico, A. (2020). Lights and shadows of the European Convention on an Integrated
Safety: Security and service approach at football matches and other sports events.
International Sports Law Review Pandektis, 13(1-2), 76-86.

Drezner, D. (2009). The power and peril of international regime complexity. Perspectives on
Politics, 7(1), 65-70. https://doi.org/10.1017/S1537592709090100

Dunning, E. (2000). Towards a sociological understanding of football hooliganism as a world
phenomenon. European Journal on Criminal Policy and Research, 8(2), 141-162. https://doi.
0rg/10.1023/A:1008773923878

Eick, V. (2011). ‘Secure our profits!” The FIFA™ in Germany 2006. In C. Bennett & K. Haggerty
(Eds.), Security games: Surveillance and control at mega-events (pp. 87-102). Routledge.

English, P. (2016). Mapping the sports journalism field: Bourdieu and broadsheet newsrooms.
Journalism, 17(8), 1001-1017. https://doi.org/10.1177/1464884915576728

Foucault, M. (1977). Discipline and punish: The birth of prison. Penguin.

Giulianotti, R., & Brownell, S. (2012). Olympic and world sport: Making transnational society? The
British Journal of Sociology, 63(2), 199-215. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-4446.2012.01406.x

Giulianotti, R., & Klauser, F. (2010). Security governance and sport mega-events: Toward an inter-
disciplinary research agenda. Journal of Sport and Social Issues, 34(1), 49-61. https://doi.org/10.
1177/0193723509354042

Gregory, F. (2010). The European Union and the promotion of major event security within the EU
area. In A. Richards, P. Fussey, & A. Silke (Eds.), Terrorism and the Olympics: Lessons for 2012
and beyond (pp. 208-226). Routledge.

Hagmann, J. (2017). Security in the society of control: The politics and practices of securing urban
spaces. International Political Sociology, 11(4), 418-438. https://doi.org/10.1093/ips/0lx020
Hunter, A. (2022). Saint-Denis convention undermined by chaos at champions league final. The
Guardian.  https://www.theguardian.com/football/2022/jun/04/saint-denis-convention-under

mined-by-chaos-at-champions-league-final-liverpool-real-madrid

James, M., & Pearson, G. (2015). Public order and the rebalancing of football fans’ rights:
Legal problems with pre-emptive policing strategies and banning orders. Public Law, 3, 458-475.

Kaunert, C., & Léonard, S. (2012). Introduction: Supranational governance and European Union
security after the Lisbon Treaty-Exogenous shocks, policy entrepreneurs and 11 September
2001. Cooperation and Conflict, 47(4), 417-432. https://doi.org/10.1177/0010836712464592

Klauser, F. (2013). Spatialities of security and surveillance: Managing spaces, separations and cir-
culations at sport mega events. Geoforum, 49, 289-298. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geoforum.
2012.11.011

Lee Ludvigsen, Jan. (2022a). Sport mega-events, security and covid-19: Securing the football world.
Routledge.

Lee Ludvigsen, Jan. (2022b). Football and risk: Trends and perspectives. Routledge.

Lisle, D. (2013). Frontline leisure: Securitizing tourism in the war on terror. Security Dialogue, 44
(2), 127-146. https://doi.org/10.1177/0967010613479426

McGillivray, D., & MclIntosh, A. (2006). ‘Football is my life’: Theorizing social practice in the
Scottish professional football field. Sport in Society, 9(3), 371-387. https://doi.org/10.1080/
17430430600673381

Mojet, H. (2005). The European Union and football hooliganism. CMS Derks Star Busmann, 194
(1), 69-78.

Numerato, D. (2018). Football fans, activism and social change. Routledge.

Pearson, G., & Stott, C. (2022). A new agenda for football crowd management: Reforming legal and
policing responses to risk. Palgrave.


https://www.coe.int/en/web/sport/violence-convention
https://www.coe.int/en/web/sport/violence-convention
https://doi.org/10.1177/0263276403206003
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1537592709090100
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1008773923878
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1008773923878
https://doi.org/10.1177/1464884915576728
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-4446.2012.01406.x
https://doi.org/10.1177/0193723509354042
https://doi.org/10.1177/0193723509354042
https://doi.org/10.1093/ips/olx020
https://www.theguardian.com/football/2022/jun/04/saint-denis-convention-undermined-by-chaos-at-champions-league-final-liverpool-real-madrid
https://www.theguardian.com/football/2022/jun/04/saint-denis-convention-undermined-by-chaos-at-champions-league-final-liverpool-real-madrid
https://doi.org/10.1177/0010836712464592
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geoforum.2012.11.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geoforum.2012.11.011
https://doi.org/10.1177/0967010613479426
https://doi.org/10.1080/17430430600673381
https://doi.org/10.1080/17430430600673381

18 J. A. LEE LUDVIGSEN

Scraton, P. (2016). Hillsborough - The truth. Random House.

Serby, T. (2015). The Council of Europe Convention on manipulation of sports competitions: The
best bet for the global fight against match-fixing? The International Sports Law Journal, 15(1-2),
83-100. https://doi.org/10.1007/s40318-015-0069-5

Spaaij, R. (2013). Risk, security and technology: Governing football supporters in the twenty-first
century. Sport in Society, 16(2), 167-183. https://doi.org/10.1080/17430437.2013.776249

Taylor, J. C. (1986). The war on soccer hooliganism: The European Convention on spectator
violence and misbehaviour at sports events. Virginia Journal of International Law, 27, 603-653.

The Council of the EU. (2016, November 29). Council resolution concerning an updated hand-
book with recommendations for international police cooperation and measures to prevent
and control violence and disturbances in connection with football matches with an inter-
national dimension, in which at least one Member State is involved (2016/C 444). Official
Journal of the European Union.

Tomlinson, A. (2004). Pierre Bourdieu and the sociological study of sport: Habitus, capital and
field. In R. Giulianitti (Ed.), Sport and modern social theorists (pp. 161-172). Palgrave.

Tsoukala, A. (2007, March 5). Security policies & human rights in European football stadia. The
changing landscape of European liberty and security.

Tsoukala, A. (2009a). Football hooliganism in Europe: Security and civil liberties in the balance.
Springer.

Tsoukala, A. (2009b). Combating football crowd disorder at the European level: An ongoing insti-
tutionalisation of the control of deviance. Entertainment and Sports Law Journal, 7(2). https://
doi.org/10.16997/eslj.49

Tsoukala, A. (2016). Regulating football-related violence in France. In A. Tsoukala, G. Pearson, &
P. T. M. Coenen (Eds.), Legal responses to football “hooliganism” in Europe (pp. 75-92).
Springer.

Turner, M., & Lee Ludvigsen, J. A. (2023). Theorizing surveillance and social spacing through foot-
ball: The fan-opticon and beyond. Sociology Compass, 17(2). http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/soc4.v17.2

UEFA. (2011). UEFA supporter liaison officer handbook English version. UEFA. https://editorial.
uefa.com/resources/01ff-0f84280a8aee-e3525baf90b0-1000/uefa_supporter_liaison_officer_han
dbook_2011_version.pdf

UEFA. (2019, June 15). UEFA safety and security regulations. UEFA. https://documents.uefa.com/
r/UPE0QDp~FJso7vSx8slqLQ/root

UEFA. (2022). Focus on safety and security at annual conference. Retrieved November 2, 2022 from
https://www.uefa.com/insideuefa/news/0279-1601b69397e4-9163cece0d9a-1000-focus-on-saf
ety-and-security-at-annual-conference/

UEFA. (n.d.). UEFA and the European institutions. Retrieved November 2, 2022 from https://www.
uefa.com/insideuefa/stakeholders/european-union/

UEFA Independent Review Panel. (2023). Independent review: 2022 UEFA Champions League
final, chaired by Tiago Brandao Rodrigues. https://editorial.uefa.com/resources/027¢-
174e17fd7030-a45785447d2£-1000/uclf22_independent_review_report.pdf

Wacquant, L. J. D. (1992). The structure and logic of Bourdieu’s sociology. In P. Bourdieu & L. J.
D. Wacquant (Eds.), An Invitation to Reflexive Sociology (pp. ix—xiv). Polity.

Webber, D. M., & Turner, M. (2023). Standing here: Rituals, rights, and the radical democratiza-
tion of football spectatorship. Annals of Leisure Research, 1-18. https://doi.org/10.1080/
11745398.2023.2177179

Wtoch, 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(3), 297-311. https://doi.org/10.1177/0193723512467192

Wrtoch, R. (2020). Two dynamics of globalization in the context of a sports mega-event: The case of
UEFA EURO 2012 in Poland. Globalizations, 17(1), 45-59. https://doi.org/10.1080/14747731.
2019.1603808

Zedner, L. (2007). Pre-crime and post-criminology? Theoretical Criminology, 11(2), 261-281.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1362480607075851


https://doi.org/10.1007/s40318-015-0069-5
https://doi.org/10.1080/17430437.2013.776249
https://doi.org/10.16997/eslj.49
https://doi.org/10.16997/eslj.49
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/soc4.v17.2
https://editorial.uefa.com/resources/01ff-0f84280a8aee-e3525baf90b0-1000/uefa_supporter_liaison_officer_handbook_2011_version.pdf
https://editorial.uefa.com/resources/01ff-0f84280a8aee-e3525baf90b0-1000/uefa_supporter_liaison_officer_handbook_2011_version.pdf
https://editorial.uefa.com/resources/01ff-0f84280a8aee-e3525baf90b0-1000/uefa_supporter_liaison_officer_handbook_2011_version.pdf
https://documents.uefa.com/r/UPE0QDp~FJso7vSx8slqLQ/root
https://documents.uefa.com/r/UPE0QDp~FJso7vSx8slqLQ/root
https://www.uefa.com/insideuefa/news/0279-1601b69397e4-9163cece0d9a-1000%E2%80%93focus-on-safety-and-security-at-annual-conference/
https://www.uefa.com/insideuefa/news/0279-1601b69397e4-9163cece0d9a-1000%E2%80%93focus-on-safety-and-security-at-annual-conference/
https://www.uefa.com/insideuefa/stakeholders/european-union/
https://www.uefa.com/insideuefa/stakeholders/european-union/
https://editorial.uefa.com/resources/027e-174e17fd7030-a45785447d2f-1000/uclf22_independent_review_report.pdf
https://editorial.uefa.com/resources/027e-174e17fd7030-a45785447d2f-1000/uclf22_independent_review_report.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1080/11745398.2023.2177179
https://doi.org/10.1080/11745398.2023.2177179
https://doi.org/10.1177/0193723512467192
https://doi.org/10.1080/14747731.2019.1603808
https://doi.org/10.1080/14747731.2019.1603808
https://doi.org/10.1177/1362480607075851

	Abstract
	Introduction
	Unpacking the security field: power, struggle, actors
	Emergence, evolution, and continuation: the supranational regulation of European football’s security (1985–2015)
	Integrating security (2016 – present)

	Mapping the field’s standard setters and security definers
	UEFA
	The Council of the EU
	The Council of Europe

	Conclusions and future work
	Notes
	Disclosure statement
	References


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles false
  /AutoRotatePages /PageByPage
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile ()
  /CalRGBProfile (Adobe RGB \0501998\051)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.3
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /sRGB
  /DoThumbnails true
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 524288
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments false
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo false
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings false
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Remove
  /UCRandBGInfo /Remove
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 150
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages false
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.90
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 150
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages false
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.90
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Average
  /MonoImageResolution 300
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects true
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /Description <<
    /ENU ()
  >>
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [600 600]
  /PageSize [595.245 841.846]
>> setpagedevice


