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Football Grounds: Emotional
Attachments and Social Control

Stadia Development: the historical and cultural dimensions

In pre-regulation days, football’s limited enclosure of play mirrored the game’s -
weak codification. Folk football was played in village centres and fields where

natural obstacles (sgi:h as walls and ditches) determined the spatial parameters
of play, perhaps with village churches serving as rudimentary goal areas (Bale

1989a: 146; 1993a: 123). Today, the haphazard and imprecise boundaries of .

play are found it the improvised football of children in yards, parks and streets,

Jackets are Pk ced to form goal-posts; the imagined height of the bar is re-

solved through dialogue; a fence encloses play. However, the ontogeny of
young players, it seems, does not duplicate the phylogeny of early football.

The use of standard football rules, and relatively fair and equal competition-
between teams, show that children’s games are more modern than folk in their

practice.

At the elite level, football spaces have undergone periodic change in every
nation. Britain constructed the earliest and grandest football grounds. Of the 92
English league clubs in 1993, 70 were playing at grounds built before the First
World War; 34 had been playing ‘at home’ since the nineteenth century (Duke
1994: 130). Scottish grounds were no less venerable: 28 of the 38 league clubs
in 1990 were first ensconced in their ground before 1910 (Inglis 1987: 10).
These ‘traditional’ grounds tended to be built near transport terminals, notably
railway stations, allowing supporters to arrive and disperse with ease (Inglis
1987: 12). Building grounds near to major industrial employers encouraged the
growth of a large home support (Fishwick 1989: 54). The desi en of traditional
grounds was strikingly classical. UK clubs regularly engaged the architect

Archibald Leitch to build three open terraces offset by a two-tiered grandstand
running the length of the pitch. The earliest grounds were often elliptical in
shape; banked terracing swept round in a baroque variation upon the majestic

[+
]

Football Grounds 67

man amphitheatres. Later, as finance and inner-city space caused constraints,
o

pe grounds became rectangular, following the pitch parameters and placing
- the

in closer proximity to play. '
gcclt::gl‘ﬁ\"vl; Cat thepcore of the traditional ground’s social ethnology. The

iddle- dience annexed the more expensive seats in the
e iiﬁh?lﬁ; c\fg:k?rl:g-class audience stood on the terraces. In north-
 : gl‘andsmlnn,d many r;ctangular grounds possessed elevated t.erracm.g behind
o Engl %Fhé erection of these high, banked ends enabled their worqug—class
e s to commemorate a senseless tragedy that had befallen their com-
cusmd'lanbattle In January 1900 British soldiers were ordered to rnc_)unt an

' Lﬂe;vg;ed and.suicidal assault on the Spion Kop, held by the Boers during that

mous war. Hundreds of the resulting dead_ and wounded came fran the%
f(}g:ll));ll heartland of Lancashire. Their memory lived on through the naming o
‘kops’ (Bowden 1995: 116). .
melfnggp? angpSoéth America, other structural factors influenced the llocﬁt-
tion and architectural ambience of new stadia. In northerrll El;ro.lln;‘, esgic);zc t);
inavi rt of major city-building
dinavia, all-purpose sports parks were pa '
Sggl:)wned by the local authorities. In the Low Coun_tnes, Germany aliad Frar:;ﬁi,
Erlnunicipal stadia tend to be all-purpose, part of w1de;dsp?r;f4 con;[()) e_fgz;ma)
i i for example, Dxisseldorf, Monaco, .
located in the wealthier suburbs ( : i flenna)
ller cities tend to be more foo
ivately owned grounds or those in smal
z:;cntedy rectangular shaped and initially plecemgal when cor;it?tlgctl;c]l rflss)usilea::
i ’ i hern Europe, gre
dhoven, St Etienne, Brussels). In s_qut ' - i
Fyl;ically erected during periods of political dictatorship, ;vh_en putt):;cti%aiﬁz
i ionali lings. Mussolini construc
e established to generate nationalist fee _ 1
gt?;iio Olimpico for the 1934 World Cup ﬁnal's; Franco l_auﬂt‘the Bf:miﬂ;gz
from 1944 to 1947; Salazar erected the Estédxo_d.a Luz in Lisbon .mI o
(Lanfranchi 1995: 127-8). Some provincial mun1c1pahtlesh(n0tz(1bly. 1nS taifl)
ersi ic-style stadium; others (as in Spa
cted modest versions of the Olympxq sty div . :
:f:?{nowledged football's sporting centrality by assisting clubs to build rectan

theatres. '
gm&‘satradia owned by municipalities and leased to football clubs have relatively

. few opportunities for commodifying spaces. The magnificent stadia completed

for Italia *90 lacked the executive boxes that are now mandat(_)ry .in quemclélll{-
grounds. Italian grounds omit the restaurants, corporate hospitality suites, o
ference chambers, hotel facilities and retail outlets that may also adjﬁm ae
standard football theatre. Instead, many Latin grgunds aireeio;::(tiegy\a;na :i: a};
; i i 1 training cen
from industria! areas; internally, they house : asie 8
immi i hletics tracks around the pitch. In
well as swimming pools, tennis courts or athieti
Iberia and Latin America, these facilities are designed for easy use by the club
i i iption fees,
‘members’ (socios) as part of their subscription . . _
Within this global setting, the balance of powejg)s s{ufg:ld 1;1 gtggr;‘ls ((_)}{ ;’1;13)(‘);
it : 139 . In the ,
football ground capacities (Bowden 1?95. )
h(:)used tﬁe three largest stadia, the ‘tribal theatres of Hampden Park, Ibrox
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and Celtic Park. Today, the developing world possesses all but one of the

twenty most capacious grounds. The great stadia of Latin America were bui]

on the principle of mass. Brazil's Maracand is the greatest jewel in the crown
though its compatriot structures bear comparison: the Morumbi in 8o Paulo
holding 150,000; the stadia at Belo Horizonte, Pérto Alegre, Salvador and .
Maceio, which hold over 100,000; and those of Curitiba (180,000), Belém _31'
(120,000) and Fortaleza (120,000) (see Rachum 1978: 198). Safety restrictions.

have significantly reduced these capacities, but the spectating principles o
informality and mass still prevail.

Global differences in the spectator’s environment contrast with the few
important amendments made to the accommodation afforded team officials,

The track-side ‘dugout’ was first introduced in Aberdeen in the 1930s, buils -
with a shelter and excavated below ground level to allow the coach a ‘worm’s

eye view’ (Webster 1990: 22-3). After Everton took the concept south, the

dugout gradually became a ubiquitous feature at all British then overseas -

grounds. The advantage afforded by proximity to the play was offset by diffi
cult sightlines within a less than panoramic view. Many grounds retain a

variation on the ‘dugout’ through a sheltered ‘bench’ at ground level. Some -
managers have retreated to the centre stand, dispensing tactical instructions by

walkie-talkie to their trackside assistants, although most prefer to stay close to
the field of play. During his tenure at Barcelona, Johan Cruyff introduced a

potentially revolutionary measure by having television monitors installed in -

his dugout for stu”dying the game’s progress from a number of angles (Radnedge

1997: xv). The’innovation seemed to challenge the professional assumption

that management is more intuitive than logical and so has hardly been copied
elsewhere.

By the late 1980s, an important cultural hiatus had opened up between the _.

UK and other European nations in terms of stadia development. Germany,

Spain, France and Italy upgraded their largest grounds to host major interna- -
tional tournaments. Architectural modernism tended to emphasize the formu- -
laic and undermine ground individuality. Functional exigencies came to .
dominate architectural thinking: spectator safety, comfort and control; access :

to parking spaces, toilets and food kiosks; viewing sightlines. Meanwhile, the

old UK grounds were proving increasingly incapable of meeting the most basic :
human needs. Yet just as at the start of the century, other football nations had -

looked to the UK for geometric aesthetics in play and ground architecture, so
towards the new millennium, the English would effectively compel the world
to rethink stadium design through the triple tragedies of Bradford, Heysel and

Hillsborough. 1 will look at these and other stadium disasters later in this

chapter. However, at this stage it is important to outline some of the key
findings by researchers studying football grounds. In particular, I shall look at
the social meaning of the ground, and the relationship of crowd composition to
stadium geography.
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Football Space and the Emotions: topophilia and topophobia

John Bale is the researcher and critic who has done most to legitimize the study
of sporting spaces within the academic realm, through his superb series of
monographs, edited collections and articles.! Bale’s work blends the disci-

lines of social geography and contemporary cultural theory and draws upon
worldwide fieldwork. His most significant contribution stems from his use of
Tuan (1974) to explain the affective dimensions of sports grounds (see Bale
1991b, 1994). Tuan uses the term ‘topophilia’ to describe the deep affection
of people towards particular social spaces, or ‘places’. In contradistinction,
people may also have feelings of fear or anxiety towards other places: Tuan
{1979) applies the term ‘topophobia’ to describe such a sentiment. In both
cases, a psychosocial relationship to these spaces has emerged, as they acquire
an embedded meaning for the people that encounter them.

Tuan’s notions have a strong resonance within football culture. For most
players who enjoy the game, entry into the football space is a familiar, topophilic
experience, no matter where they are playing. The player may be stimulated by
the unfamiliarity of the setting, and its mixture of grass and sand, sky and
cloud, football stands and terraces or open landscape. Yet, this disorientation is
soon counterpoised by the familiar signposts of football; the pitch markings,
the goal-posts opposite one another and the ball in the centre circle, evoke
images and sounds of previous games, memorably enjoyed or best forgotten.

For players and spectators, an important stimulant is the ‘atmosphere’ of the
game, especially at professional level: the more intense the ‘atmosphere’, the
more pleasurable the game. Baudrillard (1996: 43) states that ‘atmosphere is
always both warmth and distance’; the interplay of the natural and the cultural
and the confrontation of opposites. Football supporters express intense warmth
and affection towards their team, but a categorical and physical distance still
separates them. Rival teams may express warmth and mutual respect before or
after games, but a basic competitive opposition remains during play. Strong
rivalry between the two sets of fans typically exceeds their amity. The spatial
organization of the ground, in permitting or undermining these relationships,
plays an important part in constructing ‘atmosphere’. Fixtures lacking this
tension of warmth and distance, perhaps where there are no ‘away’ fans in
attendance, where home fans turn up in low numbers, or where the players do
not have a competitive edge, are said to lack this atmosphere. The topophilic
sensations of participation are markedly reduced. Conversely, when the bal-
ance tilts the other way, the match is said to possess an excess of atmosphere,
becoming ‘poisonous’ or ‘evil’.

In professional football, topophilic or topophobic sensations are more read-
ily associated with supporter—ground relationships. Supporters harbour
topophilic feelings towards their grounds, including those lacking acsthetic or
functional refinement. As Hopcraft (1988: 141) explained of the late 1960s,
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‘Football grounds are not often attractive places in the ornamental sense. Their
beauty is the special, environmental kind, appreciable only to people who
relate the setting to their emotional attachment’. The ground gua place evokes
memories and excites anticipation. Its idiosyncratic features are particularly

cherished: the sloping pitch, the nearby gasworks, the colour of the brickwork,

the architectural folly of one stand. Each signifies the ground’s special status

relative to other stadia. Accordingly, football grounds are held to possess their
own socio-geographical character, emblematic of the fans’ community. Never-

theless, football supporters of the modern age belong to an ‘imaginary commu-

nity’ of those that follow the same club. They may never encounter these .

fellow fans, nor even attend the club’s home fixtures, yet the sense of

communitarianism continues undiminished. So it is with distant supporters and -
their relationships to the ground. Topophilic sensations will strike when a mere

sign of the ground is encountered. These imagined, symbolic aspects may be

* so strong that an actual visit to the ground proves disappointing; its ordinary

‘realness’ comes to fix the attention (Eichberg 1995: 323-4).

Equally, topophobic sensations will strike spectators as they anticipate visit-:
ing grounds where the home team is commonly successful, or where the fans.
have notorious reputations. Topophobic relationships may exist between the-
ground and its neighbours (Bale 1989a: 129-37). On match-days, the social-
geography of the gntire locality is transformed. Streets become congested with:

cars, football fafs urinate in gardens, sporadic fights break out, vandalism

occurs, and roydy behaviour appears (Bale 1980, 1990; Penny 1992; Walvin -
1986: 120). Fhese ‘negative externalities’ may serve to shape an antagonistic.
relationship ‘between club and the local community, promoting a topophobia-

towards the ground on maich day (see Humphreys et al. 1983; Mason and
Moncrieff 1993; Mason and Roberts 1991).2

In England, the club that produces the most extreme ambivalence among-
Jocal residents and opposing fans is Millwall FC. Based in the working-class.
heart of south-east London, Millwall’s supporters have acquired a violent repu-
tation that far outstrips the club’s Second Division status. Their long history of
ground closures, fines and reprimands for spectator misconduct goes back to:
the early 1960s. For many opposing fans, particularly rival hooligans, a visit o

‘the Den’ generated extreme trepidation, and a deep sense of ‘topophobia

Among local residents, litter and crowd congestion were regular problems on:
match-day. Yet, profound sentiments of pride and love of place underpinned:
the Millwall fans’ support for the club; the ground was a key touchstone to their:
football aesthetic, their local ‘structure of feeling’ (Robson 1996). It would be:
easy to deride the occasional, ‘parochial” outbreaks of disorder involving these:

fans (Williams 1995: 235). Violence was only one manifestation of the deeply
protective and jealous reverence that they felt towards their ‘home’:

Millwall was like our home. You wouldn't let someone walk in through your
front door without interrogating them, would you. You'd want to know what
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they were doing there. The Den is the same. Football’s a man’s thing, and fight-

ing was a matter of pride, pride about your place, your ground. Our ground is a

pony little ground, but we love it. Brick for brick, slate for slate, I'd die for it.
(Fan, quoted by Lightbown 1992; 14}

To nurture neighbourly relations, Millwall opened a community development
scheme in 1986, offering a range of non-commercial contacts with local

cople. In the early 1990s, however, economic pressures largely dictated that
Millwall should build a new ground near the original Den. The move was deeply
unpopular with many Millwall fans; some invaded the pitch and threw mud at
directors at the final game in the old ground. After a long residence in one
place, moving home can be a traumatic experience.

While UK cultural geographers have carried out the best studies of the local
cultural meanings of the ground, continental researchers have produced strong
ethnologies of football crowds inside the stadium. Dal Lago (1990: 88) presents
a rich social portrait of Milan’s San Siro stadium, before its redevelopment for
the 1990 World Cup finals. He identifies different kinds of supporter primarily
according to their ground location. Hence, the amatori (passionate fans) sit at
the foot of the stands, near to their idols on the park; the militanti (militant fans)
stand on the curve (ground ends), opposite one another, chanting for their
team. However, the cultural peculiarities of Ttalian fans are best brought out by
Dal Lago’s identification of the loggionisti (theatre-type fans), who sit in
cheaper scats above the expensive main stand. Dal Lago compares these fans
to the ordinary lovers of Italian opera and theatre, who cannot afford the best
seats but still want to be near the optimum vantage-point.

The French anthropologist Christian Bromberger undertook similar quali-
tative research at grounds in France and Italy. Bromberger (1992, 1995b:
2211f) produces an ethnological picture of ground spectators, detailing their
social class, age, ethnicity, home locality within the city, cultural interests,
and favourite players. These crowd characteristics are explicable according to
the ground section favoured by particular supporters. For example, at Napoli’s
Stadio San Paolo, the curva A at one end comprised working-class ultras from
the poorer quarters of the city. Ulfrds in the curva B were more diverse in age,
home locality and class background, and included many students and second-
ary school children. More substantive results emerged from Marseille’s Stade

" Vélodrome. Supporters from northern arrondissements favoured the ground’s

north end (and to a lesser extent the west stand’s lower tier); southern inhabit-
ants attended at the south end (and the middle tier of the east stand). The north
end is also where the club’s ulfrds made their home, reflecting their localities’
ethnic plurality, youthful vibrancy and behavioural freedom. The various
ground sections also harboured strong and specific preferences for different
players. In the mid-1980s, Bell, the flamboyant Camercon goal-keeper was
the hero of the ethnically mixed north end. The industrious midfield schemer

Giresse was most appreciated by the lower middle classes (self-employed
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tradesmen or small businessmen) in the central terraces
297).

One thinks here of how such affections are shaped by the sharing of com:
mon attitudes and personality characteristics within the football crowd, by its'-:
ha:bitus to use the term of Elias (1978b) or Bourdieu (1984). In France, the'
quieter terraces or cheaper stands draw the older manual workers, who appre-
ciate the congruent toughness of a resilient defender or midfield ball-winner.:
The traditional middle classes in the main stands may use their panoramic gazé :
i the manner of the defensive libero (who always has the play in front of hj |
and ‘reads’ it as an expert). Their lower middle-class companions may find
consanguine figure in the overtime worked by the productive midfielq:
playmaker. The spectacular but unpredictable display of wingers and centre.
forwards is most likely to dazzle the young working classes in the ends.

The player-spectator homology does make sense in class and masculinity.
terms. However, it may be a little reductive and underplay the social hetero.:
genesis of football’s aesthetic codes. I argue in chapter 7 that the heterogeneity -
of playing styles is itself eroded by modern coaching and tactical thinking, -
Homogenization on the park may also relate to an equivalent process in the.
supporters’ terrain. The modern football ground is sculpted to accommodate .'
less socially diverse and more bourgeois category of supporter. Crowd safet
and crowd security issues underlie these fundamental architectural change
Therefore, beforé’ going on to examine the social and cultural aspects of cor
temporary stad{?é, it is important to look at the historical background to these
ground redevgiopments. In the following two sections, I examine, first, the
appalling regprd of disasters associated with football grounds; and, second, the -
specific evghts surrounding the 1989 Hillsborough disaster, which pressurize

the football authorities at national and giobal level into standardizing ground:
facilities. £

(Bromberger 1995;:

Football Ground Disasters: global and UK instances

All contipents and social systems have experienced football stadivm tragedies
Tl"l_le earliest on record are UK disasters, in Glasgow 1902 (25 killed, 51
injured) and Bolton 1946 (33 killed, 400 injured). After that, the major disas

ters have mainly occurred in the developing world and these may be classifie
by kind: '

¢ Natural disasters are relatively rare in accounting for deaths. Nin
were killed in 1962 at Libreville by a landslide; 70 died after an
electrical storm provoked a sudden stampede.

o Poor facilities and overcrowding account for many more disasters
Forty-nine were killed in 1974 at Cairo by a collapsed wall, as were
15 in Ghana in 1978 and 18 in Colombia in 1981. A collapsed roo
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killed 10 in Algiers in 1982; a collapsed stand (then stampede) killed
30 in Tripoli in 1988; in Bastia 15 died when a temporary stand
collapsed. Eighty-one died in Guatemala in 1996 when forged tickets
resulted in severe overcrowding in the cheapest sections.?

e Crowd stampedes killed 24 in Nigeria in 1979, then another 12 in
1989. Stampedes also killed 24 people in Greece in 1981, 40 in the.
Transvaal in 1991, and 9 in Zambia in 1996. In Mexico City 10 died
in 1985 after an attempted forced entry by a large crowd went wrong;
in 1982, two separate stampeding incidents saw 46 people killed in
Cali. Later that year, 340 fans were reportedly killed on a stairway at
Spartak Moscow’s home UEFA Cup match against Haarlem of Hol-
land.

® Most disturbingly, some of the greatest tragedies have been precipi-
tated by those ostensibly employed to protect spectators from injury.
In Lima in 1964, 318 fans died when a crowd fleeing from police
failed to escape the stadium. Similar circumstances at a match in
Buenos Aires in 1968 lad to the death of 74 fans. In 1990, seven were
killed when the presidential bodyguard in Ethiopia opened fire on an
unruly crowd.

Tilly (1985: 171) argues that in the developing world, the state may operate as
a form of organized crime by inflicting violence on the public and then making
it pay taxes for protection. We may apply this notion of the protection racket to

~ security’ in football grounds. In the developing world, unnatural fatalities on

the terraces are more commonly caused by police attempts to control ‘violent’
fans than by the violence of the supporters themselves. In the developed world,
the illusion of security is more elaborately organized, so that police inaction
can be just as deadly. At Hillsborough, football fans perished through *safety

“ineasures’ introduced by the state ostensibly to protect supporters from their
" WL eXCesses.

The UK has certainly the worst record on ground safety. The first disaster, at

- Ibrox in 1902, showed that early ground development could not match the pace
= of football’s commercial expansion. During a packed Scotland-England inter-
. national, one section of a high new wooden stand collapsed, killing 25 and
. injuring over 500. Wooden stands were discouraged subsequently, to be re-

“placed by banking or reinforced concrete terraces. The huge, accident-free
- crowds at the 1923 Cup final forced the first Parliamentary report on safety a
- year later. It recommended the introduction of ‘pens’ inside ground sections to
* separate crowds and reduce their movement; major fixtures were to be made

‘all-ticket” to control crowd sizes. The Bolton disaster of 1946, which killed 33
and injured hundreds more, occurred when trackside barriers collapsed under

- the pressure of overcrowding. A parliamentary report called for a more scien-

tific approach in establishing stadia capacities. Still in Glasgow the tragedies

- continued: 1 death at Clyde’s Shawfield ground in 1957; at Ibrox, 2 died and 44
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were injured in 1961, with further casualties in 1967 and 1969 (Inglis 1987: 3
Forsyth 1990: 109). o

In 1971, the second Ibrox disaster killed 66 and injured 145 faps. Rangg
fans were leaving the ground in droves after the loss of what seemed a decisjy,
last minute goal to Celtic. An unlikely equalizer followed almost immediatejs
departing fans turned back into the descending crowd; scores were sent tum

‘pan on smoking in combustible stands stood out as pest hoc wir?dor_n.
- lewell’s social philosophy reflected the prevailing Thatcl?ente zeitgeist
OIzpwas lamentably out of touch with football’s culture and mfrastrucn%ral
.-'mauirements. Future tragedies could be averted, it was .assumed, by squeezing
-ir'ccf)li ans out of grounds. Closed-circuit television inside grounds was advo-
Q'.Ll:tedgat a time when Belgian police officers were al{e'afly screening sixty hours
-of video-tape to find those responsible for Heysel (Virilio 1994: 44). Popplewe_,ll
izlso favoured the partial introduction of the government’s club membership
."sC heme; perimeter fencing was retained, thoqgh gate‘s were adde_d. To, pay for
these modifications, the clubs set about wooing the “family a_udwnce in true
‘Thatcherite style. Yet Popplewell failed to fh_scuss the unsafg mfrzfstructure of
football grounds: the decaying terrace facilities and the unwieldy ‘crowd con-
irol’ barriers and fences still there to cage fans.

their huge pools income to convert Ibrox into an all-seater stadium, byt for th;
terracing at the front of the listed main stand. No other club in the UK coylg
afford such refurbishment though a few —notably Aberdeen and Coventry City
— converted their smaller grounds to all-seater status. More commonly, th;
dilapidated stands and terraces remained, in many cases barely touched s;
their construction during football’s Edwardian boom-time,

In 1985, two disasters struck football on the same day. At Bradford’s Va{ley
Parade, 56 died as fire swept through the old wooden stand during a match . . d
against Lincoln City. The dropping of a single match or cigarette had igniteg Within three years of the Popplewell Report, English football had expenen;te]
piles of rubbish below the seats. Most of the fans killed had sought to flee the -its worst stadium disaster, in a situation entirely lackmg in hoohganasr'n. he
blaze, but were effectively imprisoned by locked exit gates. Meanwhile, gt :Sheffield Hilisborough disaster of April_ 1989 beg'an with .crowd crushing m(;
Birmingham City’s St Andrews, a man was killed by a collapsing wall afte side the Liverpool end at an FA Cup semi-final against N ottingham Forest, an
match against Leeds that had been marred by crowd trouble. : ended in ninety-six fatalities. Before kick-off, tl?ousands of leerp001 fan{Si,

By this poi,fft, an ecology of fear pervaded many English grounds, many of them without tickets,_ had packec_i outside th‘e Leppings inne etn .
topophobic vénues of public disorder that threatened the supporter’s safety. Up Mounted police sought to alleviate congestion by opening the gfo“flld § exter-
to one half Qf hard core club fans had experienced fear or anxiety over personal nal gates, allowing fans to pour inside. Most headed for the centra hterrac_mg
safety whilt attending ‘away’ fixtures (Bale 1989b: 7). Some grounds became pen that was already full. As the match began, fans compressed at the fenin'
footballing metonyms for hooliganism, yet it was in Europe that English f; eter fencing begged police to open the front gates, only to be told, r1d1_cu m;sg,
violence struck its lethal nadir, at the 1985 European Cup final between Liv to ‘push back’, The commanding officers eventually ordered the opening of the
pool and Juventus in the Heysel Stadium, Brussels. Before kick-off, hundreds gates and the full extent of the disaster gradually 'beca.nme k_nown. _
of Liverpool fans roamed across one unsegregated end inside the ground, A quick appraisal of the tragedy’s. context inspires htt’]e conﬁd;:nceb ;?1
chasing and assaulting their opposite nambers. Panicking Italian fans rushed Papplewell’s foresight. It occurred w1t_hm onie of tl}e UK s finest foot ;
one side of the terracing, placing immense pressure on a weak side-wall th theatres, described by a leading authority as “a stadium, with all the gf‘?
collapsed under the strain. Supporters at its foot were crushed under the pile connotations the term implies’ (Inglis _1987: 9?‘). :rhe exact,sqe of the tragedy,

- falling bodies; 39 were killed and 454 injured. It might be argued that none: the West Stand, had been similarly ?ral_sed .fOI'IItS excellent” view and.fac:lhtn:,s
the fatal injuries were inflicted directly by Liverpool fans. Criticisms mig, (1987). None of the fans were drmkmg u:ns1de the g_round; as teStlmOﬂﬂ 0
also be levied at the football authorities for their poor ticketing organizatio Popplewell’s familial inclinations, the victims comprised fen}ales as W]t]‘: ]Ells
inadequate policing by the gendarmerie, and the crumbling condition of th males including, with macabre irony, two sisters. Most damnxngly of a f t1 de
stadium. Yet there remains little doubt that the deaths remain primarily attri ground boasted an excellent CCTV system, which had .momtOFed the un (1)] c;
utable to the Liverpool fans’ reckless assault (Lewis 1989). UEFA and FIE ing of the disaster from the very start. The commanding police officer ad
quickly banned English clubs from playing overseas. The measures might hav watched from the control room, his judgement f:louded.by the exagggra:g
contravened EC legislation on ‘freedom of trade’, but were accepted witho danger of hooliganism and the stereotyped reputation of Liverpool fans. 1, S te
protest by the FA (Evans 1986). i disaster unfolded before his very eyes, he steadfastly refused tp an}c': lor(??

The Popplewell Report of 1986 provided safety recommendations on thes the suffering and open the perimeter gates, fearful that the fans might 1nva{ ltlz
disasters. Licensing restrictions on football grounds were toughened further; the pitch and attack rival players or supporters. In these fatal moments, the

Hillsborough and Ground Redevelopment
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political war on footbali hooliganism faced its denouement; the ‘count
measures’ against hooliganism were shown to be far more deadly than
targets ever had been. An unsatisfactory inquest into the disaster retur
verdicts of accidental death; the new Labour government rejected wides
appeals for a fresh inquiry.

A detailed study of the disaster criticized politicians, police, media co
mentators, academics and football authorities for exaggerating the importan;
of hooliganism ‘at the expense of crowd management and safety’ (Scraton
al. 1995: 17). The researchers attacked the sociologists John Williams, Kevin

Young and Ian Taylor, who had published analyses of the disaster that falsely
linked it to the English “football lad’ culture of drink, masculinity, tribalism
and violence (1995: 294-300). The Hillsborough researchers argued that thege:

commentators had based their analyses on ‘sensationalist and unfounded alle:
gations made by the press against Liverpool fans’.* ‘

The disaster had more immediate and (in the main) very welcome impacts
upon ground redevelopment. Unlike its predecessors, the 1990 Taylor Report
into the disaster recommended that major structural changes be made 1o
humanize ‘football’s ugly habitat® (Walvin 1994: 197). Lord Taylor noted
that while modern grounds on the continent offered clean and user-friendly
facilities, the old UK grounds had decayed into death traps. He recommended
that clubs within the first two divisions in England and in the Scottish Premier
Division should cofivert their stadia to all-seater status by the start of the
1994-5 season, a _éﬁroposal later enacted by parliament. Standing terraces in-
side grounds wegg to be phased out over a four-year period. Taylor viewed the
government’s illentity card scheme as inoperable; hence ministers quietly
dropped the plan. To help meet the costs, the government announced a reduc-
tion of 2.5 per cent on the football betting levy; the £100 million savings went
to the Football Trust for the purposes of club-by-club awards. A maximum of
£2 million was available to each club; for most, this covered less than a quarter
of total redevelopment costs. The ruling that lower division grounds should
convert to all-seater status by August 1999 was relaxed in July 1992, thereby
retaining some standing arcas (Duke 1994: 131). ‘

In implementing the report, the first measure adopted by all clubs had been
the deconstruction of perimeter fencing. For Bale (1993a: 131), this architec-
tural measure represented the beginnings of the ‘post-modern stadium’ in the

UK. It signified also a small, if belated, victory for fans over club directors,

police and political authorities, regarding control over ground space. A greater

difficulty concerned how clubs should move towards all-seater status. Many

clubs had an invidious choice between entering a groundshare agreement with

another club, rebuilding their existing ground, or relocating to a newly built
stadium (Black and Lloyd 1992, 1993, 1994). Frequently, their decision wasa

Jfait accompli determined by the club’s particular circumstances. Most grounds
were in a decrepit condition, but not incongruous to their surroundings of
inner-city decay. At the height of laissez-faire Thatcherism, the government

Pread
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' i ibili loping these districts, leaving
+wad absolved itself of responsibility for _redeve; . .
:il:cal authorities the task of somehow luring private imvestment. The'phght of
'fo-otball clubs, in modernizing their grounds to meet the new requirements,

therefore, represented a cultural epilogue to the painful renaissance of Britain’s
urban centres.

Only a few clubs, such as St Johnstone and Scunthorpe, were able to sell

heir existing ground to property developers and supermarkets, to pay for
:-l:le(})l;::tion. Lgattgerly, televigion income allowed larger I_l(.)rtherr% clqbs iike Bol-
ton, Sunderand and Middlesborough to reflect their elitist as'plratlons by relo-
cating. ‘Ground-sharing” tended to be tl_:e least favo_ured option. .If the groul?d
truly was an emblem of the club and its sprroundmg comrpumty, then ; at
socio-spiritual aspect would perish after moving. For example, in 1985, Char ton
Athleiic entered a ground-share agreement with Crystal Palace, but fan agnat
tion saw their return to the Valley seven years later (Bale 1989a: 89-90; 1991b:

133-4). The most favoured option was to rebuild the ground on its existing
Slti:1:}1is task had no parallel overseas. Stadia in Germany and Italy, f9r example,
were in far better condition and much younger, being on average still under 50
years old (48 and 43 years respectively} (Williams 1995: 221). Th.e.grapd new
stadia at Italia 90 had inspired football commentators and authorities, includ-
ing Lord Justice Taylor, to argue for a more continenta} approach towards
ground design. The post-Hillsborough period was part ofa broader., more pro-
European conjuncture in UK football and pohtu?s generally. Yet,.lt is impor-
tant to note here that major differences existed within Italy, regarding the ideal

theatre. _ B ' o
Some Italian stadia had ali the architectural qualities of high modernism, in

~ facilities, scale and shiny newness, but succumbed to the Fordist vices of

soulessness and instrumentality. In Tugin, Juventus abandoned their old Stadio
Municipale to move to the Stadio Delle Alpi, constructed. for the World Cup
finals. The new ground boasted American-style la.mdscapmg, suburban loca-
tion and a unique roof (Inglis 1990: 18-19), but neither pl‘ayers nor fans felF at
home. Tt lacked intimacy while the authorities charged a high lease. C.onv,eymg
their dissatisfaction, Juventus moved some of their home games to Milan’s Szfn
Siro during the 1994-5 season (De Biasi 1996: 126). ¥n contrast, the Stadio
Luigi Ferraris in Genoa, shared by Genoa and Sampdoria, represents the more
user-friendly stadium. The design explores post—;nodem style.: four corner
blocks painted in Pompeii red structure an ed.lﬁce rooteq in geometric
minimalism (Inglis 1990: 25). Importantly, the stadium stands in central 'Gf?noa
and reflects the architect Vittorio Gregotti’s conviction that such buildings
should be at the heart of urban geography, constructed wit.h permanence and
utility in mind. Fortunately for most British clubs,‘r(?buﬂ(.hng (rather than
relocating) their ground means they retain Gregotti’s civic philosophy de facto,
though they lack its aesthetic refinements. )
An important fillip for the rebuilding programme was that the Home Nations
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would be free to bid for major football tournaments. These ‘mega-events’ ke
to legitimize public expenditure on stadia by boosting local and national ecqy
mies through the ‘multiplier effect’. Playing host to overseas fans for g fa
weeks or only a few hours can generate large hikes in tourist income frg
service industries, helping temporarily to reduce local unemployment (g
Euchner 1993). Organizers of the 1994 World Cup finals claimed to hg
inflated the US economy by $4 billion (Lever 1995). Cities with poor inte
national portfolios can refurbish their image. Conurbations known f
deindustrialization, deprivation and crime (for example, Liverpool) may se
to ignite a ‘cultural renaissance’. Tournament organizers may cultivate thi
new civic image, covering up or heavily policing slum areas and channellj
foreign television crews towards positive background stories. One danger
is that local people may feel excluded from the exposition (Hannigan 1995:
194-5).% Such sentiments of alienation and powerlessness over community
events are not just encountered during major tournaments, but arise in mors
routine football contexts, such as street games and league matches.

The New Politics of Access to Football
In the contemporm’gjfootball world, the most important spatio-political ques:
tion concerns accegs to and control over playing spaces. The least powerful
social groups incpeasingly lose this everyday battle over resources; young

people’s access §6 cheap recreation (most notably leisure spaces) is notoriously -

circumscribed. Urban redevelopment and housing projects reduce the number
of designated football pitches (Fishwick 1989: 7). The remaining facilities
continue under municipal control, commodified to extract payment from play=

ers, and leased out for league matches which are organized by adult clubs and ™
committees. The quality of the facilities typically reflects low public expendi- :
ture on UK sports facilities, while the private sector is even less forthcoming. -
The late 1990s advertising campaigns by companies like Nike sought to elide

the deep material inequalities between football’s top professionals and park -

players. But hardly any of professional football's new wealth trickles down to

improve the grassroots infrastructure. Meanwhile, the ubiquity of the car and -

the erection of ‘No Ball Games’ signs conspire to vitiate the informal associa
tion of street footbatll.

A similar battle for resources is routinely fought out within the new, post-
Hillsborough football stadium. Redevelopment work has significantly reduced
ground capacities, both during and after its completion. Major clubs such as
Manchester United, Liverpool, Everton, Arsenal, Tottenham and Celtic have,
on occasion, seen their ground capacity limited to around 30,000 or less.® This
has placed a premium on obtaining access to fixtures, particularly against the
backdrop of football’s post-1990 fashionability and its appeal to new markets.
Clubs come to view seats as scarce resources, increasing the value of season
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i ortunity to pay at the gate. Some clubs, such as the
'uckets,zllrirl;z?st;ﬁgetgigs i;ike Ne)\;rcagtlg United and Middlesborough, find
rthMlves with season-ticket waiting lists. These price rises, apd the sharpen-
; emiewealth inequalities courtesy of the Thatcher admin'%stranon, en'sure that
;ajg; grounds are now increasingly untikely to host their old working-class
e n 1997).
“'audl?nifzxfr?;;Ofli)gi[;efﬁ(igl?;t%nglish)football hold that the average ground’s
.;:t%iﬁcation’ and gilded prices have clear social benefits, Former England

ger, Terry Venables (1996: 136), argues:

-mand

without wishing to sound snobbish or be d?slqyal to Ny OWh workmg;tcla:s l:;cil:
round, the increase in admission prices 1S likely to c:.cclude the sort of p m[;n

%vho were giving English football 2 bad name. I am talklr!g about l.:he young han-,

mostly working-class, who terrorized football grounds, railway trains, Cross-C

el ferries and towns and cities throughout England and Europe.

~ Conversely, football’s new social movements .interprct the assunflpu?;ttgzi
- working-class fans are hooligans as a rl‘letoncal smokesclre_en t(;:'e urther
- commodifying the game. Merilis (1997: ix), for example,h c aull]nsve I «35 o
Report: ‘threatened to sanitize the game to such an extent t S:tbe.nkr}; b
for its existence — the entertainment of the people — was on the ori ko e
relegated to little more than an af;erthougflt to be afforded cursory
i money men who run the game'. .
tlog?{)é;hreecomm)&;ndation of the report, often fc?rgotten by both sgdes, wr;; ;t;z;t
ground redevelopment should not be used to price out less \:vealt y suf’Jt;:vamon .
Fan movements which attempt to redress this process find }1tt16 fsuﬁ)pooss_ aﬁg
" their prima facie ‘natural’ allies. The Tayl_or Report recem?q u L;L ourpMPs'
support in the House of Commons, especially fr’om opposu;i)p bour A%
who revelled in its criticism of the government's membership sc fmz'ed r
many political, social and academic comme.ntators, the report cr)lr)s ?11 Hzec s
utopian vision for the ‘regeneration’ of E_nghsh footbaﬂ‘. .Purpose— UIS ey
were to rehost European fixtures, with business and telewswnf rev;m;:storaﬁon
ing the playing staff and directors. The call fr?m many ISAs, 0; f be ration
of some football terracing, was stoically resisted by the new Labour g
me’lr“llge market exclusion of many ordinary fans 1s however, 2 fegturefoi tt(t);lg):
professional football overseas. FIFA and UEFA inflated tlck‘et p:ces : ;}uma_
World Cup finals and the European Championships, augment?ng lt1 eseﬁanChes
ments’ fantasy aspect by allowing corporate Sponsors {who receive hg gﬁl ches
of tickets) to give away some of these prec;xorfs commodmgg in 1%1 (i Eether
cized competitions. The new ticketing ‘policy enab?es businessme Ao
in the black market or legaily) to buy blocks of nck'etg fo.r mdlfwhua s
at several times their face vaiue.” This perverse multiplication o t’ehr;lt ueh
ticket’s exchange value makes a mockery of the football authorities’ I
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about ‘fair play’. It promotes the attendance of wealthy, less passionate spec
tors at the expense of dedicated fans, and undermines the authorities’ owy
segregation and anti-hooligan strategies by stoking an unregulated marke ;;
ticket dealing (see Giulianotti 1991, 1995a, 1996a, 1996b). Finally, a furthe;

consequence of ground redevelopment has been the pacification of those gy
porters that do attend matches,

The Stadium and Social Control: the
Foucauldian aspects of foothall

To examine the downside of ground redevelopment, it is useful to look at the:
theoretical insights provided by the French post-structuralist social theorist,
Michel Foucault. We may begin by exploring how the modern stadium accom.’
modates the spectator’s ‘gaze’. The concept of the gaze was first used in its:
full-blown form by Foucault (1975) in his ‘archaeological’ social history of the
clinic. The origins of clinical medicine begin with the new examination, of-
‘gaze’, that its practitioners brought to bear on the bodies of their patients..
Medical experts came to ‘study their subject’ in both senses of the phrase. -
Throughout the nineteenth century, other professions began to gaze upon their
subjects as a way of knowing and exercising power, Psychologists, criminolo:
gists, prison officers and factory owners utilized the gaze to observe and -
regulate the bodigk of others. Today, the gaze functions most proficiently at the
localist and intefactional level, as people seek to know the identity, motives
and values of,ﬁach other by gazing upon their face and body. Its disciplinary -
aspect is notto be underestimated: ‘our behaviour is regulated by the gaze of .
others and by the gaze of our own self-reflection’ (Rojek 1995: 61). Its practi-
cal sweep extends into consumer cuiture and leisure, among tourists, television -
viewers, high-street shoppers and sports spectators. :
Within the football stadium, the spectator’s ‘gaze’ is satisfied technically -
through an unobstructed view and panoramic ‘sightlines’, permitting the fuli )
est knowledge of events on the park. Moreover, the ‘gaze’ enjoins the spectator _
to adopt a ‘critical distance’ towards football, as found in bourgeois cultural -
spaces like opera houses and theatres (Hargreaves 1986). The withdrawn _
objective perspective of the modern Spectator comes to supplant the subjective -
participation of traditional fandom. Football becomes less a process to interact °
with, and more an event at which to gaze. Manchester United manager, Alex
Ferguson, noted while writing in the club’s programme: “The growing number
of hospitality packages has brought in a different type of audience. They sit and
admire the ground and can’t wait to be entertained — just as if they were at a
theatre or musical’ (Brick 1997: 30).8
Many early stadia failed to make the grade as venues for the gaze. Only the
main stands could guarantee authoritative vantage-points. The vast majority,
on the banked terraces, had obfuscated views of the match. More important,
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however, was their participation in the terrace events: singing, chanting and

ing; or simply swaying inside the packed mass of humanity in. accor.d

ﬁz}tgi;‘:;; zlriliaill;,sfocgiyevenga oﬁ the pitch. Today, this topophilic experience is
. monly banned inside the modern UK ground. Security staff will eject
fk?:slc who stand up out of their seats and obstruc.t the vi.ew of others. Fans v&;lho
shout out at football matches may be charged with public order offences under
re(;g::ltel ‘2%1955222??55) locates the surfeit of new family ends at British grounds
within Foucault's Kafkaesque world of sur\.feillauce and soci_al control. Tfhe
family is one of the most potent loci of soc‘la! co_ntrol, a crucial resource 0(1]'
reproducing labour and a key agency of solc:lahz‘atlon for the MOst passive an
docile of bodies. The post-war ‘leisure soc1et_y’ 15 now c_ommltted.to_ti?e rep}:'(;-
duction of soctal consumption, with the faml!y a ke:y site for somahzm\% c h]_ -
dren into future use of the culture industry (including sports eyents). 1 ithin
footbatl’s family ground sections, parents may reproduce their contr;) over
children, while the ‘family’ of supervi‘sors and stewards ensure t'ha‘t al 'miiln-
tain pacified behavioural patterns. A silent, deathly atmosphere is 1§ey1ta He,
although the retail outlets within the grm_md doa booﬁnnpg t_radf:. Adf itiona Y,
we may note how the family ends contribute to the p_rn-fatlz.atlon 0 I.)aszlonc.1
Giddens (1991: 162—4)) argues that, as Weste?m societies 1ndustn_ahze an !
modernized, the release of intense emotion switched from the p}!bhc arena §
religious ceremonies, to the private family abode through sex with t(,)rlile 8 pzihe:
ner {see Foucault 1981). A parallel development l?as st‘ruck footba ,has
quieter, more personal or familial release of emotions in the stands has re-
placed the old quasi-religious passion of crov.vd car{llval across the terraceﬁ.

In the early nineteenth century, the utilit.anan phllosophe:r Jerfequ B;nt amE
forwarded the ‘panopticon’ model of survelll.?mce as a utopian vision o 30011;1
control. To improve the monitoring of prisonllr}n}qtes, Bentham arg_ued t‘he.lt the
building’s architecture should maximize thf.t Vlsl_blhty of inmates \_vh{le rmplm;z-
ing the labour of wardens. Ideally, prison interiors si_mou}d be ‘buﬂt ina c1r<.ju }z:r
shape. Rows of individualized prison cells were to line the cxrcun}fereince, the
internal ‘wall’ to each cell should consist only of iron bars,' renf;lermg its occ;JC-l
pant permanently visible. The observatory tower in the prison’s centre wofu
allow a handful of guards to scrutinize every activity Qf all inmates. In its perfect
form, smoke-glass windows should encase the panopticon tower, so that inmates
may never know if they are being observed by the guards. In the panf)ptlcon,
vision is the resource of power, and ‘visibility is a trap” (Foucault 1977: 200').

Since Foucault’s use of Bentham, the panopticon ha.s bfecome a recurring
metaphor for modern techniques of social con.trol. Institutions cl:ontrollecl bi]/
the professions — such as education, health serv_lces, lz.tw - z?re ty.plcally housiisi
within buildings where the bodies of the public are individualized and made
available for examination. Moreover, the panopticon has b‘een adapted. to the
control of public spaces. Since the late 1970s, the msta]lapon of S'UI'V:eIHaﬂCC
cameras has moved from military installations, occupied territories and
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industrial plants, to the public high street, car parks and modern shopping
malls. The UK alone will have over 500,000 CCTV cameras monitoring public -

streets by the year 2000,
The panoptical control of public space was first tested under ‘normal cond;

tions’ in the football ground (Armstrong and Giulianotti 1998b). The ‘hoolivan’
emerged in the early 1980s, a large, rather conspicuous vehicle with blackened .
windows and a camera turret for filming the crowds. Football clubs and police -
units have also hired photographers to film passing crowds. Television camers -

operators have furnished police with film reels to help identify disorderly fans,

Unsurprisingly, fans have attacked the film crews and photographers for the -

offence of turning in the people that feed them. More commonly, as footbal}

crowds arrive and disperse, police helicopters track their movement. On-deck

search lights and video-cameras help to illuminate and zoom in on faus, te

cording their every action. As CCTV systems spread to public thoroughfares, .-

football crowds are on camera many miles from the ground.

Inside the ground, surveillance technology is at the cutting edge. CCTV :'_

cameras are linked up to a central control unit equipped with numerous moni-

tors. More advanced devices are enclosed within smoked-glass globes, making -

it impossible to know at whom the lens is gazing. Prior to the 1996 European
Championships in England the match venues took delivery of ‘video faxes’
that could transfer }"ecorded film of football fans through ordinary telecommu-

nications lines. Indheory, recipients of the data at police headquarters would be -
able to compareéﬁlmed supporters with files on people already ‘classified’ by
police intelliggsice (see Bale 1993a: 127). More recently, Watford, a tranquil
English club-playing in the First Division, took receipt of a new surveillance -

system that can by itself screen football crowds for those held on police file, It

is only a matter of time before surveillance equipment screens the irises of fans -
at the entrances to UK grounds. Generally, then, the surveillance of football -
fans intensifies the nearer that they get to the football ground. Yet, fatally for -
this policing approach, football hooligan clashes are taking place well away. -
from the ground, in a deliberate attempt to evade close scrutiny (Armstrong

and Giulianotti 1995).° Perhaps the most disturbing aspect of such a surveil

lance strategy is that it has no equivalent overseas. In mainland Europe and

Latin America, the spatial control of violent fans has tended to involve reactive

policing on the ground. The military leaders of South America installed moats
around the perimeter of pitches, to prevent supporters reaching the field of -
play; an aesthetically displeasing strategy, but one unlikely to result in mass..

asphyxia.

Towards a Post-modern Football Environment

In this chapter, I have discussed the major changes at football stadia, particu

larly at the more venerable structures found in the UK. From this discussion, if -
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pecomes possible to outline very generally the ‘ideal type’ characteristics of
these grounds, according to their historical stage.

The ‘traditional’ ground was built before the First World War, with open
terracing, stylized grandstand and easy access to public transport. As the UK
modernized, this ground’s locus became more central and acquired an increas-
ingly symbolic or ‘topophilic’ importance for the surrounding community. In
some contrast, the modern stadium sits in a suburban, greenfield site, with easy
access to motorways. It features all-seater stands, multi-sport facilities and a
functional, somewhat stereotyped design. The modern stadium is found mainly
on the continent, constructed specifically for municipal use or to host major
tournaments. The age and relative neglect of UK stadia meant that this model
was rarely erected before Hillsborough. Instead, the piecemeal redevelopment
of UK grounds adhered to this model haphazardly, with the added British
emphasis on anti-hooliganism innovations (ground ‘pens’ or ‘cages’, segrega-
tion fences, television cameras).

In the post-Hillsborough period, UK grounds have come to resemble this
model though often within incongruous, dilapidated inner cities. Rebuilding of
‘traditional’ grounds also allows for their ‘post-modernization’. They might
retain the old grandstand or introduce some fake gentrification of the new
stands. Alternatively, the elliptical design of stands, as at Bolton or Hudders-
field, can soften the sharp right-angles of standard, modern grounds.® An
important aspect of this ground post-modernization involves the increased
panoptical control of the football authorities over what supporters may and
may not do inside. Accordingly, the uniformity of fan actions means that the
old ethnological division of spectators, according to their location within the
ground, may become meaningless.

There are other means through which the football authorities exercise a post-
modern spatial control over fans. The ‘mallification’ of football grounds in-
volves available ground spaces being commeodified to sell merchandise. Hence,
before matches or at half-time, the strolling spectator is no longer a social
fldneur surveying the rest of the crowd; instead, he or she becomes a window
shopper, studying club products. In Ajax’s new Amsterdam ArenA, this proc-
ess has been taken to new heights. Supporters inside the complex must pur-
chase merchandise and refreshments with a special currency that is the only
recognized tender. This fiscal arrangement inevitably inflates the profits inside
the ground; exiting spectators may retain their unusual change, as a souvenir or
‘for next time’, while the club retains their Dutch currency, It also enhances the
psycho-spatial divisions between the privileged inside the stadium and the
greater numbers outside. A further aspect of this post-modernization involves
the ‘museumification” of grounds. Special museums are constructed within the
ground for fans to visit, detailing the club’s history, displaying old medals and
trophies, and perhaps giving visitors some interactive experiences as well.
Responsible parents will in future be able to take their children, to see or
experience what an afl-standing, packed terracing was ‘really’ like.
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A provocative premonition of the post-modern ground is forwarded b
Baudrillard (1993a: 79—-80). In a regularly cited analysis, he foresees the occy
sion when ‘hyperreal’ football matches take place within the ‘vacuums’
empty stadia. Likewise, the leading Italian football and media magnate, Silvj
Berlusconi, has suggested football fans will prefer to watch matches live o
television rather than in the stadium, hence the entry gates might have to be
thrown open for free admission {Giulianotti and Armstrong 1997: 25). Televi
sion is, of course, not a neutral medium for watching football. It construets;
different viewing experience to that found in the stands, one aspect of whi¢
may involve withholding coverage of highly controversial or ‘deviant’ event
that occur on the field of play (see Gruneau et al. 1988: 274)."" Berlusconi’
point also ignores the continuing commodification of football grounds in lat
1990s Europe. The next stage of that process may see European football clu
owners viewing their cultural properties as potentiaily mobile sports ‘fran
chises’ as is the custom in North America. If the stadium is too small and th
local authorities do not offer sufficient inducements to stay, the club migh
move from its original town or city to a larger, more profitable stadium, wher
another supporter base awaits.

In the longer term, to continue with Berlusconti’s vision, there are trends i
football culture which appear to privilege the aesthetics of the virtual (medi
ated) event over she ‘real’ (ground spectating) experience. First, the stadium’s
quality of faciljlies may be judged not against other models or concepts'of
public associagion, but according to the idealized, private leisure space of th
family 10unge The armchair fan at the ground looks for the personahzed sea
easy access to a diverse larder of hot snacks, quadraphomc music to relieve'th
tedium of half-time, and a quiet and unmolested viewing environment. The fa
will also seek the creature comforts of a running commentary on the game.vi
radio headsets, action replays on the giant screen for reviewing key momen
in slow motion, or even enclosed spaces in ‘exccutive boxes’ that seal off th
outside world (from these, the corporate spectator has direct access to a foll
stocked bar).

Secondly, there is the match itself, always imperfect, full of uncertainti
and human failings. The danger to live spectating comes when the vie
prefers a simulacrum of real football, something which is ‘perfect’ but * un
real’. Televised sport has always produced its share of ‘armchair athletes’ wh
watch sports eagerly but never play them. Today, we are already at the thres!
old of ‘hyperreality’, where the psycho-spatial division of playing and spectatin
is disturbingly blurred. The pornography of football’” entails multiple camet:
angles that enable us to see matches in minute but often useless deta
(Baudrillard 1990: 31). Modern computer technology can simulate games b
using old video footage of matches to ‘create’ new ones. More common}
children ‘play’ football on television screens through their games consol
rather than in the streets. By the time of the European championships in 200
fans will not need to travel to the tournament to enjoy the sensory pleasures:

‘heing there’. A combined headset and television decoder will enable the
‘viewer to partake in an interactive experience, ‘as if’ they are there in the
stadium (World Soccer, February 1997). The ‘paradoxical logic’ of this new
technology has a disorientating effect on the senses (Virilio 1994: 63). With a
'post-modem circularity, football does indeed ‘come home’.




