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The expendibles: do sports people
really assume the risk of injury?!

Part two?

by Steve Cornelius?

Consent as a defence is not without re-
striction and will apply only if the defend-
ant can prove that the plaintiff’s conduct
meets all the requirements for the defence.
This is where consent to injury, as a de-
fence in the context of sports, becomes
increasingly problematic.

The first requirement is that the consent-
ing party must have the capacity to act.
This means that the party concerned
should have the mental capacity to under-
stand the risks involved and the ability to
appreciate the consequences if such risks
should be realised.* But it is not necessary
that the party concerned should have full
contractual capacity.

The position in respect of consent where
children are involved, however, is not
clearly defined yet.> Where a child cannot
legally grant consent himself, the parent
or legal guardian may consent on behalf
of the child.® But it should be kept in mind
that, in every matter that affects a child, the
overarching principle is the best interest of
the child.” It is by no means inconceivable
that a court may find that the decision,
whether by the child himself, whether by a
parent or legal guardian, to participate in a
certain sport, like boxing or rugby, and the
apparent consent to injury associated with
that, is not in the best interest of the child
and, therefore, does not provide valid con-
sent to injury. Consequently, consent as a
defence where children are involved, is
questionable.

Secondly, consent must be given freely.
This means that a party can consent only if
that party is aware of the risk, understands
the risk and freely agrees to accept the
risk. In Union National South British In-
surance Co Ltd v. South African Railways
and Harbours®, Diemont JA®, however,
suggested that an employee or contractor
is required by the employment contract to

take the risks associated with their work
and workplace and, therefore, cannot con-
sent freely to the risk concerned. Such an
approach makes sense, because to hold
differently, would be in direct conflict
with international treaties and local legis-
lation on occupational health and safety.!°
Since professional players, at least as far
as team sports are concerned, are gener-
ally regarded as employees of the various
sports clubs or federations,'' this would
mean that consent to injury in the context
of professional sport cannot justify other-
wise unlawful conduct.

Thirdly, the permission must be granted
with full knowledge of the extent of any
possible harm or risk.'?

Fourthly, the player must fully appreciate
what the nature and extent of any obtru-
sion can be.'? In other words, a player par-
ticipating in sports must be aware of the
risks normally associated with the particu-
lar sport, but must also understand what
the consequences would be if the risk is
actually realised. This aspect formed the
basis for a claim that several retired foot-
ball players instituted in the United States
against the National Football League
(NFL)." The players claimed that the NFL
was aware of the dangers and long-term
side-effects of concussions in football
at all levels and that the NFL sought to
downplay or conceal those risks.'> There
could, consequently, not be any sugges-
tion that those football players would have
consented to the risks of concussion when
they played football. It is, therefore, little
wonder that the NFL settled the case for
USS$ 675 million.'

More and more studies are also starting
to shed light on the extent of sports in-
juries and it seems that the problem may
be worse than originally thought.!” This,
in itself, means that participants may not
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understand the risks normally associated
with their sports or what consequences,
in particular, long-term consequences, can
result if the risk actually occurs.

Here one should also ask whether a novice
or social player can ever be aware of the
extent of any possible harm or risks as-
sociated with their sports. One can rightly
ask whether a novice or social player can
fully appreciate the nature and extent of
any obtrusion if the risk is realized. In-
jury is the world’s largest single terminal
and non-terminal medical condition from
which people between the ages of 5 and
44 suffer.'® In addition, it was found that
sports-related injuries in the US make up
as much as 16% of all injuries treated in
hospital.’® In children between the ages
of 10 and 14 years, the figure goes up to
46% of injuries, and among young people
between 15 and 19 years, sports-related
injuries make up 31% of all injuries.”® In
other words, the risk of injury in sports is
quite high and it is highly questionable
whether any social player or beginner
cannot foresee that participation in social
or organised sports exposes them to such
risks of injury.

Fifthly, the party concerned must indeed
agree to the risk of harm or injury. As
mentioned above, consent can be inferred
from the facts and is usually found to exist
if a party understands the nature and ex-
tent of the risk, as well as the consequenc-
es if harm may befall him.?! “Knowledge,
appreciation, consent,” as Chief Justice
Innes put it in Waring and Gillow Ltd v.
Sherborne.”

Finally, the consent must be lawful.? This
means that the relevant consent must be
acceptable according to the legal convic-
tions of society. As far as sports are con-
cerned, consent to even relatively serious
injuries is admissible if the player causing
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the injury plays according to the rules of
the sport.*

But it is sometimes said that a player also
consents to injury even if there is a trans-
gression of the rules, provided that the
kind of conduct can be accepted as inher-
ent in the sport concerned.” This cannot
be correct. As already mentioned, consent
requires that a player must be aware of the
nature and extent of the risk to which he
is exposed.”® Where a player plays in ac-
cordance with the rules and an opponent
gets injured, one can argue that both the
player and the opponent had the oppor-
tunity beforehand to consider the rules
of the relevant sports and consciously or
subconsciously appreciate the risks asso-
ciated with that sport. In the case, where
a player transgresses the rules of the par-
ticular sport and in the process an oppo-
nent gets hurt, it is problematic to argue
that the player and the opponent could
foresee certain transgressions as inherent
in the sport and will necessarily assume
the risks associated with such transgres-
sions. By definition, play according to the
rules is limited and it is largely possible to
anticipate the risks involved. By contrast,
the possible ways in which the rules of the
game can be transgressed, are endless and
it is, therefore, not possible to appreciate
the risks associated with foul play. In ad-
dition, transgression of the same rule can
have a different impact from one case to the
next. In rugby, for instance, a high tackle,
where the defensive player grabs the ball
carrier by the neck, is unlawful.?” Where
the game is fairly static and the defender
holds the ball carrier by the neck while
both players stay on their feet, the rule is
being infringed, but the risk of injury is
quite low. Where both players, however,
run at full speed in opposite directions and
the defender then grabs the ball carrier by
the neck, it is extremely dangerous and
the risk of serious or even life-threatening
injury is very high. To say that a player ac-
cepts the risk of injury in the first instance,
but not in the second example, requires a
value judgment that is not compatible with
any of the requirements for consent as de-
fence against a claim.

A further problem arises where a player
deliberately contravenes a rule and an op-
ponent is injured in the process. If consent
can also relate to certain transgressions of
the rules, it would be irrelevant, whether
the transgression occurred intentionally
or due to over-eagerness, loss of concen-
tration, lack of skill or fatigue. After all,
a rugby player, who plays strictly within
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the rules of the game, acts with clear intent
when he tackles an opponent or a boxer
fighting within the rules, clearly intends
to punch his opponent. If consent could
also relate to transgressions of the rules,
a boxer, who deliberately punches his op-
ponent below the belt, or a rugby forward
who deliberately collapses a scrum so that
an opponent gets injured, would be able to
raise consent as a defence against a claim
for the resulting injury. It is difficult to see
how this problem can be resolved under
the legal requirements for valid consent.

The controversy can also be explained on
the basis of another, non-sports example.
A person wishes to enter residential prem-
ises and finds at the gate a notice: “Beware
of the dog”. The position of the person
entering the premises compared to the
person who remains at the gate, must be
considered. The person entering the prem-
ises, assumes the risk that there is indeed
a dog on the premises and that the dog can
actually be dangerous and it can attack
and bite. This person may find an angry
Chihuahua on the premises that rips the
seam of his trousers. Or he may encounter
an aggressive Rottweiler that mauls him,
so that hospital treatment is required. It is
equally possible that the person may find
absolutely no dog on the premises, or per-
haps only an overly friendly old Poodle
which can do no harm, except perhaps by
drooling on his shoes. Regardless of what
the reality is, by entering the premises, the
person accepts the risk that there might be
a dog and that he may get bitten.?®

For the person who remains at the gate,
there is realistically the risk that the dog
concerned might even bite him outside
the premises. This can happen because
the dog jumps the fence, or there may be
a hole in the fence, or someone may have
left a gate open. Or the person can stand
too close to the fence or maybe peer over
the fence, with the result that the dog grabs
hold of him through or over the fence. The
reason is not really important. The point is
that it is not reasonable to now say that the
person who remains at the gate, assumes
the risk that the dog can bite him outside
the premises.

In sport, transgression of the rules, which
leads to the injury of a player, can be com-
pared to the dog that bites the person who
remains at the gate. It cannot be said that
the person at the gate in the case of the
dog, or the player in the case of sports,
consented to that risk. This does not mean
that every person who transgresses the
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rules and in the process injures another
player, is necessarily liable. Where a play-
er transgresses the rules because of over-
eagerness, loss of concentration, lack of
skill or fatigue and in the process an oppo-
nent is injured, and the kind of behaviour
can be accepted as inherent or reasonably
expected in the particular sport, it can be
said that the offender has not acted with
negligence. In the absence of negligence
there can, in general, be no liability where
a player injures an opponent.

Similarly, where a player knowingly vio-
lates the rules and in the process an op-
ponent is injured, that amounts to battery
and such a player cannot raise consent as
a defence. That is why a rugby player was
held liable in Roux v. Hattingh? for an in-
jury to an opponent. In this case, during
a rugby match, the appellant intentionally
and in violation of applicable rules, forced
his head to the right and into the wrong
channel during a scrum. The respond-
ent sustained a serious neck injury in the
process. The court rejected the defence of
consent, because the appellant committed
a flagrant violation of the rules.

The comment of Brand JA¥ that even
where a player deliberately violates the
rules and in the process another player
gets injured, may be excused in certain
cases based on consent, cannot be sup-
ported. This condones wilful misconduct
and is contrary to the established principle
that a party cannot evade liability for its
own wilful misconduct.’! It is also con-
trary to the applicable common law prin-
ciples in South Africa. Voet® explains, for
example, that someone is not liable for
injuries sustained during a public match if
the injuries were not inflicted animus no-
cendi (with ill intent). It can hardly be said
that a player, who deliberately breaks the
rules, is not playing with ill intent.

Moreover, such an approach is also dia-
metrically opposed to the principles of
fundamental rights in South Africa. Sec-
tion 12 (1) of the Constitution’® states
that everyone has the right to liberty and
security of person and this includes the
rights to be free from all forms of vio-
lence, whether public, whether from pri-
vate sources.** In addition, section 12 (2)
provides that everyone has the right to
bodily and psychological integrity, which
includes security and control over their
own bodies.*

Although the parties may, to a large extent,
waive their rights under the Constitution, ¢



any such waiver is always construed nar-
rowly so that we deviate as little as pos-
sible from the existing legal rules and the
relevant rights may be disregarded as lit-
tle as possible.’” Such a narrow approach
would necessitate some degree of consent
that can relate only to the risks inherent
in the game which takes place strictly ac-
cording to the rules.

One should also keep in mind that organ-
ised sport takes place in accordance with
some complex contractual relationships.?*
A conscious disregard of a rule in sport is,
therefore, not only wilful misconduct, it
also amounts to the deliberate breach of
a contractual obligation to play a certain
way. Thirdly such an approach would also
undermine attempts by sports federations
to improve the safety of players. In South
Africa art. 6 (1) of the Sports and Recrea-
tion Act® states:

“National federations must assume full
responsibility for the safety issues within
their sport and recreation disciplines.”

One way in which sports federations ad-
dress safety issues in their sport is by
regular reviews of the rules to eliminate
dangerous play. The Laws of the Game of
Rugby Union, for example, provides in
law 10:

“Foul play is anything a player does
within the playing enclosure that is
against the letter and spirit of the Laws
of the Game. It includes obstruction, un-
fair play, repeated infringements, dan-
gerous play and misconduct which is
prejudicial to the Game.”

Law 10 lists certain kinds of dangerous
play, in addition to other violations, that
are particularly unlawful. It is significant
that law 10 refers to the “letter and spirit
of the rules” of the game and by no means
accepts the “customs and culture” of the
game. In other words, the rules themselves
require only play in accordance with the
rules and transgressions of the rules are
not permitted. Why would the legal posi-
tion be any different? In this regard Opie*
correctly remarks:*!

“If the contact was deliberate then bat-
tery would be committed and, in par-
ticular, the plaintiff would be considered
not to have consented to any intentional
contact in deliberate breach of a rule
designed to protect player safety.”

Consequently, it is not legally tenable that

transgressions of the rules can be con-
doned under the guise of consent to injury,
and it cannot, as Brand JA* would have
it, be said that the public interest accepts
even conscious violations of the rules as
incidental to or something inherent in
sport.

Opie* believes that ordinary principles of
torts should be applied to sport and that a
player’s behaviour on the field should be
assessed on the basis of what is reason-
able in the relevant circumstances of the
particular sport. The value judgment con-
cerning consent in the case of foul play,
as occurred in Roux v. Hattingh*, where
the court had to decide whether a flagrant
breach of the rules has been committed,
can be avoided in this way. A court should
simply apply the ordinary principles of
the law of torts, in particular negligence,
where conduct can generally be expected
in a particular sport.

In fact, in the majority of cases where
claims on the basis of sports injuries were
considered, the judges clouded the dis-
course on this issue because they often
alluded to the assumption of risk which
participation in sports supposes. But when
the comments are analysed, it becomes
clear that the courts decided the various
cases mainly on the basis of the ordinary
principles of negligence.

This is the approach the court followed
in Van Wyk v. Thrills Incorporated (Pty)
Ltd®, where a spectator was fatally in-
jured when a racing car crashed through a
gate. The court held that the defendant had
taken reasonable precautions to ensure the
safety of spectators and did not even con-
sider the defence of consent.*® This is also
the reason why the claim of the golfer in
Clark v. Welsh*" was unsuccessful. Even
in the Australian decision Agar v. Hyde
Chief Justice Gleeson remarks that:*®

“After all, opposing players can already
sue each other for intentionally and
negligently inflicted injuries; they can
sue the referee for negligent failure to
enforce the rules; and the sports admin-
istrator that dons the mantle of an oc-
cupier assumes well-established duties
of care towards players, spectators and
(in the case of golf clubs) neighbours. A
duty of care is not negated merely be-
cause participation in the sport is vol-
untary.”

Even in the earlier Australian case of
Rootes v. Shelton®, Judge Kito explained
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that the defendant’s conduct that led to the
injury of the plaintiff must be weighed
against what would be reasonable in all
the circumstances of the case. Lord Don-
aldson refers with approval to this ap-
proach in the English case of Condon v.
Basi, where he found a footballer liable
for causing an injury to an opponent.*° The
same standard of negligence was applied
earlier by Judge Wrangham in Simms v.
Leigh Rugby Football Club Ltd®' when
he held? that the club was not liable for
the injury to the player. It was also ap-
plied where the courts in Smoldon v. Whit-
worth> and Vowles v. Evans> found that
referees were liable for injuries sustained
by players after the referees had failed to
apply certain rules strictly.

In Germany also, the Federal Supreme
Court55 had to determine whether a bas-
ketball player could be liable under art.
823 of the German Civil Code (BGB) for
injuries sustained by an opponent. A per-
sonal foul occurs when a player, contrary
to the rules of the game, makes physical
contact with an opponent by bumping,
punching, or blocking him, etc. The court
had to determine whether the particular
player, who committed the foul, was neg-
ligent as contemplated in art. 276 BGB.
The court held that not every minor in-
fraction of the rules would be considered
negligent. It is clear that any basketball
player, who competes for the ball, will
occasionally commit personal fouls. Ac-
cordingly, a player cannot be held liable
for injuries arising from conduct which is
a fairly common occurrence in the sport
and is, therefore, reasonable.

Despite what is often said,”® it would,
therefore, appear that the courts in vari-
ous jurisdictions have moved away from
the premise that participants consent to
the risks associated with the sports. On the
contrary, in more and more cases, the prin-
ciple is being diluted or simply ignored.

In South Africa, the defence of consent
to injury has only once been successfully
raised in a case concerning liability due
to a sports injury.”” Even then, the use
of consent to injury as a defence can be
questioned. If a player accidentally and in
a reasonable way injures an opponent, as
Judge Kotze found,’® there is no question
of negligence and the player can conse-
quently not be held liable for the injury
to his opponent. This is probably what
Judge Kotze hinted at when he explained®
that no wrongful act had been committed
against the plaintiff as an incident which
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can reasonably be expected to occur in a
game of squash, does not constitute neg-
ligence.

In view of what is set out above, it is clear
that consent to injury in the context of
sport, particularly in cases where the rules
of the game are broken, rests on rather
shaky foundations.

Extent of sports injuries

There is still one more policy considera-
tion that should sound the final death knell
for consent to injury as a defence against
a claim for sports injuries. Statistics show
that sport, especially professional sport,
today is one of the most hazardous activi-
ties in which a person can participate.

A study of current and former professional
football players conducted in 2013 by the
Féderation Internationale des Associa-
tions de Footballeurs Professionnels (FIF-
Pro) has revealed that 32% of current foot-
ball players have suffered severe injuries
and 22% had undergone surgery to repair
those injuries.®® The study also revealed
that 17% of players have suffered three or
more severe injuries and 18% have had to
undergo three or more surgeries.® Among
former players, 80% have had at least one
severe injury during their playing career,
while 70% have had to undergo at least
one surgery to repair such injuries.”? A
follow-up study in 2014 involving current
and former players from eleven countries,
revealed that the players had, on average,
experienced three severe injuries and two
surgeries during their football careers.®

When the number of injuries that results in
a player taking time off from “work™” (i.e.
from training and/or matches) is reviewed,
an even bleaker picture begins to form. The
injury rate in English professional football
is 8.5 “time loss” injuries per 1,000 work-
ing hours.** When only matches are taken
into consideration, the injury rate is 27.7
injuries per 1,000 hours.%

In professional rugby, the injury rate is
13.6 injuries per 1,000 hours.®® During
matches, the injury rate is as high as 81 in-
juries per 1,000 hours.” A study of South
African rugby players during the 2012 Su-
per Rugby tournament, in which profes-
sional teams from South Africa, New Zea-
land and Australia participated, shows that
the injury rate among professional rugby
players in this tournament is 9.2 injuries
per 1000 hours.®® The injury rate during
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matches was 83.3 per 1000 hours, while
2.1 injuries were recorded per 1,000 hours
during training.®

If one considers that the average injury
rate in the South African mining industry,
which is particularly hazardous, because
of the depths at which some operations
take place, is 2.6 injuries per one million
hours,”® it becomes apparent that sport
is facing an injury crisis. The risk that a
rugby player can sustain an injury during a
match that will require absence from train-
ing and/or matches, is about 4,000 to 5,000
times higher than the risk of a miner sus-
taining an injury that will require absence
from work. If the mining industry would
record between 9,000 and 14,000 injuries
per one million hours, as professional rug-
by effectively does if one does the maths,
it would not only be viewed as a national
disaster, but the mining industry would
not be able to bear the economic burden.
In addition, it is inconceivable that state
authorities would not urgently intervene
to improve safety and protect the interests
of workers. And it is inconceivable that
courts should find that mining companies
are not liable to workers for such injuries.
So why is the extremely high rate of in-
juries in sport then seemingly acceptable?
As the daughter of professional football
player Jeff Astle remarked after his death
at a tender age of 54 years:”!

“The coroner ruled industrial disease,
dad’s job had killed him and in any
other profession that would have had
earthquake-like repercussions, but not
football. It was like [The FA] were trying
to wriggle out of it and thats wrong. "

However, this is by no means the full pic-
ture. The statistics also show, in contrast
to other industries, where the safety record
has improved, that the number of injuries
in sport has increased dramatically over
the past decades. In the United States, it
was found that sports injuries increased
disproportionately. In 1955, only 1.4% of
all injuries requiring hospital treatment
were sports injuries, but, by 2001, sports
injuries accounted for 16% of all injuries
treated in hospitals.”

One explanation may be that more people
are physically active today and participate
in sport, but this cannot explain the full
extent of the increase. The same trend is
also evident elsewhere. In Australia, it was
found that the number of injuries sustained
by international rugby players increased
from 47 injuries per 1,000 hours dur-
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ing the period 1994-1995, to 74 injuries
per 1,000 hours during the period 1996-
2000.7* In Scotland, it was found that the
percentage of senior players in club rugby
who were injured increased from 27% of
players during the period 1993-1994 to
47% of players during the period 1997-
1998.7 In addition the injury rate in Scot-
tish rugby during 2008-2009 stood at 100
injuries per 1,000 hours.”

One explanation may be that rugby was an
amateur sport prior to 1995, but became
a professional sport in 1995.77 However,
it can once again not be the only reason
for the drastic increase in injuries. And the
counter-argument could be that one would
expect professional players to be fitter
and better conditioned and, therefore, less
prone to injury.

In addition, the FIFPro study’® has shown
that 38% of current football players and
35% of former players suffer from mental
illness. By contrast, less than 17% of the
general population show the same symp-
toms. The study also showed that players,
who have suffered three or more severe in-
juries, are four times more likely to report
mental problems than other players.”

All of this just confirms yet again the no-
tion that athletes are seen as expendable
commodities and injuries are viewed as
an acceptable and inevitable by-product
of sport.®” Lawyers try in vain to justify
it with volenti non fit injuria, consent to
injury or assumption of the risk of injury.
But in view of the high premium that hu-
man rights instruments everywhere attach
to bodily integrity and the focus today
that falls more on occupational health and
safety, this mentality just cannot be toler-
ated anymore.®!

Federations sit, as far as the frightening
extent of sports injuries is concerned, on
a ticking time bomb that threatens to ex-
plode spectacularly when former players
begin to make demands for long-term side
effects of sports injuries they sustained
during their playing careers. For some
sports federations, such as the NFL in the
United States, at least as far as concussion
is concerned, time has already run out, and
it will put the NFL almost US$ 1 billion
out of pocket if legal fees and other costs,
such as fees for medical tests, are taken
into account in addition to the settlement
amount.*?

This is just one medical condition, and
there is every possibility that former play-



ers suffering from other medical condi-
tions such as degenerative musculoskel-
etal conditions caused by overuse, could
also institute claims to compensate them
for such conditions. And this is just one
sport. The possibility exists that other
sports may be the target of similar claims.
And there is no reason why claims will
be limited to former players. In fact, the
writing is already on the wall. Athletics
South Africa has already learned this pain-
ful lesson and was brought to the verge of
bankruptcy after the pole-vaulter Jan Blig-
naut, who sustained head injuries in a fall
during the pole vault event at a track and
field meeting, succeeded with a claim for
ZAR 10 million against Athletics South
Africa.®

In addition, ice hockey players in the
United States have followed the exam-
ple of their football colleagues and begun
legal action against the National Hockey
League,® while two professional wrestlers
also initiated legal action because of head
injuries against World Wrestling Enter-
tainment.® In addition, football authori-
ties in England have recently been warned
that they may face a flood of claims if
team managers do not do more to give
concussed players sufficient rest.®® There
are already indications that former rugby
players are beginning to blame the sport
for long-term conditions of the brain due
to concussion sustained on the playing
field.¥” Time will tell whether these play-
ers follow the example of their American
colleagues and eventually take legal ac-
tion against the rugby authorities.

Conclusions

Sport can no longer hide behind consent
to injury or assumption of risk of injury.
As indicated above, the defence is, in any
case, problematic in the context of sport
and it is not so clear that the defence
should find any application whatsoever in
the context of sport. Chief Justice Gleeson
summaries it nicely in Agar v. Hyde:®®

“Voluntary participation in a sporting
activity does not imply an assumption of
any risk which might be associated with
the activity, so as to negate the existence
of a duty of care in any other participant
or in any person in any way involved in
or connected with the activity.”

As Opie® rightly points out, it appears

that courts in the past have largely con-
fused the discourse on liability for sports

10

injuries by referring to the risks associated
with sports which players apparently as-
sume when they participate in sport. At
the same time, only a few cases have, in
fact, been decided on the basis of consent
to injury and even in those cases the usual
principles of negligence would probably
have yielded the same results.”®

Sports federations establish the rules ac-
cording to which each sport is played and
it is, consequently, within their control to
introduce the necessary rule changes or
other measures to improve the safety of
players.

Motorsport is a good example of what
can be done. Where everybody seemed
resigned to the fact that motorsport is
dangerous and drivers would inevitably,
from time to time, die in Formula 1,°! sev-
eral safety measures were gradually intro-
duced since the 1980s, with the result that,
in more than 20 years since the Italian
Grand Prix at Monza in 1994 when Ro-
land Ratzenberger died in a crash during
practice and Ayrton Senna died in a crash
during the race, Formula 1 has had no
further deaths until Jules Bianchi died in
2015 from injuries he sustained in a freak
accident during the Japanese Formula 1
Grand Prix on 5 October 2014.2

Other sports are also beginning to focus
more and more on player safety. World
Rugby for example, adopted a policy on
dealing with concussion and established a
separate website dedicated to player wel-
fare, with detailed information on concus-
sion and other injuries and slogans, such
as “recognise and remove, if in doubt sit
them out”.*?

These are all positive steps, but more
needs to be done to bring the excessively
high number of injuries in sports under
control. If federations do not take decisive
action, their survival may be threatened
by claims for damages and compensation
for sports injuries. Athletics South Africa
and the NFL in the United States have
already learnt this lesson.”* It is time for
other sports federations to take note and
get their houses in order.
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