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Modernization or Hegemony:
Two Views on Sport and Social
Development

Richard S. Gruneau

Introduction

When Canadians consider the history of sport, they most often
think about famous sports personalities from the past, changes in
rules or styles of play, or the history of specific leagues, teams,
and clubs. For a long time this was the only kind of sport history
being written. Over the past twenty years, however, sociologists
and historians have begun to write a different kind of sport history,
one that focuses more broadly on the changing social aspects of
sport in Canadian society.

The growing interest in the social history of sport in
Canada has parallels in other western societies, and a substantial
international literature has developed in the subject. This litera-,
ture has provided considerable insight into how and why sport \
in western countries has developed in the ways it has. Most of '
these insights have been derived from a very simple idea: that the
primary focus of any adequate social or cultural history of sport
should be on relationships between sport and broader social
determinants in the society at large.

Industrialization and urbanization are often singled out |
as the most notable of these social determinants. Modern sport
has been widely viewed as a cultural by-product of the techno-
logical and social changes associated with the development of an
urban and industrial society (see, for example, Betts, 1974). These’
changes are said to have undermined the basis for older “pre-
industrial” forms of sports practices while creating the conditions
necessary for the emergence of modern sport.
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Yet, beyond reference to technological pressures, few
writers have been either specific enough or detailed enough about
the precise ways in which industrialization and urbanization have
transformed sport in western societies. As Adelman (1986) has
noted, too often the concepts of industrialization and urbaniza-
tion have been used merely as abstractions whose apparent influ-
ences on sport are treated as self-evident. Furthermore, there often
seems to have been a confusion of cause and effect in discussions
of industrial development, and the comparative impact of indus-
trialization as opposed to urbanization is rarely sorted out. Adding
up all the little bits of causation seemingly associated with the
impact of industrialization and urbanization on sport can tell only
part of the story. Any fully developed analysis of the social devel-
opment of sport in western societies should be more broadly
theorized.

A number of recent historians and sociologists have been
sensitive to the need for a broader theoretical analysis of sport
and social development (Dunning, 1973; Dunning and Sheard,
1979; Guttmann, 1978; Adelman, 1986). These writers all empha-
size how the understanding of sport as a simple reflection of tech-

' nological innovation, or of seemingly related changes in social

' organization, has proven to be extremely limiting. They offer a

more complex analysis of sport in the context of the transforma-
tion of pre-industrial to industrial societies.

The ideas and theoretical arguments which have most
influenced sociological and historical writing on the social devel-
opment of western sport have an important coherence and a

-common origin. They are expressions of a “general theory of indus-

trial society,” many of whose assumptions and central concepts
have been almost taken for granted in contemporary sociology and
historiography. These assumptions and concepts need to be
examined critically; as well, a complementary, and in some cases
alternative, set of ideas from which to analyse the emergence of
modern sport in western societies should be introduced.

Industrial Society and the ‘“Modernization’’ of Sport:
the Theory of Industrial Society

This general theory of industrial society is not a conception that
can be tied to any one author. Rather, as Anthony Giddens (1977,
1982) has suggested, it is a composite of ideas stemming from many
sources and expressed in quite different ways by various social
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theorists and historians. At the risk of excessive simplification,
however, it is possible to characterize the model of social devel-
opment associated with this “theory.”

According to the theory, an older type of society existed
prior to industrialization and its organizing structures and values
were quite different from our own. Based primarily upon agrar-
ian production, it featured a less specialized division of labour than
that which exists today. This type of society could be termed “‘tra-
ditional society” because its social order was heavily based on
tradition, superstition, and religious ritual. Family and commu-
nity, labour, leisure, and religion were all highly interconnected
features of localized cultural expression and it was often difficult
to uncover any boundaries between them. The administration of
social life was highly decentralized and tied to a clearly deline-
ated and paternalistic social hierarchy. People were born into this
hierarchy and rarely moved beyond their predetermined place
within it. The dominant values in this social formation empha-
sized collective duties and obligations rather than individual
“rights”” and there was a tendency to view the existing order as
a natural expression of how human beings should live.

Industrialization, the argument runs, emerged out of this !
context due to some combination of new ways of thinking about !

society, innovations in technology, and changes in the demogra-
phic composition of pre-industrial societies. Experimentation and
the attempts to understand and control nature gave cultural sup-
port to a rational scepticism which helped to undermine the
powers of religion and sacred ritual. The extension of this ration-
al scepticism from the analysis of nature to the analysis of society
helped pave the way for the idea that social order was made by
humans rather than being something natural and inevitable. If it
was possible to alter and control the natural world, then, pre-
sumably, it was possible for people to alter and control the social
world as well. Innovations in technology and new, more secular
religions helped to expand the continuing breakdown of tradition.
New markets and trade routes were opened up as a result of tech-
nological improvements in transportation, production, and war-

fare; as well, a growing “middle” class of merchants, shopkeepers, |

and artisans began to emerge as a new social force.

The emergence of new occupations that were not tied to
the land, coupled with new forms of technology in production,
led to increased complexity and specialization in the division
of labour and the beginnings of greater centralization of eco-
nomic and administrative functions in towns. Related to this, the
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argument continues, people who had to earn their living by selling
or making products began to resent the absence of individual rights
in social and political life. New individualist philosophies which
valued the free market began to emerge, and groups began cam-
paigns to entrench individual “freedoms,” such as the right to own

' property, freedom of speech, and freedom of representation, in

the emerging structures of the modern liberal-democratic state.
Meanwhile, the introduction of full-scale industrial production
fuelled the expansion of new opportunities and initiated a gen-
eralized population movement from countryside to city. The devel-
oping urban-industrial society became less localized, more
cosmopolitan, and the values of individual autonomy and achieve-
ment began to take precedence over, and ultimately came to
replace, older values of social ascription. Industrial technology
also produced unprecedented material affluence and created a
separate and expanding sphere of “leisure time” in western
societies.

Within this framework it has been possible to depict the
social development of western sport as a manifestation of a broad-
er transformation from “traditional” agrarian to “modern” indus-
trial societies. Accompanying the movement from one type of
society to another, the argument runs, has been a parallel move-
ment between fundamentally different types of sports practices.
As this has occurred, traditional sports practices in pre-industrial
societies have been replaced by the new world of modern sport.

Social Characteristics of “Traditional’”’ and

“Modern’’ Sport

What are the allegedly typical characteristics of ““tradi-
tional” and “modern” sport? In recent years, several extremely
useful inventories have been compiled (see, for example, Dunning,
1973; Guttmann, 1978; Adelman, 1986). Different writers have
emphasized some characteristics more than others, but overall
there appears to be widespread agreement on the differing fea-
tures of “traditional” versus “modern’ sport.

Traditional sport, it is often said, tended to be periodic,
unorganized, localized in specific communities, and governed by
differing and often competing rules. There were no widely agreed
upon ways of playing, no controlling organizational bodies, and
little sense of sport as an institutionally distinct activity. Rather,
traditional sport, as either a “folk’ or “elite” recreational pastime,
was closely interwoven with established conventions of ritual and
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social hierarchy (e.g., the social class structure and paternalistic .
authority) as well as the daily and seasonal rhythms of domestic
and agrarian production, entertainment, and religious festivals.

“Modern” sport, by contrast, appears to be fundamentally
different — a measure of its association with the broader social
transformation of western societies. Modern sport is vastly more
organized, highly structured, and regulated than was sport in the
past. Unorganized, periodic, and localized forms of individual and
community-based expressions of pleasure, entertainment, physi-
cal prowess, and ritual display have been replaced by an elabo-
rate system of regionally, nationally, and internationally scheduled
activities. As this has occurred, sport at the highest levels has
become more specialized, bureaucratized, and oriented to the
values of individual achievement expressed through the pursuit
of “the record.” Sports participation generally appears to have
become more popularized and accessible as a form of leisure activ-
ity and it has developed an institutional character all its own. °
Related to this, modern sport has come to figure prominently in
a vast array of contemporary social, political, and economic objec-
tives such as education, health promotion, political image-making,
and the pursuit of profits through mass entertainment.

The concept of institutionalization is not strictly limited
to applications of the theory of industrial society and it is not
always mentioned in conventional discussions of the “typical”
characteristics of modern sport. However, the concept can be indi-
rectly associated with many of the key features usually noted by
writers in their discussions of the transition from ‘““traditional”
to “modern’’ sports forms and practices. Sport in the past was
closely interwoven with other prominent features of social life,
including other institutions. But the development of a distinct
institutional character to sport itself, as a whole and seemingly
coherent field of social and cultural practice, clearly appears to
be a uniquely modern phenomenon.

Sociologists have used the word ““institution” to refer to
distinctive patterns and rules of conduct that persist in a recog-
nizably similar form across wide spans of time and which repre-
sent established and widely accepted ways of doing things in
society (see Giddens, 1982:10, and Gruneau, 1976b:20-21). The
institutionalization of modern sport can be usefully understood
as a process whereby one particular set of patterns and rules of
conduct has gradually emerged to define and regulate our con-
temporary sense of what sport is and how it should legitimately
be played. Over the past hundred years in particular, one dominant
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way of playing has tended to be seen as the way of playing,
and certain recreational and contest activities have come to be
defined as legitimate sport while others have not,

Three subprocesses are often noted as central features in
the institutionalization of modern sport: codification, organiza-
tion, and legitimation. Codification simply refers to the process
whereby sports pastimes have gone from informal regulation by
local and, in many cases, oral traditions, to a system based on
written rules that have a more universal acceptance. The emer-
gence of modern sport is often said to have been dependent on
a movement from local variations in rules, games, and styles of
play to more universal and widely accepted practices. Formal
organizations, such as clubs, leagues, or national associations, have
been the primary vehicles for this transformation. The codifica-
tion of rules required the establishment of formal bodies that could
act as the custodians of sports regulations and provide “proper”’
channels for their modification. It was also necessary for these
organizations to legitimize particular practices in an attempt to
build public support for particular ways of playing.

Modernization and the Forces of Rationalization

But why did all this occur? The answer to this question
lies in the sources of change identified within the theory of indus-
trial society as a whole. The emphasis here is on the combined
role of ideas, attitudes, and technological innovation. Modern
societies are only made possible in this theory by the break-
down of tradition. Pre-industrial social life based on ascription
and backward-looking tradition can only be superseded by
the development of a new “rational” industrial order based on
achievement.

The clearest expression of these arguments in the sports
literature can be found in Guttmann’s highly influential book From
Ritual to Record: The Nature of Modern Sports (1978). He argues
that the transformation from traditional to modern sport can be
viewed as one of many cultural expressions of the expansion of
the scientific world view in western societies. According to
Guttmann, this world view helped to undermine the ritualistic tie
between sport and tradition. It also underlay the development of
a new kind of rationality in sport — a rationality that culminated
in the creation of sports organizations, and in the emergence of
modern instrumentalities (politics, economics, etc.) in the field of
sports practices.
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Guttmann’s analysis draws its strength from a perspec-
tive that looks beyond the immediate causal impact.of techno-
logical innovations in production, and the accompanying growt’h
of cities, on the social development of modern sport. Guttn}apn s
reliance on a two-stage model of development betwee?n dl?tln'Ct
social types, and the emergence of new forms (?f ratlox}allty in
industrial societies, owes a debt to several classical social theo-
rists, most notably the German sociologist Max Weber. Bu.t there
is also a loose compatibility here with a number of othgr impor-
tant assumptions often lodged in the cluster of ide.as Wthh‘ make
up the general theory of industrial society described earlier.

Background Assumptions and Contingent Arguments

These assumptions are usually linked to five major types
of argument. Writers whose work can be related to the general
theory of industrial society often advance at least some (but not
necessarily all) of the following notions (this discussion adapts
some of the ideas discussed in Giddens, 1982). .

(1) The transformation from pre-industrial to industrial,
or traditional to modern, societies has been an essentially progres-
sive movement in history and the ‘““modernization” of sport can
be understood in these terms. Despite numerous ongoing problems
(e.g., violence, drug-taking), it is argued that modgrn sport has
opened up many opportunities not previously available in pre-
industrial societies (e.g., the best athletes are more skilled than
ever before, sport has come to embody unprecedented degrees of
international co-operation).

(2) A continuing democratization of sport is widely noted
as one of the most important consequences of the development
of industrial societies based on values of individual achievement.
The breakdown of social ascription in modern society at large has
meant increased sports opportunities for poor people, women, and
minority and ethnic groups. It is sometimes argued as well that
upward mobility in sport (e.g., for black athletes) has actually
contributed to the broader democratizing tendencies of modern
life.

(3) The social development of modern sports formg and
practices tends to be viewed from this perspective as a “rat‘lo_nal
adaptation” made by voluntary actors, associations, gnd municipal
governments to the stresses and strains associated with the bx.‘oader
transition from pre-industrial to industrial societies. Urban indus-
trial society allegedly created new functional ‘‘needs” for the
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rational organization of games — needs which were met by the
emergence of sport as a modern institution.

(4) Maijor social conflicts in sport were simply a transi-
tory feature in the emergence of fully modern sports forms and
practices. Most of these early conflicts — for example, over the
legitimacy of “blood sports” such as cockfighting or bear-baiting,
or later, over amateurism and professionalism — were simply
growing pains in the “maturation” of modern sport. These con-
flicts often had a notable social class element but in modern indus-
trial societies where class conflicts are seen to have become
effectively eliminated, sport no longer has relevance as a sphere
of class conflict.

(5) Reliance on arguments associated with the general
theory of industrial society tends to lead inevitably to the suppo-
sition that the fundamental characteristics of sport are basically
similar throughout modern industrial societies.

One of the implications that stems from this last argument
is the suggestion that variations in sport in different societies can
be explained by the differing ways in which tradition and moder-
nity are intermingled in social life. The most technically advanced
societies, however, are generally depicted as the least “tradition-
al,” and it is in these societies, we are told, that one can find the
most modernized or “developed” forms of sports expression.
Modernization can easily be understood as equivalent to “west-
ernization” in this formulation, and a contrast has often been
drawn between “developed” western industrial societies and the
so-called “‘underdeveloped” societies of the Third World. From
this perspective, there has been a tendency to assume that the domi-
nant structures and meanings of sport in technologically advanced
societies will inevitably provide the model for sport in supposedly
“underdeveloped” societies.

Limits and Problems of Industrial Society Theories

Descriptive, Cultural, and E volutionary Biases

Sociologists and historians have used various concepts
and ideas associated with this theory of industrialization in many
different ways and with various levels of sophistication. Some of
these concepts and ideas — the “rationalization” of sport, for exam-
ple — have been extremely useful and have generated significant
insights into the social development of modern sports forms and
practices. Furthermore, individual research studies variously
associated with this perspective (not always consciously) have
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provided invaluable historical detail on a broad range of issues

and events.
Yet, it is not at the empirical level where the most cau-

tion needs to be exercised when assessing ideas fand concepts com-
monly associated with the general theory gf 1ndustrlal_ society.
Rather, the real problem lies in the underlying assumptions and
explanatory categories of the theory itself. Many of these assump-
tions and categories are highly problematic. At best they can be
said to have directed attention towards certain key research ques-
tions at the expense of other equally important ones. At worst the’y
have tended to become fused with the most hollow of lib'eral clichés
about the voluntary and consensual foundations of life in the west,
the extent of social progress and equality, and the alleged problems
of “underdevelopment’ elsewhere in the world.

In order to discuss some of these problems, this chapter
will focus initially upon the two-stage model of development. fr(?m
“traditional” to “modern’ society that provides the descriptive
core of the theory of industrial society. This model offer_s a
description of social change by abstracting the seemingly defini-
tive or dominant features of an earlier and quite different type of
social formation, and contrasting these with the dominant char-
acteristics of contemporary social life. As discussed earlier, thfa
same strategy can usefully be employed with respect to the identi-
fication of fundamental differences in the characteristics of sport
within these social formations. The virtue of this technique li(_es
in its ability to focus attention upon major epochs or phases in
JBhuian history and to convey the central organizing features qf
these phases in a simplified manner. It also allows the compari-
son of individual societies with the abstracted “ideal type” in order
to determine, and then to explain, the amount of similarity or
divergence between them. ‘ ‘

But people often forget that they are simply working with
an analytic model. The model tends to be taken at face value as
an essentially “known” set of conditions. In such cases, all that
remains is for historians and sociologists to track the passage of
social development from the one apparently known state to thg
other — for example, from traditional to modern sport. Thls
approach often lends itself to an overemphasis on the descriptive
“mapping” of changes rather than their explanation. It may also
result in overlooking extremely important differences between the
characteristics of sport at varying moments in the history of spe-
cific societies and those of the abstract models of “‘traditional”
and ‘“modern” sport.
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To illustrate this, the example of sport in both Canada and
the United States as “typically” modern activities will be con-
sidered. One of the seemingly modern characteristics of sport in
each case is the prevalence of large bureaucratic organizations
that are often geared towards meeting political goals. But a focus
on the similarities between these organizations and goals may
result in overlooking their striking differences. For instance, Cana.
dians have generally been much more willing to tolerate exten-
sive government involvement in sport over the past thirty years
than have Americans. As a result, the types of bureaucratic
organizations in sport, and their formal connections to the state,
differ markedly in the two cases, as do the political goals that are
often in question.

Even if these differences are recognized, the general
theory of industrial society explains them with respect to varia-
tions in degrees of “traditionalism” and “modernity” in each
country, or with respect to different cultural values. This is a
seriously inadequate view because it fails to identify the funda-
mental differences in the political and economic histories of each
country, especially with regard to Canada’s cultural and economic
dependency on the United States (see Kidd, 1982). Canada’s colo-
nial history and dependent relation to more powerful economies
and cultures have always created pressures for high levels of state
involvement throughout various aspects of the society, and have
sometimes led to a perceived “underdevelopment” of certain fea-
tures of Canadian cultural life. An emphasis on cultural and value
differences as an explanation of this is meaningless if taken out
of the context of shifting political/economic determinants.

There is also a problem in that the language of moderni-
zation often harbours an implied evolutionary viewpoint — a subtle
historicism which blinds us to the recognition that fundamentally
alternative practices, new ways of playing, or new meanings for
sport always have the potential to develop within any society —
even modern ones. When considering a simple transition from “tra-
ditional” to “modern” sport it is easy to forget this. After all, what
is it in history that comes after “modern’’? Some writers have pro-
posed the idea of “postmodern” societies, but there is an absurd-
ity about this concept which largely undermines its usefulness
(however, see Featherstone, 1985). The point here is that indus-
trial society theory too readily conveys the impression that the
development of sports practices in modern life is an essentially
completed phenomenon. All that might be expected in the future
are elaborations within the established and legitimated form.
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Alternative Categories: the Emergent, Dominant,
idual
?I'Illlg ;I)eeti‘sc‘gption noted above is based on highlg/ debatall)llf
premises. It greatly limits our capacity to cqncelvg 0 emgiczes,
rhaps even oppositional, ways of playing in modern so es,
pet identify conflicts between dominant and emergent tendenples
o 0odern sport. In some cases, it may also result in overloolgng.,
or rr?lisconstruing, the importance of social and cultural continui-
?ifas in sport. Modern societies's'till contain im‘E)ortgnt f’(’eszdfual
sports practices, styles, and tI‘alelOHS. Thq term rem(ciiga hre eri
to sports practices, styles, and b‘e!lefs effectively forrnef 1}? t ehpas
but which remain highly sigplflcant today. Sorn‘fz 0 dt ese have
largely become incorporated_lnto more typlcally mo ernd wa¥:
of playing (e.g., certain gambling and drlnklng”practlces and, mo ;
recently, older conceptions of “amateurism™). Others(inow f‘XIS
only on the margins of the dominant 1p§t1tut19nallze pra}%llce;
that define dominant conceptions of “1eg1t1matg sport (e.g., “bloo
sports” such as cockfighting or p1t-dqg flghtlng]'. o
Again, assuming that such residual practices are notice 1
at all, the temptation derived from the general theory of 1ndustr1&1f
society is to understand them simply as thfe lm’g,erlng ghostfs o
tradition — archaic remnants of the “irrational featt_lres of an
older, more hedonistic, popular culturfa, or of a .fad_lng,“ more
romantic approach to sports practices. With the contln_u}ng matu-
ration” of modern sport it is implied that these traditional rem-
nants will slowly disappear. For example, such an argument cquld
be invoked to explain how late nineteenth-centgry amateurism,
with its romantic rejection of commercialism and its moral emph'fl-
sis on gentlemanly behaviour, became transformed through sport’s
modernization in the twentieth century. .
Yet, these arguments and observatior.ls. would all b(? mis-
leading with respect to the changing c'omple.xmes of power in the
social development of sport in industrial societies. Talk of abstract
social or institutional “needs’ has tended to confuse the needs
and interests of specific groups of people with those of the whcﬁe
society (cf., Gruneau, 1976a; Hargreave.s,. 1982b). Furthermore, tne
idea of certain sports remnants of traditional life fadln.g naturally
into disuse in the face of the long march of modernization has
often led researchers to overlook the socially pr.oduced pressures
and limits that have actively pushed these practices to the cultural

periphery.
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Sport, Power, and Cultural Struggle

Tradition, of course, is an important factor to consider.
It is not completely inaccurate to view the residual sports prac-
tices still found throughout modern industrial societies as mani-
festations of more “traditional” forms of life. However, it is
necessary to add an analysis of the changing meanings and uses
of popular traditions by differing social groups in the history of
modern industrial societies. This analysis should also take up the
issue of the changing dynamics between dominant, residual, and
emergent social and cultural forms and practices at any given
historical moment.

When this is done, it becomes virtually impossible to con-
ceive of the history of sport as a series of rational or functionally
necessary adaptations to change, or as the consolidation of a con-
sensus rooted in the changing “normative structure” of society,
or even as the fully determined “product” of the relentless forces
of rationalization. The history of modern sport, as in all areas of
popular culture, is a history of cultural struggle. To paraphrase
Hall (1981:227), it is a history where some cultural forms and prac-
tices are driven out of the centre of popular life, actively margin-
alized, so that something else can take their place. In sport, the
focus of these struggles has been the monopolistic capacity to
define the dominant forms and meanings of sports practices and
the “legitimate” uses of time and the body (cf., Bourdieu, 1978;
Gruneau, 1983; Donnelly [forthcoming]).

Perhaps the most notable of these was the attempt
throughout western capitalist societies to actively police and to
“reform” the cultural practices of the new urban working classes.
In Canada, for example, the beginnings of notable urban growth
in Upper and Lower Canada during the first half of the nineteenth
century were accompanied by a whole set of regulations over
drinking hours, and types, times, and spaces for “allowable”
recreations. Play in the streets was made illegal, certain types of
violent sports practices such as cockfighting and bear-baiting were
banned, and game-playing on Sundays was prohibited. In addi-
tion to this, alternative forms of supposedly more “‘rational” recrea-
tion were developed in schools, clubs, and voluntary associations
(see Gruneau, 1983:93-108).

Yet older sports forms and practices did not die out. In
some cases, compromises were made, in others older traditions
were clung to and often took on an oppositional character in the
face of new forms of authority (see, for example, Palmer, 1979,
and DeLottinville, 1981-82). However, by the late nineteenth
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century the emerging institutionalized forms of sport had become
consolidated around the ideas of the moral usefulnfass of ga.rnes,1
middle-class respectability, and gentlemanly propriety. Rationa
recreation had expanded to include a V1qt9r1an 1deolog'y.of athlgt-
icism with its roots in the class-based traditions of the British public
school. However, at the very moment that the amateur codg e§tab-
lished its dominance through a network of Cl}le and associations, .
it was itself challenged by a set of cont?adlctory pressures gnd
by emergent commercial sports forms which proylded alterngtlves :
to the socially restrictive traditions of amateurism (for a discus-
sion of contradictory pressures within amateurism, see Gruneau;,
1983:108-123). . |

None of this occurred in any evolutionary way, nor did
it simply turn on the emergence of new fprms of rationality. The
ongoing marginalization of certain traditional spor‘t‘s pract’}ces or
their incorporation into more ‘‘respectable” and ‘““‘useful ways
of playing, the constitution of the domi'nant forms and practices
of sport around the concept of amateurism by the ltate nineteenth
century, and the emergence of alternative corpmermal sports were
all part of a broader process of cultural conflict and socu.al.change
in Canadian society. Within this broader process, thq specific strug-
gles of men and women, social classes, and racial and ethnic
groups, over different versions of how to live, how to work and
play, and what to value, can be seen.

Capitalist Society, Hegemony, and the Commodification
of Sport

The Social Context of Cultural Struggle:

Capitalist Society vs. Industrial Society '

Popular cultures have been an important arena in west-
ern societies within and through which various groups have active-
ly constituted and reworked their relationships to each other, to
“others,” and to changing social conditions as a whole. But thg
most important point is that the same resources have not been uni-
versally available in these negotiations and struggles. In certain
contexts, some groups have been empowered more than other.s
and this has had implications for the creation of socially domi-
nant cultural forms and practices and their preservation through
the process of institutionalization.

This leads the argument back to the problem of power.
Many writers whose work is influenced by the general theory of
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industrial society tend to say very little about power. When power
is mentioned it is often used as a synonym for “influence’” or
“authority.” For example, power in sports organizations, and in
society as a whole, is seen to reside in, and be expressed through,
established and legitimated structures of bureaucratic decision.
making. Coercion is the obvious contrast to this rather benign view
of power and can be defined simply as the exercise of power to
get what one wants even if others resist. But this definition lends
itself to simplistic dichotomies such as, for example, the power-
ful and the powerless. Social life is rarely so neatly packaged, and
sometimes the “powerless” have many more resources at their dis-
posal than is commonly realized.

A much better way to understand power is to view it as
the capacity of a person or group of persons to employ resources
of different types in order to secure outcomes (cf., Giddens,
1977:347). In sport, there are three notable measures of the “power”
of different social groups: (a) the capacity to structure sport in pre-
ferred ways and to “institutionalize” these preferences in sports
rules and organizations; (b) the capacity to establish selective sports
traditions; and (c) the capacity to define the range of “legitimate”
practices and meanings associated with dominant sports practices.
The resources that have allowed particular groups to do this are
socially produced. They are constituted in and through the logic
and patterning of the formal and informal conventions which
underlie broader structures of economic, political, and cultural life.

The primary disposition of power in industrial capitalist
societies has often been understood with respect to differences
between social classes. However, writers influenced by the theory
of industrial society tend to talk less about class power than about
socio-economic inequalities of opportunity and the process of
“democratization” in sport. Class in modern industrial society is
usually treated in this formulation only as a statistical abstraction;
classes are said to have been replaced by a broader plurality of
interest groups. That is why, the argument runs, the same kinds
of class conflicts and inequalities are no longer being worked out
in sport as in the early “transitional” years between pre-industrial
and industrial social formations,

Yet, if “‘capitalist society” rather than “industrial” (or even
“‘post-industrial”’) society is considered, it is possible to get a dif-
ferent view of this. Over a hundred years ago, Karl Marx argued

that “capitalism” should be seen both as a form of economic enter-
prise and as a type of society involved in a distinctive process of
development. Marx felt that capitalism was a distinct type of
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i r institutions, and social and cgltu.ral prac-
fi(:;(:setZul;)eggrL;Z?i (ﬁllzaebasic forms of capit}asl)ist orgalzllszafllsni\}[;‘;;
, ony Giddens (1982: remin , _
thegrl?r?ll;e‘ii’ tiit?ﬁléhorigins of capitalism, as a type of economic
- rise, were established prior to industrial development _and
f}?atf Egrtailjl emergent features of capitalist enterprise had provided
i i ialization. ‘
the Stlml;‘lrl(l)?nfgrl\/llgl(‘l;iztggrspective, it is impossible for clags dpm}:
nation and inequality to disappear in the fa(‘:e.of “moderrfuzatl'o?
because capitalism is an inherently clqss—d1v1ded type ? fomely:
Modern class structures may be Corr'lphcated.by rgs@ugl C ilss ele-
ments from the past — or seemingly 1ntermedlary m1d ec a:s,stQS
— but there is a fundamental cleavage in papltallst socie 1?5
between capital and labour. The owners gf capl‘tal and thel’l" 3g?n s
(e.g., managers, professionals) al}d the “working Clgsses f?hm'?-
the essential character of the society as a whole by v1rt}111e ob teiln
unique social relationshilp. They depend on one another, bu
ly unequal way.
’ fundanl\l/i;lrt;ilsgwrit;*s emphszlsize that wage workers neqd to sell
their labour to survive economically and that they have .htflisay
over the organization of work or the uses to whlc_h thilrl‘a ‘(;u(li
power is applied. Their bargaining power is al‘so sald to 1e mil e
by the threat of unemployment, and the entire 'poht'lca Sys emi
it is theorized, is structured in a way 'WhICh gives institutiona
support to the class structure (see Miliband, 1969).

t in Capitalist Society N

ggg{e criticg, inspired by the Marxist tradltlon,_ have
argued that modern sport should be seen both as a reflection of
capitalist social processes and class relatlons,. and as an expres-
sion of class power, social control, and the QOmlnant ideology (seeE
for example, Hoch, 1972; Brohm, 1978; Rigauer, 1981). Som'e 0d
the major ideas developed in this literature can be summarize

i follows: .

briefly a[sl) Marxist perspectives on sport emphasme. how thei
dominant class that came into being with the advent 'of 1‘ndustr1a
capitalist production processes was able to extend its influence
over all other areas of life. This not only included such ar'easlas
education, philosophy, politics, science, and the arts; it also
included “‘leisure” activities such as games and sports. Mgmbgrs
of the dominant class came to enjoy high levels of participation
in certain “‘elite” sports, and often belonged to exclusive clubs.
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However, it is also argued that they helped create, and eventually
monopolized, national and international sports organizations.
More notably, the dominant class was instrumental in the crea-
tion and control of highly commercialized team sports which were
then “marketed” as spectacle to the new working classes.

(2) A related argument suggests that modern sport is
actively involved in the reproduction of class power and unequal
class relations. Attention is often directed towards the role of sport
as a forum for exercising discipline and social control in schools
and communities. Sport is also said to function as a vehicle for
political socialization (learning particular ways of thinking and
behaving) which reflects and reinforces the value preferences and
beliefs of the dominant class. As a result of this socialization func-
tion, and because of its capacity to glorify state leaders and state
policies, sport has become highly attractive to the capitalist state.
State programs in sport, moreover, are seen to be generally
representative of capitalist interests.

(3) Because of its role in social reproduction, sport is
often viewed as a kind of ideologital “product” of capitalist social
relations (e.g., social classes) and productive forces (e.g., technol-
ogy). As ideological forms, modern sport is seen to embody the
values of hard work, discipline, and achievement demanded in
a system of production geared to profit-making through the exploi-
tation of mass markets. Modern sport currently dramatizes stand-
ards of hierarchy and success based on skill, celebrates commerce,
and presents a false view of social progress based on the contin-
uing assault on the record books. In a related way, it is argued,
institutionalized sport reflects the rationalization process which
has characterized the overall development of the capitalist labour
process. Rationalization has transformed play into work and has
created an artificial need for spectacle. As a result, it is argued,
sports of all types are increasingly replete with the constraints char.
acteristic of capitalist market operations: specialization, standard-
ization, bureaucratic decision-making, over-reliance on technology,
and the constant drive for efficiency and maximum production.

(4) Because of the reasons noted above, there has been

a great emphasis on alienation in Marxist writing on sport.

Although it is a complex concept, alienation can be loosely defined

as an action or state of being in which a person, a group, or a whole

society becomes alien (a) to the results or products of its own activ-
ity (and to the activity itself), and/or (b) to the natural world in
which it lives, and/or to other human beings, and (in addition to
any or all of the above) (c) to its own historically created human
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possibilities. Sport in capitalist societies is often viewed both as
an alienated activity on its own terms and as an p\(erall manifes-
tation of life in an alienated society. For exampl(?, itis Oftel.l argued
that, at the highest skill levels of sport, .capltahst society has
reduced athletic performances to simple objects of exchange value
and commodity relations. Athletes are thus robbed of effective con-
trol over the expressive uses of their own bodies. At the same time,
the excessive demand for (often violent) spectacle, gnd thg obses-
sive pursuit of “leisure,” can be vie‘{ved as a manlfgstatlon of a
society where work has lost all meaning and the.desue for pOll.tl-
cal discourse has been replaced by the desire for escapist
inment.

entertan(ls] The solution to these problems is said to lie with t.he
eradication of capitalist social relations through thg collective
ownership of the means of production and the creation of a c_ul-
ture not tied to the values of possessive individualism and capltgl
accumulation. In such a society, it is argued, “moderq” sport will
differ markedly from sport in industrial capitalist societies. Some
writers have made this case in evolutionary language: sports prac-
tices in feudal society became transformed with the adyen‘t of new
productive forces and capitalist social relations. Capltahs‘t'sport
will become transformed in a similar fashion in the transition to
socialism. The key model of development here is not seen as a tran-
sition from “traditional” to “modern” sport; rather, it runs from
feudal sport, through capitalist sport, to socialist sports practices.
Other writers in the Marxist tradition are more pessimistic aboqt
the inevitability of such changes in sport. They argue that.the capi-
talist “‘consciousness industry’’ has effectively undermined any
real basis for an oppositional class politics.

Marx’s writing has been interpreted in many ways anfi’
there are often striking differences between various “Marx‘lsms
in western countries. These differences are in evidence in the
sports literature and, in this chapter, they have not been drawn
out in any detail nor has it been suggested which of the abov_e argu-
ments have the greatest force and which need to be revised or
discarded. ' _

Some attention to these issues, however, is unavoidable.
As a first point, it should be emphasized that thg great strengt'h
of the Marxist tradition of writing on sport lies in its emphasis
on power and ideology in cultural analysis — precisely those areas
which are least developed, or are discussed in highly problematic
ways, in the theory of industrial society. Furthermore, many of
the insights about the continuing class character of modern sport
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that are owed to the Marxist tradition have been an extremely
important corrective to biases inherent in the modernization
framework.

But in its evolutionary and most highly deterministic
forms — or in versions which view culture in capitalist societies
as completely co-opted by ideology — Marxist-inspired writing on
sport has often proven to be one-dimensional and limiting. Con-
sider just a few of these limitations. First, until just recently, there
has been a tendency throughout Marxist writing on sport to employ
one-sided and overly deterministic understandings of power and
cultural practice. For example, the reduction of sports forms to
simple economic or class determinations has led some writers to
overlook the active and meaningful features of sport as cultural
practices. Furthermore, Marxist writers have tended to pay so
much attention to the appropriation of sport by the marketplace
and to its containment by ideology and class interest that they have
lost sight of the basis for its popular appeal. Many writers have
also overlooked sport’s role in various forms of resistance and
opposition to capitalist processes and ideological discourses
(cf., Hargreaves, 1982b; Gruneau, 1983).

It is not necessary to state the relationship between sport
and class in capitalist society in such a reductionist manner. Sport
is no more a passive reflection of capitalist social processes than
it is of changes in technology or cultural values and beliefs. Rather,
sport is better understood as shifting social and cultural practices
which help to constitute particular ways of life. It is an expres-
sion of socially produced individual and collective wants, and
choices of and capacities for entertainment, drama, excitement,
or display, through competitive bodily practice. Sport signifies a
great deal about ourselves and about different ways of living and

in so doing contributes to the ongoing production of social life
itself.

The Labour Process and Commodification

Despite the wide range of possible meanings in sport, it
is important to understand how capitalist social relations have set
limits and exerted powerful pressures on the constitutions of sport
and society at varying historical moments. It may be too much
to say that the dominant classes in capitalist societies have ever
had a consistent or monolithic view of what sport is or ought to
be (see the author’s discussion of intra-class tensions in Chapter
Three in Gruneau, 1983). Similarly, it seems a great exaggeration
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to suggest that these classes have been Completely successful in
adapting every aspect of modern sport to their own uses, or (;Vfln
that sport has become fully transformed into an appendage of the
capitalist labour process. But it is not so far off the mark to argue

that (a) capitalist forms of production (e.g., private ownership of

rty, wage labour) have bestowed differential advantages to
sg?rfeegr};ups%ver othe)rs in the making of modern sport and that
(b) these forms have created strong pressures on the structuring
rn sports practices.
of mOdeSomI()a exarlrjlples will illustrate these ideas. H_arvey (1973)
has noted how the drive to expand the sphere of gap1_ta_l accumu-
lation throughout the nineteenth century created significant pres-
sures for the ‘“‘rational” ordering (for capital]' of urban space. He
even goes so far as to argue that the most dlStlnCtlYe feature of
the modern city in capitalist countries was that space itself became
a commodity. It is for this reason, Harvey argues, that the struggle
over the uses of space and the whole ordering of the modern urban
experience cannot be disentangled from class gonfhcts an_d rela-
tionships. If Harvey’s arguments are accepted, it bgcorpes impos-
sible to view the close relationships between urbaplzatlon and the
emergence of modern sport as a product of industrial devglopmgnt.
The struggle over space for recreational use and for proflt-rrl'aklng
in western societies has involved processes that are specific to
capitalism as a social formation. . )
Struggles over “rational’’ recreation and over a'mgteur-
ism” were also implicated in the social produqtlon of distinctly
capitalist forms of social and cultural orgapizatlon. For example,
the emerging structures of capitalist societies were partly consol-
idated through the demands made by the new buyers of labpur
power for a reconstitution of traditional ways of life gompatlble
with wage work and timed factory production. It was in this con-
text that certain “traditional” leisure practices suddenly becam’ef
a ‘“‘problem” and were subjected to regulation ar_ld “refo.rm.
Rational work discipline demanded equally rational leisure
discipline!
¥ Capitalist production processes also had the effect of sepa-
rating further the spheres of home and work, production and con-
sumption, throughout the late nineteenth and early twer}tleth
centuries. Leisure became the time when labour was replgmshed
physically and culturally, and it continued to offer choices for
entertainment outside the constraints of the workplace. Yet, the
choices available to people during “leisure time” were themi
selves largely shaped by the degree to which the new forms o
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Initiatives for leisure discipline, regulation, or reform have
always had a contradictory character in capitalist societies. For
every factory owner who bemoaned the lack of discipline at the
workplace — or middle-class moral custodian who wanted to civi-
lize the “rough” elements of the working classes — there seemed
to be an entrepreneur prepared to market opportunities for pleas-
ure, sociability, and escape. It is important to note here that most
“consumers’’ were not prepared to accept excessively violent com-
mercial recreations. The juxtaposition of a residual ideology of
amateurism with the emerging structures of professional sport in
Canada helped to secure an orderly audience for modern sports -
activities. Earlier forms of traditional gaming practice lost their
rougher edges in their struggles and compromises with rational
recreation and amateur traditions. Thus a new social definition
of sport has become dominant within the institutional structures
of sport in capitalist societies during the twentieth century. Sport
has come to be widely understood as a completely open, achieve-
ment-based activity, conducted to further sports careers and reap
economic reward. Also included is the notion that enjoyment in
sport is tied to skill acquisition, that specialization is the basis of
excellence, and that economic reward of some type or another is
both justified and necessary at the highest levels.

This new dominant social definition of sports practice —
and the full incorporation of professional sport as a part of sport’s
modern institutional structure — has become a constitutive part
of the consolidation of capitalist hegemony in the modern world.
The word hegemony refers to the whole range of processes through
which dominant social groups extend their influence in such a
way as to continually refashion their ways of life, and institution-
alized modes of practice and belief, in order to win consent for
the system and structure of social relations which sustain their
dominant position (see Gramsci, 1971; Moutffe, 1979). Because no
dominant social order ever completely exhausts or determines the
range of possible available practices in cultural life, hegemony is
an ongoing process. Social and cultural forms and practices, which
are either residual or emergent, always pose a potential threat to
dominant ones. So does the capacity to dream, to theorize, and
to imagine a different world.

Dominant interests, however, tend to become centred in
institutional life in ways that seek to exclude the full range of avail-
able human practice. This is what has happened with the institu-
tional development of sport in western societies. “Modern” sport
has emerged in its present form only through compromises and
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struggles. Sports practices first became legitimated for the emer-
gent dominant classes in capitalist societies by virtue of their
“rational” incorporation into educational and reform agencies,
sports clubs, and associations. This legitimation was dependent,
‘however, on the reconstitution of the dominant meanings of sport
in a way that separated it from politically dangerous or econom-
ically disruptive practices.

Amateurism developed as an ideological focal point in
nineteenth-century sport because it was represented as the most
rational, useful, and “civilized” model for organizing human physi-

+ cal contests. Certain men were able to employ the social resources
that came out of their backgrounds in commerce and the profes-
sions to integrate amateurism fully into sport’s emergent institu-
tional structure.

Opposition to amateurism occurred against the back-
ground of a growing hegemonic “crisis” brought on by over-
production throughout western capitalist societies during the late
nineteenth century. New industrial technologies had saturated
traditional markets, and new markets for new commodities were
desperately being sought in order to stave off recession and high
unemployment. This “crisis” was solved temporarily by the devel-
opment of mass consumer markets centred on products for the
home and on commercialized leisure and entertainment oppor-
tunities. These responses to the “‘crisis,” however, have put tre-
mendous pressure on amateurism throughout the twentieth
century and have increasingly pushed it to the cultural periphery.
The new dominant social definition of sport has developed as
part of the emerging hegemony and vested interests of consumer
capitalism.

Many people take this current dominant social definition
of sport for granted. It seems “natural” and legitimate. Yet, con-
tradictory pressures in sport have not completely disappeared. Play
and leisure in capitalist societies have deep-rooted features that
maintain a constant contrast to the pressures of wage work, duty,
and routine. Consumer societies sell commercialized pleasure, but
pleasure-seeking itself is always a potential threat to “responsibil-
ity.” Furthermore, certain forms of community sports activities
continue to emphasize a side of sport that seems desperately lack-
ing in the world of big money games and international athletic
competitions between nation states.

It is fair to say that “fun runs” and local leagues, for
example, are often quickly incorporated into dominant sports struc-
tures and meanings. But the desires for sociability and enjoyment,
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which animate such practices, are never complete}y gxtmg(;nshsesdi;
Higher-level athletes are also often aware of the ,l}‘m.lt}sltag pgver
bilities of modern sport. A concern over athletes }r11.g s” or e
forms of social inequality in sport demonstrates t 11:s axlxvarerfl o:
Yet, one condition of hegemony is the great dif 1chu ty to ]tC >
ordinating such forms of opposition into any qud of co e;ent at elk
native to dominant structures and practices. It is far halil er ‘? a ‘
about significant emergent tendencies in sport today than 11( W}{;l
in the early or late nineteenth century. It is necessary Fof.asd w'ﬂ};
this has happened and whether we are completely satisfied wi

the implications.

Conclusions

Much more could be said about different theoretical ,f,rameworks
within which to analyse the emergence of “‘mo'dern sport. F}c))r
example, the issue of patriarchy — thg domination of woineﬁ y
men — has scarcely been touched in this chapter. Yet,'clear yt e_r(i
is an important story to be told here. One cannot examine thef s}?ma
development of sport and not be struck by the centrality o eg?-
monic conceptions of masculinity throug‘hout western SI}):‘)FH
Indeed, there is a continuity to this mascgl}ne hegemony w ICd
cuts across other fundamental social transitions in economic an
cultural life. There is little in the theory of 1ndust}r1al society to
aid in the understanding of this continuity. And,. while the Marx1st
tradition better alerts us to sources of domlnatlon and thelr c}cl)n-
tinuity in social life, Marxist writing, with few exceptions, das
tended to maintain a huge silence on the question of gender
relatlorlsI.\Jotwiths.tanding this and other limitations,‘work whlgh
maintains ties with the Marxist tradition has beeq hlghhghtled 11n
this chapter. It is not suggested that one shoqld reject comphete y
all of the concepts and ideas commonly associated Wlth the theory
of industrial society and its application to sport hls‘t‘ory. We. are
all compelled to some extent to talk about 'probl.ems Qf modernity.
Yet “‘modernization,” as described in this chapter, can
very easily become an ideological concept. It.offers a partl}zill fxpleg
nation of the social development of sport as if it were a whole an
complete analysis. Furthermore, many of thg concepts and assu}rlnp-
tions associated with modernization — and 1ndu§tr1al society t 'eoi
ries more generally — are closely interwoven with the 1deolog;ca
tenets of modern liberalism. These concepts and assumptions often
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g})tl}llx;anﬁounced and are presented as “objectivity.” The purpose
treatezcwi%tigr}::isabeeglto suggest why such arguments must be
erable scepticism. But beyond this, a
‘ ,and a
;/i((e)rgrsll;eiast, th?i concepts of capital accumulation, unequal class tr(g:
ps and powers, commodification, and hegemony need to

be fully considered in
any ade ; .
development of modern spos;t, quate analysis of the social
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Chapter Two

The Growth of Organized Sport and
the Development of Amateurism

in Canada, 1807-1914

Alan Metcalfe

At the outbreak of the First World War, organized sport was being
played and watched in villages, towns, and cities from Nova Scotia
to British Columbia. It had penetrated the rural towns of franco-
phone Quebec and the small hamlets on the North Thompson
River, and had become a regular part of the activities of school-
age Canadians across the country. This was a considerable change
from the situation one hundred years earlier. The objective of this
chapter is to provide an outline of the changes that occurred during
this hundred-year period and to explain their significance. Is there
anything that can provide some coherence to the history of the
growth of organized sport? With respect to the forms and struc-
tures of sport and its particular Canadian pattern of development,
the answer is yes. But in order to understand this pattern of devel-
opment it is necessary to keep in mind that organized sport did
not simply evolve by itself into the form we know today. Its growth
was related to many factors that may be grouped under the struc-
ture/agency rubric, that is, organized sport, “‘as a distinct social
practice [existing] in, and constitutive of, historically shifting limits
and possibilities that specify the range of powers available to
human agents at different historical moments” (Gruneau,
1983:140).

With the emergence of indigenous industrial capitalism
in Canada, there was a reciprocal growth of capitalist social rela-
tions more in keeping with the new economic order. For organ-
ized sport, this meant that certain privileged ethnic and social
groups could monopolize the scarce resources (e.g., leisure time
and facilities) so that the resulting sports patterns bore the indel-
ible print of their preferences.



