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ABsn^cr

"Sport and Social Freedom" entails a jiiiloscphical analysis of the

links between sport and social freedom in liberal, free-market

society. Chapter I involves a critical survey of the traditional

(i.e., "sport-as-play") and the contenporary (i.e., "sport-as-

alienated-labour") accounts of sport and its connection to freedom.

Chapter II addresses the larger issue of social freedom in liberal,

free-market society. It also involves a critical assessment of forms

of social life that have the potential to express social freedom in

distinctive terms even vhile operating largely under the influence of

capitalist institutions. Chapter III explores sport in terms of its

potential to express social freedom in distinctively sporting ways.

Chapter IV critically examines the institutional operations of some

prominent North American professional sport leagues and their inpact

on sport relations and social freedom within taaa. The cx)ncluding

chapter suggests a normative framework for guiding institutional

change and enhancing sport's potential to express scx:ial freedom.

Analysis demonstrated that the view of social freedom offered

by the "sport-as-play" acxount is expressed in metaphysical-spiritual

terms, or else in terms entirely supportive of rational-scientific

institutions under capitalism. On the "sport-as-alienated-labour"

account social freedom was shown to be virtually impossible within

capitalist institutions. The distinction made between "social

institutions" and "social practices" (and other similar social
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formations) in Chapter II makes it possible to articulate social

freedom in other than simply capitalist terms. Ihe mutual pursuit,

acquisition, extension, and appreciation of shared standards of

(ethical and aesthetic) excellence in the "good" sport contest was

shown in Chapter III to be the basis i;5X)n vMch social freedom

between contestants, among teammates, and among spectators can be

understood. Analysis of professional sport league operations in

Chapter IV showed that social freedom in sport can be threatened by

the pursuit of (institutional) economic and political ends. The

concluding ohapter suggested that the social freedom expressed in

social practices could be employed as a normative framework to guide

institutional ohange and this protect sporting excellence and the

long term welfare of the practice.
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INIKODUCITON

It can be said that any hi^xLy organized sport is too inuch of

a sport to be a business and too much of a business to be a sport.

On the one hand there exists an "idyllic" vi^ of sport as an

activity detached from the material and political concerns of

everyday existence and offering 15) to individuals the opportunity to

develop, demonstrate, or witness athletic prcwess. Often portrayed

as a creative and exciting alternative to the drudgery, monotony, and

confusion of everyday existence, sport is viewed as a challenging and

fulfilling form of freedom ard self-ejq^ression. However, in li^t of

recent developments such as escalating player salaries, dubious

franchise shifts and public subsidization of sporting facilities,

antitrust battles for franchise relocation or player free agency,

plus increasing violence and drug use, there also exists a more

cynical view of sport. This view sees it as nothing but big business

and politics that renders fragile the possibilities for social

freedom.

Ifriderlying these distinct and antithetical images of sport,

there exist equally distinct political-econcmic agendas that, vhen

fully uncx3vered, reveal fundamental differences in how social freedom

in sport is defined or understood. Traditional philosophical

accounts of sport regard it as essentially an extension of play, and

thus the opposite of labour. As play, freedom in sport is thou^t to

be the "voluntary submission to form," the effect of which is to

detach sport from material necessity and open up new possibilities



for ineaningful human engagement. Father than being sinply an escape,

sport is thou^t to be a humanizing retreat from the alienating

conditions of modem industrial, commercial, and political life. How

sport's ties to play establish it as a source of social freedom in

these ways will be examined in Chapter I. Ihis will necessitate an

investigation of the ways "voluntary suhniission to form" can be

thou(^t of as liberating, and hew this liberation can be related to

the liberal, free-market institutions within vhich sport is

conducted.

In contrast to the "idyllic" view that sport is separate and

distinct from political-economic matters, there is also a materialist

view that sport reflects the dominant institutional features of

liberal, free-market society. Ihis means that sport, rather than

being a source of (playful) freedcm, is a source of alienation; for

in the process of coming to be rationally and scientifically

organized according to principles of profit, individuals are neither

free in terms of their personal actions nor free in their relations

with others. Ihis view that sport is a behavioural and structural

"mirror-reflection" of alienated capitalist labour will also be

examined in Chapter I. Part of this examination will focus on the

ideological foundations of the sport-as-alienated-labour view and its

suggestion that the social possibilities of sport's freedom lie in a

post-capitalist state. Chapter I will conclude with some preliminary

suggestions as to hew an alternative to the sport-as-play and the

sport-as-alienated-labour accounts of sport's social freedom can be

formulated.



Before working out the details of sport's potential to

articulate an alternative to the sport-as-play and the sport-as-

alienated-labour accounts of sport's social freedom, it is first

necessary to consider the itore general question of social freedom in

liberal, free-market society. The dilemma facing liberal society is

the attenpt to promote individual freedom without producing the

asocial, apolitical implications of possessive individualism, and to

promote the common gcxd in such a way as to avoid the totalizing

effec±s of collecrtivism. Liberal vie^/s regarding individualism,

pluralism, co-operative-individualism, "public" life, and "private"

life will be critically assessed in terms of their bearing on social

relations and viiether social freedom can exist or in them. Liberal

definitions of social freedom aixl liberal attempts to reconcile the

individual and the social (i.e., common good) will be analysed in

li^t of the predominant role that rational-scientific capitalist

institutions can play in the social life of liberal society.

After reviewing and critically assessing the views and

ejqjressions of social freedom in liberal, free-market society, this

chapter will also explore the possibility that there exist forms of

social life that have the potential to express social freedom in

distinot.ive terms, even vJiile largely dependent upon and influenced

by capitalist institutions. Ihe possibility that these forms of

social life can be found in liberal, free-market institutions will be

based primarily on a distinction made between social institutions and

social practices. While social institutions deal with the production



and distribution of "external" goods (e.g., money, social status,

etc.), social practices are thoun^t to be centered on the pursuit and

achievement of "internal" goods (i.e., shared standards of

performance or service excellence). Ihe social relations possible in

social practices and other similar social formations will be examined

for the possibilities they hold for establishing a view of social

freedom that is neither divorced from mainstream political-econcamic

institutions nor conpletely assimilated to them.

Ihe distinction thou^t to exist between social institutions

and social practices opens up the possibility that there may be an

alternative avenue for investigating the social freedom in sport

issue. Connectir»g sport to social practices (and other similar

social formations) suggests the possibility that the understanding of

social freedom in sport need not be restricted to metajhysical-

spiritual terms nor to political-econcmic ones. The purpose of

Chapter III is to ejqslore sport in terms of its potential to ejqsress

social freedcm in distinctively sporting ways. This will involve an

examination of the nature and significance of corrpetitive relations

between opponents, cooperative relations among teammates, and

relations among spectators of the contest. Of the various types of

social relations that can emerge within or between these groups, not

all will be thou^t to exerrplify social freedom. Determining vhat

types of social relations in sport can be linked to social freedom

will involve assessing various features of the sport contest itself.

Of special interest in this regard is the "good" sport contest.



VJhether the criteria iised to define the "good" contest are based ipon

winning, ccsmmercial profit, or some ethical or aesthetic features,

there will be fundamental differences in the nature and significance

of social relations and their potential to exeiiplify or proniate

social freedom. Much of this chapter will be devoted to identifying

and assessing the features of the "good" sport contest that may be

conducive to promoting social freedom.

Chapter IV examines in more detail the nature of sport as a

social institution and its irrpact on sport as a social practice and

as a potential source of social freedom. This will involve

investigating the political-economic institutionalization of some

prominent commercial spectator sports in the IMited States. In

particular, this will entail outlining tlie cartel structure and

operation of professional sport leagues, and then assessing the

economic, political, and sporting interests that are served or

jeopardized by these league operations. Attention will be paid to

examining the produc±ion and distribution of sport's "external" goods

and its effect on the relations between sport management, sport

labour, the State, and sport spectators. Special attention will be

focused on the possibility that the league's political-economic

institutionalization can jeopardize sport's potential to promote the

"good" contest and thus sport's potential to exertplify social

freedom.

Chapter V will summarize and conclude the critical analysis of

the issues that dealt with sport's connection to play and freedom;

sport's links with capitalism and alienated labour; liberal social



freedom; social practices and social freedom; sport and social

freedom; and the irrpact of sport league cperations and on social

freedom. In addition, this final chapter will consider and recommend

a number of institutional changes that could possibly contribute to

the integrity of sport as a social practice and its potential to

promote social freedom.



CHAPTER I

PLAY, ALIENATED LABOUR, AND FREEDCM IN SPORT

Hie purpose of this chapter is to critically survey the major

representative views of sport hi^ili^ting in viiat ways freedom is

defined or addressed. Ihere are, in this regard, principally two

such accounts. The first, traditional account regards sport as

fundamentally an extension of play. As a form of play, sport is

thou^t to involve the volxmitary sutmission to "form," a submission

vhich at once detaches the activity frcm material considerations and

creates an opening for personally meaningful action. Ihe view that

sport's freedom lies in its voluntariness, intrinsic rewards, and

material disinterestedness will be critically examined in terms of

its ideological presuppositions and the service it can render in

support of liberal, free-market institutions. The second,

conterrporary account regards sport as fundamentally a "mirror-

reflection" of alienated capitalist labour. It argues that with the

increasing rational-scientific organization of sport for the purpose

of productive success and profit, not play, sport cannot be

considered a source of freedom. Ihe claims that athletes are neither

free in their productive activity nor in their relations with other

athletes and sport management will be critically assessed in terms of

their validity and in terms of the ideological wei^t they can carry

in the efforts to undermine liberal, free-market society.



Sport-as-Plav. and Freedcm

The purpose of this section is to critically examine some of

the predominant claims made about sport-as-play and the nature of the

freedom that sport-as-play provides. In traditional accounts, sport

is thou^t to be essentially an extension of play, and its ties to

play establish it as an inportant source of freedom. The freedom

that is thou^t to exist on this account of sport-as-play is based

xpon the voluntary creation or suhmission to boundaries (i.e., rules)

that at once set apart or insulate the activity from material or

other instrumental concerns. It is within this newly created

separate order that individuals are free to channel their creative

energy in instrinsically satisfying or meaningful ways. After

examining vhat are thou^t to be the most salient characteristics of

the sport-as-play view, the problems with this wi&i and its

connection to freedom will be addressed. Criticism in this regard

will focus on the relationship that is thou^t to exist between the

formal and social properties of sport, the limited view of freedom

that arises When these two prcperties are fxased, and the ideological

service that this (limited) view of freedom in sport can render in

svpport of liberal, free-market institutions.

Major proponents of the sport-as-play account such cis Huizinga

(38), Schmitz (76), Novak (65), and Guttmann (30) claim that play is

essentially a voluntary activity that distinguishes itself from

material or other instrumental forms of life so to realize values

intrinsic to the activity. Play can be seen as the act or activity

of suspending certain restraints, cotrpulsions, or obligations



ccaranonly associated with material survival, and bringing into being a

new tenporal and spatial order with its own type of "seriousness."

Huizinga sums 1:5) well the formal characteristics vhen he refers to

play as

... a free activity standing quite consciously outside
"ordinary" life as being "not serious", but at the same time
absorbing the player intensely and utterly. It is an
activity connected with no material interest, and no profit
can be gained by it. It proceeds within its own proper
boundaries of time and space according to fixed rules and in
an orderly manner. It promotes the formation of social
groupings which tend to surround themselves with secrecy and
to stress their difference from the common world by disguise
or other means (38: p. 13).

Schmitz suggests something similar to this:

.  . . play seems to begin ty abandoning forms of everyday
behaviour, but it maintains that abandonment in a positive
and determinate way by creating a new space and time with
new forms and rules of behaviour that are not determined ty
or functional within the everyday world tut vhich
nevertheless have a positive meaning of their own. Within
its boundaries and objectives the play-world ejdiibits a
totality of meaning and value that is strikingly ccmplete
and perfect. Play reveals itself as transnatural, fragile,
limited perfection (65: p.33).

This suggests that play can be thou^t of as a source of freedom in

the following ways: it is a freedom from the obligations associated

with the everyday world of material or instrumental necessity; it is

voluntary activity in terms of its initiation, structure, duration,

and cessation; and it offers new possibilities for engaging in

creative and meaningful activity for its cwn sake. What is of

special concern here is the fact that play's freedom is attached to

"suhmission to form." In other words, the play iitpulse or the play

spirit realizes its freedom throu^ the creation of form. Play

separates and distinguishes itself in very determinate ways. For
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Novak,

Ihe spirit of play is the invention of rules. At the heart
of play is love for the finite, the limited, the bounded.
"Out of bounds" is the primal cary of play. Ihe descxiption
of a fixed \aniverse is the first and indispensable step of
every free act. For human beings are embodied spirits.
The free spirit is not piore spirit, pure will, pure
intellect, pure desire; it is incarnate in hands and legs
and liongs and sinews, in a place, at a time, in a culture,
among others like oneself. To choose to move in this
direction is to choose against going in that. To step
forward is to place one foot on a limited bit of sod.
Without limits, no act. No act, no freedom. Freedcan is
the art of limits. Play is the exercise of freedom (65: p.
225).

Huizinga believes that play is a primordial, creative impulse that

precedes and gives rise to various forms of culture (e.g., law,

theatre, ritual, sport, etc.); play not only creates order but is

order, and "... into an imperfect world and into the confusion of

life it brings a tenporary, a limited perfection" (38: p. 10).

As for sport's connection to play and freedcsm, it is rule-

bound play that is central to the understanding of freedom in sport.

For Schraitz," . . . sport is primarily an extension of play, and that

it rests vpon and derives its central values from play" (76: p. 29).

Sport is thou(^t to be an extension of play by virtue of the

"submission to form" it requires to make the activity possible. For

Schmitz, the "... absolutely binding force of the rules is a free

acceptance flcwing out of and essentially one with the play decision"

(76: p. 33). In so doing it detaches itself from material necessity

and opens up within this "form" new possibilities for the creation of

human values. While it may be the case that some instrumental

activities may be engaged in in the "spirit" of play (e.g., by adding
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a "friendly" wager tx3 best a monthly sales quota), and vMle

engagement in seme sports may lack the play "spirit" (e.g., throu^

cheating), sport-as-play means something more. For Schmitz,

.  . . sport emerges from play as from an original and
founding existential posture. Sport is free, self-
conscious, tested play vMch moves in a transnatural
dimension of human life, built v^wn a certain basis of
leisure. Sport is in its origin and intention a movement
into transcendence vMch carries over from the founding
decision to play and vMch builds upon that decision an
intensified thrust towards the values of self-consciousness
tested through performance, corrpetition and victory (76: p.
35).

In this sense, sport as play is the voluntary submission to a form

that makes corrpetition and self-testing possible for their own sake.

The play attitude maintains the boundaries that are sipposed to set

off sport's form of corrpetition from the type of corrpetition

associated with everyday material survival.

Huizinga (38) and Novak (65) share the view that sport's

freedom lies in its voluntary submission to form and its detachment

from material concerns, yet both go further with respect to defining

the essential characteristics of sport. In addition to being a

contesting activity, it is also a representational one, not so much

in the sense of replicating the world as it is, but rather in the

sense of "re-organizing" and "re-presenting" it in ways that

highli(^t and accentuate the more profound and sublime features of

the human condition. In activities pursued for their own sake, one

can catch a glimpse of the divine, and one can appreciate one's place

in a larger (metaphysical and spiritual) scheme of things. For

Novak, "the basic reality of all human life is play, games and sport;
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these are the realities frcm vhidh the basic metajiiors for all that is

irrportant in the rest of life are drawn" (63; p. xii). In contrast to

the everyday world, vhich is " . . . pragmatic, glib, si^^erficial and

cynical. . Novak claims for sport a different orientation:

.  . . sports flew outward into action fron a deep natural
impulse that is radically religious: an impulse of freedom,
respect for ritual limits, a zest for symbolic meaning, and
a longing for perfection (65: fp. 19-20).

On this account, sport is more than a siitple escape frcm the

instrumental rationale of everyday existence, and it is more than

jvist entertainment. It is rather a "re-presentation" of life that

premises salvation. One must turn oneself over to the liturgy of

sport as one would a religion. For Novak,

Sports are far more serious than the dramatic arts, much
closer to primal symbols, metajhors, and acts, much more
ancient and more fri^tening. Sports are irysteries of
youth and aging, perfect action and decay, fortune and
misfortune, strategy and contingency. Sports are rituals
concerning human survival on this planet: liturgical
enactments of animal perfection and the struggles of the
human spirit to prevail (65: p. 24).

As a dramatic and essentially religious "re-presentation" of life,

sport penetrates the mysteries of life, death, and immortality in

ways that draw forth a belief in heroic effort and salvation. The

"life and death" struggles among contesting athletes siKM hew human

beings, throu^ active participation or vicarious spectating, come to

grips with mortality and fate, and how they keep alive the images of

the sublime (e.g., heroism) that lend a focus and significance to

life. Team "rootedness," combined with respect for sport's "sacred"

places (e.g., stadia), "sacred" times (e.g., game-day or sport

season), as well as for its rituals, ceremonies, and myths, draws



13

participant and spectator alike into a ccaranonity with a sense of

continuity and purpose.

While Huizinga, Novak, and Schmitz would concur that ̂ xart in

the modem age is being systematically infiltrated by rational-

scientific, coamjercial, and political standards and practices,

freedom in sport can be maintained providing that sport can be

insulated from these more mundane, utilitarian concerns. For

Schmitz, the exaggeration of the iirportance of victory, an

overeitphasis on teohnical perfection, and commercialization can

threaten the play spirit. As a result, sport can became a brute

power struggle viiere athletes subordinate themselves to technical and

commercial standarxis of productivity. To engage in sport as play

requires on the part of the participant an attitude that brings out

the most human(e) possibilities of sport. Ihis entails the desire to

perform as well as humanly possible within the rules (and not trying

to win at all costs); it entails humane moderation with respect to

ej^jectations of performance inprovement; and it involves finding in

sport the ccmraunal significance of athletic action in terms of

creating and ajpreciating human excellence (76: pp. 35-37). When

Novak (65) contends that sports are not the "game of life," he is

directing his attack against the political ideologues, social/moral

reformers, and the education-minded v^o seek to import instrumental

standards into sport as a way of advancing their respective

political, moral, or pedagogical agendas. For Novak, "to fail to

recognize in each thing its own uniqueness is a sin of intellect"

(65: p. 217), so to press sport into a social engineering role is to
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cloud sport's essentially transcendent nature. Accordingly, the

freedom of sport as both a freedom from political-economic concerns

and a freedom for engaging in creative self (and ccmrnunal) discovery

acts as the standard against vMch the institutionalization of sport

can be measured and judged.

While Guttmann too recognizes that modem sport has undergone

a gradual transformation from a "sacred" to a more "secular" and

institutional form, he argues that modem sport still provides the

freedom to lose oneself in play "... and forget the creative and

sustaining (and restricting) social organization and cultural

assuirptions ..." (30: p. 160) of the modem age. In fact,

Guttmann (30: p. 157) claims: "despite imperfections and false

emphases, modem sports hold forth the possibility of a realm of

relative if not absolute freedom" (30: p. 157). Ihe nature of this

freedom for Guttmann is twofold: first, that the voluntary submission

to the rules that constitute a game allow it to be engaged in for its

own sake (i.e., as the overcoming of gratuitous obstacles); and

second, that the constraints associated with the submission to the

rules can ejpand choices and possibilities. Unlike Huizinga and

Novak, Guttmann's vision of sport's freedom throu^ "submission to

form" is neither grounded in, nor does it derive its significance

from, spiritual or metaphysical forms of transcendence.

While Guttmann (30: pp. 159-160) argues that sport as play

provides an escape from the social organization and cultural

assumptions of the times, he also claims that the freedom expressed

in modem sport cannot be conceived of in terms of a conplete freedom



15

frcm restraint. IftiLike the rugged individualism characteristic of

one side of the liberal tradition, cooperative individualism thrives

imder the other side of the liberal tradition vhich developed social

democracy. While spontaneous freedcm is curtailed on this account,

cooperative individualism, as may be found in team games, "...

expands choices and c^portunities for action" (30: p. 159). In

addition, the transition from traditional to modem (i.e., rational-

scientific) forms of social organization (including sport) "...

represents a net gain, an increased c^jportunity for each person to

maximize his or her human potential" (30: p. 160). In other words,

Guttmann suggests that the voluntary acceptance of constitutive rules

and rational-scientific methods in sport are constraints that broaden

individual freedom. Ihe voluntary suhniission to form in sport thus

parallels the acceptance of rational-scientific order in society,

since in both cases the individual is capable of doing more within a

grovp than as an individual acting alone. In each case the voluntary

submission to form expands the range of individual choices and

possibilities.

Criticnie of the Soort-as-Plav Account

Ihe arguments that sport is essentially an extension of play,

and that sport derives its freedcm from its play features can be

criticized on several grounds. It is clear that play means the

voluntary subnission to form, an action vhich at onc:e divorces itself

from material conc^ems and allows the activity to be engaged in for

its own sake. Ihe freedom thoui^t to exist in play centers on play's

freedcm frcm material iirperatives and freedcm to creatively engage in
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the activity for the sake of the intrinsic rewards it can offer. It

is also clear on this account that sport is a special form of play

(i.e., canpetitive, self-testing play). However, it is not clear on

this account vAiether sport can be considered a source of freedom if

it does not satisfy both conditions of play. Ihe "professional

player" exaiiple to be discussed below will illustrate the

difficulties associated with making freedcm in sport contingent ipon

both "sutamission to form" (to make the activity possible for its own

sake) and its necessary detachment from material necessity or

interests. A second problem, one that is thought to stem from the

first, is associated with the linkages made between sport's freedom

and certain metaphysical properties (in Huizinga and Novak's case)

and with certain rational-scientific properties (in Guttmann's

case). Ihe problem lies in the assertions that sport's freedom is

always a detachment from material necessity in the met^hysical ways

suggested by Huizinga and Novak, and that sport can always be

considered a source of freedcan vhen tied to the rational-scientific

features as suggested by Guttmann. As a result of vhat is thou^t to

be a fusion of the formal and the metaphysical properties on one

hand, and the formal and the rational-scientific features on the

other, there can exist corresponding biases in the ways the social

possibilities of freedom in sport are framed.

Since sport is claimed to be essentially an extension of play,

the case of the "professional player" is troublesome. By voluntarily

submitting to the rules that constitute tennis, for exairple, certain

possibilities are opened ip to creatively engage the player's skills
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and pcwers in tennis-specific ways. In this sense the athlete

appears to be playing, or at least satisfying one condition of play.

However, in li^t of the financial reward that is sou^t after or

received, the athlete is not suspending material iirperatives and

interests. With respect to this condition, it does not appear that

the athlete is playing. Deciding v^ether or not tennis in this case

is or isn't play means deciding v^ether both conditions are necessary

for the activity to be considered play and thias a source of freedan.

Since sport is thought to be essentiallv an extension of play, much

like theatre is thou^t to be essentially an extension of play, this

suggests that vhatever specific form play takes, it still embodies

play's fundamental properties. Failure to fulfill either condition

of play not only invalidates sport as an example of play, but also

invalidates the activity as sport; for overturning the essential play

elements of sport, by definition, overturns sport. The implications

for the freedcsm in sport-as-play position appear obvious; sport

cannot be a source of freedom unless it fulfills both conditions of

play.

Ihe sport-as-play view makes several valxaable contributions to

the xanderstanding of freedom in sport. It is rare vhen an activity

can be disengaged from all political or economic concerns and enjoyed

simply for the intrinsic benefits that the activity can make

possible. However, it also appears to be an overly restrictive

notion in terms of the conditions that must be satisfied in order for

sport to be considered a source of freedom. An alternative view of

sport that can resolve seme of the problems associated with the

sport-as-play view of freedom can be delivered by making several
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cleaner distinctions about the ways "submission to form" separates

the activity frcm material inperatives or interests.

A hint at vhat this alternative mi^t entail is suggested in

the following. It has been shown on the sport-as-play view that

material inperatives or interests are apparently suspended vhen the

choice is made to accept certain boundaries within vhich human

talents and powers can be exercised for their own sake. To maintain

the bourdaries that define and thus distinguish a sport as play

requires on the part of the participant a special attitude or

posture, otherwise the ̂ xort form of play is broken. Suits (82),

althou^ not himself a "sport-as-play" theorist, refers to the

voluntary acceptance of the constitutive rules of a game just to make

the activity possible as the "Ivisory attitude." What is instructive

about Suit's notion of the "lusory attitude" is the specific way that

the constitutive rules distinguish games or sports from material

considerations. On Suit's account, the formal properties or logic of

sport is different from the logic that predominates in activities

geared toward technical effectiveness and material survival. In

contrast to these "technical" activities, vhere the most effective

means available are eitployed to achieve a given end, and certainly

v^ere unnecessary obstacles are avoided, the acceptance of limited

means to overcame gratuitous obstacles is essential for the

understanding of games and sport. ̂ It is always the case that

^For exairple, certainly the most effective way of putting a
ball into a hole in the ground located some three hundred metres away
is to pick i;p the ball in your hand, travel to the hole in the ground
by a motorized cart (or better, a heliccpter) and place the ball
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"technical" activities involvethe overccxning of obstacles, but these

obstacles are "necessary" to overcxxne. In "technical" activities

there is always another reason to accept limited and less-effective

means; in games, there is no other reason to accept the limited and

less-effective means other than to make the activity possible. Suits

(82) makes this point clearly vhen he claims that athletes choose to

stay on the running track during a race rather than <mit across the

infield not because the infield is sown with land mines, but in order

to make the activity referred to as a "race" possible.^

Suit's notion of "liasory attitude" ̂ ows that the logic of

sport distinguishes the activity from the "technical" logic operating

in more mundane political-economic affairs. While this demonstrates

how sport can be distinguished frcm the methods typically eirployed to

deal with economic iitperatives or interests, it does not mean that

sport cannot serve material interests. Unlike the sport-as-play

view, vhere sport is distinguished from econcsnic activities in both

into the hole. However, there is a peculiar tendency on the part of
some people to insist on propelling the ball throu^ the air or
along the ground with the aid of various instruments, being careful
to avoid trees, rou^ grass, streams, ponds, sand pits, and other
obstacles along the way. Human beings engaged in such bdiavicxor
appear to derive considerable satisfaction frcsii their ability to
avoid such obstacles and propel the ball into the hole in the fewest
number of strokes. This peculiar state of affairs is referred to as
"golf."

^On Suit's account, all sports are games but not all games
are sport, the distinguishing characteristic being that sports
involve physical prowess as an essential feature. From this
viewpoint chess is a game but not a sport because physical prowess
is not essential in the overcoming of obstacles or in the
achievement of the game's specific end (i.e., checkmating opponent's
King). To siitplify matters, the words "sport" and "game" will be
used synonymously.
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formal terms (i.e., sutandssion to form for the sake of the activity)

and social terms (i.e., material disinterestedness), the sport

alternative requires only a formal s^jaration. This resolves the

dilemma of the "professional player;" for engaging in a sport for

the purpose of generating an inccme does not alter the fact that it

is a sport that is being engaged in. To make the determination

vdether or not a sport is play (or alienated labour for that matter)

requires an assessment of the social circumstances surrounding

sport. As a (formally) distinct activity, it is then a contingent

matter as to vdiether or not sport is play or alienated labour. If

the rules of a sport are accepted in order to make it (and its

intrinsic benefits) possible, and it is detached from material

obligations or interests, then the sport can be considered an

instance of play. If the athlete finds intrinsic satisfaction

within the boundaries defining the sport, yet still receives

material rewards, the sport can be categorized as intrinsically

satisfying labour, but labour jiast the same. If no intrinsic

satisfaction is gained fron participation and the context is laden

with economic inperatives, then the sport can be considered

alienated labour. The value of this approach lies in the ability to

define and locate freedom in sport without necessarily having to tie

that view of freedom to play, or to both conditions of play. While

freedom on the sport-as-play view is inportant, there are

limitations on vhat activities qualify for inclusion as sources of

freedom.
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A second problem with the i^rt-as-play position, one that

stems from the first, concerns the additional metaphysical or

spiritual features that Huizinga and Novak attach to sport's

"submission to form." Recall that the creative freedom of play is

made determinate by the introduction of rules. Huizinga (38) and

Novak (65) claim, in addition, that play is a primordial, creative

essence that exists prior to and generates culture. Play expresses

itself as activity that is engaged in for its own sake. Play also

has the potential to create symbolic forms that idealize human

existence. Sport is thou^t to be a r^resentational or symbolic

form of play in this way. Sport-as-play does more than detach

itself from material necessities and interests; as a

representational activity, it also projects the stniggle for

survival into a metaphysical or spiritual arena vhere heroism,

salvation, perfection, and immortality reign as dcminant values. It

is here on an abstract metajAiysical or spiritual plane that the

individual, in harmony with others, achieves a sense of purpose.

Insisting, as the sport-as-play theorists do, that play is a

transhistorical, creative human essence, that sport is essentially

an extension of play, and that sport is a representational activity

that draws the various facets of human existence into a "hii^er"

lanity means that the starting point for analyzing the freedom in

sport issue lies with the individual divorced from material

history. Gruneau has argued for this point:

Here the abstract idea of the playful individual acting in
the presence of open alternatives and in the presence of
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enabling structures vdiich guarantee noipurposive action
becoa^es the starting point for the analysis of social
develc^jraent (27: p. 28).

The sport-as-play position can thus be cpen to charges of being

idealistic and blind to the possibility that freedom can inean more

than a metaphysical or spiritual retreat from material conditions.

In order to understand how sport can be a source of freedom without

connecting it necessarily to metaphysical or spiritual forms requires

a greater sensitivity to the ways both play and labour influence the

understanding of freedom in sport. Idealist sport (as play) theory,

broadly conceived with its eirphasis on metaphysical and spiritual

states of freedom, falsely detaches these states frcm their objective

social and material moorings, the result being a one-sided and

distorted view of sport and the freedom that is thou^t to exist in

sport. Put in another way, the sport-as-play view is ill-equipped to

handle the issue of freedom in any other terms but play.

Furthermore, the sport-as-play theorists fail to recognize the

possibility that their own view of sport's freedom is located within

a certain political-economic tradition. That is, they overlook the

possibility that the very notion of sport's freedom as play is the

product: of certain historically specific conditions. A hint at what

these conditions mi^t be can be gleaned, in part, from Sohmitz's

statement (76: p. 35) that sport's playfiil freedom has its basis in

leisure. Ihe question "leisure for vhom?" puts the issue in more of

an historical context. If leisure is, and always has been,

accessible to everyone, then it mi^t be plausible to suggest that

sport-as-play (i.e., as engaged in for its own sake) is "as old as
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the hills." However, if leisure has been a distinct possibility for

only the few economically elite, and if sport has its basis in

leisure, then it is plaiasible to suggest that sport has been at

various times the excliasive province of the ecoronically elite. Much

more than just having accessibility to sport, the elite inadvertently

define sport, and thus the freedcm thou^t to exist in sport, by

virtue of their exclusive participation in it. Leisure, in the

Aristotelian sense, means both a freedom from necessity and a freedom

•  . . . . .

for cont:eitplation or engagement in activities for its cwn sake.

For a grot?) of individuals with the resources and liberty to engage

in activities (including sport) for its cwn sake, it would be quite

natural to think that sport's freedcm lies in its disinterestedness.

In a similar way, the "amateurism" issue in sport can be seen as more

than jiast an attenpt to itaintain the integrity of sport (as play); it

can also be considered an instnnament of class rule in so far as

wor]dng class (professional) participation in sport is blocked.

Accordingly, the view that sport's freedcm in play lies in some

■transhistorical human essence is questionable; it is more plausible

to think that this view stems frcm specific, class-based, political-

econcmic circumstances.

^Characteristic of the Aristotelian notion of leisure is
"contemplation," the engagement of one's energies in activities for
their own sake, and "arete," the all-round development of personal
talents and powers. The enjoyment of leisure by a minority of
"citizens" was made possible by a slave population vho, through
their labour, released the "citizens" frcm the material obligation
to work. It is in this sense that leisure can be viewed as both a
freedcm "frcm" material necessity and a freedcm "for" contemplation
and personal development in activities engaged in for their cwn
sake.
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Given that sport has vindergone a caonsiderable degree of

democxatization (i.e., greater accessibility and participation by

all social classes), and given that the sport-as-play view of

freedom still retains seme of its ideological power, it is necessary

to est:ablish how this power is still manifested. Ihe tendency in

the sport-as-play position to promot:e freedom from material

necessities and freedom throui^ submission tx) metajhysical or

spiritual form clearly reveals it:s coirpatability with liberal,

free-market institutions. Not only do the sport-as-play theorists

regard sport as a distinct new order of reality, they also regard it

as a si:5)erior one. Sport is thou^t to be a si5)erior realm by

virtue of its ability to dramatically symbolize the struggle for

existence and to offer individuals a promise of deliverance. For

Huizinga (38) and Novak (65) in particular, the characteristics of

spori: that suggest human struggle (in the face of adversity),

redemption (in the face of failxire), faith, human perfectability,

and immortality, to name a few features, are romanticized and

projected as idealizations of hiiman existence. Ideologically, this

can serve to socialize individuals into the existing social

relations of capitalist production, and it can also serve to direct

attontion away from the ejq)loitative nature of those social

relations. How an activity can serve both a socializing and a

distracting function at the same time requires further elaboration.

Idealizing and romanticizing human traits such as heroic

effort, perseverence, faith, "heart," self-sacrifice, and dedication

can suggest and reinforce that these traits are essential for
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survival. Sport, in this sense, provides a metaphor for life. It

does not, in any significant way, say anything about how these

practical "realities" came to be, vAiy they persist, or how they can

be changed in a practical sense. In other words, the urpleasantness

of life-conditions could come to be perceived as an accidental

feature of life rather than as necessary feature of the c^italist

form of life. Given that material scarcity has been, and is, a

basic human condition, and given capitalism's tendencies to

perpetuate existing, or to promote n®^, scarcities, life in

capitalist society carries with it a certain expectation that

material survival is uncertain. To bear the belief that the

vicissitudes of life are to be expected, and that they are to be

endured throu^ personal effort and discipline, is to accept the

existing material and social conditions as given. To idealize

certain traits that are required for survival without questioning

the conditions that make survival so precarious can promote an

apolitical mentality prone to social adaptation than social critique

or change.

Ihe adaptation to the given social order is hardly a passive

affair, and the ideological power of sport cannot be underestimated

in this regard. In the case of the metaj±iysical and spiritual

properties of sport-as-play, personal engagement, if anything, is

hei^tened and brou^t into a "hi^er" unity. In hei^tening

experience in the sport dcanain, the senses can be dulled to the

experiences of the material one. Individuals are thus encouraged to

identify less with their existing material and social conditions and
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more with a reality that is si:?)posedly s^arate and distinc±.

Romanticized and idealized views of human struggle, sacrifice,

perfectability, and connnunity are projected into this sv:?)ematural

world in such a way that "salvation" need not rely on any change of

existing material and social conditions. In addition, it can be

argued that such a retreat into metaphysical or spiritual

satisfactions ensures that the ideological and ccanraercial

penetration of capitalism into sport goes xmnoticed. If "true"

sport is identified with play, that is, if the freedom of sport is

translated into metaphysical or spiritual terms, the incursions into

sport of a political or commercial nature can be passed off as

aberrations of "pure" form rather than them meaning the possible

unseating of play as the organizing principle of sport.

To talk about sport in terras of rcaonanticized, idealized

"hi^er" realities means that the issue of human freedan centers on

"... spiritual rather than social possibilities" (27: p. 31).

Hoberman claims that the conception of the world as existing

cfutside or beyond political c:ategories is " . . .an orientation

vhose historical position has been situated consistently on the

political ri^t in Europe" (34: p. 85). It appears to be consistent

with cx)nservative notions that sport lies beyond politics eind

ecoronic, and with a liberal tradition of separating the State and

sport and consigning the latter to the "private" sjiiere. GTuneau

argues that from a liberal pluralist account of culture and the

State,

.  . . sport would generally be seen as a volimitary set of
social and cultural practices that allow for periodic
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releases frcm the tensions of everday existence (e.g., play
and recreation) and vMch provide for collective
representations of diverse coramunity interests (e.g.,
nei^ibourhood or ethnic teams) (28: p. 18).

On this view, sport is not seen as part of the State political

apparatus. In fact, Gruneau claims that this view is acconpanied by

a moral corollary v^ch suggests,

not only that ̂ xort is separate frcm the state system, but
that it oucflit to be separate frcm the state system. Sport
is, in short, assumed to belong to an ideal realm of
unrestrained volxantary action, expressive meaning and
cultural creation, and state "intervention" is seen to be
an mjustified intrusion into this realm. According to
this view, sport should be an area of life that is scmehcw
set off frcm the "realities" of politics and government
(28: p. 19).

Guttmann's view of freedom in sport-as-play goes further. The

rational-scientific organization of modem sport can be viewed as a

soiarce of "positive" freedom cornparable to the cooperative-

individualism produced throu^ liberal-democratic institutions. In

other words, Guttmann's view of freedom in sport reveals the larger

freedom of capitalism and liberal-democracy. While Guttmann (28)

accepts that sport (as the voluntary overcoming of gratuitous

obstacles) is distinct and allows the activity to be engaged in for

its own sake, he does claim that the freedom in modem sport cannot

be explained in terms of ccnplete freedom from restraint. Guttmann

does not want to equate the freedom found in sport to metajiiysical or

spiritual properties, but he still wants to equate sport, in some

significant sense, to play. At the same time, Guttmann recognizes

the ascendency of a rational-scientific world-view and its effect on

sport, so much so that freedom in sport cannot be conceived in terms

of conplete material disinterestedness. By framing the freedom in
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sport issue in this way, Guttmann is still left with the problem of

reconciling vAiether play or something like "hi^ performance" is the

foundation and the organizing principle of modem sport.

Rather than linking the formal prcperties with the

metaphysical-spiritual ones, as did Huizinga and Novak, Guttmann has

conjoined the formal with the social (i.e., rational-scientific

performance) properties of sport in such a way that it is unclear in

vhat way sport is to be considered a source of freedom. While it is

one thing to claim that sport (as the voluntary overcoming of

gratuitous obstacles) is free in a formal sense, it is quite another

to say that it is free in a social sense. Gruneau lends si5)port to

this view:

Freedom from necessity in sports is achieved by sutraitting
to established rules and conventions, but social and
political freedom may involve working against or
challenging certain rules and conventions (27: p. 44).

Guttmann is left trying to justify how the penetration of rational-

scientific methods in sport can be seen to promote freedom. This he

does by errfhasizing how submission to (rational-scientific) form is

less a freedom from necessity and more a "positive" freedom, that

is, a freedom tied into the eoqansion of individual possibilities

throu^ cooperative action. Furthermore, by tying this view of

freedom into the "positive" freedom thouf^t to exist in liberal-

democratic societies, the social (i.e., cooperative-individualist)

freedom found in sport reveals a strong ideological bias. What

starts out, for Guttmann, as an atteirpt to define the social

possibilities of freedom in sport (to account for its rational-
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scientific organization), ends v^) being an ideological

justification for the political-econcmic conditions that can fuel

such technocratic penetration into sport in the first place. In

otherwords, the social possibilities of freedom in sport are defined

in a way that it cannot help but play a si^^portive role to liberal,

free-market institutions.

While the links between social class and the rational-

scientific organization of society/ its effect on freedom, will

be dealt with more fully in the following chapter, it is worth

noting that Guttmann's preoccc^'ation with changing "world-views"

(i.e., from ̂ iritual to rational-scientific) as the basis of social

change fails to acknowledge the extent to which certain class

interests can be served or jeopardized by the ownership,

development, cind errployment of rational-scientific methods. Ihis,

cxmbined with his failxare to consider the potential alienation or

"human costs" (e.g., decline of personal creativity, responsibility,

and attributability) of the rational-scientific organization of

modem life, suggests that his view of freedom in ̂ xDrt c:an serve

less an cppositional or critical function and more of a reprcxJuctive

one.

It has been diown in this section that the freedcm of play is

related to the volvintary creation of, or submission to, an order of

activity vhich at once frees the activity from material iirperatives

and interests, and frees the player to engage certain skills and

powers for their cwn sake. Ihe freedom of sport-as-play was

demonstrated to be a "submission to form" that allows self-testing
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in ccnpetitive play to be pursued for its cwn sake. It v/as also

shown that as a symbolic or r^resentational activity, sport can

accentuate certain metaphysical and spiritual possibilities of

freedom. In another case, the voluntary submission to rational-

scientific forms of sport was equated with cooperative-individual

freedom. In spite of the merits of the sport-as-play view of

freedom, it was criticized for being overly restrictive in terms of

the conditions that need to be satisfied in order for sport to be

considered a source of freedom. It was suggested that some cleaner

distinctions could be made about the ways "submission to form"

s^jarates sport from material inperatives and interests. It was

demonstrated that sport can be logically distinguished from everyday

"technical" activities without it having to be divorced entirely

from material interests. Ihis opened rp the possibility that

freedom in sport could be defined and assessed in other than just

play terms.

It was also shown that because of the fusion of the formal

and metajhysical properties in one case, and the formal and

rational-scientific properties in another, the social possibilities

of sport's freedom are severely limited. In the case vhere

"submission to form" meant the submission to metajhysical or

spiritual form, the threat to the social possibilities of freedom

was clearly apparent. In other words, the metaphysical and

spiritual freedom thou^t to exist on the sport-as-play view was

idealistic, and it left untouched the question of vhether or not

political-economic changes need to be made for freedom in sport to
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exist in social terms. As a result, the sport-as-play view of

freedom in this case was shewn to be ccupatible with liberal,

free-market institutions. In the case viiere "submission to form"

meant submission to rational-scientific order in sport, the threat

posed to the social possibilities of freedom took another form. By

equating the freedom in sport with the coc^jerative-individual

freedom of rational-scientifically organized market institutions and

liberal-democracy, the sport-as-play view of freedom was diown to be

blind to the possibility that modem social organization can

threaten freedom. As a result, the sport-as-play view of freedom

was ̂ own to be not just compatible with, but essentially supportive

of liberal, free-market institutions.

Sport-as-Alienated-I abour

If the freedom thou^t to exist on the sport-as-play account

ignored or largely restricted the social possibilities of freedom,

then a superior account of freedom in sport would need to consider

in greater detail the nature and significance of political and

ecoronic influences on sport. Ihe sport-as-alienated-labour view is

based on the idea that any inquiry into the nature of sport and its

possibilities to express freedom cannot take place outside of

historically specific material considerations. On this view, sport

is thou^t to be very much conditioned by the ideologies and methods

of the prevailing political-economic institutions. In capitalist

society, this means that rational-scientifically organized

production and consumption for profit is the dominant orientation
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for cxanmercial sponsors, sport organizers, management, and

athletes. It is the purpose of this section to critically examine

the structural and behavioural similarities that are thou^t fcy the

sport-as-alienated-labour theorists to exist between sport and

alienated capitalist labour. The alienation that is alleged to

exist in sport v^en it is organized under c^italism centers on the

demise of creative innovative labour, the loss of control of the

performance process and its products, and the lacdc of mutually

fulfilling personal relationships. The claims that sport xander

capitalism cannot be a source of freedom will be critically assessed

in li^t of the ideological agenda thou^t to inform the sport-as-

alienated-labour position.

Major proponents of the sport-as-alienated-labour view such

as Rigauer (72), Brohm (9), and Beami^ (4) regard sport as

essentially a capitalist institution. Rather than emanating from,

or generating its principal values from play, sport is thou^t on

this account to be grounded in the capitalist principles of

productivity and profit. For Brohm, bourgeois sport is " . . .

totally integrated into the framework of capitalist production

relations . . . " (9: p. 47); in concrete and ideological terms,

sport "... always plays an integrative and never an oppositional

role" (9: p. 178). Beamish si:5)ports this view vhen he claims that

sport. "... is conpletely subsumed under capitalist relations

..." (4: p. 177); it is " . . . not the least bit autonomous

..." (4: p. 181) and " it is totally tied, as a form of social



33

labour and as a form of surplus value to the social framework of

vdiich it is a part" (4: pp. 181-182). How capitalist ideology and

principles of organization are thou^t to manifest themselves in

sport requires an examination of both the production and exchange

processes.

Achievement is thou^t by Rigauer (72) and Brohm (9) to be the

driving force in modem Western society and thus in sport. Rigauer

claims that in an economically organised industrial society.

Achievement has become a socially sanctioned model of
behavior related to hi^ productivity, economic
ccaipetition, material rewards, vocational practice, and
social mobility (72: p. 15).

Fuelled ky the drive for achievement, Rigauer (72) and Brohm (9)

argue that sport and alienated labour are structurally and

behaviourally analagous. That is, sport and alienated labour

exhibit the same division of labour, specialization, and managerial

control as can be seen in industrial or bureaucratically organized

labour. Evidence viiich appears to sipport this view is not hard to

come by. Sport ejdiibits division of labour and specialization in

the enployment of athletic specialists (e.g., pinch runners,

designated hitters, or kick-off returners) or special "teams" (e.g.,

kick-off, conversion, or "nickel" defences) to execute limited

strategic manoeuvres. Similarly, the proliferation of sport

managers, coaches, coordinators, and assistants suggest that sport

management has undergone significant specialization of its own, and

exerts ever-increasing control over many facets of game preparation

and performance. In addition, one can evidence the ever-grcwing
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iirpact of the sport science establishment on the training,

preparation, game performance, and recovery of athletes. It is not

unccxranon for sport teams or training centers to enploy a host of

exercise physiologists, bicmechanists, nutritionists, masseurs,

jiiarmacists, psychologists, or hypnotists to adnunister the latest

"hi^-tech" performance assessment, training, and therapeutic

techniques.

Characteristic of the athletic training process for Rigauer

(72: pp. 9, 19-27, 32-46) is the endless repetition of fragmented

fitness, skill, and strategic movements organized along mechanistic

and "Tayloristic" (i.e., movement/time efficiency) principles. On

Brchm's account, "... the athlete is ccarpletely alienated to a

process over vMch he has no control and by vhich he is dominated"

(9: p. 107). With the mobilization and ajplication of technical/

medical expertise and industrial labour methods along cybernetic

lines, the athlete "... is totally tied vp in a network of

standardized repressive techniques" (9: p. 62), the result being the

reduction of the athletic performance " . . . to a stereotyped and

mechanical routine, just like the assembly line worker" (9: p.

110). Further, Brchm claims:

Sport is both a constraint in itself, and a preparation for
further constraints, since it removes all bodily freedom,
all creative spontaneity, every aesthetic dimension and
every playful impulse (9: p. 41).

Rigauer argues that with the assimilation of the achievement

ideology, and with the intensifying of rationalization, there is a

conccannitant "... diminution of the individual's freedom to act"
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(72; p. 53). Athletes, more and more, have been relieved of the

responsibility for on-field decisicai making and their roles

restricted to the provision of discarete, specialized skills. That

is, the strategic needs of the system seem to dictate the type,

amount and errployment of skill, very often at the expense of more

all-round talents, innovation, and continuity with the on-going sport

action. Teamwork, in particailar, viiich had previously allowed for

individual choice of action has come to be degraded to a form of

"structural cooperation," a predetermined and coerced cooperation

based v?x3n the division of labour, specialization, and strategic

necessity (72: pp. 53-54). Thus, not only has individual freedom

been constrained, but the intelligibility of the sport contest in

terms of individual initiative has been st^jerseded by that of team

function and strategy.

As a social activity firmly embedded in the logic of

capitalist production and exchange relations, professional sport.

Beamish argues, "... creates an edifice of secondary alienated

production relations" (4: p. 178) vhich daninate the athlete to an

ever-increasing degree. On this account, changes in the sport

production process "... demand tremendous human subjugation to

'scientific training' ..." (4: p. 181). As a form of

entertainment ccmmodity, sport entails the ascendancy of exchange

over concrete use values and the ever-increasing extraction of

surplus value from athletes. Not only does the organization of sport

along positivist, behaviourist, and cybernetic lines have the effect
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of replacing the concrete, particular human life-^rld with a

mechanistic one, but it also turns sport relations into commodity

ones. As a ccinmodity, the athlete's value is determined in

quantifiable, abstract exchange or surplus value terms; Rigauer

claims: "behind these quantifications, the living human, with his

special qualities, disappears" (72: p. 71). Individuals ccane to be

valued more for their ability to generate entertainment value for

others rather than for than for their concrete, personal

characteristics.

The coramodification of the athletic performance acts to reify

the athlete, and, for Brchm (9), it also serves as a pcwerful

ideological tool for reproducing the social relations of capitalist

production. As an ideological apparatus enployed by the State,

sport, for Brohm,

.  . . ideologically r^roduces bourgeois social relations
such as selection and hierarchy, subservience, obedience,
etc.; secondly, it spreads an organisational ideology
specific to the institution of sport, involving
ccjtpetition, records and output; and thirdly, it transmits
on a huge scale the general themes of ruling bourgeois
ideology like the myth of the svperman, individualism,
social advancement, success, efficiency etc. (9: p. 77).

Ihat is, throu^ the rationalization process, the repressive

sublimation of playfiil and sexual drives, the glorification of

discipline, sportsmanship, and personal effort in a "make-belive"

world of equality (i.e., status based on achievement not ascription),

sport, for Brdrnn, promotes submission to the established social order

(9: pp. 56-59). More than this "... sport has the advantage of

diverting young people away from revolt against the bourgeois order"

(9: p. 59).
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Ihe itajor features that distinguish Marxist from non-Marxist

acxxxints and cariticisms of sport is the e>5)lanatory force of

econcmics and class relations. The Marxist would criticize the

sport-as-play theorists (i.e., Huizinga, Novak, and Schraitz) for

their failure to ground inquiry in historical-economic terms. They

argue that riot only is it necessary to understand the rational-

scientific organization of sport, but it is also necessary to realize

that the ownership and control of sport largely conditions the manner

in vdiich sport will be perceived and conducted. The dominant

capitalist class, on this account, exerts its power throu^ the

control of the production, exchange, and consuirption processes, and

solidifies this power throu<^ direct manipulation of, or infiltration

into, cultural and political institutions. In their most radical

arguments, Marxist sport critics like Brohm (9) and Beamish (4)

suggest that the capitalist elite exerts such a powerful influence on

some institutions (e.g., sport, mass media, or politics) that a way

of socio-cultural life favourable to capitalist interests and control

is all but guaranteed.

Critique of the Sport-as-Alienated Labour Account

However, vhile Marxist ̂ xart critics like Rigauer (72), Brotan

(9), and Beamish (4) point out the various ways in vhich they believe

the principles, methods, and behaviours of sport replicate "exactly"

those of alienated capitalist labour, there is some question as to

the validity of their claims. How these critics can mount such a

wholesale indictment of sport depends in large part on their
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theoretical and methodological canmitments. Inasmuch as Marxist

inquiry unveils and reveals sport's penetration by rational-

scientific and ccanmercial interests and methods, the particular brand

of Marxism subscribed to by these critics overstates their case.

This is due in large part to its "vulgar" (econcmic) reductionism and

to its ideological assuitptions regarding freedom and the si5)ersession

of capitalism.

In the first instance, the sport-as-alienated-labour position

represents a "vulgar" reductionist type of Marxism because of its

heavy reliance on economics to e>5)lain all facets of cultural life.

It is presumed on this account that cultural activities are merely

epiphenoomenal; that is, they represent merely by-products of

production and consuirption activities. Si^port for a reductionist

position can be generated throu^ a selective reading of Marx.

Si^port for the view that the economic "base" has a detentiining

influence over the cultural "superstructure" can be gleaned from Marx

viien he claims:

In the social production of their life, men enter into
determinate, indispensable relations, (that are)
independent of their will; relations of production vAiich
accord with a deterTtiinate stage of development of their
material forces of production. Ihe sum total of these
relations of production constitute the econcmic structure
of society, the real foundation on vhich rises a legal and
political sij^jerstructure and \^ch accords with
determinate forms of social consciousness (55: p. 503).

It is clear frcm this that "social consciousness," or cultural

beliefs and ideas, are derivative of the social relations of

production. VJhile the meaning in this case is quite clear, there is

evidence to suggest that economic doninion over the cultural realm is
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not absolute. For example, Marx claims:

Men make their cwn history, but they do not make it just
as they please; they do not make it under circumstances
chosen by themselves, but xmder circumstances directly
encountered, given and transmitted from the past (56: p.
398).

Hiis suggests that, indeed, human beings are bom into and

socialized into certain historically specific econcmic conditions

and relations. Yet, there is nothing in this view to suggest that

history determines the lives of people in such a way that they only

passively reproduce those conditions and relations. Gorman argues:

If we "make our own history," presumably we are free
actors shaping the world according to subjectively
e35)erienced needs and wishes. But if, we "do not make it
just as [we] ... please," then some uncontrollable force
determines the quality of our actions and limits free
e}q)ression (25: p. 13).

To support the notion that human beings are not passively determined

by economic factors one need only consider Marx's following

statement:

freedom . . . can only consist in socialized man, the
associated producers, rationally regulating their
interohange with Nature, bringing it under their common
control, instead of being ruled by it as by some blind
forces of Nature . . . (54: p. 820).

This suggests that human beings are capable of recognizing the

conditions of their servitude and changing them in accordance with

their needs and interests. While these new conditions can, in turn,

shape future expectations to a certain extent, it is necessary to

recognize that these conditions are human creations that can be

constantly reassessed and transformed.
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A reduc±ionist reading of Marx by Brohm, Rigauer, and Beamish

turns out to be unfaithful to the various texts of Marx that suggest

a broader role for human agency. If the role of human agency is

dimini^ed, then so to is the potential for theory to guide practice

or transform scx:ial conditions. When applied to sport, this results

in a limited perspective from viiich to view the interplay between

sport's ecoronically conditioned features and its self-determining

ones. While sporting action cannot be considered cxxrpletely

separate from the material conditions within vdrLch it is organized,

neither can it be considered siitply a passive, determined product of

them. The critical account of sport goes a long way towards

establishing sport's cxsnnection to dubious econcmic and social

arrangements, but it fails to recognize and consider the possibility

that sport actions or relations can reflect c^positional values and

practices.

Despite Rigauer's vtiolesale indictment of sport as a

structural and bdiavioural replica of alienated capitalist labour,

he does make several cencessions that seriously undermine the

validity of his reductionist methodology. Much of Rigauer's

argument that sport mirrors alienated labour focuses on the sport

training process. Yet, vhen he considers the sport centest, he does

concede that there is "something" about the contest itself that

defies its reduction to work-like structures and behaviours.

Rigauer claims that despite the mobilization of collective

(rational-scientific) human resources and abilities towards

achievement, these attenpts in sport "... are almost always
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stymied by human uipredic±ability, by indecision, and by sudden

lapses in ability" (72: p. 21). During the sport contest, in the

"nctnent of truth" concedes Rigauer, the rational analysis disappears

and "in contrast to the narrcwly determined, analytical demands of

work, the playing field offers the possibility for independent

solutions to problems" (72: pp. 33, 37). In contrast to his claim

above that teamwork is a form of coerced cooperation, Rigauer

concedes that "since playing maneuvers are not related to each other

deterministically, there is room for spontaneoias "assists" and thus

for a widening of the role of the player" (72: pp. 52-53). This

suggests further that the sport-as-alienated-labour views are

deficient, and that the concrete features of sport, esp)ecially the

contest itself, require further elaboration and analysis. Where it

can be shewn, as Rigauer's concessions do, that elements of spxDrt

px3ssess (^positional qualities, the reductionist thesis falters.

While the spxDrt-as-alienated-labour critics csntribute much to the

understanding of spxDrt by tying it to its political-economic

context, a more cxmprehensive understanding requires a greater

sensitivity for, and appreciation of, the potential cppositional as

well as the reproductive elements of sport.

It can also be argued that, just as the sport-as-play view

reveals an ideological orientation consistent with liberal-

democratic politics, the sport-as-alienated-labour position reveals

its own ideological agenda. The "vulgarity" (i.e., reductionism) of

Brchm, Rigauer, and Beamish's materialist cariticism of sport makes

the freedom in sport issue entirely dep)endent on changes in the
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overall political-ecoromic conditions of society. For Brohm, the

reform of sport is not sufficient; sport is "alienating" and "it

will disappear in a xmiversal ccaranunist society" (4: p. 52).

Rigauer suggests that if sport is organized more like recreation,

that is, less rule-bound, rationalized, and achievement oriented, it

could withstand the trend toward ccsiplete rational-scientific and

commercial dcanination (72: pp. 103-105). However, Rigauer

recognizes the reformist flavour of these ccanments and corrects

himself by asserting, in less strident terms than Brchm, that an

alternative to the present sport system cannot come about throui^

reform but rather throu^ "... the unity of sports and work under

social conditions of autoncray and self-determination" (72: p. 110).

Given the indictment of capitalism by the sport-as-alienated-labour

critics, capitalism must be si^ierseded if there is any hope for

sport to be a source of social freedcm.

Constrained as it is by a reductionist methodology, and ty an

ideology that sees social freedcan existing only in some post-

capitalist state, it is not surprising that the sport-as-alienated-

labour proponents ignore scaae of the concrete and potentially

ojpositional elements of sport. Rigauer's failure (72: pp. 21,

33,37, 52-53) to account for the autonony detected in the sport's

contest itself reflects this oversi^t. While bourgeois sport for

Brchm removes, among other elements, "... every playful inpulse"

(4: p. 41), there is nothing in Brchm's argument that addresses how

play can be reconciled with the (reductionist) "mirror-reflecrtion"

thesis. Presumably, play exists, and sport can be engaged in a
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playful manner. Yet, Brohm does not address either of these

possibilities. One is left with the irpression that the ideology

and methodology of the sport-as-alienated-labour view handicaps

itself with respect to hew sport can or cannot be considered a

source of social freedom.

While the sport-as-alienated-labour account provides a

thorou^ assessment of sport's grounding in, and penetration ty,

liberal, free-narket principles and practices, its overstatement of

sport's link with alienated capitalist labour proved to be

unsatisfactory. The wholesale indictment of sport was shown to be

driven by a "vulgar" (i.e., reductionist-materialist) methodology

and ty a revolutionary ideology (i.e., the supersession of

capitalism), the effect of vtiich was to foreclose discussion on the

possibility of sport expressing anything but capitalist values.

However, the concessions and oversi^ts made by scame of the leading

proponents of the sport-as-alienated-labour view were ̂ cwn to

undermine the credibility of their vholesale indictment of sport

under capitalism.

Hiis chapter has shown that both the sport-as-play and the

sport-as-alienated-labour accounts of freedom in sport are flawed.

In linking the notion of freedom in sport with play, and tying the

notion of freedom in play so closely with submission to metaphysical

spiritual, and to rational-scientific form, this account was diown

to restrict the social possibilities of sport. By consigning

sport's freedom to a metaphysical or spiritual plane, or by equating

sport's freedom with cooperative-individualist freedom (i.e., the
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expansion of individual freedom throu^ sufcmission to

rational-scientific form) the sport-as-play view of freedom was

shown to have limited potential to ojffpose or change the given

political-oconcamic conditions. Ihe sport-as-alienated-labour

account, on the other hand, indicted sport under capitalism in such

a way that its social possibilities were all but eliminated or else

projected into a post-capitalist social order. However, the

aoiknowledgement of autonomy in the sport contest, and of the

existence of play itself, was shown to diminish the force of the

charges that sport is an exact replica of alienated capitalist

labour.

If the shortcomings in both the sport-as-play and the sport-

as-alienated-labour views suggest anything, it is that sport and the

freedom thou^t to exist in sport cannot be fully understood if

analysis is either divorced from political-economic categories or

reduced entirely to them. Xfriderstanding hew sport can be considered

a socially liberating or constraining human activity requires an

analysis that is more sensitive to the nature and organization of

sport in liberal, free-market society. This does not mean that the

metaphysical or spiritual characteristics have to be ignored; it

does mean, however, that more attention needs to be paid to framing

the issue of social freedom in concrete terms. Ihe analytical

framework should be critical and constructive without falling into

the trap of inadvertently providing ammunition for one ideological

cairp or another. Ihe analytical perspective must also be open to

the possibility that some types of social relations may take forms
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other than the dcsninant institutional ones, and that these social

relations may embody alternative and perh^ss ofpositional values.

If these forms of social life can be found, then it is iirperative

that they be examined in concrete and personal terms, and in terms

of their relation to the larger institutional order. If alternative

forms of social freedom are found to exist, a critical analysis

^ould be alert to the conditions or processes vAiich account for

their viability or longevity.
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CHAPTER II

SOCIAL FREEDOM

In the previous chapter it was ̂ cwn that freedcan on the

sport-as-play view is equated with "sutmission to form," the effect

of vhich is to detach sport frcm material necessity or interests so

that it could be engaged in for its own sake. Owing to the

connections made between sport's formal and metaphysical-spiritual,

and between sport's formal and rational-scientific properties, the

social possibilities of freedcm were shewn to be not only limited but

ideologically loaded in si:5)port of liberal, free-market institutions.

The sport-as-alienated-labour view, on the other hand, was thou^t to

be more realistic in terms of examining the issue of sport's freedom

in a political-economic context, yet it erred in the opposite

direction by attributing too much of sport's meaning to alienated

forms of social life. Due to its own ideological (i.e., anti-

capitalist) bias and methodological narrcwness (i.e., econcmic

reductionism) certain social possibilities of freedom in sport under

capitalism were shown to be ignored or restricted. The upshot of

this argument was that freedom in sport can be examined without

necessarily tying that view entirely to play, and that sport's

rational-scientific and ccinmercial organization does not necessarily

extinguish its freedom.

Before addressing the issue of social freedom in sport in

Chapter III, it is necessary to establish an understanding of what is

meant ty social freedom. In the initial section of this chapter this
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will mean examining the nature of social freedom in liberal, free-

market society. Ihe liberal view, with its eirphasis on

individualism, pluralism, and minimal State intervention will be

critically assessed in terms of the social relations it can generate

and how individuals are thoun^t to be free or not free in them. In

particular, this will mean examining the irtpact capitalist

institutions can have on social relations and the social freedom

thoun^t to exist in the political-economic "public" spheres and in

areas of social life thou^t to be "private." Ihe following section

will ar^dT-ess the possibility that certain features of liberal social

life and social freedom can be redefined in ways that are consistent

with liberalism, yet uncharacteristic of, and perhaps inimical to,

the current vocabulary of social freedom in capitalist institutions.

T.ihpral Social Freedom

Ihe purpose of this section is to critically examine the

nature and expression of social freedom in liberal, free-market

society. After a brief clarification of the terms "public" and

"private" as they apply to various sectors or types of s<x:ial life in

liberal society, a critical examination of the type of social freedom

that exists in the "public" and "private" realm will be carried out.

Specifically, this will mean e^^loring how liberal social freedom is

defined and justified as a general political principle, and how it

can in turn shape the role of the State, the social relations within

the political-economic sfhere, and the personal areas of social life

thought to be separate from political or economic considerations.
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This will be followed by a critical assessaonent of the possibilities,

consecpjences, and limitations of liberal social life and social

freedom v^en rational-scientific and capitalist institutions have a

predominant role in liberal society.

Ihe terms "private" and "public," vAien used to designate

various social realms within liberal society, can be ambiguous. The

terms are very often used vAien referring to the distinction between

the corporate or commercial "private" sector and the State-sponsored

"public" sector. Sometimes the word "private" is used to describe a

type of social organization that permits or encourages the interplay

of irdividuals pursuing "private" or personal interests. "Private"

society in this case refers to a type of social systan where social

relations are valued primarily for their ability to advance political

or economic interests. Besides exercising ri^ts of association in

an economic or political manner, individuals can also be thou^t to

have a "private" life involving personal or social activity of a

largely non-economic or non-political nature. Taken together, this

means that caramon (liberal) political principles allcw for diverse

forms of social life, some of which may be centered on political-

econcmic interests (i.e., private society) and some more oriented

toward non-political or non-econcmic interests and affiliations

(i.e., private life). What is central for this inquiry is eu^loring

how individual freedom can be reconciled with the ccramon good under

different social conditions in liberal society. In other words, it

means exainining hew social freedom can be defined and understood in

the social relations spawned by liberal, free-market society.
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Ihe political principles that landergird liberal society

include features such as individualism, pluralism, and minimal State

intervention. Ihis means that the liberal social order is based not

on a collective, uniform notion of the good life, tut on the orderly

interplay of individual visions and pursuits of the good life. There

is no predefined moral or political ideal on this account that

requires a voluntary, engineered, or coerced consensus. Where

individualism and pluralism flourish, there can likely be conflicts

of interests. While recognizing that liberal society can be

criticized as a "war of all against all" (81: p. 41), Stout argues

that there may not exist a consensus on vhat constitutes the coraraon

good, but there is a tacit understanding that conflict, debate, and

negotiation are preferable to social uniformity and the coercive

pressures that mi(^t be required to create and sustain it. In other

words, in liberal society it is preferable to have a plurality of

interests rather than an identity of interests. While public life

does not engender social solidarity, it is believed by Meilaender

(cited in 81: p. 47) that public political life is at its worst viien

it seeks to establish an identity of interests. Public political

life can spawn diverse conceptions of the good life, tut atterrpts to

promote a consensus would ultimately require for its realization some

type of manipulation or political coercion.

Social freedom in liberal society largely means the absence of

constraint. This can sinply mean that individuals are free to do

viiat they want to do, viien they want to do it. However, with

pluralism and the conflicts of interests that can result, there is a
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need to ensure sanve t^pe of orderly exercise of individual freedoms.

Uiis the liberal society attoipts by identifying and attaching

"freedom" to the notion of ri^ts and equality; in principle this is

eipected to curtail absolute individual freedom in favour of a

freedcm that does not infringe on the equal ri^ts of others. Social

freedcm in this sense is as much a freedcm frcm certain restraints

(i.e., absolute State authority) as it is the exercise of certain

ri^ts (e.g., freedom of trade, speech, religion, association, etc.)

vMch, in principle, apply to all. In economic terms, social freedom

generally means the piarsuit of self-interest in a market economy

"free from" or unencumbered by State designs or controls. When

involved, the State's role is e^qjected to be the provision of the

legal infrastructure (e.g., antitrust laws, labour laws, etc.) and

mechanisms (e.g., public litigation, collective bargaining, etc.)

necessary to mediate and allow conflicts or competing ri^ts claims

to be settled. Ihe State may be called xpon to recognize and empower

dispossessed or disadvantaged grotps (e.g., throu^ equal opportunity

or affirmative action programs) so that competition for scarce

material rewards can continue on a more equitable basis. In other

words, the State may overturn, modify, or introduce rules in order to

protect or promote the exercise of individual ri<^ts. The legitimacy

of these interventions is based on the State's apparent "neutrality,"

that is, its embodiment and protection of collective interests (i.e.,

freedom and equality) as opposed to the interests of a narrower

constituency (e.g., the capitalist class).
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While there may not be a cxsnsensus on vAiat constitutes the

ultimate "good" worth living for, there appears to be agreement on

vhat constitutes permissable means for pursuing personal "goods."

Social freedom on this view can mean the voluntary submission to

social rules that are thou^t to be in the best interests of all.

Again, this does not mean that there will be an identity of

interests; it does mean that vhatever ends are pursued, it is in

everyone's interest that there be freedom of choice, equality, and

fairness. In other words, the individual can be reconciled with the

cxjimmon good in so far as the "war" with other individuals or groups

is carried out fairly. Ihis also suggests that otherwise socially

indifferent or ant:agonistic individuals can form associations to

advance individual (or grov^)) political or economic interests. In

vhat is referred t:o as the "war of all against all" individuals can

forge and dissolve their alliances on the basis of vhat arrangements

best serve the achievement of individual interests. Yet, here it

must be recxDgnized that social relations can be largely impersonal,

instrumentzal political or eccncamic affairs. While "public" life

^ould remain a means for persons to seeik private fulfilment, either

individually or in groups, ̂ feilaender contends that it should also be

a means " . . . tx» foster private, social bonds - to make space in

life for families, friendships, clubs, faiths, neighboiurhccds" (cited

in 81: p. 47). Individuals in liberal society have to reconcile

themselves to the fach that much of public life can be impersonal,

utilitarian, legalistic, and hostile. However, they are still free

to pursue their vision of the gccd life in non-political or
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non-material ways. In other words, individuals are (or ̂ ould be)

free to seek or establidi in their private lives voluntary

associations that presumably fulfill needs and interests for contacts

of a more personal or sociable nature. Ihis means that social

freedom in liberal society can mean not only freedom from State

coercion (for political solidarity), but also freedom from political

or economic interests. At the same time, this means that individuals

have autonomy to engage their abilities (if at all) and define their

affiliations in ways that are divorced from political-economic

interests and the types of instrumental social relations they can

generate.

Critioue of Capitalist Institutions in T.ihprai Society

However, th^e are several presutrptions about the liberal view

of social freedom that can be questioned. It is one thing to say

that individuals make voluntary ohoices, but it is another to presume

that these choices are always made in the face of open alternatives,

and that the voluntary sutmission to constraints is always in

everyone's best interests. There is clearly a sense that liberal

accounts of social freedom cannot admit the possibility that social

structures can have a determining or conditioning oharacter of their

own. Since the explanation of social activity begins with

individuals viio are presumably free to define and pursue their

interests in li^t of open alternatives, and free to enter into

social relations that advance their individual interests, it is

difficult to imagine that institutions can have the capacity to

structure alternatives, delimit choices, or produce outcomes that nan
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cxjntrary to the interests of the individuals v^o ccarprise them. It

can be the case that amidst the plviralism fostered ty liberal

society, seme institutions can have a disproportionate influence over

others. It is possible that the very political conditions that

promote individualism and pluralism can give rise to forms of social

life that can threaten or co-cpt individualism and pluralism. It can

be argued that rational-scientific capitalist institutions can absorb

individualism and pluralism for its own interests; individualism and

pluralism thrive, but they are framed in economic terms. This means

that the "open alternatives," the volmtary associations, and the

individual interests thou^t to exist for agents can be regarded,

conversely, as economically structured alternatives and associations

that promote a narrow economic agenda. As a result, the social

freedom thou^t to exist in liberal society can serve as an

ideological prqp for capitalist interests. The pervasive effects of

capitalist institutions could also threaten the autonorry thou^t to

exist in the non-political, non-economic "private" sfiieres of life.

Ihis means that individual pursuits or the voliantary associations

that have the potential to promote alternative values, interests, and

social relations can be jeopardized. Even a defender of liberal

society like Meilaender recognizes this threat:

When enshrined at the center of our public consciousness
is the minimal virtue v^iich asks only civility, v^en our
common life acknowledges a plurality of forms of the good
life and the need for freedom to pursue our private
visions of the good life - viien these are the beliefs
i-pon vdiich our ccraraunity is founded - it will be
difficult to prevent a belief in the primacy of private
interests from seeping down into dominating our
understanding of virtue. Serious moral education,
serious training in virtue, may then became difficult to
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systain [sic]. We may even have difficulty sustaining
the ccannmon life of smaller grotps i^wn vhich we are
relying to transmit those "hi^er" elements of our moral
vision (cited in 81: p. 47).

In addition to being a threat to the autoncnry of "private," voluntary

associations, Meilaender's comments suggest that capitalist

institutions have moral shortcomings. The nature and extent of these

moral shortccmings will be examined in the context of hew social

freedom can be threatened by, or assimilated to, capitalist

interests. Ihis means examining how rational-scientific capitalist

institutions can effect the personal and social characteristics of

freedom. It also means examining the possibility that liberal notions

of social freedom can legitimize the capitalist appropriation of

social life.

The transition from traditional to modem forms of social

organization has hi^ili^ted the growth of individualism, and this

transition has been attributed in part to the extension of rational

and scientific methods into many areas of social life. Gruneau and

Albinson refer to this social transformation eis rationalization, in

other words, a

.  . . process vherety achion pursued in an effective
manner as an end in itself and guided by traditional
values or sentiment, becomes transformed into action that
is oriented to particular ends in a secnlar atmosEhere of
efficiency and production (29: p. 22).

This process entails, on a larger social scale, a shift from

"intimate, cxmraunally based, non-utilitarian sets of social

relations, to more contracrtually based, individualistic and

utilitarian patterns of social organization" (cited in 29: p. 20).
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In distinguishing Gemeinsdhaft and Gesellschaft as typical of this

transformation, In^iam states:

Gemeinsdhaft is used to describe a form of social
organization viiich is badkward locking (based on
tradition), intimate (blood linked), conraunal (actions
are performed for the collectivity), relatively
hcmogeneous (little division of labor), and viiidh work is
viewed as life activity. On the other hand, Gesellschaft
is used to describe a form of social organization vhidh
is forward looking (suffers from an illusion of progress
to use an idea of Sorel), loose (the most intimate
bonding being the nuclear family), personal (actions are
performed for one's own status or pecuniary enhancement),
relatively heterogeneous (specialization has engendered
an increasing division of labor) and in vhidh work has
beccsne a means to an end (the acquisition of abstracted
ccanmodities vhich have universal exchange value, e.g.,
money) (41: p. 345).

According to Ehrkheim (cited in 24), the division of labour

and specialization inherent in the rationalization process

increase not only efficiency and productivity, but also

individualism. Durkheim comments that the rationalization process

provides an c^^rtunity for individuals to demonstrate a

particular skill and to appreciate the significance of the

contribution to a larger social product. Interdependence is

necessary even more so in this type of social organization, and

effective means must be enployed to ensure that these individual

specialists are coordinated in such a way as to guarantee their

continued coc^)eration. When this cfportunity and this

interdependence are recognized, a certain functional cohesion or

"organic solidarity" can be generated (cited in 24: p. 277). In

other words, a social belief can emerge that assigns worth to the

contribution of individual specialists to the collective product.
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Weber affirms this view vhen he claims that the fragmentation of

work is offset ty the productive gains of the collective (cited in

23). In other words, in an ever-increasingly rationalized labour

process, individuals are asked to identify less with occupational

fiolfilnent and more with the material benefits and ojportunities

made possible throu^ their collective efforts. Individuals can

appreciate that harnessing the talents of individuals in this

manner is more conducive to hi^er productivity than the efforts

of solitary individuals working alone. Rawls recognizes that

society is a "cooperative venture for mutual advantage," yet it is

marked by an identity and a conflict of interests. There is an

identity of interests in so far as individuals perceive their

achievements to be greater thrGU^-.-s©eial cooperation than throu^

solitary efforts, yet there is also a conflict of interests since

individuals prefer a greater to a lesser share of the collectively

produced benefits (71: p. 4). It is also assumed on this account

that the social order requires for its maintenance the fulfillment

of various functions (e.g., agricultural, industrial, ccinmercial,

administrative, etc.), and that individuals vary in their ability

to provide certain skills. Bilton et al. indicate that certain

functional roles can be considered more essential to the effective

ordering and maintenance of the system, and in order to induce

individuals to educate themselves and occupy these roles, certain

material or social advantages must attend to the positions.

Inequality of r^frards is thus thou^t to be justifiable on the

grounds that it stimulates corrpetition and draws out the roost
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talented persons to fulfill the essential occi^jational roles in

society (6: p. 48-49). As a result, individuals are asked to

identify more with equality of c^portunity than equality of

condition. In summary, individuals are encouraged to acc^jt a

rational-scientifically organized system that involves personal

subordination to a fragmented production process, and ccatpetition

for the scarce rewards produced tiy their collective efforts.

Legitimizing a social system such as this can occur if

individuals can be convinced they are free in it. Various

features of the rational-scientific organization of society and

distribution of rewards appear ccmopatible with liberal notions of

social freedcan. That is, individuals are free not in the sense of

being free from restraint, but in terms of expanding individual

opportunities throu^ sutanission to social order. In other words,

social freedom on this "organic" or "functional" view can be

considered the "common good" of fulfilling occupational roles

that, vhen coordinated in an interdependent manner, promote

material growth. Despite some co-(p)erative features, there is no

"good" that individuals desire for one another; individuals still

seek to secure for themselves as much of the collectively produced

benefits as possible. Individuals are free not to the extent that

their conditions of life are equal but rather to the extent that

they have equal opportunity to cxarpete for scarce rewards.

Individuals are generally reconciled to the idea that how these

collectively produced benefits are distributed is largely

dependent on "siperior" individual achievements. As a result, the
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view of social freedom as involving co-operative individualism,

equality of opportunity, and personal rewaird based on aohievenvent

can legitimize the material inequalities of condition generated by

a rational-scientifically ordered and competitive society.

While the liberal view of social freedom can be linked to

the rational-scientific and competitive organization of society,

these features can also be linked to certain class interests.

Giddens notes:

In capitalism authority relationships in . . . (industry
and the state) . . . ultimately rest xpon the ri^ts
inherent in the possession and deployment of capital. In
neither case are these ri^t of a specific minority;
their legitimacy derives from newly recognized concepts
of freedom and equality. In the sphere of the economy
itself, freedom of contracts effectively sanctions the
domiinance of the owner of capital, since the wage-
labourer is forced to deliver himself into the hands of
the capitalist .by dint of economiic necessity. Ihis
position of nominal freedom and actual bondage is
reinforced and stabilized by the mcxiem state, vhioh
recognizes 'political' ri^ts of citizenship, but
s^)arates these from industry. Thus, in Marx's analysis,
the authority structure of capitalist industry is treated
as flowing from the ri^ts, and therefore the powers, of
capital as bolstered or sanctioned by the bourgeois state
(cited in 28: pp. 9-10).

Ihis suggests that the State is not a "neutral" body that represents

collective interests; rather, it embodies capitalist interests, and

sanctions the institutions that develop around capitalist interests

and values.

If liberal social freedom can be associated with capitalist

interests at the State level, it remains to be seen how it can be

associated with the rational-scientific organization of produc±ion

and consunption. According to Braverman,
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.  . . for vMle all kncwn societies have divided
their vrark into productive specialties, no society
before capitalism systematically subdivided the work
of each productive specialty into limited
c^jerations. This form of the division of labor
beccmnes generalized only with capitalism (7: p. 70).

All-round skills are purposely fragmented in order to enhance not

only productivity, but profit. Battoage claims that "... in a

society based v?»n the purchase and sale of labor pcwer, dividing the

craft cheapens its individual parts" (cited in 7: p. 80). Scientific

management, another facet of rationalized labour, can be conceived of

not only as a method of enhancing efficiency and productivity by

assigning conceptual and execution skills to appropriately trained

workers, but also as a method for capitalists to control the

production process. According to Braverman, scientific management

starts

.  . . not frcm the human point of view but frcm the
capitalist point of view, frcm the point of view of the
management of a refractory work force in a setting of
antagonistic social relations. It does not atterrpt to
discover and confront the cause of the condition, but
accepts it as an inexorable given, a "natural" condition
(7: p. 86).

Bureaucratization, the final element of the rationalization process,

refers to the progressive development of hierarchical management

structures as a way of coordinating individual specialists tcward

achieving a productive goal. VJhile In^nam notes that the grcwth of

bureaucratization has been attributed to greater occupational

specialization and the increased size of administrative units to be

controlled, it has also been due to the "hegemony of the profit

principle vhich required a disciplined work force subject to

increased managerial control" (41; p. 353).
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What this suggests is that vdiile the rationalization process

may be an effective way of prcanoting productivity, this process

cannot be abstracted from political-econcmic conditions, namely, the

social relations of production. The capitalist ownership of

production and the free-market principles x^xjn vhich production,

distribution, and consuirption are based holds out the premise that

the forces of nature can be harnessed in ways to significantly

alleviate the material struggle for survival. However, while the

dream of abundance remains a possibility, the "institutionalization

of scarcity," according to Morgan (61: p. 2), renders problematic

the relation between material production and the general

satisfaction of human needs. That is, the unenployment produced

throu^ rationalization, the inequality of conditions produced

throu^ private ownership and ccsntpetition, and the ill-afforded

over-consuitption promoted by mass-marketing and advertising, all act

to sustain scarcity and the utilitarian and antagonistic social

relations that can accompany it. That is, the rationalization

process enhances productivity and profit, but in the end it reduces

the need for human labour. In the absence of an equitable wealth

distribution system (recall that inequality of condition is thou^t

to be necessary to promote competition to fill "essential"

occupations), the struggle for survival is intensified for

laneiployed workers. The reduced demand for labour and thus the

reduction in the market value of that labour, accoapanied by the

increased productivity of the erployed workers, results in a
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favorable situation for the acxuinulation of surplus value by the

c^italist (61).

Not only do division of labour, specialization, scientific

management, and bureaucratization act to perpetuate scarcity and

thus the struggle for survival, the production process exacts

additional human "costs." Marx, vho is critical of forces that

distort the function of creative labour, argues that it is throu^

labour that the human being satisfies human needs, namely to

transform the world into objects in order to satisfy material needs,

to realize oneself as a full existing being, and to recognize

interdependence and mutuality with others in their labour. Wider

capitalism, however, the owners of the means of production transform

the worker's fundamental needs into capitalist needs to possess

power, to conduct tdie lives of others, and to transform worker

interdependence into dependence (cited in 2: jp. 96-98). Allen

contends that if the sense of humanity is aroused in the creative

process of labour, and if the human beings sense of mutuality begins

in labour, then the capitalist control over the means of production

entails control over the nature of a person's himanity (2: pp.

96-98). According to Braverman, vAiile the rationalization process

iirproves overall system productivity, it does so throu^ the

dissociation of the labour process from the (all-round) skills of

the worker, throu^ the separation of conceptual and execution

skills, and the "... use of this moncpoly over knowledge to

control each step of the labor process and its mode of execution"

(7: pp. 112-120). Consequently, the workers are relegated to the
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position of providing predetermined, abstract, and discrete units of

sikill that involve little sense of creativity, personal

responsibility, attributability, or meaningful contact with others.

Ihis suggests that the liberal view of social freedom has

several limitations and deficiencies. Voluntarism can be considered

a significant feature of social freedom, but liberal views tend to

emphasize the exercise and protection of ri^ts as opposed to the

quality of human activity and social relationships. Ihe liberal

view of social freedom, however, props vp the rational-scientific

capitalist organization of society by making collective effort and

conpetition for scarce rewards palatable. Ihis it does by attaching

freedom and equality (of opportunity) to it. In addition, it can

make the human "costs" of rationalized labour ajpear as "natural"

and necessary parts of the collective struggle for material

prosperity.

Sartre argues that alienated social formations (i.e.,

"collectives") and non-alienated formations (e.g., "fused grotps" or

"organizations") always emerge or dissolve in the ox3ntext of

material scarcity. The condition of material scarcity does not in

itself produce particular types of social relations; it is rather

the human response to scarcity that can generate personal anonymity,

social indifference, antagonism, or, on the other hand, mutuality,

reciprocity, and community. While material scarcity has been a

dilemma facing societies thou^out history, it is the artificial

scarcities promulgated by capitalism that magnifies the potential

for social divisiveness (75). In the absence of some equality of
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cxDndition, and without the moral c»nsensus as to the value of each

person's contribution, and without seme degree of social

reciprocity, there exists the possibility that individuals will seek

in their efforts only that vMch will fulfill them as individuals.

Owing to the ever-increasing institutionalization and

rationalization of everyday life, Sartre argues most human social

grot^jings ladk any internal unity and possess a being that is

conditioned from outside the groijp (75: p. 259). A gathering of

workers in a hi^ily rationalized (industrial or commercial)

production system, for exairple, are imited by virtue of an

hierarchically ordered system that defines particular functions,

communication patterns, and accountability. The final product and

the production or administration process is predetermined and

precisely regulated by management. In the case of a hi^xLy

rationalized work process, the individual is defined by function,

and the collective group is defined by hew all the functions are

interrelated to produce the predetermined finished product. In

contrast to the functionalist view that submission to rational-

scientific institutional constraint enhances individual freedom,

Sartre argues that individual initiative in this context becomes

itore a functional freedom, a freedcm that does not mean the

possibility of choice, but the "... necessity of living these

constraints in the form of exigencies that must be fulfilled by a

praxis" (75: p. 326). Since the rationalized labour process

circumscribes personal responsibilities and actions precisely, there

is little opportunity for individuals to exercise choice in the
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selection of means to acccmplish a task car to produce novel actions

that ej^and the choices and powers of co-^workers.

In addition, a precisely defined task does not allow

individuals to go above and beyond that requirement, as if the

ccxrpletion of the end product would be facilitated for all as a

result. Exceptional individual efforts are not t^ically perceived

as a "team" strength that will facilitate others or "carry" the

group towards greater output. Very often the overproduction by one

member is disdained by co-w/orkers, for it signals to itanagement that

greater productivity is possible for the entire production unit. If

pressure is then put on the others to r^licate the efforts and

output of the most productive workers, it is not uncommon to find

the mast productive workers punished by their peers.^ VJhile it is

understood that such group production norms are very often

establi^ed and enforced as a defensive measure against relentless

management pressure for productivity increases, it still attests to

the fact that creativity, diligence, and conscientiousness are

tolerated only to the extent that similar traits and efforts are not

expected by the other members of the grotp. In summary,

rationalized labour can diminish the opportunities for creative

labour, personal initiative, and for social recognition and sipport

of these talents and powers.

^Homans found that workers exerted intense pressure on
those vAio worked too much and those vho worked too little. In the

case of "rate busters" (i.e., over- producers) and "chiselers"
(i.e., free-riders) offenders could be "binged," that is, dealt a
sharp blow to the ipper arm as symbolic punishment for going against
the production "ethos" of the grcap (cited in 75: pp. 359-360).
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Calling such a social arrangement an expression of "co-operative-

individualist" freedom can only legitimize the failings of the

process.

In addition to the consequences of rationalized labour, the

accumulation of surplus value throu^ prcanotion of consumerism can

also produce its own "human" costs. If the level of material need

satisfaction remains constant, and if productivity is sufficient to

satisfy these needs, then this can reduce the necessity tx) labour.

Ihis state of affairs can thus jecpardize the accumulation of

profits. However, mass-marketing and advertising techniques can

promots consumption throuf^ the continuous introduction or

reintroduction of "novel" goods and services. Very often these

goods and services can go beyond vhat is considered "necessary" for

material survival. Yet, they can be perceived as necessary for

social survival. This means that a genuine human need (e.g.,

intimate social contact) can be manipulated in such a way that the

satisfaction of the need comes to be associated with the purchase of

certain commodities (e.g., "trendy" clothing or automobiles) or

services (e.g., Club Med vacations).

Roj^ (74: p. 121) adds that "individuation" is a key element

of promotion and advertising strategies; that is, certain products

and services are promoted on the basis of their contribution to

personal identity. Keeping ahead of the trends or at least keeping

rp with the trends in fashion and entertainment to demonstrate one's

uniqueness can require relentless consumption. Even if individuals
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recx3gnize that making a "personal statement" requires cxsnformity to

commercially manipulated trencSs, failure to do so can result in

(perceived or real) social ostracism or isolation. The irony of

needing to make a "personal statoiient" by purchasing a commodity

that conforms to market-produced trends is not lost on Rojek here;

he contends that the "individuation" process "... penetrates to

the heart of alienation in capitalist society" (74: p. 121).

Possessive individualism, nurtured in an atmosphere of consumerism,

tends on this account to be an illusory freedcan; it "masks shared

life conditions," the most relevant of these being the conditions of

the manipulation in the first place.

In the spheres of both production and consurrption, individual

actions are mediated in such a way that it is difficult to establish

or locate a concrete sense of personal identity. Human beings

create various products or services to satisfy their needs; yet, the

institutions evolving around the production and delivery of goods

and services can appear to take on a "life of their cwn." For

Sartre,

As soon as man begins to designate himself not as a mere
reproduction of his life, but as the ensemble of products
vhich reproduce his life, he discovers himself as other
in the world of objectivity; totalized matter, as inert
objectification perpetuated ty inertia, is in effect
non-human or anti-human. All of xis spend our lives
engraving our maleficient image on things, and it
fascinates and bewilders us if we try to imderstand
ourselves through it, althou^ we are ourselves the
totalizing movement vhich results in this particular
objectification (cited in 69: p. 62).

This means that the social structures created originally for the

purpose of need satisfaction can be infused with alternative
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meanings. In terms of the infiltration of capitalist interests, this

can mean that profit, and not the satisfaction of needs, becomes

paramount. If productive activity loses its palpable, creative

features, it can be due to the ascendency of exchange value.

Conpensation for loss of personal identity in productive activity can

take the form of consuirption, but here too individual identity is

fleeting. Failure to find personal satisfaction in productive

activity can give way to the pursuit of hi^er exchange value;

finding hi^er exchange value can in turn precipitate carpetition in

the job market; and hi^er income can fuel the perpetual chase for

"identity" in market-determined fashion trends. As "divided and

conquered" individuals vho vie with one another for scarce mterial

resources and social recognition, human beings can either lose si^t

of, or be indifferent to, the fact that they have created the very

corxiitions of their servitude.

The iitpersonal character of social interdependence in

capitalist society is due to the ascendance of commodity relations.

Keil and Ashley note:

ccmmodity relations are interactions between
individualized actors vhich involve the exchange of seme
d^x3sitory of value. The value is assessed in terms of
money, or money equivalence. Exchange and production of
ccmmodities (the value d^xjsitors) are carried out in
market or market-like relations. With the building up of
market relations, person-to-person transactions, both
economic or social, come to occipy less and less of a
place in an individual's life. Person-to-person
relations are replaced with abstract market relations
with anonymous others, usually a large corporation.
(cited in 48: p. 15).

What the liberal view of social freedom suggests is that spheres of
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life exist or should exist that allcw for voluntary associations of a

kind that differ from the iiipersonal ones characteristic of public

political-economic life. Ihe "institutionalization of scarcity"

(i.e., the rationalization of production and the expansion of

material needs), as essential features of c^italism, tend to

perpetuate impersonal and antagonistic relations not only in

economic life but also in that realm thou^t to be separate and

private. For example, Braverman argues that under capitalism the

provision and consuirption of goods and services by relatively self-

sufficient families and comraunities has been taken over by the market

to a large extent:

Ihe social structure, built i^xDn the martet is such that
relations between individuals and social groijps do not
take place directly, as cocperative human eixxjunters, but
throu^ the market as relations of purchase and sale.
Thus the more social life becomes a dense and close
network of interlocdced activities in vhioh people are
totally interdependent, the more atomized they become and
the more their contacts with one aixjther separate them
instead of bringing them closer (7: p. 277).

Braverman is suggesting that forms of social life vAiich in the past

involved direct social interdependence and community (e.g., care of

the young and elderly, clothing, shelter and food, safety,

recreation, etc.), are now mediated by institutional forms suoh as

bureaucratically organized work, police services, fast-food outlets,

public health-care facilities, and the like. like Borgmann's

"device," a structure vdiioh makes a commodity available " . . . in an

instantaneous, ubiquitous, safe and easy fashion," the market

disburdens " . . . us of our dependency on a complex social network

of family and friends" (cited in 51: jp. 18-19).
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The fast-food industry, for Capon, is a "device;" for vhile it

delivers the ccinmodity (i.e., food) in an effective, time-efficient,

and trouble-free manner, it strips the activity of its palpable

creative qualities and detaches it from its more intimate social

moorings. While the traditional "festive" meal could be the occasion

for creative engagement in food preparation and presentation, and for

direct, immediate, and personal interactions with others, the fast-

food meal "on-the-run" can disengage the individual from personal and

interpersonal involvement. The traditional "festive" meal requires

the coordinated efforts of many individuals not only in the

preparation of various culinary specialties but also in table

arrangements and decorations appropriate to the occasion (e.g.,

Christmas, Easter, Thaiiksgiving, birthdays, etc.). The word

"traditional" suggests that certain themes are reinforced throu^

repetition; in this case, the "festive" meal brings together a grox;?)

of individuals vho can reinforce familial, religious, ethnic, or

other social bonds (cited in 51: p. 21). Even daily family meals,

lacking in the special "festive" elements, can offer in the very

least an (opportunity for family members to unite and converse in a

more direct and intimate manner.

Sartre (75) argues that social life is very often

characterized by the passive, uncritical acceptance of services,

conventions, and protocols that have the effect of procducing and

reinforcing social isolation, indifference, or antagonisms. A line

of people awaiting a bus, for epoirple, are unified not throu^ the

interrelation of concrete, personal characteristics or actions, but
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ty virtue of the ejqjected bus arrival and a cx)nventional procedure to

determine boarding priority. To understand the nature of this

gathering, viddi Sartre calls a "collective," it is not necessary to

understand (nor need to understand) or appreciate the unique,

personal characteristics of its members. The bus queue is a xonity by

that vhich exists outside it, namely the iitpending arrival of the

bus. While members of the bus queue have the same aim (i.e., to

catch the bus), it tends not to be a common aim; for everyone desires

a seat on the bus for themselves, even if it means that some are

excluded. The external "unity" of the queue inasks the animosity or

social indifference that tends to pervade the relations among

members. Moreover, the queue itself indicates that members have an

implicitly acc^jted and expedient (first-ccme, first-served) protocol

that determines boarding priority. The bus queue is an expedient and

perhaps "fair" way of determining boarding priority, especially vhen

the possibility exists that there mi^t not be a sufficient number of

seats available. Rather than a chaotic free-for-all scramble to

board, individuals passively acc^xt the protocol as a way of

reconciling themselves to scarcity or expected scarcity conditions.

However, for Sartre, this means that the queue members "... accept

the inpossibility of deciding vhich individuals are dispensable in

terms of the intrinsic qualities of the individual . . . " (75: p.

261). In a similar manner to a "device," the boarding protocol

"disburdens" members of the necessity of taking into consideration

the special needs or circums-tances of individuals in the queue. This

is not to say that acts of sociability, generosity, and altruism do
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ncft cxxxir; however, these are contingent occurrences and are thus not

necessary for understanding the nature of this social formation.

A further exairple of the external unity of a "collective" can

be a television audience to a political speech; the dynamics and

unity of this group vary considerably to that of an audience gathered

together in a tcwn square or assembly hall. While members of the

latter group can respond directly to the speaker, and can appreciate

the significance of affirmative and negative re^xDnses amongst each

other, the television viewers are being addressed as independent,

isolated units. Much like Borgmann's "device" structure, the nature

of the medium and the convenience of the speech's rec^jtion mutes the

direct "feel" for the event and precludes direct interaction and

potential for dialogue. Affirmative or negative individual responses

made in isolation fall on deaf ears; the situation thus precludes the

opportunity for immediate and direct interchange of synpathies,

disagreements, or plans for concerted opposition or support. This

exairple, plus the others discussed above, point to seme of the

shortcomings of social life in a rational-scientifically organized

production and consuirption system. For all the talk about

availability, efficiency, and the convenience of the modem service

ecoroty, Braverman (7) argues that a large part of the population is

confined to conditions vhere individuals react alone, or

indifferently, or even antagonistically towards one another:

.  . . the all-pcwerful market place vhich, governed by
capital and profitable investment, is both chaotic and
profoundly hostile to all feelings of community. Ihus
the very social services vhich ̂ ould facilitate social
life and social solidarity have the c^posite effect. As
the advances of modem hous^old and service industries
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listen the family labor, they increase the futility of
family life; as they remove the burden of personal
relations, they strip away its affections; as they create
an intricate social life, th^ rob it of every vestige of
ocmmunity and leave in its place the cash nexus (7: p.
282).

It has been demonstrated in this section that the liberal view

of social freedom has its shortcxsnings. While it was shown to

prcmote the idea that individualism, pluralism, and itiinimal State

intervention are preferable to totalitarian uniformity, the liberal

view fails to recognize the extent to vMch capitalist interests and

mechanisms infiltrate and dominate social life. It was shewn that

xander capitalism, rational-scientific methods have been employed to

bolster productivity. Yet, for the material advantages gained,

labour that engages the individual in a personally and socially

satisfying manner has largely been lost. In the area of material

consumption, "individuality" ccmes to mean the mass consumption of

ocramodities associated with (media-manufactured) personal lifestyle

statements. Social relations ocme to be mediated more and more by

market mechanisms and services (e.g., health, transport, food, and

welfare, etc.) such that the necessity of personally responsible and

effective action is diminished, and relations among individuals

beccme more instrumental, indifferent, emotionally barren, and

unfulfilling. When defined in terms of voluntary individual action

(in the face of open alternatives), and voluntary associations that

serve collective interests (i.e., individual ri^ts and equality of

opportunity), liberal views of social freedom were shewn to be

ill-equipped to recognize hew capitalist interests and institutions
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can infiltrate social life and apprcpriate individualism and

pluralism for its own purposes. When social freedom was defined in

terms of co-operative individualism (i.e., the expansion of

individual possibilities throu^ collective effort), equality of

c^portunily, and possessive individualism (to conpete for a greater

share of the collectively produced benefits), it was shown to serve

an ideological function by legitimizing the material inequalities and

the human "costs" (i.e., personal and social alienation) generated by

a rational-scientific and competitive capitalist society. Forms of

social life that can engage the creative abilities of individuals in

ways that contribute to mutual recognition, reciprocity, solidarity,

and mutual fulfillment would r^resent an alternative to the

alienated forms of social life shown to exist in (capitalist-

dominated) liberal society. How these alternative social relations

mii^t be recognized, and how they can be articulated in terms of

social freedom, are the major issues to be addressed in the next

section.

A T.i'hpral .Social Freedom Alternative

The purpose of this section is to ejplore the possibility that

liberal social freedom can be expressed in ways that overcome the

pitfalls of social life imder rational-scientific capitalist

institutions. Essential to the development of this view is the

condition that the possibilities for freedom must be social

possibilities. That is, social freedom cannot be seen to be a

retreat from social-political life, and neither can it be seen as an
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ideolcjgical prep for dominant interests or institutions within

liberal society. Where these alternative forms of social life can be

identified and located, they must be capable of ejpressing

oppositional values, principles, and behaviours even amidst vhat is

considered the daninant institutional form of life. As a alternative

to being bound to rationalized labour, individuals would need to be

reintegrate^ with their productive efforts in such a way that their

creative abilities are engaged and nurtured in an enpowering manner.

Rather than the monotonous r^)etition of fragmented and abstract

skills or services, opportunities would need to be available for

one's perceptions and abilities to be "stretched." In place of

exchange and production relations that, according to Keil, replace

person-to-person relations "... with abstract market relations

with anonymous others . . . " (48: p. 15), social relations would need

to re-establish the bond between personal and social features of

life. Rather than being mediated ty exchange and production systems

that divide and isolate individuals (vihich in turn contribute to

personal anonymity, social indifference, or social antagonisms),

human interactions would need to be mediated more ty activities that

can promote mutual development, recognition, facilitation, and

fulfilment. People would need to be able to relate to one another

not as objects but more in terms of their concrete, personal

characteristics, and in such a way that their efforts are recognized

and welccmed for the valuable challenges and cpportunities they

present. Similarly, in place of market or service mechanisms or

"devices" that disburden individuals from personal effort and social
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responsibility, activities would need to return to individuals a

sense of responsibility for the conditions of their own existence and

welfare, and a sense of mutual challenge and fulfilment that ccates

with active engagement with others.

Stout (81) claims that criticism of liberal society is easy to

ccme ty, yet prcposals for an alternative social order (e.g.,

communitarian) often appear Utopian and thus unrealistic.

Accordingly, "... if imagined utcpias are to generate more than

terminal wistfulness ..." (81: p. 45), there must be some way of

making these social alternatives non-utcpian. Rather than yearn for

some perceived historical golden-age (e.g., pre-c^italist

Gemeinschaft) or some future social ideal (e.g., ccmmunitarian

solidarity), an alternative is to start from one's present

circumstances and focus on those forms of social life thou^t to

provide an alternative to possessive individualism and to

totalitarian uniformity. This is not to assume an ahistorical

approach; it suggests that perhaps a greater effort can be made to

consider, recognize, and salvage, vhere they exist, concrete forms of

social life that appear to harmonize individual freedom and the

common good in a more satisfying manner. While it is important to

work out how Utopian alternatives to liberal social freedom can be

made more concrete, it is equally iirportant in one's condemnation of

a particular social order to not commit the error of "throwing out

the baby with the bathwater." That is, in one's zeal to hi^ili^t

the pitfalls of social life under capitalism, one runs the risk of

overlooking those kernels of freedom that mi^t, if allowed enou^
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recognition and nurturing, form the basis of a more humane social

order. According to Nisbet and Perrin,

No matter how vast and irrpersonal, hew regimented and
externally directed a society may be, close investigation
reveals that it is quite literally honeyccsLnbed with
small, mediating grot^js that can beccroe very influential
in the lives of their individual members. They can
promote or undermine the goals of the larger structure
(62: p. 82).^

In contrast to the orthodox Marxist position that the realm of

"true freedom" emerges in a post-capitalist state, Heam (31: pp.

150-151) argues that alongside capitalist institutions there exist

cultural events and relations that can contradict the prevailing

values, methods, and social relations of c^italist production and

consuirption. Heam (31) refers to "liminality" as the times out of

(capitalist) structure viiere individuals express throu^ language,

poetry, song, dance, and festival-like activity the contradictions of

everyday life. These "times out of structure" have a certain "as if"

quality to them because they allow for critical reflection and for

contenplating arxi fashioning alternative activities thou^t to be

more conducive to the satisfaction of personal needs and

'^Discussions with Dr. Gary MacEoin proved to be very
fruitful in this regard. Dictatorships in South America, for
example, make serious efforts to dismantle every form of social
groi:ps (e.g., the Church) that can diminish the direct power of the
State. The "divide-and-conquer" strategy is aimed at forging a
direct link between the individual and the State, therety undermining
social relations that mi^t act as a power base or conduit for
oppositional or private meanings and actions. Despite the vholesale
purging of suoh attempts, individuals invariably find or create some
"underground" or clandestine social grcxp to encourage and satisfy
their social and political purposes.
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interests.^ In acMition, these festival-like cxxasions of shared

social criticism and transcendence can prcaix)te a sense of social

solidarity that Turner (cited in 31: p. 151) refers to as

"ccramunitas." For Heam, "ccanraunitas" r^resents the "...

collective celebration of the human bond ..." (31: p. 151), vhile

for Turner, it means social relations based on "... an intense

ccanradeship and egalitarianism ..." (cited in 31: p. 151). Taken

together, "... coraraunitas typically transgresses or dissolves the

norms that govern structured and institutionalized relationships and

is acccafrpanied by an eiperience of urprecedented potency" (cited in

31: p. 151). It is on the basis of similar types of activities and

ejperiences that alternative expressions of social freedom within

liberal, free-market society will ,be-jconsidered. Liberals assume,

according to Lasch, "... that men and women wish only to pursue

their private purposes and that they form associations only in order

to advance these purposes more effectively" (49: p. 73). Even a

^Referring to some of these alternative activities and
experiences as "out of structure" mi^t suggest that they require the
suspension of material or political concerns. Ihis would mean that
these alternative conditions or states could be considered play.
Some activities, thou^ not "out of structure" in Heam's sense of
the phrase, are definitely "out of oharacter" with the type of social
relations characteristic of "private" society. Referring to these
alternative types of social relations as "out of character" will
allow them to be articulated in terms contrary or distinct from the
general character of social relations in liberal, free-marlcet society
without being committed to the position that these social relations
are play. While these activities and social relations may turn out
to be play-like in some respects, the iirportant concern here is
ejploring how the social possibilities of these relations can perhaps
extend or broaden the notion of liberal social freedom. In other
words, some of these alternative expressions of social freedom will
be sou^t within liberal, free-market institutions, yet the basis of
the social freedom need not depend entirely on the noticai of play.
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liberal reforroer like Rawls argues that in "private" society

individuals "... have their cwn private ends viiich are either

competing or ind^jendent but not in any case ccaiplementary" (71: p.

521). This means that social grotps or organizations are seen as a

stx)ck of instrumentalities for individuals to use to their own

advantage. For Lasch, even the public-private sphere distinction

"... so dear to liberals, doesn't catch the iirportant concerns

..." (48: p. 73), for it assigns too much iirportance to material

over moral matters and then trivializes those activities most capable

of articulating and nurturing moral qualities. Ipon examination of

the social relations found in Sartre's "fused groip" (75),

Maclntyre's "social practice" (53), Borgmann's "focal pjractice"

(cited in 51), Rawls' "social union" (71), Sartre's "organization"

(75), and Marx's view of "species-being" (57), certain elements can

be weaved together in a way to hi^ili^t the moral qualities and

social possibilities of freedom.

The alienated types of social relations critiqued in the

previous section of this chapter are not static, inert forms; they

sustain themselves to the extent that human agents psassively and

unreflectively accept historical, material, and social conditions as

natural and imchangeable. However, the external unity of social

gatherings (in "private" society) spawned by instrumental rationality

and commercialism can be dissolved vhen members unite and act towards

the realization of a common objective. Rather than the unity of the

gathering being the product of that vhich exists outside it, the

unity here is an internal one generated by elements and social
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relations intrinsic to the activity itself. Sartre (75: pp. 346,

350) argues that an essential ccnponent in the transformation of

persons organized in an alienated fom to one of reciprocity is the

mutual recognition of a ccramon threat or danger, an organized

counter-force to the as-yet isolated praxes of individuals. In

recognizing the unity of an "out-grocp," in so far as it poses this

threat (e.g., the proletariat coming to a recognition of itself as a

dispossessed group with a common interest at stake only ctfter the

solidification of the bourgeoisie), isolated individuals then come to

see themselves as similar or common. As a result, they can vindertake

vAiat action is deemed necessary to overcome the potentially negating

power of the "out-groip." In other words, "inter-group" conflict is

the basis upon whioh "intra-groip" solidarity can be generated.

While it may be the case that perc^jtion of a common threat or danger

is one factor that can contribute to the generation of a common

consciousness and the "fused" action of some groips (e.g., combat

units, persecuted religious or racial groups, or mountain climbing

ejpeditions, etc.), it is certainly not the only factor, nor is it

true for all groips. Sartre admits as much v^en he argues that some

groips (e.g., anglers, book clubs, etc.) establish themselves on the

basis of a real need or commonality of purpose that has nothing to do

with a "threat of mortal danger" (75: p. 350). However, it is only

v^en these "secondary" groips are constituted in the context of

material scarcity, that is, vhen they are considered in terms of

revolutionary praxis, that the idea of social unity throu^ a common

and reciprocal response to an external threat or danger can be
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understxxDd. Ihis suggests that groups can be vinderstood in their own

terms (e.g., as an expression of cxancrete, personal needs) as well as

in the context of danger, threat, or material scarcity.

To st{:port the view that a social grot?) can be understood in

other than just political or econcanic terms, consideration can be

given to the useful distinction Maclntyre (53) makes between a

"social practice" and a social "institution." A social practice is

.  . . any coherent and conplex form of socially
established cooperative human activity throu^ vhich
goods internal ■to that form of activity are realised in
the course of txying "to achieve ■those standards of
excellence vhich are appropriate tx), and partially
definitive of, that form of activity, with ■the result
that human powers to achieve excellence, and human
conc^jtions of the ends and goods involved, are
systematically extended (53: p. 187).

By "goods" internal to a social practice. Stout, in summarizing

Maclntyre, comments:

.  . . ■they can be specified only in ■terms drawn from tiie
activity itself, recognized only by people eiperienced in
the activity and realized only by participating in the
activity well as judged by its standards of excellence
(81: p. 51).

To understand vhat it means ts be a good paintsr, for exaiiple, it is

necessary to have some understanding of both the ■techniques, skills,

and procedures of painting, and also vhat constitutes excellence in

painting. To judge something ts be "good" or excellent in painting

is not to rely on categories drawn from another activity (e.g.,

baseball) or another field (e.g., economics), and neither is it to

rely on judgements produced by individuals not experienced with the

art. While artistic standards may undergo historical shifts.
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Maclntyre argues that, despite the progressions and declines, "...

it is in participation in the attenpts to sustain progress and to

respond creatively to problems ..." (53: pp. 189-190) that the

goods internal to painting can be extended or refined.

For Lasch, social practices nourish the virtue of judgement,

in other words, "... the kind of sJd.ll one leams in the course of

training for a practice (like architecture, medicine, baseball, the

performing arts, or the art of political oratory) . . . " (49: p.

68). It is iirportant to note that "judgement" is not identical to

technical expertise. While technical es^iertise is indeed essential

in the practice of piano-playing, for exairple, it cannot be equated

with "musicianship." For Lasch,

Whether the frame of reference is music, sports,
medicine, or warfare, judgement implies a sense of timing
and prcportion, a feeling for the relations between the
parts and the vAiole, a painstaldng attention to detail
viiich nevertheless is careful not to let details obscure
the larger outlines of the performance, a willingness to
improvise if necessary, an ability to cctnbine spontaneous
feeling with disciplined forethou^t, a Jdnd of
controlled exuberance, and most important and elusive of
all, an ability to comrnunicate the inner meaning of an
activity to others so that they beccenne vicarious
participants (49: p. 68).

Dance, such as the ballet, is clearly a social practice. That is, it

not only requires a great deal of discipline and training according

to exacting standards of the art, but it also requires a certain

"feel" for the music and the theme of the ballet. In a similar

manner to any "inspired" performance in the arts, but not necessarily

restricted to the arts, there is a certain "giving-over" of oneself

to the medium of expression in order for it to be fully commanded and
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di^layed. In a sense, "there are no dancers, there is only the

dance" (10: p. 83). Ihis means that the ballet "lives" throng the

dancers. As in other performances or endeavours, vhether they be in

the arts, sport, medicine, science, or teaching, a clear line can be

drawn between those vdao are "going throu^ the motions" and those vdio

"live" their work. In this respect, medical care is also a social

practice; for not only does it require technical knowledge and skills

associated with diagnosis and treatment, but "... it requires the

cultivation of virtues, including slcills of caring and discernment

specific to medicine as such" (81: p. 52). "Skills of caring and

discernment" presumably entail synpathy, errpathy, honesty,

sensitivity to patient's needs, confidentiality, the promotion of

informed choice, and the appropriate use of medical technologies,

bearing in mind the patient's peculiar needs and moral concerns.

Technical ejpertise, combined with experience, can produce in the

committed practitioner the ability to make the subtle discriminations

in diagnosis and treatment often likened to intuitive pcwer.

Social practices are to be clearly distingui^ed from social

"institutions," even thou^ social practices are embedded in and

ultimately depend on institutions for their existence. VJhile the

social practice of medicine has its cwn telos (i.e., the prevention

and treatment of illness), it operates within the institutions of the

medical schools and associations, hospital administrations,

capitalist market mechanisms, and government social welfare schemes.

These institutions operate according to different and not necessarily
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cxmplementary agendas. Maclntyre states that institutions, as

opposed to social practices, trade in external goods:

Ihey are involved in acguiring money and other material
goods; they are structured in tenns of power and status,
and they distribute money, power and status as rewards.
Nor could they do otherwise if they are to sustain not
only themselves, but also the practices of vMch they are
the bearers (53: p. 194).

This suggests that each social practice requires some type of

institutional arrangement to organize, admiriister, and market its

"product". The very existence of a social practice can depend on the

ability of its management to market it well, vhich means entangling

the practice in the webs of coramercial, governmental, or other

institutions. Yet, in being connected to and ultimately d^jendent

upon institutions, the external goods (e.g., money, notoreil^, etc.)

may corrupt the social practice. Lasch argues that it is not just

that individuals can be tenpted (by money or prestige) to cortpranise

their practice-integrity; it is rather the nature of institutions to

"... almost unavoidably vinderwrite and legitimize these ambitions"

(49: p. 69). For example,

the university provides a hcrae for scholarship, but it
also compts scholarship by subjecting it to standards
derived frcm the marketplace, just as it compts
instxuction by reducing it to standard units used tx>
mieasure academic progress and achievement - courses,
credits, grades, and cumulative grade point averages
(49: p. 69).

In other words, articulating the value of a social practice in

institutional terms very often requires imposing quantitative

standards of measurements on it. Consequently, the qualitative

dimensions of the social practice can suffer or "lose something in

translation." While it is often the case that excellence can
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generate scx:ial rewards for the practitioner and the institution, it

is still clear that the standards used to judge practice success

(e.g., financial or political success) are different from those used

to judge practice excellence.

Ihe assessment of social practices 15) to this point suggests

two significant and carrplementary notions; first, that social

practices promote the "goods" of the practitioner and, second, that

they promote the "goods" of the activity. That is, individuals are

free in the sense of having the opportunity to develop, express, and

extend their powers and abilities acxerding to conmonly recognized

and accepted standards of excellence. While the shared standards of

excellence precede and inform the efforts of the individual

practitioner, these standards can still be extended, broadened, or

refined by their personal efforts. Throu^ the pursuit of

excellence as defined by the practice, these standards are

reinforced and the "goods" of the practice are extended to the

intended beneficiaries of the practice (e.g., the patients in terms

of medical services, the students in terms of education, or the

music audience in terms of the orchestra performance, etc.). In

li^t of the criteria thou^t necessary to si:5)port an alternative

expression of liberal social freedom, social practices measure rp

well. Ihis is especially true because of their ability to manifest

their internal goods in terms other than the economic or political

ones predominant in institutions. Yet, the pursuit and achievement

of a practice's internal goods are still social possibilities

because they need not be consigned to "private life."
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Much has been said about the internal goods of social

practices in terms of the technical and "artistic" qualities the

practitioner must possess if standards of excellence are to be

maintained. What remains to be discussed in this regard is the

relationship between practitioners. In distinguishing the internal

frcati the external "goods" of a social practice, Maclntyre ccanments:

It is characteristic of vhat I have called external goods
that vhen achieved they are always seme individual's
property and possession. Moreover characteristically
they are such that the more someone has of them, the less
there is for other pec^le. This is scmetimes necessarily
the case, as with pcwer and fame, and scmetimes the case
by reason of contingent circumstances as with money.
External goods are therefore characteristically objects
of ccarpetition in v^ch there must be losers and
winners. Internal goods are indeed the outcome of
coaocpetition to excel, but it is characteristic of them
that their achievement is a good for the vAiole cciraraunity
viio participate in the practice (53: pp. 190-191).

Ihis means that in contrast to the achievement of an external good,

(i.e., social notoreity) viiich excludes seme from its attainment,

ccmcpetition for internal goods results in the achievement of mutually

beneficial or inclusive goods. In other words, the internal goods,

viien achieved, include the intended recipient and other similarly

committed practitioners. This suggests that relations between

practitioners are of a special kind. In other words,

.  . . vSiether we are painters or physicists or
quarterbacks or indeed just lovers of good painting or
first-rate eJ5)eriinents or a well-thrcwn pass - that its
goods can only be achieved by subordinating ourselves to
the best standard so far achieved, and that entails
subordinating ourselves within the practice in our
relationship to other practitioners. We have to learn to
recognize vhat is due to vhom; we have to be prepared to
take vhatever self-endangering risks are demanded along
the way; and we have to listen carefully to vhat we are
told about our cwn inadequacies and to r^ly with the
same carefialness for the facts. In other words we have
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to accept as necessary components of any practice with
internal goods and standards of excellence the virtues of
justice, courage and honesty (53: p. 191).

Rather than being mediated ty rational-scientific or ccramercial

standards and medhanisms that can result in abstract, impersonal

social relations, the concrete standards of excellence relevant to

social practices mutually orient, engage, and develcp the "judgement"

of the practitioners and, in sane cases, the practice recipient (e.g.,

the fine arts connoisseur).

The idea that individuals can be guided and united by shared

standards can be found in Borgmann's discussion of a "focal practice"

(cited in 51: p. 25). In contrast to the technological "device,"

vMch disburdens individuals fron personal responsibility, effort, and

reciprocating social engagement, a "focal practice" can have a

world-gathering force. That is, each "focal practice" entails a focal

"thing" and a distinct set of social relations based ipon nurturing

it. For example, the "festive meal," (as exposed to the fast-food

meal) engages the expertise of several individuals to bring about a

social "event," an event that can create or reinforce social bonds

(cited in 51: p. 21). Other "things" can elicit focused attention,

care, and social engagement. A wood stove (as exposed to a central

heating system) is a "thing" because its warmth cannot be secured

without difficulty and effort; it is also a "focal practice" because

it, can organize (spatially, temporally, and personally) a world

around it (cited in 50: p. 20). For Borgmann, a wood stove furnished

more than warmth:

it was a focus, a hearth, a place that gathered the work
and the leisure of a family and gave the house a centre.
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Its csDldness marked the morning, and the spreading of its
warmth the beginning of the day. It assigned to the
different family members tasks that defined their place
in the household. The mother built the fire, the
children k^jt the firebox filled, arxi the father cut the
firewood. It provided for the entire family a regular
and bodily engagement with the rhythm of the seasons that
was woven together of the threat of cold and the solace
of warmth, the smell of the wood smcke the exertion of
sawing and of carrying, the teaching of skills, and the
fidelity to daily tasks (cited in 51: p. 20).

In this exairple, certain skills, powers, and relations are required

to produce a desired event; individuals are neither relieved from

responsibility and effort nor excluded from sharing the benefits of

their collective efforts.

Rawls' notion of "social union" (71: pp. 520-529) also

captures several of the features of "social practices" and "focal

practices" in so f^ as skill and "judgement" are acquired, nurtured,

and extended in ccancplementary and socially unifying ways. It is

presumed to be a psychological fact for Rawls (71: p. 432) that

individuals prefer activities that call upon, the exercise of their

skills in novel and challenging ways. However, not every enterprise

or exercise of skill will be publicly recognized; those activities

more likely to be socially recognized will be those that tend to

prcmote the "goods" of others. For Rawls, "... the familiar

values of personal affection and friendship, meaningful work and

social cocperation, the pursuit of knowledge and the fashioning and

conterrplation of beautiful objects ..." (71: p. 425) are

cxjnsidered conplementary goods because they are good not only for the

one producing them but also good for others. The ccsrpanion effect of
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gaining recognition and si.?port for the developmnent and demonstration

of one's own abilities is the likelihood that individuals will

appreciate the demonstration of someone else's ability. It is Rawls

(71) contention that for individuals with shtiilar or ccnplementary

interests there should be (and are) practical "social vmions" vherein

abilities and efforts are combined in a way that is mutually

satisfying for all involved. In this way individuals find that their

interests and abilities have a fertile ground for development and

e>q)ression, and that the efforts of all can be recognized in ways

that contribute to mutual respect. Ihese types of social relations

stand in stark contrast to "private" society, vhere individuals with

their independent aims assess social relations solely as means to

private gains. Social vinions also stand in contrast to the

"sociability" or coop)eration required for material survival, or for

the acquisition of language and the transmission of culture, "for all

these things are equally true of persons vho view their relations

purely instrumentally" (71: p. 522). Rawls has something more

personal in mind:

.  . . human beings have in fact shared final ends and
they value their ccmmon institutions and activities as
good in themselves. We need one another as partners in
ways of life that are engaged in for their cwn sake, and
the successes and enjoyments of others are necessary for
and camplimentary to our own good . . . different persons
with similar or coirplementary capacities may coc^^erate so
to speak in realizing their common or matching nature.
When men are secure in the enjoyment of the exercise of
their own powers, they are disposed to appreciate the
perfections of others, especially v^en their several
excellences have an agreed place in a form of life the
aims of viiich all accept (71: pp. 522-523).
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Science, art, families, friendships, musical groips, games,

and the like all qualify for Rawls as instances of social unions - as

forms of life characterized by shared final ends and by being valued

for their own sake. While the exaitple of games as social unions will

be examined in detail in Ch^xter IV, Rawls' assessment of a musical

orchestra exertplifies the notion of social vinion. In this case,

... we may consider a grot^j of musicians every one of
vAicm could have trained himself to play equally well as
the others any instrument in the orchestra, but vtio each
have by a kind of tacit agreement set out to perfect
their skills on the one they have chosen so as to realize
the powers of all in their joint performances (71: p.
524f).

In this case the "good" performance is the shared end, the

achievement of vhich cannot exclude any of the members. The shared

end requires not only the interrelation of individual talents, but

also the balancing of those individually excellent performances in

such a way as to achieve the rhythm, tone, harmony, etc. required by

the musical piece itself. It is often the case that in an orchestra

piece the theme or movement may at various times hi^ili^t the

virtuosity of seme individual performer or another, but it is not

the case that every individual performance is hi^ili^ted at the same

time all the time. At certain times the demonstration of musical

excellence requires it to be in a supportive role, as then it is

intended to accentuate or conplement the efforts of others, and vice

versa.

In the idea of "social xmion" one can evidence social

relations that stand in contrast to those alienated forms

characteristic of much of social life under capitalism. Rather than
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relations being mediated by contractual terms that define the ri^ts

and obligations of the individuals party to it, relations in "social

unions" are mediated or defined by activities that require concerted

action. More than this, members recognize a ccmmon purpose and how

the harmonious interrelation of individual talents and powers is

necessary for all to benefit fran the performance.^ In the case of

the orchestral group, member's actions are mediated by a inusical

score that unites them as individuals each hoping for and

facilitating (e.g., ccaiplementing) the efforts of others to make

mutual fulfilment possible.

Sartre (75) eiqplains the structure and c^TTamics of this type

of social formation in a similar way. In contrast to social

formations (i.e., "collectives"), v^ere individuals relate to one

another impersonally, vdiere free praxis becomes ccaipelled conformity,

and vAiere members appear as interchangeable organic units,

"organization" members are united by the interrelation of their

actions toward a mutually defined ccmmon goal. In contrast to

alienated social formations, vhere the "being" of the gathering

^Rawls (71: p. 524f) corament:s that he ej^ected to find a
similar idea to "social union" in Marx's earlier writings (e.g..
Economic and Philosc^iiical M^uscripts) but could not. However,
Rawls interprets Marx's view of ccmmunist society to mean one v^ere
individuals completely realize and express all of their powers.
Brerikert argues that vMle Marx does encourage individuals to fully
develop all their desires and abilities, it is implausible to think
that "fully develop" means unending or ever-extendable develcpnent or
fulfilment. It would be plausible to think that "fully develop"
means the greatest development or fulfilment within a self-determined
hierarchy of priorities or preferences. In other words, there are
certainly physical, temporal, natural or social limitations, or jiast
plain personal preferences, that would make it impossible to fully
develcp each and every one of one's powers (8: p. 96).
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precedes, awaits, and detennines them, members of an "organization"

can see their individual ccnmaon committment reflected in each other's

practical actions. Individuals are first defined as "ccaranon"

individuals in so far as they are pre-defined by the requirements of

their self-chosen task and by the sou^t-after goal of their combined

efforts. In between the two moments vhere they are defined as

"common," individuals demonstrate their individual prowess in relation

with other similarly committed individuals. In a combat group, for

exairple, individuals are first defined as "coaration" ty virtue of their

common objective and how their individual actions are seen to be

strategically interrelated toward the achievement of their common

objective. However, the grot?) goal cannot be achieved unless

individuals succeed throu^ their personal struggles and initiatives.

This in turn cannot come about unless all members perceive and respond

to the initiatives of each other in ways that advance the groc^j's

objectives. In responding to the contingencies of battle (e.g.,

injiiry of a grot?) member, weather conditions, or eneity strategies,

etc.), the ability of the individual to succeed is very often

dependent t?x3n the possibilities for action and support provided by

grot?) members. The combat unit members "live" their common strategies

and objectives throu^ a series of fltiid, reciprocal interactions with

each other. In other words, members act on the conditions they

produce in such a way as to recognize and promote each member's

ability to advance the group's objective. In contrast to "private"

society, where members generally affirm themselves as "private"

individuals, the "mediated reciprocity" of members of an
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"organization" means thatthe social is affinoned in the individual at

the same time that the individual is affirmed in the social. Social

freedom in this sense means the exercise and interrelation of concrete

personal abilities in ways that can mutually facilitate each member's

ability to achieve their cconmon goal.

The notion that individuals can realize their social natures

throu^ the interrelation of individual talents and powers is also

addressed by Marx. In contrast to the social isolation, indifference,

and antagonisms that accompany capitalist life, human emancipation for

Marx (58: p. 31) involves beccaDdng in one's activities and

relationships a "species-being." In other words, the starting point

for any discussion of human liberation is the recognition and

appreciation of the fact that humans are essentially social beings.

Ihe basis vpon vMch an understanding of this essentially social human

nature can be gleaned in part from Marx's discussion of sexual

relations:

Ihe immediate, natural and necessary relation of human
being to himnan being is also the relation of man to
wcrnian. In this natural species-relationship man's
relation to nature is directly his relation to man, and
his relation to man is directly his relation to nature,
to his own natural function. Ihus, in this relation is
sensuously revealed, reduced to an observable fact, the
extent to vhich human nature has become nature for man

and to vhich nature has become human nature for him.
From this relationship man's vhole level of development
can be assessed. . . . Ihe relation of man to woman is
the most natural relation of human being to human being
.... It also shows how far man's needs have becoane

human needs, and consequently how far the other person,
as a person, has become one of his needs, and to vhat
extent he is in his individual existence at the same time

a social being (57: p. 154).°
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If "man's v^ole level of develcpnent can be assessed" with respect to

this most natural of human relations, this suggests that human beings

only become fully human vhen their lives are a personal expression and

satisfaction of their needs. In order for all human beings to broaden

their self-expression and fulfilment of needs, relations between human

beings must be conducive to mutual recognition and fulfilment. Not

only can current social conditions be assessed in terms of how this

"species-being" does or does not find expression, but social

alternatives can also be envisaged in terms of the full ejqaression

^Avineri's interpretation of this passage suggests that the
family or, more specifically, sexual relations can serve a much more
critical function. Avineri states:

"Sexual relations are at once necessary and
spontaneous; they are also other-oriented par
excellence. Man's need for a partner in the sexual
relationship makes his own satisfaction depend on
another person's satisfaction. By definition, sexual
relations are reciprocal. If they are unilateral they
cease to be a relationship, degrading the other person
to the status of a mere object, rather than a co-equal
subject" (3: p.89).

Avineri claims for Marx that the uniqueness of these relations makes
it possible to project them as a model for the structure of human
relations in socialist society (3: p. 89). While Avineri embellishes
Marx's views of sexual relations scmev^hat, he does advise that family
and sexual relations should not be romanticized. What Avineri should
be saying is that his embellished view of sexual relations ̂ ould not
be romanticized. It is clear from Marx's critique of the bourgeois
family that the bourgeois form of this "natural" relation between man
and woman is hardly indicative of coaranunity. If individuals in the
bourgeois family became instruments of labour, or if they are
socialized for acceptance of authority and hierarchy, then the
bourgeois family is the antithesis of community. Avineri's view does
suggest, however, that this "natural" interdependence of man and
woman can take a social form exeirplifying comnmunity. As Avineri
ri^tly suggests, family and sexual relations can be a paradigm for
future social organization "only so far as they point to the
possibility of other directed relations" (3: p. 91).
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of this "natural" social being. With respect to personal relations

Marx states:

Let X3S assume man to be man, and his relation to the
world to be a human one. Then love can only be exchanged
for love, trust for trust, etc. If you wi^ to enjoy art
you must be an artistically cultivated person; if you
wi;^ to influence other people you must be a person viho
really has a stimulating and encouraging effect vpon
others. Every one of your relations to man and to nature
must be a specific ejpression, corresponding to the
object of your will, of your real individual life. If
you love without evoking love in return, i.e. if you are
not able, by the manifestation of yourself as a loving
person, to make yourself a beloved person, then your love
is inpotent and a inisfortune (57: pp. 193-194).

With respect to productive relations Marx states:

Let us sippose that we had carried out production as
human beings. Each of us would have in two ways affirmed
himself and the other. 1) In iiy production I would have
objectified ity individuality, its specific character, and
therefore enjoyed not only an individual manifestation of
my life during the activity, but also vhen locking at the
object I would have the individual pleasure of knowing ity
personality to be objective, visible to the senses and
hence a power beyond all doubt. 2) In your enjoyment or
use of my product I would have the direct enjoyment both
of being conscious of having satisfied a hviman need by my
work, that is, of having objectified man's essential
nataire, and of having thus creatzed an object
corresponding to the need of another man's essential
nataire. 3) I would have been for you the mediator between
you and the species, and therefore would beccme
recognised and felt by you yourself as a ccaipletion of
your own essential natnre and as a necessary part of
yourself, and consequently would knew myself to be
confirmed both in your thou^t and in your love. 4) In
the individual expression of my life I would have
directly created your expression of your life, and
therefore in my individual activity I would have directly
confirmed and realized my true nature, my human nature,
my ccraraunal nature (cit::ed in 8: pp. 119-120).

Brenkert (8) sees Marx's view of ccxtimiunal life as a form of

social freedom. Individuals are socially free to the extent that

they are rationally self-determined in ways that muitually develop a
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broad range of human abilities and powers. In contrast to capitalist

society, vhere human relations are mediated and controlled more by

abstract exchange values (i.e., money), social freedom means

respon±Lng c^jenly to others with respect to their concrete,

particular human characteristics. Brenkert states:

We object to the person v^o flaunts his money or
property, and seeks to relate to others on such a basis.
We want to know vhat others are like behind their
extravagant masks. We do not want to be offered, in our
personal relations, money for our thou^ts, but to share
thou^ts. We do not want a stand-in servant's help as an
ej^jression of someone else's helpfulness, hut that
someone else's own efforts. We want our atterrpts to
secure relationships in vMoh we offer our own
individualities to be met with corresponding offers of
the other's individuality. When the relations between
pecple are such that the people involved do not manifest
in themselves, or reciprocate, the qualities they seek in
others, but attempt to command the qualities of others by
abstract means, such as money, the relation is felt to be
wrong, mistaken, imperfect (8: p. 112).

Tb be self-deteritiining in li^t of one's own concrete, particular

qualities as well as those of others is to forge and solidify an

essential human bond. Ihe coramiunity at once promotes individual

flourishing, yet in a way that necessarily recognizes, involves, and

si^ports the like flourishing of others. This means that the

individual is affirmed in the social (e.g., in the expansion of

personal abilities and powers) and the social is affirmed in the

individual (e.g., throu^ reciprocal action promoting mutual

recognition and fulfilment).

However, vhile these types of social relations can promote a

fuller expression of an essentially social human nature, it is clear

for Marx that capitalism is not conducive to its flourishing. Marx
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(54: p. 820) argues that "true" freedom, in ether words, a realm

vhere the develc^ment of human energy is an end in itself, exists

beyond the realm of necessity (or at least in a state vhere material

necessity is significantly reduced). This statement, ccsnibined with

Marx's position (59) on the abolition of private property, makes it

clear that "true" freedom can exist only in some post-capitalist

state. The purpose of introducing Marx's argument regarding the

iirpossibility of social freedom existing within a capitalist order is

not intended to make the search for alternative expressions of

liberal social freedom more difficult that it has to be. Marx

contributes to the understanding of social freedom argument because

of vhat he has to say regarding the essentially (interdependent)

social nature of human beings.„ai)d„ah-Jthe oharacteristics of social

life thou^t to be an appropriate ejqjression of "species-being."

Human beings are thoo^t to be socially free on this account to the

extent that concrete, creative eoqjressions of individuality are

mutually facilitated and affirmed in social relations. The value of

discovering social activities or relations that si^port this vi&j of

social freedom cannot be underestimated regardless of the

institutional order that bears them. The similarities that exist

between Marx's view of coraraunity and Sartre's "organization," Rawls'

"social union," Borgmann's "focal practice" and Maclntyre's "social

practice" suggest that the search for exairples of social freedom need

not be restricted to post-capitalist social conditions. They also

suggest that these social forms need not be limited to "private

life."
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Hiis chapter has demonstrated that the pluralism (of ideas and

pursuits of the "good" life) thou^t to abound in liberal society can

be undermined due to the pervasive influence of capitalist

institutions on social relations. For all the material benefits

produced under capitalism, the rational-scientific and market

organization of production and consumption has diirdnished the

possibilities for personally meaningful labour and social relations.

Liberal appeals to voluntarism and cooperative-individualism were

^own to provide ideological sijpport for the material inequalities

and other human "costs" associated with life under capitalism. In

response to this, alternative forms of social life were sou^t out

and eo^lored for their potential to counter-act the disintegration of

personal and social life in capitalist-dominated liberal society.

Based largely on the distinction made between a social institution

and a social practice, it was shewn that human relations in social

practices (and other similar associations) can be mediated in ways

that give sccpje for personal develcpment, initiative, reciprocity,

and fulfilment with others. Rather than being mediated by

institutions that "disburden" and isolate individuals, social

practices were shown to promate "judgement" and social lanity among

practitioners (and recipients) based rpon the recognition and

advancement (or aip)reciation) of shared standards of excellence.

Social freedom on this account was shown to be the recognition and

confirmation of the social in the individual and the individual in

the social. In other words, the pursuit or achievement of practice

excellence can promote rational self-determination and "judgement" in
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mutually challenging, ccsnDplementary, and affirming ways. The

internal gocxJs sou^t out and achieved within a oaranunity of

practitioners (including recipients) could not come about without

them being, at the same time, inclusive goods for all concerned.

In li^t of the liberal society's potential to pranote diverse

expressions of social freedom, and in li^t of c^italism ability to

turn diversity into (commodity or market-based) xaniformity, social

ejqaressions of alternative values, interests, and relations should be

welcomed. The social institution-social practice distinction makes

it possible to recognize and flesh out those forms of social life

thou^t to possess a markedly different and sv:perior form of social

freedom. Social relations that mutually engage and enpcwer committed

individuals in a way that promotes mutual recognition, facilitation,

and fulfilment marks an advance over both the asocial or anti-social

(i.e. possessive individualist) and the conformist (i.e.,

"functional" freedom) expressions of social freedom in liberal,

free-market society. The purpose of the next chapter is to ejqilore

the possibility that sport, as a social practice within liberal,

capitalist institutions, can be thou^t of as a source of social

freedom.
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CHAPTER III

SOCIAL FREEDOM IN SPORT

Chapter II established that capitalist values and methcxis can

infiltrate both the public and private spheres to promote a one-

dinvensional (i.e., ccanmodity-based) society. It was also ̂ cwn that

the alienation procSuced by the rational-scientific organization of

social life under capitalism could be legitimized by liberal notions

of social freedom. In contrast to activities in "private" society

that produce personal disengagement, subordination, social

indifference, and antagonism, liberal society was shown -to offer an

alternative. Social practices, vhile dependent \3pon and effected by

institutions, were shown to be capable of creatively engaging and

socially unifying individuals tdirou^ the recognition and advancement

of shared standards of excellence. It was on the basis of pursuing

and achieving the internal and inclusive goods of a social practice,

even vhile located within capitalist institutions, that liberal

social freedom could be re-euq^ressed.

Ihe purpose of this chapter is to ejq)lore the possibility that

sport can be considered a source of social freedom in a similar

fashion. This will mean examining the liniks that can be established

between sport and social practices (or other similar social

formations). It is not necessary, hcwever, that sport demonstrate

every feature of each of these social groupings, nor is it necessary

to limit the parameters of social freedom in sport to these

features. Rather, sport must be shown to e>diibit social features
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that clearly distinguish it frcm the largely asocial or anti-social

characteristics of "private" society under capitalism. That is, for

sport to be considered a source of social freedcm, it must be ̂ own

to encourage the engagement and expansion of concrete, personal

sikills and powers; it must engage these skills and powers in ways

that can be mutually recognized, facilitated, or shared; it must be

capable of uniting individuals around internal "goods" or standards

of excellence, the achievement of vhich produces mutual or inclusive

benefits; and the possibilities for freedom must be socially grounded

possibilities. Ihis means that if sport can be csDnsidered a source

of social freedom, then it must be capable of not only careatively

engaging and socially unifying individuals around internal goods or

standards of excellenc:e, but it must do so even vhile organized

within and sustained by capitalist institutions. This means that

social freedom in sport represents neither a cortplete freedcm from

institutions nor an assimilation to them.

If the goods or excellences in social practices require, in

addition to technical ej^ertise, "judgement," artistry, and moral

sensitivity, then it needs to be shown that the inclusive internal

goods of sport can extend beyond individual athletic eiqpertise. This

possibility will be explored ty examining the ethical and aesthetic

standards that are thou^t to exist in the "good" sport contest. The

"good" sport contest is very often judged not only in terms of

victory, but also in terms of, among others, "fairness," mutual

challenge, commensurate opposition, closeness, and mutual

disclosure. When the standards relevant to ethical or aesthetic
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excellence are mitually pursued or achieved, sport holds out the

promise of social freedom. Ihe possibility that sport can fulfill

this promise will be examined in li^t of ccaipetitive relations among

contesting individuals or teams, cocperative relations among

teammates, and relations among spectators of the contest.

Competitive Relations in Sport

Ccnpetition between opposing individuals or teams is a

.  ft • • •
dominant feature of many sports. Conpetitive sports are organized

as "zero-sum" activities; that is, they are structured to produce one

winner and one loser. The atteirpts by athletes to achieve an end in

an activity vhere there can be only one winner can produce a variety

of social interactions. At times, vigorous and aggressive play can

lead to a breakdown of skills, and an increase in cheating and

violence; at other times, such play can generate mutual challenge and

si:5)erior athletic or strategic efforts. In order to ejqplore the

possibility that competitive relations in sport can be a source of

Examples of sport contests vhere opposing individuals
simultaneously interact with one another include: boxing, wrestling,
judo, karate, kendo, aikido, fencing, tennis, racquetball, squash,
paddleball, handball, table tennis, cycle racing (sprints), and
running (sprints, middle-distance, marathon). Examples of sport
contests vhere opposing teams simultaneously interact with one
another, and vhere 'team members interact with one another, include:
football, soccer, hockey (ice, field, box), Korfball, rugty,
hurling, basketball, netball, team handball, lacrosse, baseball,
Softball, team cycling, doubles tennis, Gaelic football, Australian
Rules Football, water polo, and cricket. Ihe list of sports is not
intended to be exhaustive of sports in general or of individual and
team sports in particular; rather, it hi^ili^ts some of the more
well-known sports vhere there exists a hi^ degree of social
interaction among contestants and among teammates, or both.
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social freedom, it is first necessary to understand the difference

between the rules and conventions that constitute (and regulate)

conpetition and those that are used to judge "good" corrpetition. It

is on the basis of the ethical and aesthetic goods internal to the

practice of sport itself that the liniks between sport and social

freedom will be ej^jlored. Of the various ethical or aesthetic ways

that a sport contest can be considered a "good" one, those features

to be considered are: fairness, commensurate and challenging

opposition, and mutually disclosing, skilful play.

Constitutive Rules and the "Good" Game

The first issue that needs to be addressed is the distinction

between the formal rules of a game and the criteria used to judge the

"good" game. Sport was shown in Chapter I to be the demonstration of

athletic prowess in a game. A game, according to Suits, is " . . .

the voluntary attempt to overcome unnecessary obstacles" (82: p.

43). The constitutive rules of a game define a particular state of

affairs to be achieved, the obstacles to be overcame, and the means

to be Qiployed. The constitutive rules not only limit the means

available, but they also rule out more effective in favour of less

effective means. Ihis stands in contrast to "technical" activities

vhere the most effective means are employed and vhere unnecessary

obstacles are avoided. In games there need be no reason for

accepting the limited and less effective means other than to make the

activity possible. Suits refers to this as the "lusory" attitaide, in

other words, "... the knowing acc^Dtance of constitutive rules
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just so the ac±ivitY made possible by such accqptance can occur" (82:

p. 43).

The cxsnstitutive rxiles of a game, once acc^ted, mark cut a

separate activity within vhich athletes then attenpt to develop and

demonstrate their athletic and strategic prowess. In other words,

athletes can strive to becxane as efficient as possible in the use of

limited and less effec±ive means. While the constitutive rules of a

sport clearly mark it off from non-sport activity (i.e., "technical"

activity) and other sports, there is more to the idea of sport as a

social practice than just its distinctive formal boundaries. If

social practi<oes trade heavily in internal goods, that is, if social

practices are intelligible in terms of clearly articulated shared

ends, then it is necessary to examine the same with reject to

sport. Based on Meclntyre's notion of social practice (53: p. 187),

sport and games <oan equally be thou^t of as ceherent and ccmoplex

forms of cxxoperative human activity vhere the goods internal to the

activity can be realized in the course of play. While external goods

such as prestige or wealth are intelligible in terms other than the

games or sports in vhich they figure, the goods internal to games and

sports cannot be achieved or recognized in any way but by playing and

playing them well. Part of vhat it means to participate in a social

practice well is the exercise of technical expertise and

"judgement". Yet, vhile social practices involve a distinct set of

technical skills, they are not limited to them:

What is distinctive in a practice is in part the way in
vhich conceptions of the relevant goods and ends vhich
the technical skills serve-and every practice does



104

require the exercise of technical skills - are
transformed and enriched by these extensions of human
powers and by that regard for its cwn internal goods
vMch are partially definitive of each particular
practice or type of practice (53: p. 193).

Conpeting individuals or sporting teams direct their athletic skills

and powers toward an end (i.e., winning), the achievement of vhich

excludes one exponent. However, it is the nature of the pursuit of

this end that determines vhether or not the contest is a "good" one.

In addition to the constitutive rules that define the activity,

sport contests are governed by other rules and conventions that,

vhen adhered to or achieved, establi^ vhat it means to play a

"good" game.

There are many different ways in vhich games can be "good"

depending on the criteria or perspective frcm vhich they are

evaluated. A game could be considered "good" because of the fitness

or health benefits, the ccinmercial success of the venture, or the

political exposure gained by a politician or country. In these

cases the "goods" of the game are external ones. That is, the

fitness, economic, and political value of sport is measured in other

than sporting terms. A "good" game could also mean the satisfaction

derived from winning, the display or witnessing of athletic

excellence, the fair contest, the close contest, or the contest that

mutually inspires, engages, and extends the skills, powers, and

perc^jtions of the opponents. In these cases the good game is based

on ethical or aesthetic criteria that are internal to the activity

itself. That is, satisfaction from winning, athletic excellence.
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the fair c»ntest, the close contest, and mutual challenge and

disclosure are intelligible in terms of the social practice of

sport. While there may be various ways that a game can be

considered a "good" one, it is clear that seme of the "goods" are

considered external and seme internal to the practice itself. Mere

importantly, it is clear that seme of the internal criteria of the

"good" game produce exclusive benefits vhile others produce mutual

or incliisive benefits. That is, the satisfaction gained frem

winning is an exclusive good, vhile fairness and the aesthetically

well-played game can be shared and appreciated by all contestants.

When recognized as such or achieved, even within a conopetitive

framework, the mutual good of the fair or aesthetically well-played

game can establish the basis for social freedom.

As suggested above, social practices can have exclusive goods

as well as those that are both internal and inclusive. Social

practices that have internal goods that can be shared (i.e., can be

inclusive) show similarities to vhat Rawls refers to as "social

unions." While science, art, families, and friendships are

instances of "social unions" (i.e., activities with shared final

ends and valued for themselves), games, according to Rawls (71: p.

525), illustrate them most simply. To understand vhy this is the

case, the various ends of the activity need to be distingui^ed.

For Rawls, four ends can be distinguished:

.  . . the aim of the game as defined by its rules, say
to score the most runs; the various motives of the
players in playing the game, the excitement they get
from it, the desire for exercise, and so on, vhich may
be different for each person; the social purpose served
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by the game vMch may be iinintended and vinknown to the
players, or even to anyone in the society, these being
matters for the reflective observer to ascertain; and
then finally, the shared end, the ccramon desire of all
the players that there ̂ ould be a good play of the
game. Ihis shared end can be realized only if the game
is played fairly according to the rules, if the sides are
more or less evenly matched, and if the players all sense
that they are playing well (71: p. 525).

While participant motivation and social purposes are external

ends, scoring the most points, fair play, cconmensurate opposition,

and skilful play are internal ends that can be understood only in

terms of the game itself. However, to achieve the internal "aim of

the game as defined by its rules, say to score the most runs" means

that one opponent will be excluded. In this case, the desire for

the same thing does not necessarily establish a sense of social

unity. For a game to be considered a "social union" more is

required than simply the pursuit of an exclusive internal end. Ihat

a game is being played does not guarantee that it will be a "good"

game, that is, a game in vhich certain shared ends can be achieved.

Rather, it is the manner in vhich the exclusive end in ccirpetitive

games is pursued that establishes the basis i^cn vhich shared ends

and social unity can be achieved. When Rawls claims that social

unity requires "... an agreed scheme of conduct in vMch the

excellences and enjoyments of each are ccmplementary to the good of

all" (71: p. 526), this means that there must be seme agreement as

to vhat constitutes the "good" game. In Rawls' example of games,

this entails fairness, commensurate exposition, and mutually skilful

play. Rawls states:
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The essential thing is that there be a shared final end
and acc^ted ways of advancing it vhich allow for the
public recognition of the attainments of everyone. When
this end is achieved, all find satisfaction in the very
same thing; and this fact together with the ccsrpleraentary
nature of the good of individuals affirms the tie of
ccanraunity (71: p. 526).

Regardless of the outccme in terms of winning and losing, it is the

manner in vhich winning or losing ccities about that establishes the

basis V5»n vhich social unity and thus social freedom can be

attributed to games. The notions of fairness, commensurate (and

challenging) opposition, and mutually skilful play as mentioned

above will figure prominently in the account of social practices,

social unity, and social freedom.

Fairness

Having established a basic distinction between a game and a

"good" game, it is necessary to elaborate on the links that can be

made between the "good" game and social practices, social unions,

and thus social freedom. The notions of fairness, commensurate (and

challenging) opposition, and mutually ddllful play will be addressed

in turn. It was ̂ own above that the constitutive rules of a sport

define the particular sport, but they do not indicate vhat it means

to play well. In other words, the formal rules do not furnish

enou^ information or guidance as to how the "good" game is to be

played. There are some, however, that do believe that the

constitutive rules provide enoo^ information or guidance. Suits

(82), DeLattre (15), and Pearson (68) claim that there is one and

only one way to engage in a game, and that is strictly by the
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rules. These authors si?3port what can be called the "logical

inccaipatibility thesis." This means that the rules define the

particular game in question, and failure to adhere to those rules

"breaks" or terminates the game. In other words, since the rules

define vhat counts as playing and winning, it is logically iirpossible

to play or win and, at the same time, break one of the rules. While

D'Agostino (15) claims that this logical or formalist account does

have seme merit (e.g., it allows one to ejq)lain the peculiar state of

affairs of voluntarily attempting to overccme gratuitous obstacles),

it also has its problems. The most conspicuous problem is that fair

and unfair play ajpear unintelligible. The formalist is committed to

the position that rule violations indicate not that the athlete is

playing unfairly, but that he or she is not playing at all. On the

formalist account, it is a clear case of either strict adherence to

the rules, in vhich case a game can be said to be taking place, or

else rule violation, in v^ch case the game in question ceases to be

taking place.

The formalist position on Vihat constitutes and vhat "breaks" a

game flies in the face of seme of the most ccramon intuitions about

games: that some types of rule violations do "break" the game vhile

others do not even thou^ they are considered unfair. For example,

using a machete to hinder the progress of an opponent during a one

hundred metre sprint event is a clear case of ceasing to corpete.

However, running the same race with the assistance of a banned

substance (e.g., airphetamines) is not ceasing to coipete; it is

ccsipeting, yet in an unfair manner. To understand how seme rule
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violations can be considered fair or vinfair requires an understanding

of how social meanings enter into the interpretation of the rules.

In addition to the constitutive rules of a ccaupetitive sport,

D'Agostino claims that there is also an "ethos," in other words, an

"... unofficial system of conventions viiich determines hew the

official rules of the game will be applied in various concrete

circumstances" (14: p. 69). VJhile the formalist account allows only

a distinction to be made between acceptable and non-acceptable

behaviour, the appeal to the "ethos" of a game allows the distinction

to be made "... between behaviour that is permissible, behaviour

that is iitpermissible but acc^jtable, and behaviour that is

unacceptable" (14: p. 15). For D'Agostino,

permissible behaviour is, on this non-formalist account
of games, either in accordance with the formal rules of a
game or violates these rules only in a way vMch,
according to the ethos of that game, does not require the
invocation of penalties. Inpermissible but acceptable
behaviour, on this account, violates the rules of the
game in a way viiich, according to the ethos of that game,
does require the invocation of penalties. And
unacc^jtable behaviour violates the rules of the game in
a way vdiich, according to the ethos of that game,
disqualifies its perpetrator as a player of that game
(14: p. 15).

For example, a certain degree of body contact is permissable in

basiketball even thou^ its formal rules suggest that it is a non-

contact sport. Beyond a certain intensity or duration, body contact

is considered itrpermissable (i.e., requires the assessment of a

penalty but not disqualification). Strategic or "professional" fouls

(e.g., fouling a basketball opponent during a last-second attempt to

score the winning basket) also exerrplify such impermissible yet

acceptable rule violations. However, body contact in basketball of
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an especially violent nature (e.g., with the intent or consequence

being the injinry of an exponent) may result in the ejpulsion of the

player from the game. In terms of the prevailing "ethos" in

basketball, such violent action amounts to "breaking" the game. In

each of the above exaitples rule violations are recognized and judged

differently according to the "ethos" of the game.^ The "ethos" of

a game can also determine that certain behaviours are unacc^jtable

even thou^ they are permissable in terms of the formal rules. The

infamous "underarm bcwl" incident in cricket is a case in point; a

tactic was enployed that was considered legal according to the

official rules of the game, yet it was "just not cricket" in terms

of the "ethos" of the game.^®

On this account, determining vhat is meant fair play or

cheating involves more than a strict, legalistic interpretation of

the rules; it also involves an understanding of hew social custcsns

come to influence vhat actions within sport are deemed acc^table or

imaccqptable. It is clear from this that hew a game is supposed to

be played cannot siiiply be read off its formal rules. However, once

^Lehman (52) contends that it can be a matter of utility or
social custom that determines how strictly rules will be interpreted
or enforced. In scaive instances (e.g., offensive holding in American
football), detecting every infraction would be next to iirpossible,
ard penalizing every observable violation would undoubtedly disrupt
the "flow" of the game. In a case like this, many of these
infractions just become "part of the game."

^®In a test cricket match between Australia and New
Zealand, the Australian captain, Greg Chajpell, instructed his
brother, Trevor, to bcwl the match's final ball \anderarm along the
ground in order to prevent the possibility of the ball being lofted
for the potentially winning runs.
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the inove is made to introduce social custxxns into the discussion of

how games are to be played, this cpens v?) the possibility that

social customs and, hence, the standards of "good" play, can

change. For sport and other social practices, the goods internal to

the activity are historically situated. While a practice such as

the (classical) ballet has preserved its standards of excellence for

several centuries, Maclnt^e claims that "practices never have a

goal or goals fixed for all time . . . " (53: p. 193). While all

practices have a history, the standards or internal goods

.  . . are not themselves immune from criticism, but
nonetheless we cannot be initiated into a practice
without acc^jting the authority of the best standards
realized so far. If, on starting to listen to music, I
do not accept my cwn incapacity to judge correctly, I
will never learn to hear, let alone appreciate, Bartok's
last quartets. If, on starting to play baseball, I do
not accept that, others knew better than I vhen to throw a
fast ball and vhen not, I will never leam to appreciate
good pitching let alone to pitch. In the realm of
practices the authority of both goods and standards
operates in such a way as to rule out all subjectivist
and emotivist analyses of judgement (53: p. 190).

To engage in a social practice is to associate oneself with the

standards of technical and artistic excellence relevant to the

practice and with the bearers or guardians of these shared standards

of excellence. Within this framework, individuals identify,

develop, and test their individual talents and powers with peers and

against the standards of excellence relevant to the practice.

Iftiique artistic or athletic expressions serve to harmonize and

extend individual initiatives in ways that maintain or extend the

standards of prac±ice excellence. Ihe effect of introducing the

notion of "ethos" into the argument is to stpport the position that
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adherence to the conventions of a game, or the creation or emergence

of new conventions, the terms of viiich are recognized and accepted

by participants, establishes a basis v^xDn vdiich mutual expectations

can be generated, athletic "judgement" can be guided and assessed,

and social unity can be established.

To understand hew an "ethos" can govern behaviour and

contribute to achieving inclusive internal goods in ccmtpetitive

games, it is necessary to understand the edacity of humans to

formulate and follow rules. If a rational and mutually binding

principle of action can be established, then adherence demonstrates

respect for "persorihood." According to Dcwney and Telfer,

"persorihood" is the capacity for self-determination, rule-following,

and sustained, ccsnoplex emotional involvement. Ihis means that, in

contrast to instinct-bound creatures and programmable machines,

human beings have the capacity^ to conceive of and act on a future of

their own choosing, they are reflexive and capable of formulating

rational and mutually binding principles of action, and they are

enable of creating and sustaining (rationally-based) catplex

emotions (18). Truth-telling, for exairple, makes meaningful

dialogue possible, and it can also create or strengtJien bonds of

trust between individuals. In this case, rule-abiding behaviour

makes a mutual benefit possible, it can promote mutual respect, and

it can generate or sustain the ccanplex emotions of "good faith" and

trust.

l^iis is not to say that self-determination is not
relevant here. Dcwney and Telfer (18) claim that the ability to
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It mi^t be argued, however, that the notions of

rule-abiding bdiaviour and "fairness" that arose in Sartre's "bus

queue" exairple did not establi^ a canmon bond among participants

nor did it produce an end that could be shared. In fact, the point

of the "bus queue" example was to demonstrate that under scarcity

conditions (e.g., the possibility of there not being enou^ seats

for everyone) members passively acc^Jt a boarding protocol that,

vdiile expedient and perhaps fair, reinforces personal anonymity and

social indifference. In other words, the unity of the bus queue is

an external one, and has nothing to do with the personal

characteristics of its members or how their actions interrelate to

produce a ccanrnon and mutually beneficial end. It mi^t be the case

that a quiet satisfaction ccames frcm the recognition that the

outccme, vhile not producing mutual benefits (e.g., everyone

getting a seat), was at least fair. "Fairness" in this case could

be viewed as a valuable principle that mitigates vhat would

otherwise be an unsavoury struggle to board the bus, or else it

could be construed as a sign of "honourable" resignation to a

condition vhere mutual satisfaction is not possible. Similarly, if

the ̂ )ort contest is viewed exclusively as a zero-sura game, that

is, vhere achieving the end of winning, by definition, excludes one

opponent, then "fairness" in the contrived scarcity conditions of

"stick to one's guns," to "stand on one's cwn feet," and the like,
are thou^t to be desirable traits as well. Respecting "personhood"
in this sense means acting in a way to allcw or prcmote someone's
ability to take responsibility for their cwn actions. Adhering to
rules one has voluntarily submitted to or created is consistent with
self-determination.
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the game (e.g., one winner, one loser) mi^t be seen as an equally

"honourable" regulating principle or consolation for losing.

Hcwever, rather than "fairness" being siirply regarded as a

principle that makes for the more orderly achievement of an

exclusive end, it can also be regarded as a regulative principle

that makes possible the achievement of an inclusive or mutually

beneficial end. If fairness means behaviour in accordance with the

"ethos" of the game, then it should be possible to ascertain vhat

mutual or inclusive benefits can stem frcm "ethos" adherence. As

with the case of truth-telling, "ethos" adherence is sport can mean

respect for persons as ends. Uiis means that vhatever other

internal goods of the practice can be achieved, rule and "ethos"

adherence can establish a basis for mutual expectations and mutual

respect. Adherence to the constitutive rules of a sport makes the

activity possible; adherence to an "ethos" of fairness makes a moral

good possible. "Respect for persons as ends" can mean confirming

the ability of human beings to suspend pure self-interest and create

or submit to rules that can promote mutual benefits. It is on this

basis that "good faith" and trust can help establish the ties of

ccmraunity. In other words, "ethos" adherence can contribute to

defining the standards of excellence that guide athletes in the

social practice of sport. It is vpon this basis that other

inclusive internal goods of the social practice can be achieved.

Fralei^ argues that fairness, as a condition of engagement,

validates the contest. A contest is valid if the participants are

taking the same test. A test is valid if the test measures vhat it
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is si:5posed to measure. Ihe purpose of sport for Fralei^ is the

mutual appraisal of the relative abilities of all participants in

talcing a test (23: p. 41). For Fralei^ this means that the

cxxiparison of relative abilities is a value cxjnsequence that is

inherent in the sport's contest as sport contest (23: p. 54).

Irrespective of winning or losing, the cxarparison of relative

abilities is necessarily present in the contest. Fralei^ states,

To say that this value consequence is always there for
all participants does not mean that all participants will
always accept that value at the hi^est level in their
priorities. It means, sinply, that it is always
available to all participants vhether or not they give it
priority in their own value pursuits. Furthermore, it
means that it is the unique value vhich is guaranteed
solely by the nature of the sports contest - no other
human event can always provide that kind of knowledge for
all participants (23: p. 54).

It is clear from the discussion of Rawls' notion of games as

social unions and Fralei(^'s description of the sports contest that

the attribution of social unity or comraunity to the sports contest

depends not on vhether a game is sinply played, but on viiether a

"good" game is played. While Rawls does not argue for vhy fairness

is relevant to the understanding of social unity in games, it is

apparent on Fralei^'s account; fairness validates the contest.

That is, fairness in the contest makes it possible to achieve the

purpose or "telos" of sport. While knowledge or feedback about

one's performance can be achieved even in the unfair contest, it is

only in the fair contest that this knowledge is conducive to

community.
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Struggling to cxatrpare relative abilities is a value

c»nsequence cpen to all participants. Yet, this does not say enou^

about the nature of the struggle itself. Struggling to cxstpare

relative abilities may be half-hearted, in vMch case the catparison

of relative abilities is spurious. Iirplicit perhaps in Fralei^'s

account is that athletes must also attenpt to win. In other words,

if the "ccarnparison of relative abilities" is to have mutual

significance, there must be a ccsnmitment to excellence. Keating

(44) argues that vdien sport is engaged in as "athletics" or, more

accurately, in an "athletic" manner, a particular code governs

behaviour. In this case, the end of winning is a stimul\:is; in

order for a genuine assessement of superiority to be made the

contest must be fair and "sportsmanlike." In an "athletic" context,

"sportsmanlike" means the mutual understanding that the exercise of

talents and powers is to be intense and that there are to be "no

favours asiked and none given." Once expectations are mutual in this

^^Keating claims that in order to vinderstand vdiat is meant
by "sportsmanship" it is necessary to mate a distinction between
"sport" and "athletics." The purpose of "sport" is thou^t to be
pleasant diversion, so the qualities of behaviour appropriate to
achieving this shared end are magnanimity and generosity. The
purpose of "athletics," on the other hand, is achieving victory
(i.e., the possession of an exclusive end); and appropriate
behaviour entails fairness (i.e., impartiality in rule enforcement)
and honour (i.e., modesty in victory and carposure in defeat).
However, Keating's position poses a problem; ty claiming that
"sport" and "athletics" are distinct activities, the game of
basketball, for example, can be distinguished as a "sport" and as
"athletics." That is, basketball can have two essential purposes.
If the same game has two essential purposes, then the two different
purposes do not distinguish two activities but rather two (possible)
ways of engaging in the same activity. Heating's distinctions would
be more useful if they were associated more with hew the same
activity can be regulated in different ways.
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regard, it is scanevtot disrespectful to show, for exaiiple,

generosity. To suggest to an c?Dponent in this case that you would

"let vp on the rules," or play belcw your cwn standard in order to

ke^ the exponent "in the game" would be, if detected ty the

exponent, a breach of the ittplied or overt agreement to cote to a

fair and accurate determination of superiority. Since trying to win

is essential, acts of generosity would be out of place and demeaning

to the opponent, and certainly not the basis \pon vM.ch mutual

respect could be generated. When put into practice, fairness

and "sportsmanship" (as "athletics") can produce corrpetition viiere

athletic excellence can be recognized and validated by a ccanmunilY

of practitioners and the spectating public. Rather than the

suspiciousness and cynicism that can arise vdien athletes resort to

the use of dubious means, the validated performance can generate

mutual respect among athletes.

The links between fairness, the "good" contest, and social

^^In cases vdiere "genuine superiority" or "conparison of
relative abilities" is irrelevant to participants, a different ethos
may regulate bdiaviour. For example, it can be the case that some
individuals desire to participate in a game sinply for the fun of
the activity itself. During the play of such a game the rules are
interpreted and enforced in ways that promote mutual enjoyment is
achieved. Sometimes the "ethos" that may regulate interactions in a
game for fun involves "bending" rules in order to maintain the
continuity of sport action. For example, lesser-skilled players in
tennis vho want to just go out and "hit" may find that strict rule
adherence does not allow for any l^pe of sustained action. As a
result, foot faults or boundary calls may not be enforced as
strictly if the mutual purpose is simply the enjoyment of keying
the ball in play. Keating (43: fp. 244-245) comments that sport
engaged in this manner is characterized more by generosity and
magnanimity. Since the purpose is mutually recognized and sou^t
after, actions that diminish the mutual enjoyment of the
participants are avoided.
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freedom can be summarized in the follcwing ways. While games have

both exclusive and inclusive internal goods, it is the pursuit and

achievement of sport's inclusive internal goods that forms the basis

of social unity and thus social freedcm. Fairness is a criterion

that can be eirployed to determine Vihether or not a sport contest is

a "good" one. Ihe "ethos" of fairness was shown to regulate the

pursuit of sport's exclusive internal good (i.e., winning) in a way

that could also contribute to the achievement of inclusive internal

goods. Ihese inclusive internal goods were shown to be respect for

persons as ends, contest validity, and the mutual recognition and

affirmation of athletic excellence. Individuals are socially free

in the sense that their personal efforts, v^le informed and guided

by shared standards of excellence,,,can-extend or broaden the

standards of excellence in ways that can be recognized and validated

ty a ccanmunity of practitioners.

Commensurate Opposition

While fairness in ccatrpetitive sport situations is one of the

pre-conditions of the "good" sport contest, it is not the only one.

Commensurate opposition, vdiile not guaranteeing "good" conpetition,

can also be considered a relevant factor. Commensurate or evenly

matched opposition is not a gcx3d in itself; rather, it is good

because it can hei^ten the possibilities for the contest to be

mutually ciiallenging and close, and for it to promote mutual

disclosure and recognition. Qiallenge in sport is non-existent if

the obstacles to be overcxme are perceived to be either too simple
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or too difficaolt, in other words, if the skills and powers possessed

are perceived to be well belcw or well above vhat is required to

overcame the obstacles. Esposito argues that games are essentially

"... contrived situations, the purpose of vhich is to hei^ten and

bring into focus the inter-play between possibility and actuality"

(20: p. 177). Yet, the possibility of exploring and stretching one's

capabilities cannot occur if " . . . the player overvhelms the

possibilities of the game or the possibilities of the game overvhehn

the player" (20: p. 181). A certain delicate balance must exist

between one's perceived abilities and the perceived obstacles to be

overccsne if a challenge is to exist. Kretchmar (47: p. 226) after

Ftalei^ refers to the "sweet tension" that can exist between sports

"irtpregnability" (i.e., the probability that the endeavour will fail)

and sport's "vulnerability" (i.e., the probability that one's efforts

will succeed). A mountain, for exairple, would be considered

"iirpregnable" if the athlete's skills and powers were thou^t by the

athlete to be insufficient to overcome the obstacles presented ty the

rock face. In this case, no challenge would exist. Ihe mountain

would be considered "vulnerable" if the athlete's skills were thou(^t

to be considered more than adequate to overccsne the obstacles. In

this case as well, no challenge would exist. In accepting,

modifying, or creating rules of a game, attention is very often paid

to establishing a relatively even match between task difficulty and

human skill level so that the achievement of the sport-specific end

is challenging and thus worth the effort to the athletes. Similarly,

a contest between opponents can be considered "good" by both athletes
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and spectators alike if the cxmpetitors are conmensurate, that is, if

their abilities are matched in such a way that dramatic tension

exists as to vho will emerge as the winner. In addition to athletic

excellence, and sometimes in the absence of it, a game can be

considered "good" if it ejdiibits urpredictability of outcome, or

closeness. Relatively poorly skilled exponents can still produce a

"good" game if it is marked by dramatic encounters and the outcome

lies in doubt throu^out the contest. This goes some way towards

explaining vhy individuals often seek out new opposition, and vhy

sport leagues eitploy "drafting" procedures, (i.e., rules that allow

the poorest finishing team(s) from the previous year's ccaoopetition

hi^er pariority in the selection of the most talented incoming

players) to balance coaapetition. In addition to these features of

sport, age, wei^t, heii^t, or skill categorization and

"handicapping" (i.e., self-iiiposed or extemally-inposed fitness,

motor skill, or strategic advantages or disadvantages) to balance

ccarpetition in spxjrt would be unintelligible without making some

reference to the desirability of urpredictability of outccme and

challenge in the sport contest.

Skilful Plav

Challenging and commensurate opposition can be considered

"good" also because of the possibilities it presents for athletes -to

mutually "stretxh" or extend p)ersonal abilities and powers in ways

that can be mutually recognized and valued. Ihe cpportunity to

broaden or extend one's athletic and strategic prowess is largely
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dependent v^xdh the possibilities for ac±ion that the ofponent

presents in the course of play. Surpassing oneself in the athletic

action does not guarantee success (if success is measured solely in

terms of points scored); viiile loss of the game may be a very

shattering experience psychologically, it can still be the case that

self-disclosure and extension were made possible only throu^ the

mutual challenges presented by the exponent (s). It may be the case

that, at times, indivicJuals becxarve preocx:x5)ied by the personal "test"

rather than the "contest." However, Kretchmar argues:

if two members are truly contesting, they are interested
in each other's progress in taking the test. Iheir cwn
strategies, rhythms, their very relationship to the test
is, in part, dictated by the other's performanco.
Contestants watch one another. The contestants cannot be

concerned merely with passing the test, for an exponent
may pass it in a svperior fashion. The test itself
cannot give a contestant sufficient information on vhat
is required of him (47: jp. 228-229).

A personal concom with sinply crossing the finish line ahead of the

other contestants, or with achieving a personal-best time in a

middle-distanco running event, for exaiiple, are not always the

iteasure of a "true" contest. Kretchmar is suggesting that "true"

contesting involves an ongoing estimation of one's cwn and the

contestant's abilities and powers throu^out the course of the

ccmpetition. In a middle-distanc:e raco, for exanple, runners can be

involved in estimating the ajprcpriate time(s) to maintain the lead,

"draft" a lead runner, slew the paco, chase a lead runner or break

frcxn the pack, and the like. All these instances require a sense of

timing and finesse that can only be develcped or exercised in the

context of each particular race.
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DeLattre regards one's exponent in a sport canpetition as a

"touchstone;" in a contest this means "... by rubbing against a

vrarthy opponent, against his skill, dedication and preparation, the

quality of a ccHrpetitx)r's mettle is tested" (15; p. 273). While

sport cannot lay claim to be unique in this regard, it does

.  . . provide opportunities for self-discovery, for
concentration and intensity of involvement, for being
carried away by the demands of the contest and thereby in
part for being able to meet with a frequency seldcsti
matched elsevdiere. It is in the face of these demands
and with respect to them that an athlete succeeds or
fails. This is vhy it is a far greater success in
ccnpetitive athletics to have played well under the
pressure of a truly worthy exponent and lost than to have
defeated a less worthy or unworthy one vAiere no demands
were made (15: p. 273).

As well as the fitness levels and the motor skills that

opponents must contend with, there are also personal characteristics

and powers of the opponents that must be taken into consideration

vhen prepjaring for, and presenting oneself within, the oatpetition.

Simon contends that ccarpetition in sport is the mutual struggle for

excellence between "persons". As a person, the athlete is

considered to be a vinique combination of talents (e.g., strength,

speed, agiliiy, or endurance) as well as personal pxwers such as

determination, courage, ingenuity, perseverence, and discipline.

(79: p. 293) Failing to take into consideration or underestimating

the will power or the tactical ingenuity of an cpponent, for

example, diminishes the possibilities of not only achieving the end

of the game (e.g., scoring more points), but also the possibilities

for mutual testing. Challenging ccnpetition can mean that each

athlete must extend his or her abilities and powers to match those
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of the exponent. It is in this mutual broadening and extending of

personal talents and abilities that individuals can achieve mutual

satisfaction and can ccmne to regard the competition as the "struggle

with" rather than the "struggle against" an exponent. Inland

lends si^port to this idea vhen he argues that being "human" is

essentially to be incomplete, to recognize incompleteness, and to

attenpt to overcomie this incompleteness (39: p. 234). When

competition is considered to be a "struggle with" an opponent, the

exponent provides the stimulus and the opportunities to explore and

"stretch" one's own abilities, perceptions, and capabilities. This

is not to say that one cannot pit oneself against inanimate forces or

objects as a way of creating ohallenges and testing one's prowess.

It is to say that human beings present challenges and opportunities

however, it is quite possible in competitive games for
scxne athletes to regard the sport encounter not as a challenging
contest but as a brute struggle for survival or siperioril^. In
cases such as this, the opponent can comae to be seen merely as an
obstacle to be overcane. It would seem to follow from this that if
winning was the sole cxsncem for athletes, and opponents sinply
regarded each other as dangerous threats, then athletes would always
choose inferior opponents. Overcomiing the opponent as a obstacle in
order to win would then becxxne to sole purpose of the encounter.
However, it is not often the case that athletes (apart from some
athletes such as boxers leading ip to a title challenge) purposely
select inferior opponents. While conventions surrounding boxing,
for example, allow the title holder to pr^)are for a major title
defense by "tuning vp" with several matches with much lesser skilled
boxers, it is expected that eventually the title defense requires a
match-up with a ranking (hi^xLy-sikilled) opponent. In cases vhere an
athlete did choose an inferior opponent (for vhatever reason), the
ensuing competition mi^t not be considered by the public to be
"good" (except in cases where the "underdog" opponent generates
public interest.) It is also the case that sport events employing
"handicapping" mechanisms or (age, wei^t, hei^t or skill)
categorization of players, prevent to a certain extent, the
possibility of athletes ccmpeting at a "lower" level that would
improve the likelihood of success.
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to one another in a way that allows for mitual recognition and

respect. It is the potential for reciprocal challenges, mutual

recognition, and mutual fulfilment that clearly distinguishes the

social form of this "struggle with" from its inanimate forms.

Ihe "struggle with" another individual or groi^) of

individuals in an atteropt to imoover and extend one's abilities and

talents requires on the part of the individual a certain "responsive

cp»enness" (39: p. 225), that is, a willingness to open oneself up to

the possibilities presented by the opponent. It also entails and

requires an ongoing assessment of the exponent's actions in terms of

the kind(s) of personal tactical responses that are required or are

appropriate. Quite unlike the "device" structures of modem

(rational-scientific) society, vhich have the effect of

"disburdening" or disengaging human beings from personally effective

action or social concern, the possibilities available in the sport

contest can provide just the cpposite. In contrast to the ambiguity

of standards or values in everyday life, and the feelings of

indifference or helplessness that may acccnpany them, sport provides

a situation vhere vdiat is at stake is clearly defined and

individual actions within the iport are effective in settling the

issue (1). Ihis means that the sport contest provides a context

where the standards of victory defeat and "good" play are quite

clearly recognizable, and vhere personal efforts are seen to be

relevant. For Esposito, opportunities for action in sport are not

just possible courses of action but rather ones in vhich "... we

have a stake throu^ concern . . . ones in vhich failure (i.e..
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making mistakes) is an issue for us" (20: p. 178). In other

worc3s,on a particular day, in a particular game with its specific

rules and conventions, and in response to the concrete c^portunities

for action presented by the qfponent(s), personal athletic or

strategic action will figure prcmdnently in determining the outcome

and the degree of personal disclosure.

Ccrapetition, rather than being considered a naked power

struggle, can be considered an intense, hi^ily ̂ irited engagement

between opponents to ccnpare abilities and validate excellence.

Conmensurate exposition is a pre-condition that can promote the

achievement of sport's aesthetic internal goods, ones that also turn

out to be inclusive goods. In this sense ccsopetition offers

athletes the opportunity to mutually extend or broaden personal

skills and powers in a challenging environment. The "good" contest

in this case can mean more than mutual disclosure and fulfilment; it

can also mean the recognition, acknowledgment, and confirmation of

the exponents as indispensable to the mutually challenging and

disclosing action.

The arguments connecting sport's ethical and aesthetic

inclusive internal goexis to social freedcm can be summarized in the

following ways. The sport contest was ̂ cwn to be based ixxjn the

voluntary aexeptanc:e of the constitutive rules to make the game

possible, and also rpon a set of social conventions and customs that

regulate conpetition within the constituted game. Recognition and

adherence to certain ethical and aesthetic standards of "good" play

were shown to have a "world-gathering" force in so far as
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participants have ccanmon standards of excellence against vAiich the

exercise of technical expertise can be guided, recognized, and

assessed. The mutual recognition of, and adherence to, fairness as

an internal good, and thus a standard regulating behaviour in sport

as a social practice, was ̂ cwn to produce several favourable

outcomes: it can establi^ a framework for mutual expectations; it

can prcaonote mutual recognition and the development of corplex

emotions of trust and respect; it can validate the contest as a

ccaiparison of relative abilities; and it can affirm athletic

excellence among members of the sporting ccramunity. Ihe "good"

contest in this ethical sense produces inclxasive internal goods,

vMch means they can be shared by all contestants (and spectators)

regardless of vdio wins or loses.

It has also iDe shown that the "good" contest can be based

v?x3n the recognition, pursuit, and achievement of certain aesthetic

internal goods. Commensurate exposition was shewn to be a condition

that can hei^ten the possibilities for close and challenging

ccmnpetition. This in turn was shown to contribute to the

achievement of several inclusive goods: it can prcmote the mutual

extending and broadening of concrete talents and pcwers; it can

nurture a greater sensitivity among opponents to their respective

concrete personal skills and powers; and it can enhance mutual

recognition and respect for the valuable challenges provided by the

opponent. Rather than being considered a socially divisive force,

"good" conpetition can be viewed as a factor prcanoting and

intensifying the possibilities sport holds out for mutual
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indication, engagement, disclosure, and recognition. It is within

a ccanraunity of practitioners guided by these ethical and aesthetic

standards of excellence that inclusive internal goods and thus

social freedom in the practice can be pursued and achieved. In

contrast to liberal, free-market institutions, viiere individuals can

be personally or socially "disburdened," and viiere social relations

are largely iitps^^^sonal, indifferent, or hostile, sport offers the

opportunity to engage and test one's abilities and powers in

personally and socially fulfilling ways.

Relations in Teams

While the case for social freedom in sport d to this point

has focused on competitive relations, the relations among teammates

in a ccaapetitive situation are also noteworthy. A major obstacle to

overcome in making sense of social freedom in coaipetitive relations

was clarifying how mutual or inclusive benefits could be achieved

vhile contestants were pursuing an end (i.e., winning), the

achievement of vhioh excludes one contestant. It mi^t be expected

that the case for social freedom in team relations will be easier to

establish given that individual athletes recognize and struggle to

achieve a common goal. Yet, here too, vinderstanding team relations

in terms of social freedom is not urprobleraatic. What must be

overccane is the tendency to explain sport behaviour in either

abstract, functionalist terms or in strictly individualist ones.

Ihat is, on the functionalist account, individual behaviour is

largely thou^t to be the product of the deterttiining influence of

social structures, vhile on the individualist account, social
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formations are largely thou(^t to be volxantary associations that

r^resent the individual interests and actions of its members. It

was shewn in Chapter II that, vhen applied to the issue of social

freedom, the conditioning effect of (rational-scientific)

institutions was underestimated, vhile the voluntaristic nature of

social was overestimated. If applied to sport, this means that the

explanation of sport team action can be reduced either to abstract

team functions and strategies or else to voluntaristic athletic

efforts. It is difficult, if not iirpossible, on such accounts to

attribute a concrete social "being" to team behaviour, that is, a

social "being" that marks the affirmation of the social in the

individual and the individual in the social.

The purpose of this section is to explore the possibility that

the social relations that constitute the sport team in action can be

linked to social freedom. The social "being" of a sport team will be

examined in such a way that team success cannot be discussed without

referring at the same time to individual freedom, and individual

freedom and initiative cannot be articulated without referring to

common goals, mutual recognition, and reciprocity. Rather than being

mediated by structures, mechanisms, and conditions that create and

reinforce personal ineffectiveness or social indifference, the sport

team will be examined in terms of its potential to promote empowering

relations among teammates. Standards of "good" team play will also

be assessed in terms of its potential to encourage reciprocity (i.e.,

mutual recognition and facilitation) and the broadening and extending

of personal talents and powers in mutually fulfilling ways. In
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order for social relations and the social "being' of a sport team to

be thou^t of in terms of social freedom, they must be shown to be

concrete, personal, and social, even vhile the social practice

operates within capitalist institutions einboctying different, if not

antithetical, social values and relations.

When referring to a sport team as a "social practice," it is

iirportant to recognize not only the formal properties of the

association but also the conditions and forces that effect the t^pe

and degrees of social interaction. Sport team action involves joint

or collaborative behaviour toward a common goal; there is not only a

common interest or goal but also a recognition and facilitation of

member's efforts as each contributes to the achievement of a common

goal. Ihis means that the cfynamics of a sport team, and the type of

social freedom to be found in social practices, cannot be fully

xanderstood if the inquiry is limited to formal team structures or

strategies, or sirrply to individual athletic actions. Sport team

action (in suoh hi^ily differentiated sports such as football,

basketball, lacrosse, volleyball, rugby, hookey, baseball, etc.,) are

typically understood in terms of abstract, ideal team strategies and

functions or in terms of the relative particularity and completeness

of concrete, individual actions. In other words, explanation of

sport action tends to emphasize either the determining character of

team functions and strategies or else the voluntaristic character of

individual action. For the purpose of understanding social freedom

in sport, it is necessary to recognize more than just the abstract

"being" of a team and the relative sovereignty of the individual
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athlete. It is also worthvMle to consider a third dimension, one

related to the concrete, particular social "being" of the team in

action. This third dimension relates to the interpersonal or

intersubjective totality, that is, to how individuals, acting in

terms of "we," strive to achieve the team's objectives. In the

following, each of these dimensions will be addressed in more detail.

Abstract Team "Being"

Referring to a team as an abstract social unit means

considering it in terms of predefined structures and fxmctions.

Stripped bare of its subjective elenvents, the intelligibilil^ of the

team lies in how individual functions are defined and how they are

combined together (in abstract or ideal terms) to fulfill team

strategies and objectives. This requires, first, an understanding of

the constitutive rules of the game. Not only do the constitutive

rules of a sport act in such a way as to rule out more effective in

favour of less effective means, they also act to distinguish

particular sports from one another. Each sport is distinguished not

only in terms of the goal to be achieved or the obstacles to be

overcame, but also in terms of the basic motor skill (s) and

implement(s) to be employed. The constitutive rules of soccer, for

example, stipulate that the ball is to be propelled by body parts

other than the hands (except by goalkeepers, or players putting the

ball bacik into play from the sidelines). The relevance of this

seemingly obvious point is that the rules proscribe certain actions,

yet, there are numerous ways that the athlete can choose to manoeuvre
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and prc^l the ball within the rules. So the acx:«ptance of the

constitutive rules not only brings into being an activity that

wouldn't be possible otherwise, but it also provides a context for

the possibility of demonstrating various sport-specific athletic and

strategic manoeuvres.

While the constitutive rules define what counts as winning and

vtot means are permissible in order to achieve the game's end, there

are a host of possible team strategies that can be created and

eiiployed within these rules to achieve the game's end. Styles of

team play vary; yet, they may be also constrained by team traditions

(e.g., Oakland/Los Angeles Raiders' "intimidation" style of defense)

or ly rational-scientific coaching "systems". In either case, the

"being" of the team can be reducible to a predefined txadition or

"system," the athletes themselves being considered only the bearers

of such systems. If the intelligibility of the team is limited to

the structure of team "game plans" (i.e., strategies) ard how

athletes are trained to mechanically reproduce such plans, then it is

not surprising to find sport critics (e.g., Brdhm, Rigauer, and

Beami^) claiming that sport is a r^lica of the rational-scientific

or cybernetic organization of labour under capitalism. The practice

of coaches admonishing players to "not think just do" prcmotes the

iitpression that the functioning of a sport team requires little more

than the subordination of the thinking or feeling individual to the

dictates of the team's strategic system. Sartre (75) has shown that

this type of social organization represents the "collective," an

alienated type of social formation vdiere the "being" of the gathering
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precedes and thtis defines participant roles and relations. Adherence

to a "game plan" in sport may define vAiat is needed to be done in

order to achieve the team's ccxnmon objective, but if it is thou^t of

as an inflexible blueprint for action, then it confines athletes to

atomized, yet mechanically integrated roles. This, in turn, has the

effect of uniting athletes only in an external manner and requires on

the part of members little more than that each "do one's job." If

the intelligibility of sport team action is limited in this way, so

too will the notion of freedom that corresponds to it. While

Guttmann (30) argues that the voluntary submission to rational-

scientific form is a type of "positive" freedom, in other words, one

vdiere individual choices and possibilities are ej^anded throu^

co-cperation, critics such as Rigauer (72) and Brdim (9) argue

otherwise. For them, in spite of the concessions they malce, the

"structural co-qperation" of team activity along rational-scientific

lines indicates the increasing subordination of the athlete to a

"system" that diminishes the individual and social possibilities of

freedom. Yet, Guttmann, Rigauer, and Brdmn's respective views of the

social freedom that is thou^t to exist or not to exist in sport were

shown to be deficient. Hiis can be attributed to their tendency to

focus on the structural prcperties of social formations rather than

on the potential dynamics of the interpersonal relations themselves.

Not only will the intelligibility of the sport team be limited

on this view, but so too will the practical effectiveness of the team

if such a view is put into practice. Weiss states:

if there is too great a submission to the conditions of
play - viien a team, for exairple, is ccrapletely guided by
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a game bock, by coaches on the side line, or by
traditions it has long cherished - it will be prcsipted to
act inappropriately at times. The players and their
direct interactions will tend to be disconnected.
Distinct, atomized ways will be the norm, bolstered by
the hope that they will somehcw mesh together (87: p.
50).

In other words, if athletes regard themselves siitply as discrete,

fvinctional vinits, or they regard their interactions as requiring a

rigid faithfulness to a predetermined strategic plan, then it will be

difficult for athletes to recognize and conduct themselves as an

effective team. "Good" team play requires more than just "doing

one's job," for very often athletes are called v^xDn to improvise in

order to cover a teammate's error or to take advantage of teammate's

(or opponent's) manoeuvre(s). While this notion will be discussed in

more detail below, it does point to the possibilitY that athletes,

like other practitioners, can exercise "judgement" with respect to

the exercise of their technical expertise.

Team Member Sovereictntv

What is required to bolster this account of team action is

some recognition that athletes, vhile constrained or guided by caramon

team objectives, have a certain sovereignty within their defined role

on the team. While the individual athlete is defined by a particular

role or function, and vhile this function circumscribes to a certain

extent the responsibilities and actions of the athlete, both Sartre

(75) and Weiss (87) concur that the intelligibility of sport team

action cannot be exhausted by reference to team objectives,

structures, and functions. In the case of a football team, Sartre

states:
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.  . . the ac±ion of every player is predetermined as an
indefinite possibility by function, that is to say, in
relation to a future objective vdiich can realize itself
only "throu^ an organized multiplicity of technical
activities. Thus, function is for every member a
relation to the objective as a totality to be totalized.
In the match, every ccramon individual vail, in the li^t
of the groi:?)'s objective, effect a practical synthesis
(orientation, schematic determination of possibilities,
of difficulties, etc.) of the field in its present
particularities (mud, perhaps, or wind, etc.); in this
way he tries to make himself generally prepared for the
specific characteristics of the match (75: p. 456).

An individual athlete is first defined abstractly as a "caramon"

individual ty virtue of a particular role or function (e.g., wide

receiver) and how that role is interconnected with those of other

athletes (e.g., quarterback, running backs, and the offensive line)

in the overall groi^) scheme (e.g., offensive team strategy). In

other words, athletes are first "cxxnmon" by virtue of their

predetermined functions and the extent to vhich these functions are

organized functionally (i.e., strategically) to fulfill overall team

objectives. However, team functions and strategies do not ejdiaust

the range of athletic or tactical actions available to the player.

While certain attritwtes of the team (e.g., formal functions or

strategies) can be specified independently of the actors, others

cannot. It is the individual vho must execute the sport-specific

running, throwing, catching, kicking, or other motor skills based on

his or her assessment of csonditions, actions, and determinations of

possible cxxnrses of action. In other words, a formal "game plan" is

an abstract, enpty structure without it being enlivened by the

action of individual athletes.



135

To say that a structure or function cannot materialize

without the efforts and initiatives of individual athletes is not to

state anything profound, for how else can team functions be

realized? More inportantly, in contrast to a rationalized labour

process, \ihere individual action is narrcwly circumscribed within

specific roles and monitored according to pre-establidied standards

and rates of production, function in team sport defines only the

abstract possibility of uixiertaking particular actions. Hie general

organization of team functions and strategies tcward the achievement

of the team's ccaotimon goal presi^poses individual actions, personal

struggles, and the demonstration of physical and strategic prowess.

Between two mcments of objectivity, that is, between the two moments

vtien the individual is defined as "common" (e.g., ty virtue of a

predefined team fuixztion and the sou^t-after team objective) there

will be numerous situations produced or acted on ty the athlete.

Hie main point here is that the team strategy can be accompli^ed in

a number of ways: during the contest each individual is responsible

for organizing the practical field in li^t of the team strategy and

also on the basis of the contingencies of the action itself.

Not only is there diversity in the types of strategies and

tactics that can be employed, there are also many variations as to

hew each of the strategies and tactics can be executed. Hiis

suggests that athletes can personalize or individualize their

techniques, pcwers, and tactics. Athletes need to acquire and

master certain technical skills so that they became, in a sense,

"automatic," but athletes still need to acquire a sense of
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"jxidgement" with respect to the execution of these technical skills

in concrete circumstances. It is at this level that the athletic

performance cannot be thou^t of siitply as a mechanical replication

of a pre-determined function or "game-plan." As much as practice

sessions can generally prepare athletes for the contingencies of the

sport contest, it is only in the contest itself that the athlete can

confront the equally personalized or individualized tactics and

strategies of the opponent. It is at this level, either shoulder-

to-shoulder "in-the trenches," or "one-on-one" in the open field

that athletes put their personal stamps on their efforts.

It is in this sense that Sartre (75) claims that the

individual has a certain "sovereignty" over the skills and tactics

associated with a particular athletic playing position. A player's

repertoire of tactics, his or her "bag of tricks," if you will,

indicate not only vhat the athlete has developed and mastered, but

also that vhich can be brou^t to bear in the sport contest vhen he

or she is called vpon to personally surpass one or a number of

opponents. Ihe athlete enplcys these tactics in a reactive and also

in a pro-active manner. This means that the athlete has to be able

to maintain a "responsive openness," in other words, an alertness

and ability to respond to the opportunities for action presented by

the opponent (s). This requires on the part of the athlete a certain

preparation beforehand to estimate the ccnpetitive playing strengths

of the opposition, and it also requires the ability to respond to

the frequent unanticipated challenges and opportunities presented by

the exponent in the course of play. Just as important, and at times
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more iirportant, is the ability of the athlete to "set the pace,"

maintain the "ironentum," or control the teropo of the sport action.

This can involve the eroplcyment of various tactical sequences,

tactical ccanobinations, and feinting techniques in order to mislead

the opponent during specific manoeuvres or to generally keep the

exposition "off-balance." Having achieved a team objective throu^

the execution of a particular manoeuvre (e.g., a wide receiver

catching a touchdcwn pass), the individual athlete "... must have

triuitphed, throu^ his personal qualities, over another individual

..." (75: p. 459), yet "... the mcment of freedom has to be

passed over in silence, since it would negate the team if it were to

posit itself for itself" (75: p. 460). This suggests that the

mcment of individual freedcm is a relevant factor in vinderstanding

the social "being" of a team.

Unlike a rational-scientifically organized labour process

that narrcwly defines individual function, and unlike a "device"

structure vhere individuals are "disburdened" frcm personal effort

and responsibility, the athlete can still be responsible for the

manner in vhich concrete personal skills are exercised in response

to similar potentialities in the opponent. However, if the act of

individual freedom is taken out of the context of how the individual

is defined as "ccmmon" within the larger outlines of team

strategies, then the practical effectiveness of the team can be

jecpardized, and the social "being" of the team can be largely

misunderstood or neglected. Weiss lends support for this view:

What will perhaps not be readily seen or allowed by most
in the Ihited States - Eastern bloc countries, in
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cxjntrast, are inclined to insist on it - is the
contention that a unit team, the conplex of individuals
and the conditions viiich enable them to be and function
together, can act and be acted on. Only individual
players, it mi^t be said, can act; only they can be
observed, trained, or paid. No team can run dcwn the
field, tackle, or threw the ball - in fact do anything at
all. Still it is a team that wins or loses; it is a team
that is penalized; it is a team that is the topic of a
strategy; it is a team that continues to play vMle the
players r^lace one another; it is a team to vdiich the
score and the season's wins and losses are credited (88:
p. 50).

If the "social" being of a team were explained by starting

with individualistic or voluntaristic premises, then it can appear

consistent with certain liberal notions of social freedom. In

Guttmann's case, individual freedoms (i.e., ohoices and

c^portunities) are e:>qpanded throu^ voluntary co-operation. Ihe

"co-operative individualism" that Guttman speaks of also appears

consistent with the notion of "private" society critiqued by Rawls.

In this case, the team could be regarded as a stock of

instrumentalities that can be employed by each athlete sinply to

secure their private interests. In "private" society, individuals

are not defined as "common" nor do they realize their "commonality"

throu^ their individual initiatives. Rather, private individual

realize their private aims, or affirm themselves as individuals,

throu^ their voluntary associations. For Novak (65), baseball

r^resents the myth of America: individualism, limited social

cxmimitment, and respect for law and order. It is different game to,

say, football:

Baseball is a Lookean game, a kind of contract theory in
ritual form, a set of atomic individuals vho assent to
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patterns of limited cxxperation in their mutual interest.
"Fair play" characterizes baseball more than it does
football (65: p. 59).

Baseball teams, if understood in this way, are collections of

individuals vho act serially to produce team action; they are

integrated not so much by each other but by the web of rules that

informs play.

The argument \jp to this point has established that individual

athletes are defined to a certain extent by function, and that the

functions of all team members are coordinated to fulfill (ideal) team

strategies. However, these team functions do not e^diaust the range

of individual possibilities for action cpen to the athlete. The

individual within a team is still contesting with an opponent in such

a way that the team strategies can be achieved only as a result of a

series of individual initiatives and tactics. This requires a

certain sense of "judgenvent" in the develc^xnent, selection, and

Qiployroent of tactics within overall team strategies, and in li^t of

the possibilities presented by c^panents. It is clear that

the intelligibility of team action can be partially established by

reference to abstract team functions and strategies and to individual

struggles and initiatives, but it is certainly not limited to them.

It is also clear that several liberal assuirptions about social life

and social freedom underlie these (limited) views of the team, and

the relation of the individual to the team. Yet, these views cannot

account for how individual team members realize a common social

"being" throu^ their individual acts of freedom within the contest.
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Social "Being" of Teams

To understand the seemingly paradoxical phenomenon of

affirming the social in the individual and the individual in the

social (as the basis of social freedon) is made especially difficult

by the limited vocabulary available to articulate such social

action. The language of individualism and the language of

structuralism produce accounts of social action that reinforce the

dichotomies between the individual and the social. Cooper argues

that understanding the sense of "we," vdien applied to social

relations, is obscured by dichotomies such as egoism/altruism,

I-desires/non-I desires, self/other, and drives of the self/external

justification of morality (11). In other words, discussions about

social relations very often focus on the distinction between choices

based vpon the satisfaction of drives, needs, or interests and those

based upon social obligation or duty. If left with an "either-or"

vocabulary of egoism and altruism, for example, then it will be

difficult to capture the meaning of situations vhere individuals are

neither entirely self-oriented, nor entirely oriented towards

others. Cooper suggests the phrase "self-in-association-with-others"

as a way of capturing this dialectical relation:

.  . . vhen a person associates himself with others there
is a form of reasoning with him that appeals to his
feelings of group solidarity, rather than his selfish
demands or strictly moral considerations.

It is a common experience in cocperative sports to do
things that one would not do if one were concerned solely
with one's own welfare (11: p. 68).
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Hie notion of "self-in-association-with-others" has

iirplications for the vinderstanding of team relations viien in action.

The volmtarism/structuralism and the individual freedam/oonnnon good

dichotcsnies used to frame the social freedcm in sport issue may not

be sensitive enou^ to capture all the features of a team's social

"being." What is required to further understand team action, and

thus the social freedom thou^t to exist in sport, is an

understanding of how "common" individual team members interact in

li^t of overall team strategies and objectives. In the "good" team

effort it is not enou^ that the athlete attenpt to achieve team

objectives throu^ independent individual action, for very often the

possibility of demonstrating individual i^lls and powers is

facilitated (or hindered) by the actions of teammates. On this,

Sartre argues:

From the moment vhen the real struggle begins, his
individual actions (thou^ they require initiative,
daring, skill and speed, as well as discipline) no longer
appear meaningful apart from those of the other irembers
of his team (in so far, of course, as each team is also
defined by the other) - not only in the abstract, in so
far as each function presi^poses the organization of all
fumotions, but also in the very contingency of the
concrete, in so far as a particular player's slip or
clumsiness at a particular point strictly conditions the
movement of another player (or, all the others) and gives
it a teleological meaning vhich can be understood by the
other players (and, thou^ this is incidental here, by
the spectators) (75: p. 457).

This requires on the part of an athlete not just the ability to

mechanically r^licate a game plan, or just the ability to "do one's

job," but also to show a certain sensitivity and responsiveness to

the anticipated but never entirely predictable teammates' (and



142

opponents) actions. This view is also expressed by Weiss:

Becavise the end to viiidh one athlete is cxsnmitted is the

end for the others as well, viiat each does has a bearing
on that at vMch all aim. If a player does not
understand and anticipate viiat others mi^t do with
reference to the very end viiicii all of them se^ to
realize, he will not be able to take advantage of the
support that his teammates provide, or will overlook the
exposition viiich his cpponents mi^t offer (88: p. 56).

The cxjurse of team play is determined by the abilil^ of each

athlete to combine his or her own initiatives with those of others to

facilitate one's own or one's teammate's ability to contribute to the

achievement of the team's objectives. In the course of the sport

action the athlete is constantly making assessments and

determinations as to how the play is unfolding and how these events

(e.g., the actions of teammates and exponents) can be either

incorporated or acrted vpon such that the team strategy can be

fulfilled. In other words, the athletes act not only in light of

function and strategies but also in terms of the concrete outccmes

produced in the course of play. Based on the intemalization of the

strategic schone, the soccer player, for exairple, assesses vhich

individual (including possibly him/herself) is in the best strategic

position to receive the ball, and then undertakes vAiat action is

deemed necessary to place the ball or oneself in the best strategic

position to be effective. This requires on the part of the athlete

more than just a mastery of the technical (athletic) skills but also

a sense of "judgement;" as Lasch (49) points out, this requires a

sense of timing and proportion with respect to the exercise of

technical expertise. This means that the athlete must have a
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sensitivity or "feel" for the larger scheme of things (i.e.,

strategies) within vhich individual actions take place, for the

meaning of the ongoing action as it unfolds, and for hew

possibilities for further action can be taken advantage of or

created. At various times during the sport action the advancing of

team objectives requires a "sacrifice" on the part of one or several

athletes to ensure that the athlete in the best strategic position

receives the ball. It is understood that, since each athlete is

defined as "common" (i.e., as embodying the overall team strategy),

certain sacrifices have to be made by all. Ihese sacrifices, it

^ould be noted, are not made to individuals as private individuals

but as "ccanmon" individuals vho will, in turn, act in a judicious

manner to advance the team objectives.

It ̂ ould be noted also that such "altruism" can become

counter-productive if individual athletes do not take advantage of

the ofportunities for action presented by teammates. For example,

the experience among basketball players of passing the ball

"one-too-many" times vhile moving close or under the exponent's

basket can at times prove avdeward and ineffective. Assessing vhen to

"sacrifice" and \Ai.en to personally take advantage of a strategic

opportunity must always be considered in li^t of one's own and one's

teammate's role and actions as "common" with respect to realizing a

team strategy. Ihe acquisition of such powers of "judgement"

requires on the part of teammates a considerable amount of time

engaging in the sport together, and a hi^ degree of sensitivity to

each other's tendencies, habits, idiosyncratic styles, strengths, and
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weaknesses. Ihrou^ e:q)erience, athletes develcp an intuitive "feel"

for the movements of their teammates, so much so that at times

cxxirdinated team actions do ajpear "autxxnatic." Hcwever "aiitanatic"

or mechanical such team synchronicilY may seem, it must be remembered

that the atteiipts to realize team strategies (especially in a

contesting situation) always occur in the context of anticipated but

never predictable teammate (and opponent's) actions. Recall

Rigauer's cxsncessions that in the contest in the "nonent" of truth,

the rational analysis disajpears and possibilities are presented for

alternative cxurses of action (72: pp. 21, 33, 37, 52-53). Teams ac±

on vhat they (and opponents) produce; the variety of situations and

outcomes produced in the course of play suggests that the realization

of team strategies cannot occur in a mechanical way, nor exactly in

the same way each time.

While the examples above relate to competitive team sports

that involve direct interaction betweoi cpposing teams, the notion of

"common" individuals interacting to achieve a common objective is not

limited to them. For example, a mtountain-climbing team may not

compete with other teams, and if they do, it is not in a direct,

interactive manner. In spite of this, cliinbing team members need to

develcp "judgement" with respect to the exercise of skills and powers

in concrete circumstances. While members of a climbing team need not

have to deal with the obstacles or challenges presented directly by

opponents, they still have to harmonize their respective talents and

powers in the face of the concrete contingencies of the climib (e.g.,

rock faces, weather conditions, etc.). Not only do these athletes
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have to respond to vdiat can be changing natural conditions, they

also, in a similar manner to any team, respond to the actions they

produce (e.g., accidents, ingenius belay techniques, etc.). Ifeier

contends that the "life and death" nature of this activity can unite

team members and foster open, direct, and undistorted communication.

Meaningful self-testing and ccraraunication in a climb vMch involves

mutual interd^)endence and reciprocity can produce a type of social

vinity that Meier refers to as the "kinship of the rope" (60)

While the type of "judgement" acquired and expressed in the

exaiiples above can be considered a "good" internal to the activity

itself, there exist other "goods," that, when realized in sport

action, can contribute to the notion of social freedom in sport.

Much like the syitfiiory orchestra performance that exenplifies social

unity for Rawls (71), the individual talents and powers of teammates

must not only be harmonized and synchronized, but they must also be

balanced and ccjiplementary. Ihe notions of balance and

conplementarity have iirplications not only for the practical

effectiveness of the team, but also in terms of the social freedom

that can be said to exist in teams. It is often the case that a

particular team tactic will hi^ili^t the abilities and powers of one

^^Meier does add, however, that an existentially "superior"
form of interpersonal ccromunication would focus less on the immediate
concreteness of the situation and the significance of ta;^ fulfilment
to the relationship, and more on the ability of individuals to
mutually stimulate, assist, and support the discovery and expansion
of their fxillest, most unique potentialities for their cwn sake.
Despite the narrcwer focus of the "kinship of the rope," it still
offers a prcaoaising alternative to the tedious occupations and
iirper^nal social relations prevalent in everyday existence (60).
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or a small number of players within a team, but it is not possible

that every individual performance will be hi^ili^ted at the same

time all of the time. In a similar way to a symphony orchestra, the

demonstration of excellence in team sport requires that individuals

(or small grotps) scmnetimes play a prcxninent and, at other times, a

more sipportive role. However, the sport team faces problems that

would likely be inconceivable to a symphony orchestra performer.

That is, vhile the sport team attempts to coordinate and harmonize

its constituent members to execute a team strategy, it must attempt

to do so in the face of concerted opposition attempting to thwart

it. Seme team sports (e.g., mountain climbing) do not involve direct

("face-to-face") interactions with other teams, yet they still

attempt to coordinate actions in the face of the obstacles

encountered by natural forces (e.g., rock faces, wind, rain, etc.).

In the cases vhere there is a hi^ degree of face-to-face interaction

among memibers of opposing teams, the notions of harmony, balance, and

complementarity are more fluid, but no less important to "good" team

play. Moreover, the notions of balance and complementarity have

special connotations v^en ajplied to team strategies.

To be successful, the sport team cannot always depend solely

on the raw athletic skills of its members; it must also rely to a

large extent on tactical and strategic ingenuity and execution.

Tactical and strategic ingenuity is very often centered on producing

and maintaining strategic urpredictability of outccame. Ihis means

that keeping the opposition "off-balance" or "guessing" as to vhat

tactical or strategic manoeuvre will be employed is a fundamental
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strategem for much of offensive and defensive team play. This

feature of team play is not only expedient in terms of achieving

groip objectives (e.g., scoring more points than the c^jposition), it

is especially conducive to mutual recognition, mutual reliance, and

reciprocal, complementary action among teammates. A team that

employs the same strategies in the same sequences, or that

continually emphasizes the talents of one or a small nuniber of

players, will find that, inevitably, the exposition will make

adjustments to its respective offensive and defensive strategies in

order to neutralize the heavily relied-ipon individual or strategy.

Keeping the cpponent "off-balance" and "guessing" by ccmbining

strategies and tactics in order to make its actions urpredictable is

often the key to team success. Examples to support this notion are

not hard to cxame by: they range from "pick-off" plays in baseball,

"misdirection," "play-action" passes and "blitzing" in football, to

multiple spikers in volleyball, to presses, zones, and "man-to-man"

variations and ccoiibinations in basketball. A "balanced" attack, or a

balanced defense, often means employing a full range of offensive or

defensive tactics throu^out the course of the game. VJhile a

co-ordinated team effort is required on each play, balanced team play

can also mean the cx)ntinuous shifting of emphasis among individuals

(or small groups) throu^out the contest. Taken together, diversity

in play selection and player emphasis can create the impression that

any athlete (or small group) cxxild be a potential threat to the

exponent at any time. Maintaining this diversity is equivalent to

the strategic urpredictability largely sought after by sport teams.
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In a balanced team effort, the "sacrifices" made by team members are

reciprocal and thus ccatplementary.

Comoplementaril^ also means that athletes involved in the

execution of a strategy demonstrate their talents and powers

convincingly (especially in a decoy role). If an athlete only "goes

throu^ the motions" during the execution of a particular grcn?)

tactic, this can diminish the likelihood of team success. For

example, in "double pump" and "shoot set" tact;ics in volleyball, each

"^iker" must execute the specific spiking manoeuvre as if he or she

was the intended spiker on the play. A "half-hearted" effort by one

of the two pikers mi^t alert the defending team to the "real"

intentions of the tactic, in vhich case a suitable defensive response

could be mounted. An "attacking" manoeuvre in team cycling, for

example, needs to be persuasively aggressive if the "true colours" of

the opposition's abilities and tactics are to be revealed. In this

way, the responsibility of "each for all" and the contribution of

"all to each" can be hei^tened.

Also relevant to the effectiveness of concerted team action

are the strategeins of "playing to win" versus "playing not to lose."

In the latter case, a team beccities very conservative in its play

selection or enplcyment of tactics, very often as a way of protecting

a lead. In this case, athletes and teams resort to those plays or

tactics with the hi^est probability of success. This, of course,

minimizes the possibilities for error and the opportunities these

errors may present for the opposition to regain lost momentum or

scoring potential. "Playing it safe" can have the effect of
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protecting a lead, but at times, it can also act to stifle the

lead-producing exercise of skills, enthusiasm, ingenuity, itonentum,

and effectiveness of the team in the first place. In contrast to

this conservative team strategy is the "playing-to-win" approach.

Ihis entails more than just a concerted attenpt to score more points

than the exposition. It has been argued above that the player's role

is only the abstract possibility of undertaking certain actions; yet,

throu^ "responsive openness" to teammates (and cpponents), athletes

can mutually extend or broaden their sporting prowess. "Playing to

win" means engaging and "stretching" the full range of individual

talents and team powers to be effective. This does not mean that a

team proceeds with reckless abandon; it suggests rather that teams

ejpress "controlled exuberance" in the ej^rcise of "judgement" (49:

p. 68). It also means, as Maclnlyre suggest, "... we have to be

prepared to take vdiatever self-endangering risks are demanded along

the way . . . (53: p. 191). In other words, the team is encouraged

to welcome (manageable) risks as a way of "stretching" their

capacities to excel. Rather than restricting the potential of the

team, the "playing-to-win" approach entails a courageous ccramitment

to a style of play that expards the depth and breadth of team

abilities and powers.

It has been demonstrated that the intelligibility of a sport

team is iirpoverished if it is limited to abstract team functions or

to isolated individual actions. To better understand the team in

action required a shift away from individualist and structuralist

presiqppositions and vocabulary concerning the nature of social



150

relations in teams. Ihis shifted the focus to the social "being" of

a team, that is, to the region v^ere the individual is affirmed in

the social and the social is affirmed in the individual. It is here

vAiere social freedom was shown to flourish. The reconciliation of

the individual and the social in these instances stems from the

possibility that individual atdiletes, defined as "ccamvon" by virtue

of their predefined role in team strategies, can develop, engage, and

test their personal abilities and powers in manifestly

intersubjective ways. This means that concretze, personal actions

mediate, and are mediated by, the ejqjected but never entirely

predictable actions of teammates (and exponents). In other words,

the common team strategies and objectives are "lived" throu^ the

personal struggles and initiatives of team members as they seek to

recognize and facilitate one another in the execution of team

strategies. Rather than being mediated by industrial, bureaucratic,

or commercial mechanisms and conditions that can proarote personal

ineffectiveness, atoanization, and social indifference, the "good"

team effort was shown to hei^ten active engagement and the

developanent and exercise of mutual recognition, "judgement,"

"responsive openness," responsibility, and facilitation. These

internal goods of the social practice also found their expression in

the strategically valuable conditions of team balance,

cxmplementarity, and "playing to win." The dynamics of ̂ rt teams

was shown to center around certain standards of excellence that, when

achieved, promote mutual recognition, development, and fulfilment.

The standards of excellence are intelligible only in sport terms, and
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their pursuit or achievement establishes or re-affirms a social

"being." The effect of this is to reinforce the claim that the

possibilities for freedom in sport are social possibilities, even

thou^ the practice of sport operates within liberal, free-market

institutional life. While the Ccise for social freedom, vp to this

point, has been linked to opponents and to teammates in competitive

(i.e., contesting) situations, the following section addresses the

issue of social freedom with respect to spectators of the contest.

Sport Spectator Relations

Part of vhat it means to engage in a social practice is the

acquisition and extension of personal talents with reference to the

recognized standards of excellence of the social practice in

question. This requires on the part of the individual not only the

development of technical euqertise, but also a sense of "judgement"

with respect to the application of the technical skills. When the

notion of social practice was applied to sport, it was shown that the

recognition, pursuit, and achievement of certain ethical and

aesthetic goods internal to the practice produced benefits that can

be shared fcy all participants. In terms of competitive relations

between opponents, the "good" sports contest engaged and extended the

concrete, personal talents and pcwers of athletes in ways that

promoted mutual recognition and disclosure. In cooperative relations

among teammates, the "good" sport contest meant the coordination of

personal abilities and initiatives in ways that promoted mutual

recognition, facilitation, reciprocity, and fulfilment. It new
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remains to examine the relationship of the spectator (s) to the social

practice of sport. There will be two main issues to be explored in

this regard. First, partisanship, as a t^pe of social relation among

spectators, will be examined in terms of its links to the social

practice of sport. Second, knowledgeable spectatorship will be

investigated in terms of its effects on social relations and social

freedom in the practice of sport.

Partisan Spectatorship

Given the pressing needs and obligations associated with

material survival, mass participation in sport is indeed a strange

fhenenomon. Stranger still is the pheronenon of mass sport

spectatorism. In li^t of the value attached to the instrumental,

pragmatic, and productive features of life, it mi^t at first be

difficult to ej^lain the vast public attention and energy devoted to

engaging in or witnessing games. Yet, there is no denying that sport

has a significant place in modem Western culture:

Agriculture, manufacture, and business play a much larger
role in our ecoroty than is possible to sport, thou^, of
course, sport is not without economic importance. The
economically more irrportant enterprises, however, do not
often arouse the full attention of inost men. Rarely do
they enter into men's daily disputes or lay claim to
basic loyalties in a way or to the degree that sport
does. It is sport that catches the interest and elicits
the devotion of both the young and the old, the wise and
the foolish, the educated and the uneducated (88: p. 9).

The enthusiasm for sport by the spectator can be attributed to

a number of factors, some of vhich include the vicarious thrill of

victory, the close contest, and the witnessing and vicarious sharing

of athletic excellence. If sport is viewed as a social practice, and
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serial practices are centered on the pursuit and achievement of

internal goods, then it should be possible to gauge hew spectatorisra

relates to the pursuit or achievement of these internal goods. The

enthusiasm and cameraderie eidiibited by sport spectators can often

center on their affiliation with one team or the other, and on their

desire to see that team succeed. Owing to the contesting nature of

many sports, that is, their ability to pit exposing individuals or

teams against one another to determine siperiority, it is not

uncommon for spectators to align themselves with their favorite

individual athlete (s) or team. For many reasons that have little or

nothing to do with ̂ »rt as such, the spectators' affiliation with

the contestants and the inportance attached to the outcome of the

contest can be hei^tened. That is, athletes or teams may come to be

seen as representatives of various ethnic, economic class, municipal,

regional, or national interests or grotps. VJhen sport ccmes to to be

valued for these instrumental or external goods, very often the

achievement of the end of winning is paramount for the partisan

supporters. In these cases the inportance of victory can at

overshadow the features of sport (as a social practice) that

hi^ili^t performance quality.

The rallying of the public behind a team in this exoteric

manner can be likened to Sartre's "fused group." That is, the

perception of a ccramon danger or threat can set in motion a process

vhere individuals come to develcp a recognition of themselves as

having a common identity and focus of attention. In other words,

vhile the link to a sport team may provide a focus of public
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attention and may provide a sense of ccmmon identity for a cxmiraunity,

the ejqperience of si:5porting the "hcmne" team must also be understood

in tenns of the team it is opposed to. The social unity that can be

generated for the "in-group" is in part due to a recognizable and

perhaps threatening "out-group." This, in turn, means that the

social unity of the opposing groi:?)s is bolstered to the extent that

divisiveness and tension are maintained or hei^tened between them.

Social unity in a chauvinistic guise can thus find fertile soil in

the sport contest. While it may be the case that sport can act as a

stage for opposing supporters to vent their collective frustrations

on and against others, or to inflame existing non-sport rivalries, or

to feel a sense of caramon identity, these factors are all

considerations external to sport as such. Taken to extremes, rabid

partisanship can overshadcw those goods considered to be internal to

sport. However, despite these excesses, few human endeavors are

capable of generating such identification.

Knowledgeable Soectatorism

In spite of the divisiveness that can be produced by rabid

partisanship, opposing partisan supporters can be united by

elements of the "good" sports contest. One such element is the close

contest. Both the antagonistic and the unifying elements of the

close contest are captured well in Davis's follcwing account of a

football match between Yale and Princeton:

It was obviously easy after that to argue that if the
Tigers had scored twice in ten minutes they could score at
least once more ... or even snatch a victory out of
defeat. And at the thou^t of this the yells redoubled,
and the air shock, and every play, good, bad or
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indifferent, was greeted with ̂ outs of encouragement that
felt like blcws of a vtiip on one side and tasted like wine
to the other. Pecple forgot for a few precious minutes to
think alxfut themselves, they enjoyed the rare sensation of
being carried ccnpletely away by something outside of
themselves, and the love of a fi^t, or a struggle, or
combat, or viiatever else you choose to call it, rose in
everyone's breast and choked him until he had either to
yell and get rid of it or suffocate (cited in 15: p. 271).

VJhile the close contest can create challenging situations for

athletes to test their talents and powers, it can also have a

suspenseful, dramatic appeal for vicariously involved spectators.

Other exaitples vhere dramatic tension can exist in sport incliade:

the immanent collision of players in football, the loose ball on the

(basketball, netball) court, the loose (hockey) puck in front of the

net, the last-second (football) field goal, the (soccer) comer or

penalty ]d.ck, the double-punp (volleyball) spike, the (baseball)

squeeze play or attenpted stolen base. In each of these cases there

exists the hei^tening of anticipation before the resolution of

dramatic tension. In the course of play momentum and fortunes can

change; heroic effort scmetinnes bring triuirph and elation, at other

times, failure and agony. All these, to mention only a few

features, are vhat epic stories or suspense thrillers are made of.

Yet, in sport, the action is all too human. Kaelin notes,

Ihe game itself considered as an aesthetic object is
perceived as a tense experience in vhich pressure is
built 1^5 frcm moment to moment sustained through
continuous opposition, mtil the climax of victory or
defeat. The closer this climax occurs to the end of the
game, the stronger is our feeling of its qualitative
uniqueness. Sudden death play-offs and perhaps extra-
inning games, are as close as a sport may ccme to
achieving this aesthetic ideal (43: p. 329).
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These examples recall the point made in the first section of

this chapter regarding the close contest as an element of the "good"

contest: athletes have cpen to them a distinct world vhere the

standards of victory and defeat are clearly defined, and individual

action is effective in settling the issue. In other words, there is

a clarity and a hei^tened sense of potency in the close contest.

While these features are considered to be relevant for both the

player and the spectator, there is a special appeal for the

spectator:

The deli^tful c^portunity this spectacle affords those
vho knew the intricacies of the game should not be
vffiderestimated. We men crave to pass final judgments
v^xjn things and often we make fools of ourselves hy doing
so, but in the midst of the translucent game we are in
that deli^tful situation of being able to estimate with
some accuracy the ultimate worth of actions and men (1:
p. 186).

While it may be the case that opposing fans can be divided with

respect to their affiliations and support, it is still the case that

spectators (even opposing spectators) can recognize and ajpreciate

the "good" contest in these aesthetic terms. It should be noted that

in this case the aesthetic goods are internal to the activity itself

ar»d have the potential to be inclusive or shared fcy spectators.

In addition to the aesthetic appreciation of the close

contest, the spectators can also be united with respect to the

recognition and appreciation of athletic or strategic excellence.

Weiss argues that performance excellence, v^ether it be in the arts,

sciences, or sport excites and interests human beings "... because

it reveals to us the magnitude of vhat then can be done" (88: p. 3).
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This means that as much as human beings recognize their deficiencies

and limitations, they still seek out excellence and appreciate it

vhere it can be found. Athletes are recognized not only for their

ability to achieve excellence as individuals; they also symbolically

r^resent the collective pursuit and achievement of excellence:

So far as we see the athlete to be a splendid
^itcamization of man we lock at him and his performance
objectively, de-enphasizing vhat he is as an individual.
At the same time we feel as thou^ we ourselves had
personally achieved something. By r^resenting us, the
athlete makes all of us be vicariously conpleted men. We
cannot but be pleased by vhat such a r^resentative man
achieves (88: p. 14).

In this sense, spectating is both a witnessing of athletic excellence

and a vicarious sharing of that excellence. Athletic excellence

reveals not just what the individual can be; rather, it is a

revelation of vhat humans can collectively aspire to be and achieve.

The vicarious involvement in, and appreciation of, the close

contest and athletic excellence indicate sport's potential to promote

the achievement of its inclusive internal goods. To make the claim

that sport has the potential to unite spectators in these ways is to

presvppose that spectators are not just familiar with, but

kncwledgable with respect to, the intricacies of play and the

standards of "good" play. To recxjgnize and appreciate athletic

exp»ertise and "judgement" also requires the exercise of "judgement"

on the piart of the spectator. The acquisition and exercise of

"judgement" on the part of both athletes and spectators can have a

bearing on the type of relationship that exists between the two

groips. As Lasch argues (49: p. 85), the exercise of "judgement" in
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a social practice entails, in part, a sense of "controlled

exuberance" with respect to hew individual effort and esqaertise fit

into the larger scheme of the activity. Hiis means that the

practitioner atteirpts to express his or her own unique

interpretations in ways consistent with the riqour demanded by the

standards of practice excellence. Ihe ccstnmitted and fully engaged

practitioner (e.g., teacher or dancer) can ccmmunicate the "inner

meaning" of the activity in a manner such that recipients become

vicarious participants. Whether it be in teaching, dancing, or

sport, the knowledgeable spectator can recognize vhen a practitioner

is sinply "going throu^ the motions" or vhen the practitioner is

inspired, honest, and faithful to the rigours of the art. When this

is the case, it is easier for spectators to dissociate themselves

from the mere partisan spectator role and engage themselves

vicariously with the respective academic, artistic, or sporting

action. With respect to sport, Lasch argues:

at a hi^er level of mastery, the performer no longer
wishes merely to display his virtuosity - for the true
connoisseur can easily distinguish between the performer
vho plays to the crowd and the superior artist vho
matches himself against the full rigor of his art itself
- but to ratify a siqsremely difficult acccaoplishment; to
give pleasure; to forge a bond between himself and his
avKdience, vhich consists in their shared appreciation of
a ritual executed flawlessly, with deep feeling and a
sense of style and proportion (50: pp. 188-189).

This suggests that the achievement of the internal goods of a

practice involves a commitment to excellence on the part of the

artist, scholar, or athlete. This means that the practitioner is

ccramitted to the art rather than to the mere entertainment of the
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spectator. Merely entertaining the spectators often means

patronizing them, playing to the crcwi. Post-touchdcwn antics in

football, for exaiiple, may have seme bearing on the entertainment

value of the game, but the value in this case cannot be said to be

based on football (as football) criteria. Throu^ a ccmmitted and

inspired performance, the spectator is invited to share in the

sporting moment. Rather than being mediated ty mechanisms or

systems that tend to "disburden" and socially isolate individuals,

the "good" sport performance can draw forth a committed, albeit

vicarious, engagement on the part of the spectator. Ihe "good"

performance can mediate the relation between performer and spectator

in such a way that both are recognized and affirmed.

In order for the spectator to recognize v^en a practitioner

is siirply "going throu^ the motions," or v^en he or she is giving

an inspired performance, some common frame of reference for the

practitioner and audience is required. In other words, there needs

to be some shared standards of excellence between the performer and

the spectator if evaluations and assessments are to be meaningful.

Spectators can come to recognize and ajpreciate athletic action in

terms of shared qualitative standards. Just as opposing athletes

can produce outcomes that can be mutually recognized and

appreciated, so too can spectators come to judge the merits of the

sport action in terms of athletic or strategic excellence, the

dramatic closeness of the contest, or the fairness of the contest.

Prior to and during the sport contest itself, knowledgeable

spectators may go throu^ a similar process to players and coaches
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with respect to the estiitation of player strengths and weaknesses,

or hew personnel selecrtions (i.e., team "linei;5)s"), play selection,

weather conditions, or other variables are likely to effect the

coarse and outcome of the game. While the "armchair quarterback"

always has the benefit of a more detached position frcan vhich to

make such assessments, it is still the case that, for many, their

involvement is hardly passive spectating. Lasch ccraments:

It is by watching those vho have mastered a sport,
hcwever, that we derive standards against vhich to
measure ourselves. By entering imaginatively into their
world, we ejqperience in hei^tened form the pain of
defeat and the triumph of persistence in the face of
adversity. An athletic performance, like other
performances, calls i:p a rich train of associations and
fantasies, shaping unconscious perceptions of life.
Spectatorship is no more "passive" than day dreaming,
provided the performance is of such quality that it
elicits an emotional response (50: p. 407).

Owing to their former or current involvement in sport, mary

spectators bring with them more than just a general knowledge of the

game. Knowledgeable spectators in sport can bring them a broader

and de^3er background against Which critical evaluation or

appreciation can take place. For Lasch,

Ceremony requires witnesses: enthusiastic spectators
conversant with the rules of the performance and its
underlying meaning. Far from destroying the value of
sport the attendance of spectators makes them ccsnplete.
Indeed one of the virtues of contemporary sports lies in
their resistance to the erosion of standards and their

capacity to appeal to a kncwledgeable audience (50: p.
406).

In fact, Lasch (50) argues that in contrast to the arts (as a social

practice), vhere the aesthetic standards tend to flucuate, standards

of excellence in sport are relatively stable. One effect of having
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relatively stable and clear stardards of excellence is that it

establi^es a firmer basis ii^jon vAiich evaluations and judgements can

be rendered. The stability and continuity of standards opens the

possibility for meaningful dialogue and shared ajpreciations. Even

the most rabid partisan fan can admit, however begrudgingly,

occasions vhere an c^^posing athlete or team demonstrates exceptional

athletic or strategic ability. To admit excellent or "good" play on

the part of an opposing player or team reveals that, beyond the

non-rational, non-sporting motives that can form the basis of

partisan sipport, there can still exist (for the knowledgeable

spectator) commonly recognized and appreciated standards of

excellence. While debate over the merits or demerits of sport action

are rarely dispassionate, the discussions can involve vhat Bern

refers to as "rational persuasion." Rational persuasion is a

dialogue between equals vho employ reason as the standard ty vhioh

judgements and conclusions are reached about practices such as

sport. In such a dialogue, rational comments ty some can invite

similarly rational comments ty others. Rather than relying on

non-rational (e.g., emotional) or coercive measures to persuade

others to accept an evaluation or judgement, rational persuasion

respects the autonomy of all parties to the discussion (5). A

dialogue ccmunitted to reason cannot help but produce mutual

benefits. It engages not only the critical powers of individuals

against commonly recognized and accosted standards of sporting

excellence, but it can also broaden or deqpen mutual understanding

and svpport of vhat constitutes the "good" contest.
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If a relative consensus exists as to viiat cx>nstitutes "good"

sporting action, then knowledgeable spectators, as a group, can have

an inpact on the standards of excellence thou^t to be relevant to

sport, this ineans that certain styles or standards of play can be

reinforced. Recalling Mclntyre's ccrament (53: p. 193) that the

internal goods of social practices are never immutable, it can be the

case that the styles and standards of "good" play change. Ihis may

be due in part to innovations within the sport itself. For example,

the Fosbury flcp in the hi^-junp, or the slap shot in ice hockey are

consistent with vhat is thougiit to be the purpose of sport. In other

words, an innovative jumping style still means that jumping is the

primary athletic ability that is being tested. Likewise, the slap

shot in ice hockey means that shooting skills still figure

prcminently as one of the athletic abilities being ccmpared among

athletes. Certain rule violation (e.g., offensive holding in North

American football) may even beccrae "part of the game" because of the

disnptive effect that too frequent penalty assessments can have on

the "flew" of the game. In other words, the generation and

resolution of dramatic tension throu^ the execution of running,

passing, catching, and other similar skills are criteria that can be

used to mount a public condemnation for excessive penalty

assessments.

However, it can also be the case that certain other

"innovations" are not thou^t to be "part of the game." While Lehman

argues that perfect adherence to every rule is not usually essential

to the occurrence of a given game, he concedes "... that at some
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(probably hard-txj-define) point, excessive rule violations become

inconpatible with playing a given game . . . " (51: p. 285). Ice

hockey, a game "traditionally" known for its coordinated team action

and for its skating, passing, goal scoring, and defensive checking

skills (including bcdy checking), has "evolved" into a contest vhere

intimidation and violence are the tactics of choice. Similarly,

Aiostralian Rules Football, a game hi^ily regarded for its continuous

running, kicking, hand-passing, "marking" (i.e., gaining possession

by catching a kicked ball), and kicking skills has been recently

•  1
plagued by frequent and prolonged interference tactics. These

exanples suggest that it is not siirply the excessive number of rule

violations that are inconpatible with playing a given game. It can

also be the case that the nature of rule or "ethos" violations are

deemed socially unacceptable. This may be so for reasons some having

to do with fairness and many having to do with certain aesthetic

standards considered relevant to the "good" game. Systematic or

strategic fitting (in ice-hockey), and frequent or prolonged

interference tactics (in Australian Rules Football) are not irrplied

by the rules of these games but neither are they entirely ruled out.

However, it is clear that tactics such as those illustrated in

the hockey and football examples are not publicly recognized nor

desired as the basis of ccstparing relative abilities in the sport.

^^This is especially true in cases vhere a player "taking a
mark" is interfered with. The interference tactic can diminish the
strategic advantage of "taking a mark" by allcwing opposing players
to recover their defensive positions before the ball is advanced by
the opponent with the ball.
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In other words, individual or team proficiency in executing Irutal or

violent manoeuvres, or flow-disrx^jting interference tactics is, for

the majority, not the basis of sport's appeal nor the basis i;?x3n

vMch the "good" contest is assessed. Owing to public pressure (by

scane grocps more than others), the National Hockey League has

atteitpted (with limited success) to reduce the amount of strategic

violence in the sport. However, owing in part to a desire to

reinstate the features that account for Australian Rules Football's

appeal, league officials have all but eliminated the interference

infractions (i.e., those iitpeding the progress of player after

"taking a mark") by instituting a severe fifty metre penally for

them. This shows that as a group, knowledgeable spectators can

contribute to atteirpts to reinstate certain skills and styles over

others. Yet, it also suggests that it is only within a corarnunity of

knowledgeable spectators that such a contribution can occur.

In this section it has been demonstrated that si;?port of a

team can produce social vinity based on non-sport criteria. In

addition, it was shown that the mutual recognition and appreciation

of the "good" contest could vinify otherwise antagonistic partisan

spectators. Within a corarnunity of knowledgeable spectators,

individuals could acquire, exercise, and develcp their powers of

"judgement" in ways that could maintain the integrity of practice

excellence. It is in the mutual developanent of spectator

"judgement," and in mutual recognition, ajpreciation, and support of

shared standards and achievements of sporting excellence that
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(knowledgeable) spec±atorism can be considered a source of social

freedon.

This chapter has established the case that sport, as a social

practice, can be source of social freedcm. In order to accoirplish

this task, it was necessary to shew that social relations of a more

coanmunal nature could be detected even within largely iirpersonal

liberal, free-market institutions. This was acccnplished ty linking

the notion of social freedom to the pursuit or achievement of the

inclusive internal goods of sport. As a social practice, sport was

shown to have certain standards of excellence or "good" play that

could mediate relations between pE^xasing players, among teammates,

and among spectators of the contest. In ccmopetitive relations

between exposing players, certain ethical and aesthetic goods

internal to the practice of sport itself were found to be inclusive

goods. That is, fairness, as a regulative principle, could promote

social unity based upon respect for persons as ends, contest

validity, and the mutual recognition and affirmation of athletic

excellence. The aesthetically well-played game, vAiich included such

features as challenging and ccstnmensurate ojposition, and lautual

disclosure, was shown to engage and extend the abilities and powers

of athletes in ways that could be mutually recognized and valued.

Ihe ethically or aesthetically well-played or good game implied

mutual contribution, shared goals, and social unity among

contestants.

The first step in shewing hew social freedom could be possible

in social relations among teammates was to overcame the tendency to
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ej^lain team behavicsur in strictly functionalist or strictly

individualistic terms. Hiis was done by attributing an active social

"being" to sport team action. Hew the individual could be reconciled

with the social in this case was accomplished by pointing out hew

social relations among teammates could be mediated or guided by

standards of excellence. "Gcod" team play was shewn to involve the

develcpanent and exercise of sporting "judgement" with respect to the

individual initiative and reciprocity required to achieve shared team

goals and other internal goods of team play. The achievement of

these other internal goods included team balance and ccaiplementarity

(to achieve strategic urpredictability) and "playing to win," the

pursuits of vhich accentuated hew team play can broaden and extend

the concrete, personal abilities and powers of teammates in mutually

fulfilling ways.

It has been demonstrated that partisan spectatorism can

prcmote social unity based largely ipon external, non-sport

criteria. In spite of the excesses associated with partisan support,

few activities are capable of generating such public identification.

It was also shewn that otherwise antagonistic partisan sipporters can

be socially united in their recognition and ajpreciation of the

"good" i^xDrt contest. Knowledgeable spectators, that is, those

spectators familiar with the rules, conventions, traditions, and

ethical and aesthetic standards of excellence relevant to the sport,

were shown to be capable of promoting informed "judgement" amongst

themselves and, as a grotp, appreciating and maintaining the

integrity of sport as a social practice. In this latter regard.
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spectators, as part of the sporting cxxninunity, could also exert

public pressure on sport institutions to ensure certain standards of

"good" play.

By virtue of demonstrating how the internal goods of sport can

be recognized and pursued, even thou^ the social practice is

organized within capitalist institutions, the social possibilities of

sport's freedom were established. Rather than framing sport's

freedom in metaphysical, individualist, or functionalist terms, the

concrete, communal type of freedom found in sport as a social

practice expresses it in a distinctively social way. It is the

purpose of the following chapter to e>^lore in the more detail the

institution of sport and its influence on sport's potential to

proamote social freedom.
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CHAPTER IV

SPORT INSnTOTIOTS AND SOCIAL FREHXM

In Chapter III a distinction was made between sport as an

institution and sport as a social practice. ISilike institutions,

vhich deal with the generation, management, and distribution of

external goods (e.g., money, social status, etc.), social practices

are centered on internal goods. The internal goods of a social

practice were thou^t to be those that require the develc^xnent and

exercise of ej^jertise and "judgement" within a corirnunity of

practitioners involving shared standards of excellence. The pursuit

and achievement of internal goods, vhile at times conpetitive, were

said to produce inclxasive benefits (i.e., benefits that can be

shared). As a social practice, sport was shown to be c:apable of

being engaged in, judged, and appreciated in terms of commonly

accepted ethical or aesthetic standards of excellence. The "good"

sport contest was shewn in various ways to engage the concrete

talents and pcwers of athletes in ways that could be mutually

recognized, facilitated, challenged, and appreciated. As a result of

the pursuit and achievement of sports internal and incliasive gcods,

sport was thou^t to be a source of social unity and social freedom.

The purpose of introducing the distinction between sport as an

institution and sport as a social practice was to establish the case

that the possibilities for freedom in sport can be viewed as distinct

social possibilities. This meant that social freedom in sport need

not be considered a retreat from public life; it can be achieved in
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social practices even thou^ such practices are dependent i;pon

capitalist institutions.

VJhile there are numerous examples of sport institutions that

could be discussed (e.g., the National Collegiate Athletic

Association, the Lfriited States Olympic Ccnimittee, etc.), it is the

purpose of this chapter to examine the institution of commercial

spectator sport and its effects on the social practice of sport. In

particular, sport as a commercial spectator institution will be

examined in li^t of the economic organization of scsne of the more

prcminent professional sport leagues operating in the IMited States.

Ihis will entail an analysis of professional sport leagues in terms

of the production, management, and distribution of external goods,

and how this effects social relations between sport management, sport

labour, and the State. It will also involve a critical analysis of

how institutionalization effects sport's ability as a social practice

to achieve its incliasive internal goods, and thus the social freedom

based upon them.

Professional SiJort Institutions

Ihe purpose of this section is to examine the nature and

significance of the institutionalization process in (selected) North

American professional sport leagues (i.e., football, baseball,

basketball, and hockey). Ihis will involve tracing out the essential

features of sport league operations (i.e., territorial

franchise ri^ts, the sale of broadcasting ri<^ts, and the player

reservation system) in order to determine how external goods (i.e..
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league revenues) are produced and distributed. An examiration of the

institution of sport in liberal free-itarket society would be

inccHiplete if it did not address the political-economic iirplications

of institutionalization. This will be done by examining the extent

to vMch league cperations are justified in terms of dealing with the

interests of the ̂ »rt labour sector, the spectating public, and the

State.

Gruneau states that institutions in society are generally

characterized as " . . . distinctive patterns of social interaction

Vihose structural features represent recognized, established, and

legitimized ways of pursuing scane activity" (27: p. 59). Keeping in

mind the typological distinction utilized in Chapter II between

Gemeinschaft and Gesellschaft. the institution of sport has undergone

a similar "... shift from intimate, ccamtiunally based,

non-utilitarian sets of social relations, to more contractually

based, individualistic and utilitarian patterns of social

organization" (29: p. 20). This means that, like other institutions

in modem society, sport appears as " . . .an increasingly

rationalized activity that seems greatly caxight v?) in the

bureaucratic principles of economic production and political

organization" (29: p. 23). Specifically, this means that sport is

becoming more commercialized (i.e., oriented to production and

patterns of consumption), more technique oriented (as a standard of

"enjoyment" and achievement), more bureaucratized (e.g., by promoting

universal standards of participation and efficient administration),

and more democratic (29: p. 23). While all of these developments
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make it possible to market and stage sport events to larger

audiences, it also raises questions about the effect of these

develcpnents on social relations within the institution and on the

quality of the sport event itself.

Heinila refers to the institutionalization process as the

"totalization" of sport. This involves the following, rou^ily

flexed out, process. The "^iral of ccmpetition" that defines sport

sets in motion a rise in performance standards, professional

commitment, and euqjectations for ccmpensation. Mass media and other

ccanDDonercial involvements in sport accentuate the monetary or publicity

benefits of sporting success for sponsors and players alike. As the

ccatnmercial value of sporting success increases, so too are the

demands (by athletes) for compensation. The greater the mobilization

of resources to sipport sporting success, the greater is the struggle

between commercial sponsors and athletes to control sport and its

17 • . .revenues.-^' Put in terms of Maclntyre's discussion, "totalization"

involves the institutionalization of sport, a process that is

predicated on the pursuit and distribution of external goods (e.g.,

money, political power, social status, etc.). It will be recalled

that social practices, even thou^ they are oriented to the

17 . .The political value that can be derived from sporting
success can mean the mobilization of more public and private
resources to fund and administer national and international sport
programs. As sport takes on more of an ideological role in
representing national interests, hi^er public expectations of
sporting success soon follow. This paves the way for further
politicization, for greater bureaucratic control over athletes, and
for an intensified struggle by athletes to protect or advance their
individual interests (32).
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achievement of internal goods (i.e., practice excellence), are still

intimately connected to, and dependent upon, institutions for their

survival. In Maclntyre's words, "... no practices can survive for

any length of time unsustained by institutions" (53: p. 194). This

means that the social practice of sport requires more than just an

administrative bocty to manage its affairs. It also means that the

social practice operates within, but not necessarily according to,

certain economic and political mechanisms that generate or provide the

resources required to sustain the practice. It will also be recalled

that vhile conpetition for internal goods in a social practice produces

inclusive benefits, cotrpetition for external goods at the institutional

level produces excli:isive benefits. In other words, the achievement of

external goods for some invariably means the losing or diminishing of

the same gcxads for others. This means that institutions can operate

according to cxmimercial or political agendas that are not always

cxDnnected to the interests served by the social practices that they

bear. How sport can be viewed as a cxsnnmercial spectator institution

will be illustrated in more detail by examining the case of

professional sport.

Sport Management and Monopolv Power

The professional sport industry has undergone significant

changes in its operation frcm its inception as a player-controlled

enterprise to its conteirporary "big business" orientation. Besides

the fact that ownership of teams has been taken overly largely by

individual entrepreneurs or corporations, certain aspects of the sport

production and marketing process have been rationally and
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systematically developed to enhance profitability. While professional

sport leagues generally qperate according to free-market principles,

there are several aronalies in the cpjeration of leagues that can have

significant ccramercial and social consequences. A professional sports

institution c^jerates essentially as a combination of profit-oriented

clubs within a framework known as a league or association. A

professional sport league is a combination of profit-oriented clubs,

yet the profit potential is dependent i:pon the provision and public

consunption of a sport contest that tk> single team can produce on its

own. A sport season is coaiprised of a succession of these contests

culminating in a play-off to determine a champion in the particular

sport league. The club or franohise owners comprise the primary

decision-making units of the league or association. Policy regarding

league membership, expansion, merger, playing schedules, labour

relations, public relations, and the negotiation of broadcasting

ri^ts, is formulated by the team owners. Each league or association

is also administered by a sport commission. This regulatory bocfy is

headed by an owner-ajpointed and retained ccmmissioner or president vho

is endowed with certain administrative powers pertaining to league

cxmpetition.

The management of competition in a professional ̂ xDrt league has

a number of peculiar features. "Competition," in a general economiic

sense, refers to the "... condition prevailing in a market in vhich

rival sellers try to increase their profits at one another's expense"

(26; pp. 82-83). In conditions of "pure" competition there are a large

number of sellers, the goods or services sold are identical, and
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acMitional sellers are free tx) enter the market (26: jp. 82-83).

Hcwever, a professional sport league cperates in a manner quite

distinct frcm other businesses. A district court, in ruling on the

Uhited States v. National Football League case in 1953, conmented:

professional football is a vuiique type of business. Like
other professional sports vhich are organized on a league
basis it has problems vhich no other business has. The
ordinary business makes every effort to sell as much of
its product or services as it can. In the course of doing
this it may and often does put mary of its carpetitors out
of business. The ordinary businessman is not troubled by
the knowledge that he is doing so well that his coirpetitors
are being driven out of business. Professional teams in a
league, however, must not ccanpete too well with each other
in a business way. On the playing field, of course, they
must cxarpete as hard as they can all the time. But it is
not necessary and, indeed, it is unwise for all the teams to
ccampete as hard as they can in a business way. If all the
teams should try as hard as they can in a business way, the
stronger teams would be likely to drive the weaker ones into
financial failure. If this ̂ ould happen not only would the
weaker teams fail, but eventually the vhole league
.  . . because without a league no team can cperate
profitably (73: p. 388).

Ccxipetition among member clubs in a business sense must be

cajrtailed to a large extent if the viability of the league and the

profitability of each franchise is to be enhanced. The regulations

regarding ccmpetition among teams within a league fall under two

broad categories; those that deal with the marketing of the sports

product (i.e., territorial franchise ri^ts and broadcasting ri^ts)

and those that deal with the sport production process (i.e., player

reservation system). Territorial franchise ri^ts entail the

assignment and preservation of exclusive marketing and broadcasting

ri^ts to the sport product within certain geograjhic boundaries.

Purchasing a franchise basically amounts to the acxjuisition of

certain monopoly pcwers; it is the license to share in the revenues
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generated frcxn the sale of national broadcasting ri^ts, to generate

revenues from gate receipts and the sale of local broadcasting

ri^ts in a competition-free environment, and to have exclusive

access to the sport labour pool. ° Additional revenues are

generated throu^ favourable tax treatanent and the public

subsidization of playing facilities.

The entry of new franchises throu^ league e>q5ansion or

merger, or the movement of existing franchises within a league, does

not occur solely as a function of the demand of sport consumers or

of public sponsors seeking entry into the established league.

Franchise distribution is strictly controlled, and the decision to

ejpand cperations is subject to a large majority or unanimous

approval of franchise cwners. The league disperses any new team(s),

or existing team(s) that se^ to shift its operation, into market

1ft • • »■^°In seme professional sport leagues gate equalization
schemes are in place. The division of revenues between the hcme and
visiting teams is 65% - 35% for the National Football League, and
80% - 20% for professional baseball. There are no such gate
equalization arrangements for the National Basketball Association or
the National Hockey League.

1 Q , , ,
Like any other business, a professional sport team owner

subtracts the operating expenses frcm overall revenues and pays
taxes on the difference. However, franchise owners have had the
additional advantage in declaring player service contracts as
d^reciable assets and deducting the d^reciation as a business
expense. In computing taxable inccme the owner attempts to allocate
as much of the franchise cost to player contracts as possible. This
has the effect of allowing the owner to "shelter" revenues that
equal the depreciation total. For a more comprehensive analysis of
the tax advantages of sport franchise ownership, see B. Okner (66).
Local governments reduce the cperating costs of a franchise owner by
not only constructing the stadium or arena, but ty offering rents
below the econcmdc value of such facilities, and often by foregoing
taxes on such property. For a fuller treatment of how public
subsidization benefits team owners, see B. Okner (67).
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areas that do not threaten the monc^ly ri^ts of other franchises.

As a rule, leagues eiqand slcwly and cautiously. A few new

franchises are allowed to enter the league, yet a few that desire

entry are usually barred. Ihis causes a scarcity, viiich in turn

.  . . reduces ccnpetition for fans; causes revenues from
national broadcasting ri^ts to be divided among fewer
teams; allows the market price of existing and expansion
teams to be hi^er; preserves a few potentially lucrative
francdiise sites so that an existing team that begins to fail
financially has an attractive alternative site; and, because
of the threat of moving, gives a team additional bargaining
powers viien negotiating stadium agreements or local
broadcasting rights (64: p. 412).

The key to the success of the franchising rules is the mutual

agreement among teams to abide by the league's decision to limit the

number of franchises, and to not corpete with other teams for the

same fans in a given area. Subsumed within the territorial

franchise ri^ts is the excliasive ri^t of the franciiise cwner to

broadcast league games. The area of sports broadcasting is covered

by the Sports Broadcasting Act. Enacted in 1961, it grants anti

trust immunity to any agreement among the clubs in professional

football, baseball, and basketball to pool and sell broadcasting

ri^ts to sponsored telecasts of league games (37: p. 415). This

type of collective bargaining serves to consolidate the sports

product and offer the coaipeting broadcasting networks a more

formidable national sales package. As a result, the sale of these

exclusive national broadcasting ri^ts can generate substantially

hi^er revenues for a league than if s^)arate arrangements were

negotiated by individual teams. While national broadcasting

networks pay enormous sums for this valuable ri^t, they, in turn.
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have profited fran the sale of shares in broadcasting time to

corporate sponsors. The sale of national broadcasting ri^ts on a

pooled basis has been a steadily increasing source of revenue for

sport leagues, and the equal distribution of these revenues ainong

teams within a league has determined, to a large extent, the

■  • • • t • • Of)
viability and profitability of mary sport franchises.

In addition to revenues generated frcra the sale of national

broadcasting ri^ts, each franchise owner is entitled to

individually negotiate the sale of local broadcasting ri^ts. Ihe

team cwner has the exclusive ri^t to broadcast the hcane game as

well as to prevent the broadcast of ccmpeting (local or national)

telecasts in the franchise territory. Each franchise retains the

revenues derived from the sale of these ri^ts, but the value of

these ri^ts will differ according to the location of the franchise,

population, fan interest, team success, and corpetition from other

sport telecasts. In the absence of a revenue sharing scheme for

local broadcasting revenues (and an equitable gate equalization

scheme), sport markets will vary in their profitability.^^ The

^^Sullivan (cited in 18: p. 231) notes that the National
Football League's three-year contract with the three major
broadcasting networks and ESFN in 1987 was for $1.43 billion. Each
team in the league received in excess of $17 million annually. The
five year contract (1984-89) with major league baseball netted the
league $1.1 billion, making the annual inccroe of teams in the league
over $7 million.

^^Broadcasting magazine's survey of local broadcasting
revenues in major league baseball for 1982 (cited in 83: p. 54)
reveals the financial advantage enjoyed by teams located in the
larger markets. The following raiiking indicates the dollar value
(in millions) of local broadcasting revenues: Montreal (8.1),
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variations that exit among the markets in terms of local

broadcasting revenue potential can account, in part, for the long

standing stability of certain franchises and also for the desire of

other franchises to relocate to larger markets.

The dependence on mass media institutions as a major source

of revenue for sport leagues means that these institutions can have

a significant influence on the character of the game. According to

Sewart (78), sport is undergoing a process of "coramodification and

massification." Ihis means that sport events are being modified in

various ways to conform to mass-marketing principles. To make sport

an exciting entertainment spectacle that will appeal to as large a

consumer market as possible, various styles of play have been

encouraged, and certain rule changes and technological innovations

have been incorporated into the game. The marketing of ice hockey

on the basis of its violent body contact and brawls could be seen to

have a greater mass appeal than the more technical and strategic

aspects of the game (especially in seme areas vhere the spectators

were unfamiliar with the game). In a game formerly ruled by

decorum, Lasch (50) argues that prcmoters have urged tennis fans to

become rabid and vocal partisans. Sewart (78) contends that various

rule changes in the National Football League (e.g., moving back goal

Philadelphia (6.5), New York Yankees (6.5), New York Mets (4.25),
Toronto (4.0), Texas (2.8), Los Angeles (2.75), Boston (2.7),
Chicago VJhite Sox (2.0), Cleveland (2.0), Houston (2.0), San
Francisco (2.0), Chicago Cubs (1.95), Cincinnati (1.9), Pittsbur^
(1.8), Detroit (1.7), Altanta (1.6), St. Louis (1.5), Oakland (1.3),
Minnesota (1.25), San Diego (1.2), Calfomia (1.1), Milwaukee (1.0),
Kansas City (1.0), and Seattle (1.0).
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posts and kickoff lines, moving in the in-bounds markers,

restricting dcwnfield coverage of punts, and the single "chuck"

allowed against potential pass receivers) act in various ways to

discourage the kicking game, disadvantage defensive play, and thus

pranote vhat is thou^t to be a more wide-qpen and exciting

(especially passing) style of play. More synptcinatic of

"ccmnmodification and massification" is the prcanotion of pre-game,

half-time, and post-game entertainment extravaganzas (e.g., marching

bands, singing and dancing routines, slq^vers or hang-gliders,

etc.). For Sewart, this process also includes, among others, the

sexual objectification of cheerleaders (new called dance squads),

the proliferation of merchandizing gimmicks (e.g., Ball Day, Helmet

Day, T-Shirt Day, etc.), and the rescheduling of games to suit a

wider television audience (78). All of these features are thou^t

to create an entertainment spectacle that has scmething exciting to

offer a larger segment of the population.

The third major feature of the monopoly pcwer exercised by

the sport team owners is the player reservation system. This system

is a set of mechanisms designed to control the entry into, the

movement within, and departure of players from a particular league.

Two of the more proaminent features of this moncpoly control deal

with player entry and player movement within a league. While many

significant changes have taken place since the mid-1970's with

respech to certain restrictions (e.g., player draft, mandatory

renewal and ccmpensation clauses in standard player contrao±s), the

institutionalization of the sport labour sector (to ccmpete better
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for external goods) vrauld be virtually unintelligible without sane

afpreciation of the original restrictive mechanisms. T^art fron

baseball, vdiere many players enter the league throu^ a minor league

(or "farm") system, entry into a sport league has been typically

controlled by a (draft) system, the effect of which is to distribute

incoming players throughout the league. Ihe selection order of

players by teams has been, and currently is, based on the inverse

order of team standings fron the previous year's regular season

carpetition. Draft ri^ts to a player can be transferred as part of

a negotiated agreement between two cli:ibs before the draft, but, once

drafted, the player becomes the sole prcperty of the drafting team.

Ihe effect of the draft, in econatiic terms, is to eliminate the

ability of athletes to choose their errplcyers or to have competitive

bidding for their services. Upon agreement to provide services for

the drafting team, athletes are obliged to sign a standard or

uniform contract vhich, in the past, included sane type of perpetual

or limited renewal clause. The "reserve" clause in (baseball and

hockey) player contracts gave the owner exclusive ri^t to renew an

expired contract. Ihis was the case because each renewed contract

also had a renewal clause, the effect of vhich was to bind a player

to a team until such time that the owner decided to transfer the

contract ty means of sale or trade. Ihe "cption" clause in football

and basketball allcwed the cwner to renew the player's contract for

one year only, but players would receive only ninety percent of that
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year's salary if they chose not to re-sign after the renewal or

"cption year".^^

VJhile an assessment of the nature and extent of all the

restrictive mechanisms employed by sport league's (including the

free agent draft, waivers and "blacklisting") is unnecessary, it is

clear that the purpose of these mechanisms remains the same, namely,

to " . . . limit if not eliminate cxxipetitive bidding aiwDng t^ainc;

for the services of players" (61: p. 3) If the ability of

athletes to negotiate the value of their services in a free and cpen

market is restricted ky these mechanisms, then the ability of

cwners to secure for thonselves a greater share of the external

goods (i.e., revenues) can be accentuated. Sport team owners

By virtue of an amendment to the National Football
League's Constitution and By Laws in 1963, the limited renewal
clause known as the "cption" clause was restructured and became as
restrictive as baseball and hockey's "reserve" clause owing to the
implementation of a compensation device that came to be known as the
"Rozelle Rule". Ihe ccammissioner of the National Football League
had broad discretionary powers in the assignment of ccsipensation
payments to teams losing the services of players vho sou^t
employment with another team. Ihe ordered ccaipensation payments
(e.g., cash, players, or future draft selections, or ccaitoinations of
these) became so costly in seme cases that it was made clear to all
league owners and players that teams would have to pay an
unreasonably hi^ price for free agents. For further discussion of
this issue, see J. Purcel and J. Ryan (70).

23To consolidate their moncpoly pcwer sport leagues have
resorted to tactics such as: league mergers (e.g., Ihe American
Basketball Association and National Basketball League in 1976, the
American Football League and the National Football League in 1966) ;
absorption of financially viable franchises of failing ccrapetitive
leagues (e.g., the Quebec Nordiques, Hartford Whalers, Winnipeg
Jets, Edmonton Oilers, and Atlanta Flames of the World Hockey
Association into the National Hockey League); and league expansion
(e.g., the National Hockey League in 1967, 1970, and 1972) in order
to take advantage of the newly created hockey market in the Ikiited
States, and to pre-empt plans for the creation of a rival league.
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cxsntend that the league must possess the power to distribute or

reallocate playing talent within a league so as to equalize

ccmpetitive playing strengths and prcmote xanpredictability of

outccme. Free and c^)en cxxipetition in the player market would lead,

in the owner's view, to inequalities in playing strengths because

the wealthier franchises would inevitably secure the services of the

most hi^ily talented players. Certain franchises would benefit at

the ej^pense of others, sport esdiibitions would becone predictable,

fan interest would decline, weaker franchises would suffer and,

ultimately, the league would collapse. The iirpact of ccaopetition

would reduce the amount of professional sport to the level of public

demand. Hew these moncpoly powers are justified requires an

examination of the links between these ccmmercial practices and to

legislation regarding free-market ccjipetition, labour relations, and

the public interest (i.e., public good) in sport.

As a joint venture vhLch attenpts to regulate ccapetition fcy

controlling the conditions of sale of the product, fixing prices,

allocating productive activities, sales territories and customers

among its members, and awarding a fixed share of the business to

each member, a sport league resembles a cartel. Strictly spealdLng,

"a cartel is an association of ind^)endent industrial enterprises

producing similar goods that is formed to secure a moncpoly in a

specific market" (26: jp. 82-83). As mentioned above, a

professional sport league is a ccanbination of profit-oriented clubs,

yet it is dpendent ipon the league stanicture to create a product

that no single team could produce on its own. Monopolization of the
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sport product and labour markets in these ways is dependent vpon the

strict adherence, by member clubs, to the self-iitposed rules and

regulations concerning economic ccmpetition. When members of a

sport league agree to abide by the anti-ccmpetitive regulations

designed to ensure the profitability of each franchise and the

league as a viiole, they engage in a legally questionable business

practice.

Critique of Professional Sport Cartels

The cartel arrangement of an industry is considered illegal

according to the Sherman Antitrust Act because it involves business

practices (e.g., price fixing, boycotting, or collusive bidding,

etc.) vMch can lead to monopoly control, a situation considered

contrary to the spirit of ecoronic conopetition. However, the United

States Supreme Court has held that a contract or conspiracy is

illegal under these sections of the Act only if the resulting

restraint of trade is deoned "unreasonable". In this case, a

judicial measure referred to as the "Rule of Reason" is ajplied.

Ihis means that the courts are called vpon to wei^ the value of

reasonable regulatory practices against the anti-ccmpetitive effects

of those regulations (16: p. 780). Recognition that sctne restraints

are necessary and justifiable does not iirply that all features of

the system i^ould be immune from antitrust scrutiny. It is

appropriate for the courts to require convincing evidence that those

restraints genuinely promote the ends asseirted to justify it, but

also that those results could not have been obtained ty methods with

less anti-ccaipetitive effects (80: p. 424).
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Ihe controversy regarding these restrictions centers on the

desire of professional athletes to have the value of their services

determined in a free and cca:rpetitive market, and on the desire team

owners to equalize competitive playing strengths and thus maintain

the economic viability of all the franchises in a particular sport

league. However, according to Rottenberg (cited in 13: p. 89), a

team owner has the option to either sell or utilize a player. If

the return will be hi^er from selling the player, the contract, will

be transferred by means of a sale or trade. If the player can be

sold to a team for a price hi^er than the worth to the selling

team, it is because the services are worth more to the team desiring

those services. Ultimately, players are distributed throo^out the

league in a manner to maximize their productive ability; each player

will play for a team that is capable of securing the hi^est return

from the player's services. This process is identical to a free

market system, the difference being such that, in a market subject

to the player reservation system, part of the value of the player's

services is transferred to the team obtaining the contract and part

of the value is retained by the team selling the contract. In a

free market, the player would retain the full value in the process

of transferring services (cited in 13: p. 89). S^arate studies by

El Hodiri and Quirk, and Noll and Okner (cited in 13: p. 89),

concluded that the player reservation system alters the initial

allocation of players from vhat they would be in a free market, but

the procedures do not alter the final distribution enou^ to effect
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the ability of teams. El Hodiri and Quirk (cited in 13: p. 89)

found that franchises located in hii^er drawing potential markets

will have stronger teams because franchises in weaker markets tend

to sell players to wealthier franchises. In other words, while the

addition of a hi^ily talented player to a team in a weak market may

boost the chances of franchise success in both sporting and

financial terms, there is no guarantee that the player will be

retained on this basis. In addition, the private ownership of the

player's services means that if the hi^ily talented player is

subsequently sold to a team siirply for the financial gain, there is

no guarantee that the "capital gain" will be reinvested to

accentuate team sporting strength. Ihe player reservation system

thus eliminates conpetitive bidding for the services of (entering)

players, and it provides the team owner with human capital for

potential sale to wealthier franchises. This suggests that the

player reservation system can produce a favourable financial

situation for team cwners vAiile at the same time restricting

^'^Data frcm 1978 suggests that the restrictions embodied in
the player reservation system have done little to achieve
ccanpetitive playing equality in the league. Out of a possible 150
baseball pennants over the last sevenl^-five years, teams in the
three largest cities have won seventy-six, v^hile New York teams
alone have won fifty-six. Of twenty-six National Basketball
Association championships from 1947-72, the Boston Celtics have won
eleven and the Los Angeles Lakers six. Since the Amercian Football
League and the National Football League merger in 1966, ei^t teams
have been in the playoffs a total of forty-seven times, and ten
teams have never been in the playoffs. Montreal Canadiens of the
National Hockey League have won the Stanley Qp fourteen out of the
last twenty-three seasons. Since the National Hockey League
ejpanded in 1967, fourteen out of seventeen teams have never won the
title (16: p. 82).
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econcarac freedcm for players and jec^>ardizing carpetitive balance in

the league.

Hew these and other features of league operations are

regulated also requires an understanding of the nature of the

sport's bureaucracy and the role of the league ccsnmissioner. In^ham

claims that vhile the bureaucratic organization of social life is

increasing, attempts have been made in sport to " . . . constrain

the bureaucratic process within the frama»rork of traditional

patrimonialism" (41: p. 354). "Traditional" means that management

is personal and directed by a belief in the "sanctity" of

traditional modes of cperation. Characteristic of the traditional

approach to management is the "sportsman" owner vho, in the "pure"

sense of "sportsman" undertakes sport management as an avocation and

is concerned with preserving the best interests of the game. Ihe

exercise of patrimonial authority, vhich often involves unilateral

decision-making, can be considered legitimate if it does indeed

serve the sporting interests of the game. However, traditional

"sportsman" ownership has been largely si^jerseded ty owners

concerned with profit maximization. In this case, the "best

interests of the game" appear to be econcmic, not sporting ones.

With the increasing value of sport's external goods, and with

increasing corrpetition between team owners and players to control

them, the owners have been reluctant to part with their patrimonial

authority and adopt legalistic mechanisms to conduct league affairs.

The use of sport ccmimission (and ccmiraissioner) as an

"impartial" regulatory bocty is intended to legitimize the cartel's
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cperation imder a quasi-legalistic framework. A legalistic

bureaucracy differs from a patrimonial one in the sense that it does

not recognize traditional privileges; it inpartially executes its

axit±iority on the basis of legal principles that are equally binding

on all members (40: pp. 383-384). Hcwever, the league cxxnmissioner

is an cwner-ajpointed and retained official; the ccmmissioner or

president ultimately serves the collective interests of a private

association of owners. The partial authority granted to the

commissioner or president extends not only to policy regarding

franchise distribution, the sale of broadcasting ri^ts, and player

reservation, but also to maintaining the public integrity of the

game. As a result, this can at times put league ccxnmissioners in an

avto^rard and controversial position with regard to balancing owners,

players, or referees' economic interests with the "good of the game"

itself. Ihe various league ccramissioners have had difficulty

not only in cmtailing rivalries among the owners for sport's

external goods, but also in legitimizing the commission's authority

with the sport labcjur sector.

For an intriguing view of sport cartels' treatment of its
commissioners, see Davis (12: fp. 359-369, 373-381).

^%he plan by A1 Davis to transfer the operation of the
hi^ily successful Oakland Raiders football team to Los Angeles met
with strong National Football League Commission disapproval. After
having had his proposal defeated in a vote by league owners, Davis
filed an antitrust suit against the league on the grounds that the
owners' action represented an illegal combination in restraint of
trade. Hie courts i^held the charge, and Davis was allowed to move
the franchise to Los Angeles. It is ironic that the very antitrust
laws that team owners (including A1 Davis) want to be shielded from
(in order to exercise certain monopoly powers as a cartel), were
used by A1 Davis against the cartel to promote his own profit-making
plans for the Raiders franchise.
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On this latter point, Deraraert states that professional sport

organizations have enacted hroad regulations requiring all

individuals with an association to the sport to " . . . refrain from

ary '^conduct detrimental to the best interests' of their sport,

regardless of the effect of their conduct on the level of

ccaipetition" (16: p. 774). What could be construed as "conduct

detrimental to the best interests" of sport can include: criticism

by professional athletes of the sport or management, gambling on

sports events, association with persons related to gambling,

personal drug use, or other lifestyle behaviours that mi^t be

considered by the ccmmissioner to be publicly suspect or

r^rehensible. While these regulations are stipulated in general

terms, there exists broad discretionary pcwer in the hands of the

sport ccaranissioner and team owners in defining such detrimental

conduct and determining appropriate disciplinary measures.

Professional athletes, in signing a standard or laniform contract,

not only negotiate the terms of service and remuneration, but submit

themselves to the laws of sport. Disciplinary decisions by a sports

commission are often arbitrarily and unilaterally dispensed, and

offer the athlete little or no avenue of appeal. As a result, there

is some question as to the inpartiality and thus the legitimacy of

league authority viien it comes to dealing with the conduct of

athletes. The reluctance of team owners to part with some of their

patrimonial authority in economic matters and in terms of the

regulation of "off-the-field" conduct hi^ili^ts the question of
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vtot interests of sport are being best served by the cartel and

^»rt ccatimission cperation of the leagues.

To challenge the hegemony of the sport owners, players have

resorted to two key tactics: first, they have formed players

associations or unions to act as their exclusive bargaining agents,

and second, they have utilized antitrust litigation against

individual teams or leagues. After being acc^jted under the

jurisdiction of the National Labor Relations Board in 1969, the

various players associations were recognized as the exclusive

bargaining agents for their respect athletes. Uider the Labor Act

the ri^ts of athletes could be protected, and disputes could be

settled throu^ a collective bargaining process. Rather than

divesting the sport owners of their power, the Labor Act provides

the players, as a grot?), with the means to collectively bargain to

advance their interests. However, viiile the collective bargaining

process evened 15) a new avenue for sport management and sport labour

to settle their disputes, it still did not "... provide a

standard \diioh can be used to test the substance of

labour-management agreements imder the antitrust laws or to

determine vhen those laws should be ajplied" (89: p. 529). Ihis

meant that the restrictive measures embodied in the player

reservation systoti, for example, could not be subject to collective

bargaining until such time as they were deemed to be restraints of

trade under the antitrust laws. A series of landmark decisions

striking down the player (entry) draft, the renewal clauses (i.e.,

"reserve" and "option"), the "Rozelle" and other ccaipensation rules
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paved the way for a series of <X)llec±ive bargaining agreements that

saw the broadening of player free agency and (litpartial) binding

arbitration to settle sport management and labour disputes. As

a result of these landmark decisions, sport team owners were more

willing to ertploy the collective bargaining process to reach

agreement with players over conditions of errplcyment. Collective

bargaining agreements up to the present allow for more free agency,

coirpetitive bidding for player's services, and for irrpartial

arbitration proceedings to settle salary disputes or conpensation to

team owners losing the services of players.

Professional Sport and the State

It is clear that legislative and judicial institutions have

figured prominently in the institutionalization of both the sport

management and labour sectors. The antitrust concessions granted to

sport team owners in the areas of franchising, broadcasting, and

player reservation have had a significant irpact on hew external

^^The ruling in Smith v. Pro-Football, Itk:. in 1975 saw the
player (entry) draft declared illegal (90: p. 20). In Mackey v. the
National Football league in 1975 (90: p. 27), and in Bryant v. the
National Football league in 1975 (89: p. 510), the courts ruled that
the "Rozelle Rule" was a group boycott in restraint of trade. In
1975 the Robertson v. National Basketball Association ruling struck
down basketball's draft system, "cption" clause, and coaipensation
rule (equivalent to football's "Rozelle Rule") as unfair and illegal
(89: pp. 507-508). Hockey's "reserve" clause was declared illegal in
the case of Philadeljhia World Hockey Club, Inc. v. Philadelphia
Hockey Club, Inc. in 1972. Unlike the other professional sport
leagues, major league baseball enjoyed an antitrust exeitption.
However, the contract arbitration case involving Anc^ Messersmith and
Dave McNally in 1975 saw baseball's "reserve" clause interpreted ty
the courts as a limited, as opposed to a perpetual, renewal clause
(89: pp. 517, 578). This had the effect of releasing baseball
players as free agents after fulfilling a one year (only) renewal
period.
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gcxx3s (i.e., revenues) are generated and distributed. These

cxjncessions were granted on the assurrption that monopoly control

over the marketing and production of the sports event were essential

to the economic viability of the leagues and thus the continued

provision of the sports product to the public. While the provision

of the sport product has been sustained, the equalization of playing

strengths has not been achieved because of the inequalities in team

revenues and "misuse" of the player reservation system. Recognition

by the Ikiited States Congress and the courts that the player

reservation system was overly restrictive prcsrpted changes in the

institution of sport. Rather than divesting the ̂ xsrt franchise

owners of their powers, additional bargaining mechanisms and

concessions were granted to athletes. Ihder the Labor Act, players

associations were recognized as collective bargaining units for

players, the effect of vhich was to sanction the use of strikes and

collective bargaining to advance their interests. Judicial

decisions striking down elements of the player reservation system as

illegal restraints of trade opened the door to player free agency.

While the legislative and judicial measures that eirpowered

the sport labour sector could be viewed as liberal reforms to

promote sport management and labour harmony, they also can be viewed

in more ideological terms. That is, the political agenda for sport

can be seen as more than just establishing equitable ground rules

for team owners and athletes to conduct their conmercial affairs in

sport. The provision of the sport contest to a vast audience is

more than just an economic concern; it is also thou^t to be a way
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of inculcating dominant social valxies. Sport is seen ky seme State

officials as an inportant cultural phenomena and thus deserving of

protection xander the law. Ihe 1952 R^xart of the Subcommittee on

the Study of Monopoly Power advanced the view that the sport of

"... baseball typifies the basic ideals of the American people,"

and that "fairness and coaipetition are the passwords of the sport"

(cited in 42: p. 110). Ihe dominant view of sport at the time

centered on sport's separation from economics, sport's ability to

combat jxivenile delinquency, and sport's capacity to promote

democratic values and social integration. Convened to investigate

the business practices of sport leagues, the Select Committee on

Professional Sport in 1977 commented:

... do not think we can iiujiimize the iirportance of sports,
and particularly professional sports in the fabric of
American life. Ihe healthy ccarpetitive spirit, the sense of
hard but fair play, and the enthusiastic involvement in team
play that we wish to nurture in our youth can only be
diminished by an incessant diet of r^xDrts which breeds
cynicism toward athletic life. Nor can we play down the
effects of such reports on the pure entertainment value of
sporting events for the individual spectator (90: p. 2).

Presumably, the "incessant diet of reports which breeds cynicism"

include issues such as salary disputes, arbitration cases, strikes,

lookouts, antitrust suits, dubious franchise relocations and public

subsidization schemes, or other related economic issues. In other

words, the cynicism is based \jpon the growing public perception that

sport is becoming just another "big business" enterprise. In li(^t

of this, the same committee concluded:

If some action is not taken soon to restore some semblance
of balance and stability in the world of professional
sports, we stand the possibility of losing much of the
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meaning and value intrinsic in athletic ccaipetition (90: p.
2).

Ihe "meaning and value intrinsic in athletic ccmpetition," as

referred to by the above committee, is not to be confused with the

sort of internal goods referred to by Maclntyre in his analysis of

social practices. In the former case, there is an iirplied contrast

between sport's intrinsic values (i.e., competitiveness and fair

play) and its external coraoivercial values. However, the inplication

here is that "competitiveness" and "fair play" are good not because

they maintain the integrity of social practices as such, but because

they support social institutions. Ihe role that the "intrinsic"

values of sport play in this case is an ideological one, and this

ideological role can best be nurtured if sport is insulated from the

perceived effects of mainstream commercial activity. Rather than

question the legitimacy of the (commercial) way of everyday life

(vMch breeds cynicism vhen applied to sport), the public is asked

to identify more with a sipposedly s^sarate form of life that

"typifies the basic ideals of the American people". In other words,

sport can be thou^t to fulfill its ideological function best vAien

it is not be connected to political-economic matters. In a manner

reminiscent of Huizinga and Novak's metaphysical view of sport, the

ideological function of sport can be served in two ways; first, it

can deflect attention away from the mundane economic realm by

idealizing competition and fairness in a sipposedly separate sport

world; and second, by doing so, it can make the competitive

(yetfair) pursuit of self-interest in everyday life appear more
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palatable. The State's involvement in sport can be described in

terms of providing the means necessary to stabilize ccnpetition

between sport owners and labour for (ccsmmercial) external goods so

that sport can, in turn, promote the achievement of (ideological)

external goods.

It was the purpose of this section to examine the nature and

significance of the institutionalization process in commercial

spectator sport. This entailed tracing out the essential features

of sport league <^)erations in order to determine how external

(commercial) goods were produced, managed, and distributed. It was

shown that professional sport leagues operate largely as cartels,

and that they enjoy certain monopoly privileges with respect to

franchising, broadcasting ri^ts, and the sport labour pool. As a

result of the revenues generated from these and other mechanisms

(i.e., favourable tax treatment, public subsidization of sport

facilities, and the "commodification" of the sport product),

ownership of a sport franchise can prove to be a lucrative financial

enterprise. Team owners defended these monopoly powers on the

grounds that they were necessary to equalize competitive playing

strengths and thus the financially viability of the league as a

vhole. However, it was shown that franchises located in the larger

metrcpolitan centers tended to prosper most in both eccxiomic and

sporting terms. Ihe unequal distribution of gate receipts and local

broadcasting revenues contributed to the greater financial strength

enjoyed by franchises located in the larger metrcpolitan centres,

and to the tendency for players to be sold to these teams for their



195

greater exchange value. All in all, the cartel structure of the

league favoured the team owners (scans more than others) over the

players in the ccaipetition for the (monetary) external goods of

sport.

Part of the institutionalization of sport involved the

response of the sport labour sector to the monc^ly powers enjoyed

by the team owners. After a hii^y visible period of labour unrest,

the subsequent recognition of players unions lander the Labor Act,

and a series of landmark judicial decisions striking dcwn various

features of the player reservation system as illegal restraints of

trade under the antitrust laws, came a new era of player free

agency. With this also came an increased use of the collective

bargaining process to mediate the struggle between sport management

and sport labour over the control of ̂ port's external (financial)

goods. It was also shown that the State's involvement in the

institutionalization of sport leagues was not limited siirply to

errpowering the sport labour sector. While legislative changes and

jxidicial decisions had this consequence, the stability between sport

management and sport labour sou^t by the State was also driven ty

ideological considerations. Stable league operations were expected

to shelter the sporting public from the harsher realities of

economics, and thias promote sport's potential for inculcating

various dominant social values. The institutionalization of sport

can now be seen as relatively ccraplete. Institutional mechanisms

are in place to mediate the struggle between sport management and

sport labour for the production, management, and distribution of
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external (monetary) gooc3s. State-sanc±.ioned institutional mechanisms

were ̂ own to serve these (ccanmercial) ends as well as ends of a more

ideological nature. The purpose of the next section is to critically

examine in more detail the particular effects of this

institutionalization process on sport as a social practice.

Institutionalization and Social Freedcam

Ihe purpose of this section is to examine the iirpact of the

institutional features of sport leagues on the social practice of

sport and its potential to promote social freedom. Because of the

connection that exists between social practices and institutions, it

was suggested in Chapter II that institutions have the potential to

com^jt social practices. It is worth recalling that institutions

deal with the production and distribution of exclusive external

goods. This means that the goods of the institution (e.g., money,

social status, etc.) are not internally linked to the goods of a

social practice, and the achievement of the external goods for some

very often means the diminishing of the same external goods for

others. While social practices cannot exist without political-

economic institutions. Stout claims that a life dcminated excliasively

by the pursuit of the external goods proferred by institutions can be

"... morally ertpty" (81: p. 53). However, even vhen practices are

responsive to the overtures of their corresponding institutions, they

can, and do, remain responsive to their cwn set of internal goods.

The internal and inclusive goods of sport were shewn to be those

based on ethical and aesthetic features of the "good" contest.
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In all this, of cxsurse, there is some question as to the

extent of influence the institution is thou^t to have over the

social practice of sport. Keeping this in mind, an examination of

certain features of commercial spectator sport will be undertaken to

determine the extent of their iirpact on the nature and significance

of the sport event. Specifically, this means e)q)loring hew financial

inequality among teams in a league, ccmmercialization, and State

involvement can com:5)t sport in terms of its potential for promoting

practice excellence, social unity, and social freedcm.

Financial Inecaialitv and the Corruption of Social Freedcan

Ihe differences that exist in the financial strengths of teams

within a league has a large bearing on franchise and league

stability, social unity, and the ability of the sport to achieve the

inclusive internal goods of the activity. Ihe cartel operation of a

sport league allows team owners to regulate competition and share in

the economic advantages that go along with it, tut there is no

guarantee that all franchise owners will benefit equally from them.

Since the revenues generated from the sale of national broadcasting

ri^ts are divided equally among all teams in a league, the cartel

arrangement can be said to significantly promote the financial

viability of all member teams. However, in the absence of equitable

sharing of other significant sources of revenue (i.e., gate receipts

and local broadcasting ri^ts), there can be wide variability in

financial strengths among teams. This can contribute to a number of

situations that can undermine league stability and social unity
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(i.e., as both an "external" institutional good and an "internal"

practice good): franchise owners may be terrpted to relocate their

franchises to larger metropolitan centers; franchise owners may

threaten to re-locate their teams in the hope that more favourable

public subsidies can be extracted from local municipalities; players

may be tenpted to se^ free agency in order to negotiate more

lucrative agreements with the wealthier franchises; and owners may be

tenpted to utilize players more for their exchange value by selling

or trading them to wealthier franchises. Frequent player transfers

or franchise shifts can have a significant iirpact on the

municipalities that ccroe to regard the local team as "their" team

(e.g., the city of Oakland's affiliation with the Raiders

organization). Public support for a team can be regarded as the

result of "mere" entertainment, or it can serve as a mode of

collective identification. When sport does serve as a means of

collective identification, a local community has a more personal

attachment and concern for the welfare and "rootedness" of the team.

Kojpett claims that it is essential to the institution of sport that

fan interest and loyalty to the team be maintained. There must exist

the "illusion of common interest," otherwise the identification bond

can be vindermined (cited in 90). Frequent franchise or player

shifts, dubious public subsidization schemes, combined with the

publicity surrounding sport management and labour conflicts, can

threaten the "illusion" that the owners, players, ard spectators are

united in their ccmmitirient and loyalty to the team. In other words,

growing public cynicism with the priority given by owners and players
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to econcend-c interests over sporting loyalties can vindemine the

collective identification thou^t to be necessary for franchise

stability.

Ihe type of institutional social unity that can be attributed

to local affiliation with a team is an iirportant phenatvenon in its

own ri^t. However, it needs to be distingui^ed from the type of

social unity that is germane to the present inquiry concerning social

freedcm in sport. To understand why this is the case requires a

brief reiteration of the distinction between the idea of social unity

in liberal, free-market institnations and in social practices.

Liberal, free-market institutions are not geared toward the promotion

of ccsnmon interests or ccamnon goods. Rather, institutions are

oriented toward the achievement of exclxisive external goods. This

means that they regulate the pursuit of private interests but the

benefits may not be shared. Social unity need be no more than the

public acknowledgment that the regulatory mechanisms do, in fact,

produce scaone type of orderly pursuit of self-interest. In other

words, the prcxedures for ccsrrpeting for external goods may be fair,

but the outeomes may not be mutually beneficial. Social practices,

on the other hand, are thought te be capable of generating social

unity and social freedom because they are oriented txward the pursuit

or achievement of inclusive internal goods. The "good" sport

contest, for exanple, can be produced, understood, and appreciated in

(ethical or aesthetic) terms drawn frcm the activity itself. In this

case, the procedures for ccitpeting for sport's exclusive internal

good (i.e., winning) are fair and they can also produce mutually
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beneficial or incliasive goods for participants and spectators.

However, partisan solidarity and si^port establi^es a type of social

vmity that can be based on factors (e.g., locality, nationality,

ethnicity, social class, etc.) that can have little or no connection

to the internal goods of sport as sucdi. Collective identification

and solidarity exeirplify an inclusive good, but it is centered around

external (i.e., non-sport) criteria. It may be the case that the

institutional viability of a team depends, in part, on the ability to

generate such mass public sij^port for it. However, the social unity

among partisan sij^porters needs to be distingui^ed from the social

unity and social freedcan based upon the coanmon recognition and

pursuit of the sport's internal and inclusive goods (i.e., the

ethical or aesthetically "good" contest).

A major concern for understanding the institution's inpact on

the social practice of sport is how the differences in financial

strengths of teams in a league effect the achievement of the

inclusive internal goods of the activity itself. It is worth

recalling that some of the internal goods of a social practice relate

to the development and exercise of technical ejpertise and

"judgement" within a shared tradition of excellence. Practitioners

are informed ty common standards of excellence, and their efforts,

vAiich are often conpetitive, can serve to broaden, extend, or refine

those standards of excellence. When applied to sport, it is thou^t

that the "good" contest can also be understood in terms of shared

standards of (ethical and aesthetic) sporting excellence. Several of

the notable features of the "good" contest inclixie challenging and
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coanmensurate qppostion, vupredictability of outccme, and closeness.

In principle, the more a contest is marked by these features, the

iiore it can be said to produce outcxanes that can have a ccramon

appeal. However, the concentration of playing talent in teams

located in the larger metrc^litan centers can contribute to

imbalances in ccarpetition throu^out the league. Where iitperfect

cartelization has contributed to ecoronic and sporting imbalances in

league ccaipetition, the potential for sport to prcmote the "good"

contest can be dimini^ed.

In largely unbalanced ccnpetiticai, several aesthetic features

that have the potential to contribute to the production and

appreciation of the "good" contest can be threatened. A "good"

contest can be diminished if the exposition is not ccsonmensurate and

challenging, and if the contest is not close. If these qualities are

lacking, that is, it the contest is one-sided and predictable,

athletes may have fewer opportunities to mutually develcp, express,

recognize, and appreciate technical expertise and "judgement". When

the corrpetition is neither close nor challenging, this can also

diminish the athletes' {perceptions that their individual actions can

"make a difference" in settling the outccme. In largely unbalanced

ccatpetitions, one exponent's efforts may appear futile, ̂ ohile the

other's efforts may seem supperfluous. In situations like these, the

mutual development, testing, and "stretching" of technical ejpertise

and "judgement" can suffer. Since many standards of sporting

excellence cannot be developed, extended, or refined throu^ the

efforts of individual athletes or teams acting alone, it is inportant
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that there be a stiraolating contest. In the cxsurse of engaging their

skills and powers in a close contest, athletes may come to recognize

that their self-disclosing and extending actions are due in part to

the valuable challenges presented by the opponent. Being a

"touchstone" for one another means that opponents can come to

recognize that excellence in sport is a mutual effort and

achievement. In conditions vhere the contest is unchallenging and

predictable, and vhere concrete, personal powers do not ajpear to be

effective, the contest can lose scaive of its potential to be a

conplementary, mutually ertpowering, and fulfilling activity. In

other words, unbalanced ccmpetition due to inequalities in financial

and sporting strengths among teams can jeopardize the achievement of

scxne of sport's inclusive internal goods and thus sport's potential

to exenplify social freedom.

It was also shown in the previous chapter that the spectator

could appreciate the "good" contest in terms of commensurate

opposition, urprediotability of outcome, and the closeness of the

contest. While sport can be a source of collective identification

for a community, it can also be the site of some bitter rivalries

between partisan sipporters. In spite of sport's potential to create

or enflame existing rivalries, it is also the case that mutual

appreciation of the "good" contest can transcend antagonistic

partisan social relations. In other words, the dramatic tension

associated with balanced and close competition can also serve as a

criterion to appeal to and unify otherwise cpposing partisan

spectators. How the close contest, or at least the expectation of a
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close contest, relates to the institution of sport can be gleaned

from Fralei^'s ccanments on the ccmoparative utility of the good sport

contest:

Prospective profit making is generally d^)endent i^xsn
contest marketability and also generally, a contest vMch
has the prospect of being an even match is more marketable
than one vhich is not. In principle, then, fulfillment of
the good making characteristic of the exponents being
known as equally ccnpetent performers before the contest
is iirportant in relation to the economically valued end of
profit making. In principle, contests vhich have this
characteristic are more attractive to the ticket tuying
public than contests which are known mismatches (23: p.
57).

It may turn out, says Fralei^ (23), that the contest itself is not

close. However, the major point here is that the contest has

profit-making potential if there is at least the public ejpectation

beforehand that the contest will be close, and this can occur only if

there has been a t^>dency for previous competitions to be close.

Fralei^ recognizes, of course, that the good contest, viewed in terms

of the close contest, is not the only characteristic necessary for the

marketability of sport. VJhat is important to consider from Fralei^'s

ccanments is that the econcanic utility of the "good" sport contest is

dependent, in part, on the pursuit or achievement of a "good" (i.e.,

the close contest) internal to the contest itself. This suggests that

the good sport contest is "good" not only because it can achieve an

inclusive internal good of the social practice, but also because it

can prcanote an external good of the instituticai. It would appear that

it would be in the best interests of sport, in both a sporting and

commercial sense, that commensurate and challenging cpposition, and

close contests be promoted.
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The iitplications for the institution of sport in terms of its

current revenue sharing schemes seem obvious. Inperfect cartelization

means that sane important sources of revenue are divided equally among

teams in a league, some are divided unequally, and some are not

divided at all. As a result, this can lead to econcjnic imbalances

vdiioh, in turn, can tempt team owners to utilize players for their

exchange value rather than for their use value. If economically

weaker teams utilize the players secured from the player reservation

system for short-term financial gain rather than for bolstering team

performance (and thus the greater likelihood of balanced league

competition), there is the risk of losing or diminishing a feature of

sports' public appeal (i.e., the close contest). Imperfect

cartelization and "misuse" of the player reservation system can thus

undermine a feature of sport that can contribute to both the integrity

of sport as a social practice and the financial viability of sport as

an institution. This points to the possibility that the conditions

necessary to promote the "good" contest (in these particular aesthetic

terms) cannot be achieved vhen sport is conducted in a free-market

manner. VJhile seme of the cartel mechanisms can go some way towards

remectying the economic and sporting imbalances, they do not go far

enou^.

The argument that inibalances in playing strengths can impair

the achievement of social freedom in the "good" sport contiest can be

taken a further step. Irrespective of imbalances of "legitimate"

athletic skills and powers between exponents, the institutionalization

of sport means that enormous pressure is put on individuals and teamis
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to win. Ihe "totalization" process referred to by Heinila (32)

involves an ever-increasing mobilization of resources to produce and

reward sporting success. VJhen the pressure to win increases and the

use of legitimate means is unsuccessful, the use of "illegitimate" or

dubious means may be very terrpting. As Lasch argues,

SirK« excellence in a practice often brings an abundance of
social rewarxJs, it is notoriously tenpting for pecple to pursue
a practice for the wrong reasons - for the sake of money, say,
or social status, or sinply for the sake of besting one's
opponent, in vAiich case it becomes perfectly acceptable to cheat
.  . . (49: p. 69).

Ihe inequalities in financial strengths of teams due to iirperfect

cartelization may contribute to the development and use of

"illegitmate" means. This can have severe repercussions for the

social practice of sport and its ability to promote excellence,

social unity, and, ..thus social freedom.

It is clear from the discussion of social practices (49, 53,

81) that the choice of means in a practice is governed by standards

of excellence, and that excellence can be achieved only after a

lengthy commitment to exacting training and discipline. In the

course of struggling with other equally devoted practitioners,

self-knowledge (including one's limitations), self-mastery,

"judgement", and shared standards of excellence can be broadened,

extended, or refined. Ihe pressure to forego training and

developing "judgement" in the exercise of more "traditional" dcills

and powers in favour of more effective, albeit, "illegitimate,"

means can be illustrated in the following exaitples. Despite

attenpts to control violence in professional hockey, it is still a
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prevalent part of many games. Contrary to the National Hockey

League president's claim that fitting, for exaiiple, is the "...

spontaneous ccanbat vdiich ccBnes out of the frustrations of the game

..." (cited in 84: p. 15), there is plenty of evidence to suggest

that fitting or other forms of intimidation are integral tactics

errplcyed by teams to neutralize the exponent's most talented players

or to protect their own. In the words of New York Islanders general

manager, Bill Torrey:

Ihere were always toui^ guys in our business. . . . Back
v^en none of the players wore helmets, if you raised your
stick around a guy's head, it was war. Guys knew it.
There was a line there you didn't want to cross. But it
didn't used to be a tactic. When you have scanebocfy on
your team v^iose sole purpose is to punch scmebody's
li^ts out, that's a tactic. It's beccane a bit of a
problem (cited in 83: p. 61).

What may be consid^ed a "problem" for some coaches and players, is a

necessary part of survival in the sport for others. Calgary Flames

general manager. Cliff Fletcher states:

Intimidation is still a big factor in hcxkey ... In fact
it's probably the major factor. Every team likes to have
one or two enforcers or designated hit men so that the rest
of the team feels cxxnfortable (cited in 84: p. 14).

An Edmonton Oiler coach confirms this tendency:

If that's vhat this game ccmes down to - taking the skills
away from a guy by pushing his face in - then we're in the
wrong business. You know hew to get rid of that —? You
send your guy out to get their guy first (84: p. 13).

These ccmments are instructive for a number of reasons: first, they

correctly identify "intimidation" and "taking the skills away" from

the athlete as sources of hockey's problems; and second, they

ironically suggest that selective violence is the solution to
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returning sJcilled play back into the game. It is ironic only because

it is misguided; the prc^xDsed solution only exacerbates the problem.

Enou^ has been mentioned here to establi^ the point that individual

and team survival in professional hockey can d^)end in large part on

the employment of tactics that not only run contrary to the

"traditional" skills of the game, but in effect, threaten them with

extinction. A similar case could be made for the use of physical

intimidation, verbal abuse, or delay tactics in other sports.

Unfair play, or the vise of dubious means can adversely effect

the social practice of sport in at least two other ways. First, it

can vindermine respect for persons and, second, it can undermine the

integrity of social relationships. For DeLattre, violation of the

rules that govern the caipetitive contest is cheating, and cheating

is the "... failure to act with respect for the moral status of

persons as ends" (15: p. 274). In other words, the cheater exploits

those vho are ccafipeting in good faith. Althou^ "cheating" has been

shewn in Chapter III to be scmnetimes more and sooretiines less than

jvist the violation of rules, DeLattre's point is still valid with

respect to "ethos" violations. Ihat is, if there is a mutual

vinderstanding or agreement concerning the rules or conventions to be

followed then failure to adhere to them violates the good faith

relation. Ihe treatment of the exponent strictly as an obstacle to

be overccme or as a means to one's cwn victory can also diminish the

sense that individuals can have ccsnmon interests that can be served

by mutual adherence to the "ethos" of fairness.
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It can also be the case that interpersonal divisiveness or

antagonisms can arise v^en an "ethos" that has previously acted as a

ccanmon regulating and unifying factor among participants (e.g.,

amateurism) is subverted, ccarprcraised, or challenged by an emergent

and perhaps contradictory "ethos" (i.e., winning-at-all-costs). For

exaitple, if one or more athletes resort to delay or intimidation

tactics that have not traditionally or conventionally been part of

the game, then the "victims" of such tactics can likely feel

indignant and resentful, if not antagonistic, toward their

opponent (s). It is ironic in cases such as these that as

intimidation or delay tactics become more a part of some games, the

psychological ability of athletes to resist such tactics beccmes one

of the measures of their athletic strength of character. Being

"cool," detached, and indifferent, so not to be unnerved by an

exponent employing such tactics, has beccme, in seme cases, a part of

the defensive tactics essential for victory. Another exairple that

hi^ili^ts the turmoil produced by an emergent (winning-at-all-costs)

"ethos" is performance-enhancing drug use (e.g., anabolic steroids or

amphetamines) in sport. Drugs xase of this kind appears to be

increasing among athletes, yet there is no consensus regarding its

acceptability. While in seme sport circles the use of illegal

performance-enhancing drugs is "common practice," their use is

certainly not seen as acxeptable or fair among all athletes or with

the spectating public. Hoberman argues on this view that

relationships in sport are "poisoned" ty the use of such unfair

methods (33). Not only are athletes becoming inore suspicious of one
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another as to viiat substances or methocJs are being used against the

rules, but the public is beocming more cynical with respect to the

authenticity of record-breaking or personal-best performances. It is

beccaning more prevalent to hear claims that excellence in sport is

somehow the result of illegal performance-enhancing methods. This

can have an unsettling social effect. It can undermine sport's

potential for unifying contestants and for unifying athletes and

spect:at:ors around shared standards of excellence, the pursuit and

achievement of vdiich allows for mutual affirmation of sporting

excellence. It is also dehumanizing in the sense that suspicion,

mistrust, and cynicism, vdien built 15) over time, can generate social

isolation, indifference, or antagonism amongst athletes, and between

athletes and the spectating public.

One of the criteria that Dcwney and Telfer refer to vAien they

discuss the essential attributes of "personhood" is the develc^ment

and sustaining of conplex emotions (18). While Downey and Telfer do

not discuss vdiat respecting "personhood" means in this case, the

following inplications can be drawn from their discussion of

"rule-following" and "self-determination." If, as Dcwney and Telfer

suggest self-determination means the ability and power to develcp and

exercise independent judgement, and rule-following means the ability

to universalize principles of action cind live ty them, it is not

implausible to suggest that individuals can be bound by rules or

conventions that they voluntarily create or consent to without it

jeopardizing their self-determination. It is clear from the

discussion above that, in conditions where athletes are suspicious of
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one another regarding the use of illegitimate or dubious means, and

vhere spectators are cynical with respect to the authenticity of

athletic performances, the emotional connections among athletes or

between athletes and spectators are not ones indicative of social

unity. If anything, bitterness, resentment, or indifference can have

the effect of socially dividing athletes from one another or from the

spectating public. On the other hand, rule or "ethos" adherence can

be considered an implicit ackncwledgement of the "personhood" of

opponents, and it can also foster or solidify bonds between athletes

based upon mutual respect, trust, camaraderie, and the like. While

"ethos" violation may be more tempting in an environment based on the

iitportance of winning, it can have the unsavoury effect of

diminishing the ways that individuals can respect one another and

foster emotional bonds of a socially unifying nature.

There is yet another situation connected to the pressure to

win in sport that can jeopardize the "personhood" of athletes. It is

ccsmmon practice in many ̂ xsrts for seme athletes to test the game

officials (e.g., umpires, referees, or judges) in terms of how

strictly rules will be enforced. This means that seme athletes will

very often attempt to "bend" or break the rules and conventions in

order to test how stringently the officials will enforce them. This

can produce not only the unsettling social effects between athletes

as discussed above, but it can diminish that facets of "personhood"

Downey and Telfer (18) refer to as "self-determiination" and

"rule-following." Self-determination suggests the ability to "stand

on one's cwn feet" or to "chose for oneself," and it was ̂ own above
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that the voliantary creation or acceptance of rules can be considered

consistent with autonony. More than this, universalizing and living

by rules means that individuals are choosing for others as well as

for themselves. Yet, individuals can act toward one another in ways

that take away the responsibility the other person has for their cwn

interests, welfare, or choices. For exanple, over-zealous,

conscientious, and well-meaning parents, teachers, or coaches can

care so much for their "charges" that they are given little or no

opportunity to develop and exercise autorory. Rather than being

given the opportunity to explore alternatives, leam from their

mistakes, and develop independent judgement, children, students, and

athletes can be overly si:pervised or overly directed to the point

vhere dependence rather than ind^jendence is fostered.

It can also be the case that individuals attenpt to relieve

themselves of the responsibility for their own actions. The case of

"bending" or breaking rules in order to test the officials or gain an

advantage, can have the effect of transferring the responsibility for

rule adherence to the game officials. To get away with as many rule

violations until one is cau^t reflects a move away from self-

regulation to one of external regulation. Rather than athletes

regulating themselves according to shared standards of (ethical)

excellence, their relations are mediated and regulated by

(third-party) game officials. It is not unccinmon in these situations

to see officials being blamed by contestants and spectators for not

"controlling the game" or ensuring the fairness of a particular

contest. The "totalization" process referred to above can contribute
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to the conditions v^ere the pressure to win and the terrptation to

eirplqy illegitimate or dubious means increases together. The

situation vhere athletes transfer the responsibility for rule

adherence from themselves to the sport officials can increase the

need for a greater number of officials or greater use of "hi^-tech"

surveillance methods (e.g., video cameras) to ensure the fairness and

legitimacy of the contest. At this stage there can be some serious

doubts raised as to the ability of the sport practice to promote

mutual development and exercise of "judgement," and mutual

recognition and respect within a sporting ccramunity.

It should be stressed that the "ethos" violations or elates

can threaten not only the ethical but also other aesthetic features

of social freedom in sport. Social relations capable of prcmoting

social unity and thus social freedom can be undermined ty relations

that resemble more a "struggle against" an opponent for an exclusive

external good rather than a "struggle with" an exponent for the

aohievement of an inclusive internal one. The employment of

"unskilled" specialists, for example, to neutralize an qfponent's

ability throu^ jiiysical violence or intimidation not only degrades

the social relation, but it also limits the range of technical skills

and powers of "judgement" that can be mutually develcped, refined,

and responded to in the contest. In addition to minimizing the

opportunities available to mutually recognize and respect they for

the valuable challenges the opponent can present, intimidation

tachics also diminish the range of talents and power that can be

develcped, tested and cxjtrpared. Rather than matching and ccstparing
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similar skills (e.g., ̂ ting, running, rebcfunding, etc.) or

ones (e.g., footing/kicking with goal-keeping, etc.), the

contest can beccioe one fere "xonfilled" tactics are etrployed with

the intention of simply neutralizing the opponent's abilities.

"Neutralizing" the exponent's fills and powers throu^ "traditional"

sport-specific means opens vp possibilities for mutual development

and affirmation. However, the employment of any means fatsoever

simply to "get the job done" does not. Where mutual development,

recognition, and affirmation of cxncrete, personal talents and powers

are minimized, so too are the possibilities for social unity and

social freedom.

The use of "unskilled" specialists in this way is also

indicative of a trend in sport toward increasing division of labour,

specialization, and managerial oontrol. Making use of athletic

specialists to execmite narrowly defined athletic or strategic

manoeuvres can also diminish the sense of self-mastery and

"judgement" that is possible for athletes. Part of fat is meant by

"judgement" in a social practice is developing and exercising

technical expertise within shared standards of excellence and within

the broader outlines of the performance itself. Ihis means that

developing or refining "judgement" requires, in addition to teohnioal

expertise, a sensitivity to the contours of the performance as it is

designed and as it unfolds, and an ability to respond effectively

(e.g., with finesse, timing, pace, or rhythm, etc.) and perhaps

innovatively to the opportunities presented. Specialization and

managerial control, fich are motivated largely by the belief that
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they minimize the potential for error by precisely allocating the

requisite type and degree of skill or effort, does a disservice to

athletes. Taking the decision-making responsibility out of the hands

of athletes and investing it with specialist coaches and coordinators

can diminish the importance of developing and exercising

"judgement". Play-calling by coaches from the sidelines, for

example, can mediate the relations among athletes in such a way that

it can disnpt the intuitive "feel" that athletes can have for

assessing the ongoing actions with teammates (and opponents) and

selecting apprcpriate actions. In addition, the restricted range of

skills provided by specialist teammates can diminish the

opportunities to develop and sustain the type of focmased and intimate

interactions that are needed to develop the powers of "judgement" in

the first place. The fragmentation of the team action and the

devaluation of "judgement" can thus dimini^ sport's potential to be

a scxjrce of social freedcam. Taken together, these examples point to

some of the ways that institutionalization can endanger the social

practioa of sport. In other words, unequal financial strengths,

unequal oxaipetition, and the social rewards that make ••winning-at-

all-oxsts" attractive can threaten the achievement of sport's

inclusive internal goods and thus its potential to exemplify and

promote social freedom.

It can be argued that financial inequalities among teams in a

league can also have a bearing on the ability of teams to maintain

the continuity required to produce "good" team play. The financial

inequalities among teams, vhioh can tempt team owners to re-locate
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franchises to larger markets or to sell players to wealthier

franchises, can also be a reason for players to seek eirplcyinent with

wealthier franchises. In other words, revenue inibalances among

teams, combined with player free agency, can contribute to conditions

of increased player mobility and reduced (on-the-field) stability and

continuity. Frequent player movement was shewn above to have an

unsettling effect on conniunities that have a strong collective

identification with "their" team. It can also have an vinsettling

effect on the ability of a team to achieve its inclusive internal

goods. "Good" team play has been shown to be more than the a

mechanical reproduction of a strategic "game plan" and more than just

the demonstration of individual ei^jertise. "All-star" games do not

necessarily mean that "good" team play will be demonstrated. "Good"

team play requires an appreciation of the larger outlines of the

performance and how individual actions can be mutually facilitated to

achieve the team's common objectives. Ihe achievement of team

synchronicity very often requires a sustained commitment and

interaction among team members. Frequent player movement can thus

undermine the team stability and continuity that may be required to

produce harmonious and effective team play. In cases like these, the

social unity associated with the mutual struggle and achievement of a

caramon end can be threatened.

Commercialization and the Corruption of Social Freedora

In the previous section of this chapter the claim was made

that the revenues generated frcsn the sale of national and local
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broadcasting ri^ts were essential to the cperation of the sport

leagues. It was also stated that because of the sport league's heavy

reliance on these revenues, the mass media institutions could have a

significant iitpact on the character of sport. Ihroui^ the process of

"canttodification and massification," Sewart (78) argues that sport is

gradually being modified along cosnmercial mass-mar3ceting lines. This

has meant, in seme cases, that sport rules have been changed to

encourage a more wide-open and exciting (offensive) style of play;

entertainment extravaganzas have been introjected before, during, and

after the sport event; television advertising time has interrupted

the "flow" of the contest; ard spectators have been inundated with

merchandising girnmiclcs and par^hemalia. The effect of this, for

Sewart, is to transform sport into an entertainment spectacle.

With respect to this transformation of sport, both Sewart (78)

ard Lasch (49) agree that what matters is not so much that sport is

being commercialized, but that it is being trivialized. By

"trivialization," Lasch means the mass-marketing strategy that

reduces the meaning of an activity to a level that is easily

consuramable by a mass audience. In place of the more sophisticated,

subtle, sublime, aesthetic, or technical features of an activity, the

consumer is offered a tantalizing mix of cheap, sensational gimmicks

and spectacles (49). Lasch argues that television has "...

enlarged the audience for sport vhile Icwering the level of its

urderstandir*g" (49: p. 106). Ihis suggests that ccanmercialization

can have a positive effect in terms of broadening eiposure to sport,

but it can also have a deleterious effect by sitrplifying it. While
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having played a sport is not essential to becxaning a kncwlec3geable

^)ec±ator, familiarity with the traditions, conventions, and

standards of excellence that inform and guide play is. Acquiring an

understanding of these traditions, conventions, and standards of

excellence requires on the part of spectators a certain amount of

attention, dedication, and experience. Knowledgeable spectators can

engage their critical capacities to render judgements on the merits

of sporting action because they have shared standards of (ethical or

aesthetic) excellence frcm vAiich critical judgements can be advanced,

and against v^ch these judgements can be defended. As a group, they

are also capable of exerting public pressure to reinstate styles and

standards of play that were previously ccaoiprcmised by

sensationalistic-oriented prcanoters and spectators. While Lasch

argues that "one of the virtues of conteirporary sports lies

in their resistance to the erosion of standards and their capacity to

ajpeal to a knowledgeable audience" (49: p. 105), attenpts are still

being made by promoters to appeal to the lowest common denominator of

spectator interest.

In terms of "cost-effectiveness" it would appear prudent (in

the short run) to market sport in easily understandable terms rather

than educating potential spectators to the finer points of sporting

excellence. Ihat is, it would seem easier to lower the standards of

the practice in order to appeal to a larger audience rather thcin

maintaining hi^ standards that would likely appeal to a restricted

one. If put into practice, this could have the effect of obscuring

the (ethical and aesthetic) features of the "good" contest.
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Spectators unfamiliar with the standarx3s of athletic or strategic

excellence could not be ei^jected then to develop and demonstrate

asense of "judgement" with respect to the (internal) merits of the

contest. So in this sense, maintaining or extending the standards of

excellence relevant to the social practice of sport could prove more

difficult for the spectator. The decline or absence of knowledgeable

spectators mi^t also prove to be a disincentive for athletes; they

mi^t show less concern for, or take less pride in, excellence if

aware that their efforts are no longer judged, appreciated, and

affirmed by a knowledgeable audience. Ignorance of standards or

lower expectations on the part of spectators can thus diminish the

incentive for league management and prcmoters to prcmtote the "good"

contest, and it can leave spectators more vulnerable to promotional

tactics that accentuate the lowest ccannmon denominator of spectator

appeal (e.g., crude, sensationalized entertainment).

Exc^jtion could be taken, however, to Sewart's point (78) that

eirphasis on offensive displays in football is also part of the

"trivialization" process. It appears, on Sewart's account, that the

kicking game and defensive team play, as skilful as they mi^t

be in their own ri^t, fail to have much spectator ajpeal. Rule

changes to accentuate offensive scoring potential is, presumably, a

more exciting aspect of football, and thus a facet of the game more

likely to attract increased spectator interest. However, keying in

mind the previous discussion concerning challenging exposition,

urpredictability of outcome, and the close contest, these same rules

changes could be interpreted in a way that is compatible with the
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"good" contest. For exaitple, if the purpose of the kick-off in

foottjall is to put the ball into play, then the powerful kicking

specialist of recent years has all but eliminated the dramatic

kickoff return. By consistently kicking the ball throu^ the

end-zone or so deep into the end-zone such that it significantly

reduces the likelihood of a return, the athletic ability of one

player has outstripped the (team) possibilities presented by kickoff

coverage and return. Moving back the kick-off line can have the

effect of re-introducing the relevance of (team) kick-off and return

skills and strategies. Similarly, consistently overvhelming

defensive play may be considered excellent in its own ri<^t, but it

can diminish the sense of dramatic tension and excitement that

precedes, and mounts during, the clash between offensive and

defensive teams. In other words, if the defensive team is

consistently "iitpregnable," then there exists little or no challenge,

urpredictability of outcome, or dramatic tension. Ihese two exairples

alone ̂ cw that some rule changes can have the effect of

reintroducing the importance of certain skills and strategies to the

production of balanced and dramatic action. When this occurs, the

rule changes can be said to be cotpatible with the "good" sport

contest.

State Involvement and the Corruption of Social Freedom

In Ciiapter III it was also shewn that the State has had an

impact on the institution of sport. For the most part the State

(i.e., legislature and judiciary) has mediated the struggle between
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sport management and labour by providing mechanisms for them to

settle their disputes. However, in the cxxmse of trying to stabilize

league operations, there has been a public interest at stake besides

the provision of relatively balanced sporting contests to the

public. Scane State authorities were shewn to sipport the view that

the "intrinsic" valiae of sport (i.e., caipetitiveness, fair play, and

teamwork), as they perceived it, could prove viseful in terms of

inculcating dcaninant social values (e.g., hard work, democracy) and

alleviating a variety of social ills (e.g., crime, juvenile

delirquency, etc.). In addition to the ideological and therapeutic

value that sport can have, it was also thou^t that the pure

entertainment value could not be overlooked.

While it may the case that sport can serve ideological,

therapeutic, and entertainment functions, there is a danger in the

State associating the value of sport too heavily with these

instrumental erds. Ihe danger lies in focusing the d^te over the

merits of sport exclusively at the institutional level and, thus,

overlooking the distinctive features and contributions of sport as a

social practice. In other words, if the State is concerned with

stabilizing sport league operations in order to promote certain

ideological ends, then this sinply means that new two institutions

have agendas and claims on vhat are thou^t to be the external

(economic or political) goods of sport. Again, the value of the

"good" sport contest in terms of practice excellence, social unity,

and social freedom goes unnoticed. Rather than cotrpetitiveness, fair

play, and teamwork being considered in terms of their potential
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develcpnent within, and <X)ntribution to, practice excellence within a

ccaamunity of practitioners and spectators, the State's case for

sport's social benefits is derived more frcm institutional concems.

The case for social freedcxn in sport has been made on the basis of

recognizing hew social practices, even vMle dependent upon

institutions, can unite individuals throu^ the pursuit and

achievement of inclusive internal goods. The State's eirfhasis on

external goods, and its failure to recognize the social value of

sport in terms of pracrt:ice excellence and social unity makes the

State an xanwitting aoccaiplice to the com^ation of sport. In other

worxas, the State's concern for the integrity of sport (as a political

instrument) is misplaced becaxose it ignores hew its own instrxamental

designs on sport can overshadow the inclxasive internal goods of the

activity.

This chapter has shewn that the equal distribution of certain

league revenues (i.e., the sale of national broadcasting ri^ts) can

contribute to balancing the economic strength of teams in a league.

However, variations in economic strength were shown to be due to the

different potential each franchise has to generate revenues from gate

receipts, the sale of local broadcasting ri^ts, and public

sxxbsidization. In the absence of equal revenue sharing schemes for

gate receipts and local broadcasting revenues, franchises located in

the larger metropolitan areas tended to dominate conpetition in

economic and sporting terms. Ihe tendency for franchises to

re-locate to larger markets, for franchises to negotiate lucrative

subsidization agreements xxnder threat of re-locating, for players to
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be sold (for their exchange value) to the wealthier franchises, and

for free agents to re-locate, was shewn to have deleterious

consequences for sport as a source of social unity and social

freedom. The social unity thou^t to be essential to franchise

stability could be ccraprcanised vhen partisan spectators become

disillusioned and cynical with respect to the loyalties of sport

management and labour. More significantly, econcmic and sporting

imbalances were shown to diminish sport's potential to prcraote social

freedom throu^ the "good" sports contest. That is, sport contests

lacking commensurate opposition, virpredictability of outccme, and

closeness were shown to diminish the potential sport has for

promoting for mutually satisfying challenges, effective action,

personal disclosure, "judgement," mutual recognition, and respect.

In addition, unbalanced ccsrpetition can also dimini^ spectator

appeal and the ability of spectators and athletes (as a knowledgeable

sport community) to uphold the traditions and standards of "good"

play in the face of attenpts to ccramodify and "trivialize" sport. It

was also established that the State's role in prcmcting sport

management and labour harmony was motivated, in part, by a desire to

see certain ideological, therapeutic, and entertainment goals served

by mass sport. Furthermore, it was demonstrated that the State's

concern for the integrity of sport was partially misplaced; for the

preoccupation with external political goods (as opposed to external

economic ones) could overshadow recognition and concern for the

preservation of the inclusive internal goods of sport thou^t to form

the basis of social freedom.
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OE^FTER V

SUMMARY, OONCUUSiaTS, AND RECCMMENDATIONS

SumitiarY i=»TTf^ Conclijsions

Hie analysis of the sport and social freedom issue began with

the suggestion that any hi^ily organized sport is too much of a sport

to be a business and too much of a business to be a sport. Public

perceptions toward sport appear to be torn between two seemingly

antithetical orientations: first, that sport has a "seriousness" of

its own that cannot be understood in political-econcmic terms; and

second, that sport has a ccsnmercial and ideological "seriousness"

that renders problematic its status as sport. "Sport and Social

Freedom" set out to philosophically explore the "sporting" and

political-economic dimensions of social freedom in the context of

liberal, free-market institutions.

C3iapter I demonstrated that the conception of sport and its

links to social freedom differed on both the sport-as-play and the

sport-as-alienated-labour accounts. Underlying these distinct and

antithetical images of sport there was shown to exist equally

distinct political-economic agendas that reveal fundamental

differences in how social freedcm in sport is defined or understood.

In one version of the sport-as-play account, the fusion of sport's

formal and metaphysical-spiritual features rendered a view of sport's

snr-ial freedom that situated it outside of mainstream political-

econcmic activity. In another version, the fusion of sport's formal
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and rational-scientific features produced a view of social freedcm

that situated it within the liberal framework of co-operative

individualist freedcsn. Neither version was shown capable of mounting

concrete social resistance to existing rational-scientific

institutions under capitalism. On the sport-as-alienated-labour

account, however, sport's (overstated) links to alienated capitalist

institutions precluded the possibility of sport being considered a

source of social freedom. The (vulgar, reductionist) Marxist

presi:5Positions of the sport-as-alienated-labour account was shown to

make the issue of sport's social freedom contingent iqpon the

supersession of capitalism. However, analysis suggested that social

freedom in sport need not be limited to a (playful) withdrawal from,

a positive affirmation of, or a si?)ersession of liberal free-market

institutions.

The understanding of how sport can express a distinctive, yet

socially grounded form of freedom within liberal, free—market society

first required an understanding of the larger issue of liberal social

freedom. VJhile liberalism, in principle, suggests that diverse

ejqjressions of social life can thrive, analysis revealed that the

domination of social life ty industrial, bureaucratic, and market

institutions lander capitalism renders the possibility of social

freedom problematic. It was shown in Chapter II that liberal notions

of individual freedom could be used to ideologically justify the

personal alienation, social indifference, and social antagonisms that

can result from institutional life under capitalism. However, it was

aign demonstrated that individuals could actively engage their
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talents and powers in mutually errpowering, fulfilling, and socially

unifying v/ays throu^ their ccramitment to pursue, extend, or refine

the internal goods (i.e., standards of excellence) of a social

practice. Ihe social practice - social institution distinction made

it possible to discuss the issue of social freedom in distinctively

concrete, social, and critical terms, even vMle social practices are

located within, and a largely dependent vpon, social institutions for

their survival.

The distinction made between social practices and social

institutions also made it possible to examine the sport and social

freedom issue without necessarily tying it to the sport-as-play and

sport-as-alienated-labour accounts. Ch^Jter III established that the

mutual recognition, pursuit, achievement, and appreciation of sport's

internal standards of (ethical and aesthetic) excellence could be

considered a basis for social freedom in sport. Social freedom in

carpet itive relations was shown to be based xpon the ethical and

aesthetically "good" contest. Despite the fact that competition

produces an outcome (i.e., one winner) that cannot be shared, the

manner in vhich this end is pursued was shown to be capable of

generating mutual or inclusive benefits. "Fairness," as a

pre-condition of the "good" contest, was ̂ own to be a basis vpon

vhich mutual trust, respect, contest validity, and mutual recognition

and affirmation of excellence can be aohieved. Analysis of "good"

sport tp'^m action was also shown to involve social relations that

exemplify social freedom. Father than being mediated by social

structures that diminish the possibilities for effective, mutually
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eitpowering, and fulfilling scxrial relations, "good" sport team action

was shown to hei^ten the mutual and ccaipleroentary acquisition,

develc^jment, arxi exercise of talents and powers among teammates.

Despite some of the excesses associated with partisan spectator

st^jport, it was also demonstrated that otherwise antagonistic

partisan si:5)porters can be socially united in their recognition,

appreciation, and affirmation of the "good" sport contest. In each

of the three cases above, it was shown that the acquisition,

development, and extension of personal talents and powers cannot come

about without contributing, at the same time, to the like development

of others. Ihe inclusive benefits that were shown to be possible

throu^ the pursuit of sport's internal standards of excellence lent

sujport to the argument that individuals can be socially free in

distinctively concrete and social manner even viiile the practice of

sport is organized within capitalist institutions. It also lent

support to the position that sport's social freedom need not be

connected entirely to a (playful) withdrawal from political-economic

life, nor to an outri^t supersession of capitalist institutions.

Chapter IV demonstrated that the major professional sport

leagues did not operate quite like other capitalist institutions, yet

the struggle to control sport's external goods still threatened the

integrity of sport as a social practice. While some of the anti-

conpetitive practices enployed by the sport leagues (i.e., franchise

distribution, revenue sharing, and player reservation) were thou^t

by owners to be necessary to establish financial and sporting parity

among in a league, it was shown that the unequal distribution
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of gnnva other inportant sources of revenue contrituted to the

financial and sporting advantages enjoyed by scare franchises. Ihis

vras shown to produce a situation vhere cwners can be teirpted to

enploy dubious means to maximize franchise revenues (e.g., player

sales, threatened franchise shifts to boost public subsidization,

"trivialization" of the sport event, etc.) and vhere players can

ywYTiTe more militant with regard to their demands for econcmic

freedom (i.e., free agency). The State's role in the

institutionalization of the sport management and labour sectors has

been limited mainly to providing the necessary legislative and

judicial means for both groups to settle their economic disputes.

However, the State's concern for ensuring sport's institutional

stability was shown to be motivated more by external ideological

goals (i.e., socialization of dcaninant values, tension management,

and integration) than by the ethical or aesthetic goods internal to

the practice of sport itself. In sum, the concern for prcmoting the

achievement of sport's external monetary and ideological goods was

shown to threaten the achievement of sport's internal goals and thus

its potential to ejqpress social freedom.

Recommendations

Sport, as a social practice, has been shown to have the

potential to promote a caramunal alternative to the types of social

relations and social freedom prevalent in capitalist institutions.

This inquiry would be inccstplete if it did not address the issue of

how social freedom in sport could be enhanced or better understood.
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While it is beyond the scxDpe of this inquiry to work out the full

details of such a proposal, it is still possible to tease out the

criteria that could be ertployed to guide further research and mount a

program of institutional reform. Whatever suggestions that are

advanced must take into consideration the potential sport

institutions have for com^jting the social practices they bear. It

would do well to consider Horkheimer's following comments:

It has often been said that sport should not become an
aim, but should remain an instrument. To me the first
idea seems ri^t and the second one wrong. As long as it
is only an instrument, and consciously recognized as
such, it may be used in the service of profit, politics,
egotism or just as a pastime. Whether it serves health
is, in my view, problematic. But all these ends, vhether
good or problematic, will destroy sport if they are
allowed to dominate it totally, will prevent its being an
expression of freedom. In this respect ̂ rt is like
art, literature and philosophy, and all the springs of
the productive imagination. To preserve its freedom, to
allow it to make its own decisions and dictate its own
regulations, in spite of all the powerful influences from
outside, seems to be the historic task of all those vho
are seriously concerned with sport (35: p. 185).

Horkheimer is suggesting that a distinction can be made

between sport cis an instrument and sport as an end-in-itself. In the

first instance, sport appears to be tied to necessity, vhile in the

second instance, sport is linked to autonomy and freedom. Rather

than being guided by external, instrumental objectives, sport

ejqjresses its freedom vhen it is guided by standards internal to

sport itself. Horkheimer is not suggesting, however, that sport's

ties to external, instrumental ends be completely severed. For all

the instrumental goods that can be achieved throu^ sport, Horkheimer

is suggesting that it is the integrity of sport's internal goods that

need to be recognized, protected, and advanced.
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It has been argued at various stages of this inquiry that

social freedom need not mean an escape into "private life" nor an

assimilation to capitalist notions of social freedom. It has also

been argued that sport's potential to exeiiplify and promote social

freedom need not be a (playful) withdrawal from, a merging with, or a

supersession of, capitalist institutional life. As a social

practice, sport appears to straddle the realm of play and the realm

of political-ecorony without being entirely reducible to either. The

appeal to sport's inclx:isive internal goods has meant the introduction

of a new frame of reference and language throu^ vdiich the sport and

social freedom issue can be articulated. Moreover, the language of

inclusive internal goods of social practices also provides a bacikdrop

against vMch the ideological penetration of sport can be detected:

For ideological dispositions to sport, we realize, are
grounded in political psychology, vhich in turn finds its
own sources in questions of philos<^hy. In this sense,
sport can function as a powerful instrument in the search
for the origins of ideology itself (34: p. 110).

It has been shown that the major representative views of sport have

carried ideological baggage with them the effect of vhich was to ̂ ew

the definitions or understanding of social freedom.

While the ajipeal to the inclusive standards of (ethical and

aesthetic) sporting excellence can hc^)efully encourage critical

debate on the sport and social freedcm issue, further efforts are

required to break free from the theoretical and ideological shackles

that limit current sport theory. Future research needs to transcend

the individualistic and the deterministic frames of reference that

tend to dcminate the discussions of social freedcm in liberal
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society- Ihs vocabulary of inclusive internal goocSs needs to be

elaborated ijpon in order to capture the distinctively intersubjective

elements of social relations within social practices. Ihe mutually

empowering and affirming social relations that are possible within

social practices need to be consciously recognized for the

alternative view of social freedcsn they can si:?part. Future research

in sport will require a departure from the strictly metaphysical-

spiritual and the political-econcxnic frameworks that hold sway.

Critical inquiry in sport needs to take its cues more from the

standards internal to sport as such rather than from categories

(i.e., play, or alienated labour) vhich may not be entirely

applicable to sport. In other words, sport critics and defenders

need to consciously recognize an internal as well as an external

vantage point fron vhich to assess sport and its potential to ejqjress

social freedcm.

While valuable as a heuristic tool, the ajpeal to the

liberating features of incliasive (ethical and aesthetic) goods can

act to "alert all those \dio are seriously concerned with sport" to

the dangers faced by sport frcm institutions. Ihe case for social

freedcm in sport hinges on the ability of athletes and spectators to

mutually recognize, nurture, and appreciate shared standards of

(ethical and aesthetic) sporting excellence. It is upon this

normative framework that charges of institutional corrvption can be

levied and against vdiich institutional reform can be justified. A

practical exaitple vhich hi^ili^ts this potential can be found in the

issue of revenue distribution in sport leagues.
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It was ̂ own that while capitalism has the potential to produce

aixindance, it has a vested interest in maintaining scarcity. Ihe major

criticism of capitalism centered on its tendency to aggravate a host of

personally obliterating and socially divisive institutional forms of life

in response to scarcity conditions. This suggests that one solution to

the problem is eliminating or significantly reducing the material and

social inequalities that give rise to these alienating social conditions

in the first place. While this is a coramorplace suggestion in socialist

circles, even Rawls (71) suggests that, in the name of justice, material

and f=:r>r'.iai inequalities need to be redressed scxoevihat. When Pawls

suggests that individuals can ccatne to appreciate the excellence of others

(in social unions) vhen they are secure in the exercise of their ability

(71), he means that resources need to be distributed in such a way as to

diminish the material obligations and incentives that can accompany and

influence participation in social unions.

When applied to sport, this suggests that the pursuit, achievement,

and distribution of sport's external gcxx3s (i.e., revenues) may need to be

modified along similar lines. Ihat is, the inclusive internal goods of

the social practice can establish the criteria against vhich the

generation and distribution of league revenues should take place.

However, analysis revealed that certain features of the cartel structure

of the major sport leagues cxjnsidered in the study are already justified,

in principle, by sporting standard of excellence. That is, the moncpoly

privileges enjoyed by franchise owners are legally justified on the basis

of their contributing to balanced sporting ccmpetitions. Sporting parity

is thou^t to require financial parity; "good" contests, in terms of
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dramatic closeness, serve both internal (i.e., ̂ rting) and external

(i.e., commercial) goods. Ihe anti-ccxrpetitive practices of dividing

markets and certain forms of revenues is thou^t to be justifiable on the

grounds that it redresses the economic imbalaixes that exist between the

franchises located in larger, more lucrative markets and those that are

not. However, vMle the cartel structure of the major sport leagues is

indeed an anomaly in a largely free-market system, it still can produce

economic imbalances vMoh ultimately threaten the pursuit and achievement

of sport's inclusive internal goods.

Id remedy this situation the following institutional reforms can be

considered. If sport leagues are allowed to operate as cartels (and not

as coitpeting firms within the same industry) so as to provide balanced

sporting comcpetitions, then measures need to be taken to redress the

economic imbalances that persist in the league. Perfect cartelization, or

at least a more equitable division of all league revenues, could have the

effect of making the economic value of each franchise similar. This is

turn could reduce the economic incentive that exists for owners to

relocate franchises, for players to be sold simply for their exchange

value, and for players to seek hii^er salaries with franchises located in

the larger markets. These changes could go some way toward improving team

stability, continuity, and local spectator identification with players and

teams. Balanced financial strength among teams can contribute in part to

the achievement of sport's internal and external goods. Balanced

competition, vhich can mean the greater likelihood of close contests, can

contribute to the aesthetic appreciation and thus the economic utility of

the "goods" contest. In addition, the greater likelihood of close
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contests means that sport can serve cis a better platform for mutually

challenging and disclosing action among athletes, and thus for greater

possibilities of mutual recognition, respect, and affirmation.

However, balancing financial strengths among teams in a league may

not go far enou^ in redressing all the situations in sport vhere the

pursuit of external goods (i.e., financial reward and social notoriety)

can corrupt the internal goods of sport. Ihe financial and social rewards

attached to success in sport are still sufficiently large enoui^ to teirpt

players, owners, and sport broadcasting networks to eiiplcy dubious means

vhich in turn threaten sporting excellence and the long term welfare of

the practice. It is clear that vhatever changes need to be addressed or

made in the c^jeration of sport within capitalist institutions, the

inclusive standards of (ethical and aesthetic) sporting excellence can

serve as a normative guide.

The recognition of the sport practice's normative criteria could

justify an e3^)anded role for the State in sport matters. Ihe State's

scrutiny and involvement in sports affairs is largely limited to the

regulation of the pursuit of sport's external goods. Etrpowering the sport

labour sector to allow athletes to better cotpete for sport's external

goods, as just one example of how the State can intervene in sports, still

limits the action of the State to institutional matters. Much more needs

to be done if the integrity of sport's inclusive internal goods, and thus

sport's potential to promote social freedcam, is to be maintained. In

order for this to come about, it would be necessary for the State to

broaden its conception of vhat public interest is at stake in the

operation of professional sport leagues. However, if the protection of
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"moral cxDntent" in sport is an unsavory situation for a liberal State to

find itself in, intervention to protect sport's inclusive internal goods

will pose a dilemma. It may very well be that the endeavour to articulate

vhat (alternative) social freedoms are possible in liberal society also

has the effect of exposing liberal society's limitations in being able to

prot:ect -them.
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