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PREFACE

The Handbook of College Athletics and Recreation Administration (HCARA) is intended to serve as an authoritative, comprehensive, practical, and informative resource for undergraduate or graduate students in a formal program of study in intercollegiate athletics and college recreation and for those who are helping prepare those students. HCARA is also intended to serve as a resource for professionals changing roles within the field or coming into the field from another career area.

The book is organized in three parts:


1. Foundations

2. Skills

3. Issues



The authors contributing chapters to HCARA are among the leading names in intercollegiate athletics and recreation and represent a rich blend of practitioners, scholars, and scholar-practitioners. As a group they draw on their work in a wide variety of institutional settings and professional roles. Both their personal diversity and diversity of theoretical perspectives reflect that of college recreation and athletics.

The chapters in HCARA present theories and models of practice, cite classical and contemporary literature for support, and highlight issues in the contemporary professional administration of intercollegiate athletics and recreation. Each chapter includes a list of key points that can serve as either a study guide or executive summary, and case studies are shared throughout Part One and Part Two to provide opportunities to apply the information about professional foundations and skills to professional practice.

In addition to the main themes of the book, a great deal of effort has gone into assuring that the content of HCARA addresses both college athletics and recreation in a variety of institutional types, sizes, and athletics associations. The reader will also find that while topics such as ethics, diversity, and the law each have their own chapter, these issues are also woven throughout HCARA as essential considerations in all aspects of professional practice.

Audience

HCARA is presented to meet the needs of undergraduate or graduate students in courses or programs on intercollegiate athletics and recreation administration and to faculty members for those courses or programs. It is also intended to serve as a useful professional resource for entry-, mid-, or senior-level professionals in the field. Individuals entering into college recreation or athletics from another area or who are entering a new facet of recreation or athletics should find HCARA to be a helpful tool in their transition as well.
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PART ONE

FOUNDATIONS

Higher education can be a complex and challenging field in which to work, and the administration of college athletics and recreation in higher education is an important role on many college campuses. The complexity, challenge, and importance, coupled with a rapidly and ever-changing environment, requires intercollegiate athletics and recreation professionals to be quick learners and adaptive managers. While theirs is a dynamic arena in which to serve, these administrators can draw from a substantial and stable foundation of history, theory, ethics, law, and governance to inform their practice. Part One focuses on these elements in that foundation.

The first two chapters provide a historical overview. In Chapter One, John Thelin traces intercollegiate athletics from its origins at Harvard to its contemporary expression in the 21st century. Drawing on historical, cultural, and sociological perspectives, he thoughtfully points out how the uniquely American model of intercollegiate athletics emerged and evolved. Donald Rockey and Robert Barcelona provide a similar overview for the history of fitness and recreation in Chapter Two. They clearly describe the origins and development of the various elements of collegiate recreation, including physical education departments, organized recreation programs, open exercise and recreation opportunities, outdoor recreation programs, and wellness education.

In Chapters Three and Four, the authors expertly take abstract constructs and demonstrate to the reader their tangible applications. Mary Howard-Hamilton and Joy Gaston Gayles discuss a variety of bodies and models of theories that inform campus recreation and intercollegiate athletics administration. Issues in campus recreation and intercollegiate ethics are addressed by Michael Buckner within the broad framework of every day ethics.

Legal principles and precedent also provide a foundational framework for the administration of college athletics and recreation. While there is no substitute for sage legal counsel, it is helpful and important for practitioners to have an understanding of the law as it relates to their work. Barbara Osborne offers a thorough and practical discussion of important relevant topics in the law in Chapter Five. Gender equity is a critically important legal topic in intercollegiate athletics and recreation, and Title IX is at the heart of the law in this area. Valerie Bonnette's work in Chapter Six highlights both the letter and spirit of Title IX while also offering useful insights on evaluating and assuring compliance.

Governance is an essential element of the organizational framework in which intercollegiate athletics and campus recreation take place at the institution as well as throughout the nation. In Chapter Seven David Ridpath and Robertha Abney provide a description of the elements of governance from faculty senates to athletics associations.





CHAPTER ONE

COLLEGE ATHLETICS

Continuity and Change Over Four Centuries

John R. Thelin

Intercollegiate athletics at American colleges and universities date back to the 19th century, and they have grown to become an integral part of American society. An “All American” refers to a student-athlete selected as one of the best collegiate players in the nation. The award does not extend to a professional athlete in the National Football League, Major League Baseball, or the National Basketball Association. Furthermore, the United States is the only nation that has relied on intercollegiate athletics as a primary source of highly talented athletes to fill Olympic teams in a wide array of sports, as well as to prepare players for professional teams in football, basketball, and baseball. These traditions and practices reinforce the distinct identity of intercollegiate athletics in our American popular culture (Michener, 1976).

This chapter offers an historical narrative of the evolution and growth of college sports as a distinctive, even peculiar, American institution. The chapter addresses four eras in college sports: its 19th-century roots within the American campus; its growth during the first several decades of the 20th century; its prosperity and problems following World War II; and its standing as a high-stakes enterprise on many campuses in the early years of the 21st century.

Origins of College Sports: 19th-Century Roots

Although college sports have a long tradition, their place in higher education was not inevitable. Early faculty resistance to campus sports was born of both religious and educational concerns. To the Protestant denominations who established colonial colleges, the notion of students playing for recreation or enjoyment was antithetical to religious doctrine that emphasized hard work. College presidents, most of whom were also ordained clergy, denounced early student sporting events as frivolous. They argued that if students wanted physical exercise, they could find it by moving rocks and clearing lands on campus (Rudolph, 1962). In addition, any activities outside the established curriculum of the classroom were suspect as not contributing to student learning if not undermining student learning.

Despite faculty objections, students organized their own teams and games with other local college teams. Recognized and sanctioned varsity sports programs were the result of a long campaign by undergraduates to have their athletic contests played between rival colleges be accepted by college administrators as legitimate programs that were part of campus life. The Harvard Athletic Association, founded in 1852, for example, is the oldest formal athletics program in the United States. Old as this is, it lags far behind the founding of Harvard College in 1636.

Another important breakthrough in the early acceptance of intercollegiate athletics came from England, where legend has it that the Duke of Wellington praised the role of school boys playing the game of rugby, exclaiming, “The Battle of Waterloo was won on the playing fields of Eton.” Thereafter, playing fields were seen as important preparing grounds for future political and military leaders. Sport competitions between institutions served as tests of the preparation of these leaders. American colleges in the late 19th century relied on the English model of sports and schools to make the case that playing football had educational value for building character and transmitting values (Smith, 1988).

College sports were one of the few activities that were truly intercollegiate, as distinguished from intramural. Starting with boat racing (eventually known as crew and rowing), the two oldest American colleges—Harvard and Yale—entered into spirited regattas that attracted the enthusiastic alumni and students as spectators along the river banks of New England. It also ushered in professionalism and commercialism, as wealthy alumni provided cash incentives to publicize and glorify the competition. Crew was first and foremost but soon was joined by baseball, track and field, rugby, and eventually the rudiments of what we now know as American football (Smith, 1988).

Early 20th Century

The early 20th century saw important developments in intercollegiate athletics. The emergence of football as the major college sport was particularly important. This section discusses football's new prominence, its growth and the consequences of that growth, and the impact it had on the growth of other college sports. It also addresses the nexus between the Olympic movement and college student-athletes.

Football's Rise

By 1880 intercollegiate sports were dominated by what has been called the rise of football (Rudolph, 1962). Originally, the teams were run by and for students. They collected athletics fees from fellow students and arranged for playing fields, practice facilities, and scheduling games against student teams at other colleges. Each season the student who was elected team captain was responsible for organizing practices as well as strategy and decisions during a game. When spectator demand for seating at football games surpassed the size of the campus playing fields, the student teams relocated to large football stadia in such major cities as New York, Philadelphia, Chicago, and Cleveland. Large crowds for games involving Harvard, Princeton, Yale, and Pennsylvania finally helped college football gain revenues from ticket sales (Rudolph, 1962). Later, college football was elevated to a nondenominational religious experience, as pre-game ceremonies included a member of the clergy leading the spectators in prayer (Michener, 1976).

Media Coverage and Popular Interest

College sports also worked into the popular media during this era. Newspapers competed for paying readers. Front page coverage of college football games meant that a new generation of Americans learned how to “read football” according to the new vocabulary of sportswriters (Oriard, 1993). Newspapers devoted coverage for weeks prior to a big game. When printing technology allowed photographs, college football players were featured prominently.

Emergence of the Coach

Changes in media promoted the rise of the great college coach as a national figure. Notre Dame spearheaded this movement, as their successful coach, Knute Rockne, supplemented his on-field coaching duties with endorsements of commercial products, a radio show, a newspaper column, and a lucrative contract as a motivational speaker for the Studebaker Automobile Company whose main factory was nearby in South Bend (Thelin, 1994). Once again there were neither precedents nor restrictions on these enterprises (Smith, 2001).

By 1900 powerful college football teams underwent a change. Control of teams and the game shifted from student players to a new figure—the highly paid coach. At Harvard, for example, in the early 1900s a famous football coach was paid $5,000 per year—second in salary only to the university president and several times more than the highest paid professor earned (Smith, 1988). At the young University of Chicago, founded in 1892, the ambitious president hired a former Yale football star to serve both as football coach and a new position called “athletic director.” The coach–athletic director was given tenure as a professor yet was allowed to bypass usual academic budgeting procedures by submitting his financial requests directly to the board of trustees. The University of Chicago Athletics Department became the model of empire building within a campus, as the football coach who also was athletics director was overseer for all sports. The athletics director charged faculty and staff fees to use “his” tennis courts. He developed a recruiting network with high schools across the state by hosting the annual state track and field championships at the University of Chicago stadium. Above all, he successfully courted the industrialists and merchants of the city to be donors and season ticket holders as the university football team came to be the toast of the town (Lester, 1995).

Nationwide and Regional Expansion

College football went from news to publicity with the appearance of Walter Camp's annual selection of the All-American collegiate football squad. Camp, a Yale grad and former football player, used his base in New York City to write a syndicated column, endorse products, and control the All American selection process. Since most of the American population lived on the East Coast, concentrated in the larger cities of New York, Boston, Philadelphia, and Washington, D.C., college football awards had a strong regional bias. In the 1890s and well into the early 1900s Yale was the undisputed long-time football dynamo, followed by Princeton, Harvard, and Pennsylvania. Gradually, the teams from the Midwest at such universities as Chicago and Michigan gained a strong regional following and, grudgingly, some national recognition. The influence of the oldest universities was displayed in the convergence of standardizing football rules and the boom in constructing large football stadia. A number of coaches haggled over the size of the official college football field, some urging it to be a checker board rather than a gridiron. The discussions were moot when in 1904 Harvard built and opened its magnificent Soldiers’ Field, a horseshoe shaped stadium whose borders made the Harvard football field narrow. By default, this determined the nationwide dimensions and shape of all college football fields.

An important trend in making intercollegiate sports truly All American was the demographic and geographic spread of top caliber teams. In 1937, Life magazine featured a photo essay that proclaimed a new era as college championships moved west—breaking the monopoly of such colleges as Harvard, Princeton, and Yale (Thelin, 1994). Thanks to support from alumni and state legislatures, colleges in California, Washington, Minnesota, Iowa, and Texas now joined the traditional East Coast collegiate powers in gaining national championships and honors. An important, interesting example of this trend is football in the South. Although the southern colleges were latecomers to football, due in part to impoverished state economies, by the late 1920s and 1930s such football teams as Alabama, Georgia, Georgia Tech, Texas Christian University, Southern Methodist University, and North Carolina gained a prominent place in the national rankings compiled by sportswriters and publicized by newspapers nationwide.

Origins of Booster Groups

What had been an informal activity became a renegade pursuit. Eventually presidents, boards, and faculty conceded to student priorities—but in so doing, they attempted to harness varsity sports by placing them under administrative control. Much to the surprise of the presidents, the students’ enthusiasm for varsity football found a strong ally among alumni, who had great power as potential donors to their Alma Mater. The result was that at many colleges the sports program veered toward control by an athletics association dominated by recent graduates and alumni donors, with only incidental involvement of the president. College sports were here to stay. The new entity of the athletics association had power to collect revenues, hire and fire coaches, and set budgets and schedules outside the purview of the academic administration.

Origins of the NCAA and Bowls

The spread of college football programs eventually led to concerns about its rules. This involved two areas: first, the rules of the game on the playing field; and, second, the control of athletics program and policies by external bodies. The absence of standardized rules on the field lent itself to injuries and even fatalities. President Theodore Roosevelt, who looked at Sunday newspaper photographs of injured college players and expressed disgust with the brutality, resolved to bring about reform. He invited presidents of numerous universities to the White House to discuss football reforms. This led to the cooperation and creation of what would become the National Collegiate Athletic Association (Lawrence, 1987). The disappointing news was that the presidents of the most prestigious universities—and those with the most powerful football teams. such as Harvard, Yale, and Princeton—chose not to attend. So national regulation was voluntary and, hence, lacked much regulatory power.

Meanwhile, college football's popularity continued spread to colleges large and small across the nation. In metropolitan areas of the West and South, mayors, public audiences, and civic organizations latched on to the trend, as they established elaborate festivals whose parades and celebrations culminated with an end of season bowl game matching two outstanding teams. The original source of this “bowl fever” was the Festival of Roses in Pasadena, California—home of the familiar and still popular “Rose Bowl” game held on New Year's Day. It was no accident that cities in warm weather climates were the host of these New Year's Day college football spectaculars, as their week-long festivities, banquets, and parades attracted tens of thousands guests from college alumni in the cold Midwest. Eventually this practice extended across the nation to the Cotton Bowl in Dallas, the Sugar Bowl in New Orleans, the Orange Bowl in Miami—and even the Bacardi Bowl in warm, albeit distant, Havana, Cuba (Thelin, 1994). University presidents and alumni also capitalized on the events. The message was that intercollegiate football continued to ascend in its widespread appeal to sponsors far beyond the campus. While it may be difficult for readers in the 21st century to imagine, a hundred years ago there were no professional football teams to vie for spectators. College football remained the biggest game in town, whether in New York, Boston, Chicago, or Los Angeles. College football evolved into a source of state pride and for relatively young state universities of the Midwest and the Pacific Coast. Testimony to this state pride and championship football teams was that governors in the Midwest and Pacific Coast regularly attended big games and declared that a victory for the state university was no less than a victory for the entire state (Thelin, 1994).

Regulations and Reforms

The lack of regulation of college sports into the 1920s did not necessarily indicate illegal practices by college coaches, players, and boosters. Rather, it suggested absence of laws rather than disobeying laws (Thelin, 1994). College sports still lacked any strong governing body apart from the voluntary association of conferences. Although the Western Conference, later well known as the Big Ten, provided some measure of faculty oversight to the large universities of the Midwest, it was the exception rather than the rule. Standards for student eligibility to play sports, ground rules for financial aid to student-athletes, and codes of conduct for coaches were either absent or unenforced. Once in a while, as was the case with the Pacific Coast Conference, institutional members became sufficiently upset with the flagrant academic abuses of one member institution that a program might be suspended from conference play. Penalties were rare and conferences had only slight influence on curbing abuses.

One historical example of the lack of regulation, as well as the customs that separate college sports of the 21st century from the teams and programs of the early 20th century, centered on the issue of gambling. Well into the late 1920s neither college coaches nor players considered wagering on college sports to be either wrong or illegal. What was not tolerated as part of the college student-athlete's code was betting that one's own team would lose a game. Betting on sports was an accepted American pastime. Only years later would this climate change, with the NCAA penalizing gambling by student-athletes and coaches.

College sports were beyond the control of college and university presidents. Alumni and donors, known as “boosters,” were identified as the source of power for expensive programs. Such was the controversial finding of the 1929 report on college sports written by Howard J. Savage for the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching (Thelin, 1994). Newspapers gave front page coverage to the critical and candid report. The Carnegie Foundation report was denounced by numerous university presidents whose teams had been cited for excesses and abuses in their sports programs. The Carnegie Foundation stood by their allegations and countered the disgruntled university presidents by documenting all their claims.

One development in the wake of the 1929 Carnegie Foundation report was the development or refinement of collegiate conferences. This often meant the addition of a new officer—the commissioner, whose duties included oversight of appropriate and ethical practices within the ranks of member institutions. How well this charge was carried out varied greatly from one conference to another. Indeed, what is most interesting about the reform movement starting in the 1930s is that conference commissioners often increased law abiding behavior by declaring certain practices as acceptable. Such was the case with the practice of providing financial support to student-athletes—whether in the form of jobs provided by alumni or direct scholarship awards.

Football's Impact on the Development of Other Sports Teams

Football was king—and its success tended to promote the addition of new varsity sports. Already crew, track and field, and baseball had a vigorous following among students and spectators. These eventually would be joined by minor sports (or Olympic sports) such as swimming, cross country, wrestling, boxing, gymnastics, and some regional sports such as ice hockey, lacrosse, field hockey, or water polo. Opportunistic football coaches persuaded boards of trustees and alumni associations to build new football stadiums that seated from 50,000 to 60,000 by using the argument that robust ticket sales for football would be the golden goose to subsidize all other sports. This movement gained momentum after World War I, as hundreds of colleges and universities nationwide constructed new facilities for football—usually with the designation “Memorial Stadium” to honor alumni and state citizens who had served in the armed forces during World War I (Thelin, 1994).

The array of popular college sports rounded out with a new game—basketball—that was created at the YMCA in Springfield, Massachusetts. The sport's most enthusiastic supporters were in the colleges of the Midwest. The popular appeal of basketball required colleges to add a new kind of facility—the field house or gymnasium that was able to accommodate one to two thousand spectators during the winter season.

Olympics and College Student-Athletes

Although football was the main story in college sports, it was not the only story. Thanks to the revival of the international Olympic Games by France's Baron de Coubertin in 1896, the United States joined with European nations in fielding squads every four years to compete for Olympic medals, especially in track and field. The intercollegiate track teams of the United States were the primary source of the nation's Olympic athletes. And they excelled, bringing home an abundance of gold medals (Smith, 1988). The happy result was a reciprocal effect in which colleges looked forward to grooming future Olympic athletes—and their subsequent success in international Olympic competition inspired a next generation of college student-athletes to train for the Olympics. An excellent example of this development was Jim Thorpe, a Native American from Oklahoma, who ultimately was an All-American football player and outstanding student-athlete in track at the Carlisle School for Indians in Pennsylvania (Jenkins, 2007). Thorpe won numerous gold medals, including the heralded decathlon, in the 1912 Olympics held in Stockholm, Sweden. A few years later, his fame turned to shame, as he was indicted for having accepted summer pay in sandlot baseball. Although this was later found to be a bogus charge, Thorpe had to forfeit his Olympic medals. His story illustrated the perennial conflict of amateurism and professionalism in American collegiate athletics. It also brought attention to the exploitation of student-athletes, especially those who were from modest income background and minority groups.

The ties of American college sports with the Olympics reached great heights and international influence at the 1936 games held in Munich, Germany when Jesse Owens, a student-athlete from Ohio State University, won an unprecedented four gold medals in track and field competition. Owens, an African American, provided real and symbolic American rejection of the Aryan racial superiority that the host nation Germany had proclaimed as part of the politicization of sports by the leader of their Nazi party, Adolf Hitler. Once again, abuses associated with race and class were part of the story along with triumph and celebration. Jesse Owens, for all his collegiate and Olympic accomplishments, was prohibited from living in dormitories or using dining halls on campus because of his race.

Prosperity and Problems After World War II

During World War II most intercollegiate sports programs were suspended. The alternative development was that the armed services leadership was persuaded that having college players who had enlisted in the military play on teams representing naval bases or army forts was good for national morale and also an effective source of preparing future military leaders. Most interesting was the accommodation and encouragement given to the service academies, especially West Point (Kemper, 2009). The official position was that it was in the national interest to allow a college football player who had already graduated and completed varsity eligibility at another college to enroll at West Point and play for the football team. Even though there were no systematic studies to confirm the effectiveness of such provisions and programs, they became fixtures in our national life. When World War II ended in 1945 the veterans who had played on the powerful military football squads often found a smooth transition into civilian life, including going to college. University presidents and athletics directors recruited the military coaches and their players to enroll and play immediately, often with little concern for the usual protocols of checking school transcripts or passing admissions exams because university officials eagerly sought to assure the personnel necessary for a championship season.

The postwar years of 1945 to 1952 represented the extreme accommodation of college sports (Lawrence, 1987; Kemper, 2009; Thelin, 1994). Once again, the absence of any national requirements on academic standards or limits on athletics expansion opened the floodgates. At many state universities with an enrollment of about 5,000 students, it was not unusual to have more than 300 students report for opening football practice. In the early 1950s, college players who later signed with professional teams in the National Football League discovered that their professional salary was often less than the compensation provided by a college athletics scholarship.

The foremost abuses of unregulated intercollegiate sports after World War II did not involve football. It was the relatively new sport of basketball that ascended most rapidly in its appeal to students, student-athletes, alumni, spectators—and gamblers. The heart of this development was Madison Square Garden in New York City, where each weekend during the winter season, local college teams played a total of five to eight games. Often, the New York area colleges would be joined by visiting opponents who were top teams in other regions and conferences nationwide. The result each week was a large crowd watching a local team play against teams from the Midwest or South, for example, Bradley University or the University of Kentucky. For bookies and bettors, the real game was off the court, as one wagered that a particular college team would beat the point spread. For a gambler, the aim was not necessarily to fix a game so that one team was guaranteed to beat another. The scheme was subtle—a college player was bribed merely to miss some shots so that his team would still win—but by fewer points than projected by bookmakers. By 1951 newspaper articles in the popular press combined with charges and indictments by federal officials placed the national spotlight on college players who had cooperated with gamblers in what was known as point shaving. These scandals served as a tipping point to force the United States Congress to consider college sports oversight (Thelin, 1994).

Congress itself did not want to take on this responsibility, opting instead to continue a national tradition of minimizing direct federal intervention by relying on voluntary associations as a reliable proxy. This was the successful approach Congress used in calling on regional accreditation agencies to vouch for the good standing of colleges and universities that wished to be eligible to receive federal student financial aid payments from the GI Bill. As for oversight of college sports, the next step then was for a congressional subcommittee to hold hearings and to invite national organizations of academic leaders and university presidents to take on this new, official role. The disappointing result was that arguments and differences within the ranks of college and university presidents derailed the attempt to have the American Council on Education become the intercollegiate sports governing board (Lawrence, 1987; Sperber, 1998). By default, then, Congress asked the National Collegiate Athletic Association (NCAA) to regulate college sports.

The NCAA had a small staff housed in an office suite in Chicago. Heretofore its organizational mission was to sponsor championship events and tournaments in selected sports—a roster that did not include an NCAA championship for the premiere sport, college football. Even the NCAA's championship tournament for basketball was often surpassed in prestige by the National Invitational Tournament (NIT). In the late 1940s proposals to have the NCAA approve and then carry out nationwide standards defining admissions and financial aid terms for varsity student-athletes either were rejected by member institutions or, if passed, were ineffective and short-lived. This changed when the NCAA accepted the congressional offer, and it meant that two disparate and perhaps antagonistic responsibilities—the commercial promotion of college sports championships plus the educational regulation of college sports—now were combined in the same organization.

Rise of the National Collegiate Athletic Association

The energized NCAA, strengthened by its congressional mandate, soon introduced a new level of oversight and regulation to college sports. First, it upheld the decision of the Southeastern Conference to have the University of Kentucky suspend varsity basketball for the 1953–54 season—a penalty imposed on the basis of court cases involving charges of point shaving by Kentucky players. Second, the NCAA established ongoing committees and staff assignments with authority to monitor the conduct of athletics programs at member institutions. During the same years the NCAA asserted involvement and, eventually, primacy in regulating television broadcasts of football games. One reason for the latter initiative was the widespread fear among athletics directors that the popularity and affordability of television would eventually induce potential ticket buyers to stay away from attending college football games, opting instead to watch televised games at home. By the late 1950s the NCAA had put together a format of the “Game of the Week” in a contract with national television networks. The result was that each week, a total of only eight college football games were to be televised. This was broken down to specify four geographic regions within the continental United States, with viewers in each region having access to an early afternoon game and a mid-afternoon game. Individual colleges were prohibited from negotiating their own television arrangements. By 1960 the combination of powers in regulation and in commercial broadcasting had transformed the NCAA into a formidable governing body in college sports nationwide (Lawrence, 1987).

Race and Social Justice

Beneath the surface of the NCAA's consolidation and control of college sports nationwide several issues of social justice showed growing signs of stress and conflict that would increasingly shape the character of college sports for the next half century (see Chapter Seventeen for a discussion of current diversity issues in intercollegiate sports and recreation). In matters of race, college sports in the post-World War II era were characterized by outright racial exclusion and segregation, ranging at best to nominal racial desegregation (Demas, 2010). Many of the New Year's Day bowl games held in the South refused to invite college teams whose rosters included African American players. Major conferences such as the Southeastern Conference, the Southwestern Conference, and the Atlantic Coast Conference were slow to allow racial integration—a reform that in some cases did not take place until the 1970s. A few major universities had embraced genuine racial integration in their intercollegiate squads—foremost exemplified by UCLA. Jackie Robinson gained fame in 1947 for breaking the so-called “color line” of major league baseball. Equally important is that he, along with such fellow students as Woody Strode and Kenny Washington, earlier had been student-athletes at UCLA—with All Star honors in football, basketball, track, and baseball. The 1951 University of San Francisco football team was undefeated and ranked by some sportswriters as the top team in the nation. However, the team voted unanimously to refuse an offer to play in the Sugar Bowl game if—and only if—the USF team did not bring their players who were African American. In college basketball, the National Association of Intercollegiate Athletics (NAIA) was a pioneer in allowing and encouraging historically black colleges and universities to compete against predominantly white colleges in the national championship tournament.

The NAIA was exceptional in its race relations. What one finds is that college coaches either grudgingly allowed or actively recruited an increasing number of African American student-athletes (Oriard, 2009). In some cases, such as at the University of Wyoming, this gain in racial equity had a dysfunction—namely, the isolation of Black student-athletes as second-class citizens within a predominantly white student body. As a result, starting in the late 1960s Black student-athletes nationwide started to assert their requests and demands for full inclusion in the academic and extracurricular life of the campus (Demas, 2010; Michener, 1976; Oriard, 2009). One important facet of this initiative was awareness of the widespread exploitation of Black student-athletes—in which athletics directors, coaches, and even academic deans showed little concern for the undergraduate education and bachelor's degree completion for these recruited student-athletes.

Women and Gender Equity in College Sports

In addition to conflicts and changes over race in college sports, gender became a significant and contentious concern by the late 1970s. The slow but ultimately potent mechanism for this new era and new deal in college sports was the federal 1972 Title IX legislation that prohibited discrimination in educational programs on the basis of race and gender (see Chapter Six for a thorough discussion of Title IX). Although intercollegiate sports was not a primary focus of those who drafted the legislation, by about 1974 there were test cases that gave a preview of how visible and substantive the issue of women as student-athletes would be in the gradual implementation and enforcement of Title IX (Suggs, 2005). Heretofore women did have some organized structures for intercollegiate competition—namely, the Association of Intercollegiate Athletics for Women (AIAW). There was a complete separation of women's varsity programs from those provided for men. This separate-but-unequal funding arrangement on most major college and university campuses started to change—or, at least, was brought into question—in 1978 when the NCAA made a drastic change in its long-time policy of limiting its purview to sports for male student-athletes. The NCAA phased in its sponsorship of championship events for women, with such sports as gymnastics, basketball, track and field, and soccer. By the 1980s membership in the NCAA required a college to adhere to the NCAA's new, increasingly rigorous standards for sponsoring varsity sports for women. Eventually this included criteria to demonstrate good faith efforts that a college was moving toward reasonable if not equal funding for women in terms of grants-in-aid, coaches’ salaries, practice facilities, uniforms and equipment, and travel budgets. Compliance was sparse and slow—but these provisions, along with Title IX enforcement and court cases, assured women's varsity sports an enduring place and increasing gains in the intercollegiate athletics arena.

Intercollegiate Athletics: High Stakes in the 21st Century

The heritage of intercollegiate sports in the United States has led to the formalization of a substantial athletics enterprise in the early 21st century in which more than 2,000 degree granting colleges and universities sponsor annual competition for over 400,000 student-athletes. Institutional programs are organized into voluntary conferences and national associations (see Chapter Seven for an in depth discussion regarding the various governing bodies in intercollegiate athletics and campus recreation). In the first decade of the 21st century American colleges were a fertile source of highly talented student-athletes whose contribution to their colleges’ championships and publicity often was followed by excellence in international competition such as the Olympic Games or in various professional leagues. The growth of college sports from its founding days to its contemporary construction can be viewed as an outstanding and uniquely American success story, but that success has brought with it significant challenges at the onset of the 21st century.

The increasing specialization and professionalization of intercollegiate athletics has brought unprecedented emphasis to college sports within the American campus—a trend that diffuses to almost all colleges and is not confined just to the NCAA Division I programs. Even academically selective colleges give admissions priority to applicants who offer athletic skills that matched with a college's particular sports priorities (Bowen and Levin, 2003). This, in turn, fosters a sense of entitlement among student-athletes, who often have a college experience apart from most of their fellow classmates. This development raises the question as to whether many of the high-pressure varsity programs have transformed the student-athlete into the athlete-student (Oriard, 2009).

In a similar vein, colleges and universities eager for winning teams to bolster institutional reputation and alumni donations escalate the stakes by being willing to pay a coach high salaries—usually far beyond the compensation for faculty and in many instances surpassing the salary and benefits of a college or university president—and by building extensive and expensive sports complexes. The Achilles Heel of college sports nationwide in this period of popularity is that, in fact, only a small number of athletics programs were financially self-supporting (Associated Press, 2010). National reports by blue ribbon groups such as the Knight Commission have expressed alarm at the expenses of college sports at all levels—and warned that presidents and academic leaders are having increased problems of maintaining appropriate educational oversight of the intercollegiate athletics programs. This is the critical situation in which college sports found themselves by 2010.

Conclusion

How do historical trends in intercollegiate athletics have consequences for a new generation of students and professionals in higher education and sport administration? One finding that emerges is that the definition of what it means to be a student-athlete has changed dramatically over time. The implication for the present and future is that one needs to revisit this definition to make certain it is both pertinent for contemporary situations and appropriate educationally. This is no easy or obvious task, given the increasingly competitive and commercial character of American society. The dramatic historical changes in diversifying the gender, racial, and ethnic profile of college student-athletes represent a start—but this remains unfinished business. Reconsidering and reforming the profile will require discussion and coordination with numerous campus offices, especially if a college wishes to have its athletes be successful students.

For college and university presidents, rethinking the connections of an intercollegiate sports program to campuswide governance is crucial because recent reports by the Knight Commission on the Future of Intercollegiate Athletics indicate that many presidents, especially at Division I institutions, feel that presidents have lost control of college sports (2011). Governance is closely linked to policies and practices involving budgeting and appropriation of resources. A fundamental question is, “How should a college's athletics policies harmonize with its educational philosophy?” In the area of governance, the recurrent question calling for review is, “How much autonomy and interdependence should college sports have in relation to other parts of a campus?” Perhaps one of the most potentially powerful participants in this issue will be the board of trustees, a group that is relatively silent and invisible in program deliberations.

The most striking characteristic of intercollegiate sports over two centuries is that intercollegiate sports have experienced growth in participation, resources, visibility, and support from campus constituencies and the American public and media. This success has created in the 21st century what may be termed the paradox of popularity. Success and even fame have been accompanied by increased scrutiny and accountability to various, often conflicting, audiences and stakeholders. There is little doubt that this will be an important, interesting field in which to work and lead.

Chapter One Key Points


1. Early faculty resistance to campus sports was born of both religious and educational concerns. Despite faculty objections, students organized their own teams and games with other local college teams. American colleges in the late 19th century relied on the English model of sports and schools to make the case that playing football had educational value for building character and transmitting values (Smith, 1988).

2. By 1880 intercollegiate sports were dominated by what has been called the rise of football (Rudolph, 1962). Changes in media promoted the rise of the great college coach as a national figure.

3. An important trend in making intercollegiate sports truly All American was the demographic and geographic spread of top-caliber teams.

4. College sports were beyond the control of college and university presidents. Alumni and donors, known as “boosters,” were identified as the source of power for expensive programs. One development in the wake of the 1929 Carnegie Foundation report was the development or refinement of collegiate conferences. Football was king—and its success tended to promote the addition of new varsity sports.

5. The intercollegiate track teams of the United States were the primary source of the nation's Olympic athletes. And they excelled, bringing home an abundance of gold medals (Smith, 1988). The happy result was a reciprocal effect in which colleges looked forward to grooming future Olympic athletes, and their subsequent success in international Olympic competition inspired a next generation of college student-athletes to train for the Olympics.

6. During World War II most intercollegiate sports programs were suspended. The postwar years of 1945 to 1952 represented the extreme accommodation of college sports (Lawrence, 1987; Kemper, 2009; Thelin, 1994).

7. Congress did not want to take on the responsibility of governing college sports, opting instead to continue a national tradition of minimizing direct federal intervention by relying on voluntary associations as a reliable proxy. By default, then, Congress asked the National Collegiate Athletic Association (NCAA) to regulate college sports. The energized NCAA, strengthened by its congressional mandate, soon introduced a new level of oversight and regulation to college sports.

8. In matters of race, college sports in the post-World War II era were characterized by outright racial exclusion and segregation, ranging at best to nominal racial desegregation (Demas, 2010). In addition to conflicts and changes over race in college sports, gender became a significant and contentious concern by the late 1970s.

9. The growth of college sports from its founding days to its contemporary construction can be viewed as an outstanding and uniquely American success story, but that success has brought with it significant challenges at the onset of the 21st century.

10. Even academically selective colleges give admissions priority to applicants who offer athletic skills that match with a college's particular sports priorities (Bowen and Levin, 2003). This, in turn, fosters a sense of entitlement among student-athletes, who often have a college experience apart from most of their fellow classmates. This development raises the question as to whether many of the high-pressure varsity programs have transformed the student-athlete into the athlete-student (Oriard, 2009).

11. The Achilles Heel of college sports nationwide in this period of popularity is that, in fact, only a small number of athletics programs were financially self-supporting (Associated Press, 2010). National reports by blue ribbon groups such as the Knight Commission have expressed alarm at the expenses of college sports at all levels—and warned that presidents and academic leaders are having increased problems of maintaining appropriate educational oversight of the intercollegiate athletics programs.

12. The most striking characteristic of intercollegiate sports over two centuries is that they have experienced growth in participation, resources, visibility, and support from campus constituencies and the American public and media. This success has created in the 21st century what may be termed the paradox of popularity. Success and even fame have been accompanied by increased scrutiny and accountability to various, often conflicting, audiences and stakeholders.
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CHAPTER TWO

AN OVERVIEW OF FITNESS AND RECREATION IN COLLEGIATE SETTINGS

Donald L. Rockey, Jr. and Robert J. Barcelona

“Campus recreation is the umbrella term used to describe a myriad of recreation and leisure activity programming on university and college campuses” (Hums and MacLean, 2008, p. 137). These activities include programming in intramurals, clubs, outdoor/adventure, fitness, aquatics, informal recreation, and instructional classes. The purpose of this chapter is to provide the reader with a historical perspective of campus recreation and fitness as it pertains to the American higher education system.

This chapter covers the history and development of campus recreation, as well as the theories that have influenced this development. It identifies common programs in campus recreation and discusses trends in campus recreation and fitness before offering concluding thoughts.

Evolution of Campus Recreation and Fitness

Campus recreation and fitness has gone through an evolution in the American higher educational system. This section discusses how the role and purpose of campus recreation and fitness, as well its components, have changed over time, from its early beginnings as an element of athletics and physical education to its transition to the realm of student affairs.

Early Beginnings of Campus Recreation and Fitness

Recreation on the collegiate campus did not have an auspicious start. The religious beliefs of the early colonists extended into higher education. Included in these religious beliefs was a negative attitude toward recreation and play. Recreation and play led to sin. Hence, they were to be avoided, as should people who sought out recreation and play (Sessoms and Henderson, 1994). Institutions such as Princeton University even enforced penalties on students who played ball in certain areas on campus because these activities were believed to be unbecoming of gentlemen students (Means, 1952).

As America moved toward the Civil War in the 1800s, a change in the views toward recreation and fitness began to develop. Competition among groups on college campuses, as well as between colleges, began to gain momentum. Baseball, rowing, and football owe part of their popularity and growth to the interest of college students in them and students’ participation on college campuses. Although the onset of the Civil War slowed the growth of sport on college campuses, it did generate interest in fitness. To meet the need for fit men to fill the military ranks, the University of Minnesota organized a compulsory physical activity program for all men in the freshman class (Burton and Wade, 2003).

After the Civil War, recreation continued to expand its offerings on college campuses. This growth was partly due to the fact that recreational activities such as baseball were encouraged by military leaders during the Civil War (Kirsch, 1998). Intercollegiate games also became more common nationwide. It was also at this time that campus recreation and sport found an unlikely new supporter, the Protestant Church. Leading church figures of the time began to realize that sport and physical activity can build morality and good character (McLean, Hurd, and Rogers, 2008). The movement that evolved from this combination of church and recreation was called the Muscular Lyceum, or Muscular Christianity Movement, and it helped break down some of the stigmas associated with recreation and sport on college campuses.

Despite the growth in interest among students across campuses nationwide in recreation, college administrators still had a negative view of such activities. Many thought recreation on campus had no importance or educational value (Means, 1952). They took the stance that recreation needed to be “either tolerated or restricted” (National Intramural-Recreational Sports Association [NIRSA], 2008, p. 23).

Early forms of campus recreation participation took three primary forms: (1) informal leisure activities that students organized for themselves with little outside assistance, such as hiking, paddling on the lake, or equestrian activities, (2) organized physical activity and instruction programs focused on calisthenics, hygiene, and military training, and (3) semi-organized games and competitions played against fellow college students, local club teams, or students from other universities. During the latter half of the 19th century, there was little or no distinction between student-athletes and the rest of the college population, as most organized sport and athletic activities and contests were run for students by students themselves. However, as time progressed, the semistructured games between students became more organized, as coaching, formalized rule sets, league affiliations, and the growing presence of spectators became the norm.

Much of the early history of intercollegiate athletics competition, football in particular, was marked by open tension between faculty and students, with the former trying to exert pressure to either close down or seriously control what was perceived to be a threat to the culture of higher education. At the same time, instruction in physical activity was being offered for the general campus population, primarily for the purposes of health and exercise (calisthenics), and for military training and physical readiness to fight, especially for men. While watching athletics contests became an increasingly popular activity for college students, they “wanted physical exercise that was more interesting and fun than the rigid calisthenics, marching and drilling, and exercise or gymnastics programs that were favored by campus faculties” (NIRSA, 2008, p. 23).

What most people think of today as recreation—structured and organized leisure-time activities that are freely chosen, focus on broad-based participation, and are primarily intrinsically rewarding—was not necessarily on the minds of early college faculties. It was, however, on the minds of college students at the turn of the 20th century, as large numbers of students who were not on intercollegiate teams were participating informally in sport clubs and in recreational sport activities such as baseball, football, rowing, and running (Lewis, Jones, Lamke, and Dunn, 1998). College faculty and administrators recognized the growing popularity of participating in sport for fun and enjoyment as opposed to competition. This led to the creation of sport programs run by coaches and physical education instructors for students who were not intercollegiate athletes at places such as Cornell University in 1904, and the creation of separate intramural athletics departments at the University of Michigan and Ohio State University in 1913 (Lewis et al., 1998; NIRSA, 2008). It is at this point that the separation between intercollegiate athletics and campus recreation began to formalize.

New Thoughts on Campus Recreation and Fitness

The Great Depression and World War II had a profound impact on the country's views of leisure and recreation and this led to additional changes in the leaderships’ views on recreation and fitness on college campuses. Americans began to view recreation as a wise use of leisure time. With approximately one-third of the American population unemployed during the Great Depression, effective use of nonwork time had to be explored. To meet the need to use free or leisure time effectively, many of Franklin D. Roosevelt's New Deal programs involved recreation and sport. Programs such as the Works Progress Administration and the Federal Emergency Relief Administration built recreational and sport facilities and hired leaders in the field of recreation These New Deal programs created the expectation that the provision of recreation was the responsibility of the government on the federal, state, and municipal levels (McLean, Hurd, and Rogers, 2008). With the government providing recreation and sport, college campuses found it harder to justify a lack of support for the recreational needs of their students. Also creating a newfound interest in fitness on college campuses was the finding that nearly half of all draftees for World War II were either rejected or given noncombat positions due to low fitness levels (Rice, Hutchinson, and Lee, 1958). In response to the issue of poor physical health and fitness, after World War II schools at all levels strengthened their programming in physical fitness.

Also after World War II, higher education in America was booming. Many of the former servicemen who returned from Europe were offered opportunities to continue their education with financial assistance from the federal government through the Montgomery GI Bill. These servicemen had grown to expect recreational opportunities be provided to them. Universities had to meet that need. This led to a question coming out of the 1947 American Alliance for Health, Physical Education, and Recreation Conference: Who is responsible for the development of recreational programs in the college setting (NIRSA, 2008)? Should it be physical education departments, athletics departments, or even student affairs? It was not until the late 1950s that this question would finally be answered.

An additional significant event that occurred in the late 1940s was the William Wasson study of black college intramural programs across the United States, which led to the written report, A Comparative Study of Intramural Programs in Negro Colleges. This report in turn resulted in a meeting between twenty-two male and female intramural directors from eleven universities at which the National Intramural Association, which later became known as the National Intramural-Recreational Sport Association, was created (NIRSA, 2008). Since its creation NIRSA has been the leading resource for campus recreation professionals.

Time of Change and Growth in Campus Recreation and Fitness

From the late 1950s to the 2000s, campus recreation and fitness has gone through both change and growth. Students’ interest in strictly intramural programming began to wane as they became more interested in noncompetitive activities. Based upon this interest, campus recreation expanded into offering other forms of programming, including instruction, aquatics, wellness, and outdoor and adventure.

Women also were offered more opportunities in campus recreation during the 1970s. At first Title IX, which was passed in 1972, had a negative impact on campus recreation for women in recreation, particularly women's intramural programming. Since it opened up more opportunities for women to compete on the intercollegiate athletics level, fewer participated in intramurals. With the growth of athletics opportunities for women and the acceptance that women can be athletes, more recreational and sport programming evolved out of campus recreation.

In the 1980s and 1990s, campus recreation was looked upon as making significant contributions on college and universities (Barcelona and Ross, 2002). College and university administrators began to see that campus recreation can serve as a means, for example, to recruit and retain students and faculty and can enhance the overall image of the institution. With this recognition, campus recreation and fitness programming saw a significant amount of growth.

Foundations of Campus Recreation

Campus recreation programs tend to focus on participation, that is, providing opportunities for recreation, sport, and fitness participation for the widest range of students regardless of ability. This focus contrasts with that of departments of athletics or physical education, where the emphasis is placed either on competitive sport experiences and elite participation for the former, or basic skill instruction and the professional preparation of physical education teachers for the latter. Historically, campus recreation departments have been associated with departments of athletics or physical education. However, given the growth of campus recreation programs and offerings and the philosophical divide that separates much of campus recreation programming from other organized forms of sport participation at college, campus recreation departments have started to recognize their commonality with other areas of student affairs, including residence life, student union programming, clubs and activities, and fraternities and sororities.

The growing recognition prompted in a report by Bryant, Anderson, and Dunn titled, “Rationale for Independent Administration of Collegiate Recreational Sports Programs” (1994). The report was considered a landmark, in that it argued persuasively for separate administrative support such as facilities, staff, and budget for campus recreation programs. The report advocated for recreational sport programs that focused on “leadership development, appreciation of differences, group development, self-discipline, conflict resolution skills and safety awareness” (Bryant et al., 1994, p. 1). The authors recognized the role that campus recreation programs can play in helping to educate the whole student—a hallmark of student affairs programs and services. The report is still considered to be significant today in terms of articulating a view that campus recreation departments are philosophically and administratively different from their counterparts in athletics and physical education or academic affairs. This reflected a movement that saw 61% of campus recreation departments administratively housed in divisions of student affairs versus the 34% which were administratively housed in athletics or academic programs such as physical education (Bryant, et al., 1994). Today, the number has increased to approximately 75% (Haines, 2007).

It has been suggested by others that the 1994 document was the impetus that began shifting the thinking in campus recreation toward a focus on student learning and development and away from merely providing recreational activities for their own sake (Franklin, 2007). That is not to say that the facilities, programs, and services that campus recreation departments offer to students are not important. On the contrary, proponents of college student learning and development approach believe that “transformative learning always occurs within the active contexts of student lives” (Keeling, 2006, p. vii). To that end, intentionally and purposefully designed campus recreation programs and experiences can provide the platform for student learning and development to take place outside the formal classroom experience.

Theories That Impacted Development of Campus Recreation

In this section some of the major theories that have influenced the development of campus recreation are discussed. These theories include sport theories and recreation-play theories. Additional theories are elaborated in Chapter Three.

Sport Theories

Sport theories help campus recreation administrators understand and explain the significance of the service they offer. Although the theories may seem abstract, they can suggest practical applications to the planning and implementation of campus recreation. Several of these sport theories are of particular importance to the club and intramural sport leader.

Functionalist Theory

The functionalist theory focuses on how sports contribute to the smooth operations of societies, communities, organizations, and groups (Coakley, 2009). Based upon this theory, sport helps to preserve the status quo. Hence, club sport and intramurals maintain values, such as goal achievement and teamwork, which preserve stability and order on a college campus.

Conflict Theory

The conflict theory is based upon the assumption that every society is a system of relationships that are shaped by economic factors. According to this theory, all aspects of social life depend upon economic interests and the people who control the economy (Coakley, 2009). Based upon this theory, social order is achieved through “coercion, exploitation, and manipulation; the distribution of power; and the use of that power to facilitate change” (Franklin and Hardin, 2008, p. 9). Professional and collegiate sports are controlled by leadership that controls the money such as owners and university administrators. The athlete, if he or she wants to participate, must fall into line and follow the rules set up by the financial leadership. Club and intramural sports provide participants the opportunity to increase their control of the situation since profit is not a motive. In addition, club sports allow the members of the team to share in the decision-making process of how the team's finances will be used.

Critical Theory

Rather than focus on society as a whole in order to understand it, critical theory focuses on the diversity, contradictions, and changes that characterize social life (Coakley, 2009). Critical theory considers sport, not as a simple reflection of society, but as a means by which culture is produced, reproduced, and changed. Critical theory, as applied to club sport and intramurals, emphasizes the need for multiple and diverse forms of sport participation as the needs and interests of the participants change. Club sports and intramurals are easily adaptable to meet the requirements for diversity in sport.

Interactionalist Theory

As humans interact with one another they give meaning to themselves, others, and the world (Franklin and Hardin, 2008). Based upon these meanings they make decisions and take action. This is the premise behind the interactionalist theory. In this context, the meaning and interaction of sport becomes the focus. The interactionalist theory, as applied to club sport and intramurals, emphasizes the athletes as responsible for organizing and controlling their sport.

Play and Recreation Theories

Play theories were originally developed as a means to explain the need for recreation and play but they apply to campus recreation. Several theories of play have had an impact on the development and growth of campus recreation and fitness. Five of the major theories include the surplus energy theory, the compensatory theory, the catharsis theory, the flow theory, and the conflict-enculturation theory.

Surplus-Energy Theory

The surplus-energy theory suggests that recreation provides an outlet to burn energy otherwise not used during daily life (Schiller, 1875; Spencer, 1873). Evidence for this theory can be observed on a college campus in the many recreational activities of students such as playing basketball, running and jogging, and cycling.

Compensatory Theory

Reaney's (1916) and Robinson's (1920) compensatory theory suggests that recreation serves as a substitute outlet for desires and goals when other avenues to accomplish goals are blocked or unfulfilled. Recreation allows an individual to make up for unpleasant experiences such as a poor grade on a test.

Catharsis Theory

The catharsis theory suggests that recreation provides a positive outlet for participants to purge antisocial urges. Recreation is a safety valve that vents excess energies and emotions. Playing an intramural sport, for example, provides such an outlet for these negative emotions.

Flow Theory

Csikszentmihalyi's flow theory (1990) suggests that play and recreation provides an alternate state of consciousness that people seek out to experience. When a person enters “flow” he or she loses all sense of self-consciousness and ego and feels a sense of personal control or power. Many campus recreation experiences are created to try to allow the participant to reach flow by matching skill level with challenge level.

Conflict-Enculturation Theory

The conflict-enculturation theory suggests that recreation offers the participant an opportunity to experience and learn new behaviors in a safe environment (Sutton-Smith, 1997). Based upon this theory, college students are prepared for adulthood and trained in abilities such as cooperation, competition, fair play, and handling emotions through recreational experiences.

Common Program Areas of Campus Recreation

Colleges and universities offer areas of recreational programming that are quite diverse in hopes of covering students’ wide range of interests. Here we discuss some of the most common areas of programming that are offered on university campuses. These areas are not discreet, however, and a program or activity may be included in more than one of them.

Aquatics

Many college and universities have one or more swimming pools on campus to cater to students’ interest in water-based forms of recreation and fitness. Programming that occurs in this area may include open swim (lap swim), intramurals (water polo), club teams (swim team), instructional classes (swim lessons, scuba), fitness (aqua aerobics), and outdoor recreation (scuba kayak, and canoeing).

Fitness

College students have become more health conscious, so offering fitness programming is an important element of most campus recreation programs. Included in the large on-campus recreation facilities are areas for students to take part in fitness-related activities. Campus recreation departments commonly offer group fitness classes (Zumba, Yoga), personal training, informal training (weight and cardiovascular equipment), intramurals (basketball), and instructional classes to meet the students’ needs in this area.

Intramurals

Intramurals are school-based recreational sport pursuits involving some form of competition between one or more participants. The key element of intramural sport is the freedom of choice. Unlike intercollegiate athletics, the participants have a choice in programs in which to participate, the formats, and at what level to compete. Intramural programming is a staple for most campus recreation departments and may range from a fishing tournament to the more traditional flag football and basketball.

Club Sports (Extramurals)

Club sports differ from intramurals in the fact that the club teams or individuals compete against other club teams or individuals not housed on their own college campus. Club sports are similar to intercollegiate athletics except the pressure to win is not as high, and the leadership for the team derives from the team members. Campus recreation departments commonly rely on students to develop ideas for club teams and then support them once interest has been established. Similar to intramurals, club sports may include anything that allows participants to compete against others, such as traditional flag football, baseball, and even the more contemporary extreme sports such as wake boarding.

Outdoor Recreation and Adventure Recreation

Outdoor recreation requires interaction between the individual and an element of nature. Adventure recreation, which is often used interchangeably with outdoor recreation, can include nature-based recreation but it does not have to occur in nature and it has an element of perceived risk involved. Outdoor recreation and adventure programming includes hiking, backpacking, camping, rock climbing, skiing (alpine and cross-country), scuba, and other nature-based recreation, as well as challenge courses. Some universities such as the University of North Carolina-Chapel Hill, Harvard University, and Prescott College offer incoming freshmen an opportunity to take part in a wilderness-based recreation activity as a means to acclimate the students to college.

Informal

Informal or open recreation programming provides the opportunity for students to participate in recreation activities without requiring leadership or direct planning from the campus recreation department. Often campus recreation departments provide this in the form of having the basketball courts open for students to just show up and play or offering an open weight room where students may work out without any guidance. To further assist and encourage informal recreation, campus recreation departments commonly allow students to check out or rent equipment needed to participate in these activities. Informal recreation allows campus recreation providers opportunities to reach students who do not want their leisure time structured or planned for them.

Instructional Classes

Instructional classes refer to those recreational programs that have the purpose of teaching a new skill or activity to students. These programs are not academic courses. The students have the ability to freely choose to take part in these courses and they do so because they want to learn the related skill or activity. Campus recreation departments may offer instructional programming, for example, in dance (ballroom, Hip Hop, and Salsa), fitness, wilderness first aid, kayaking, scuba, lifeguarding, swimming, and officiating.

Significance and Role of Campus Recreation and Fitness

As mentioned earlier in the chapter, it was not until the 1980s and 1990s that campus recreation was looked upon as making significant contributions at colleges and universities (Barcelona and Ross, 2002). In this section, we discuss these significant contributions.

Retention of Students

Campus recreation and fitness helps retain students. In the current economically challenging environment, student retention is an issue on most college campuses. Research suggests that campus recreation and fitness facilities have a positive impact on student retention and graduation rates (Belch, Gebel, and Mas, 2001; Bryant, Banta, and Bradley, 1995; Haines, 2001; Hall, 2006; Huesman, Brown, Lee, Kellogg, and Radcliffe, 2009; Lindsey and Sessoms, 2006). In addition, Moffitt (2010) found that intramural sport participants were more satisfied with their academic life and campus life.

Recruitment of Students

Campus recreation and fitness provides can also help universities is in the recruitment of students. Research suggests that students view campus recreation as an important element in the decision-making process (Latawsky, Schneider, Pederson, and Palmer, 2003; Zizzi, Ayers, Watson II, and Keeler, 2004). In fact, it was found that 30% of enrollment decisions were influenced by the quality of campus recreation facilities (Bryant, Banta, and Bradley, 1995).

Academic Curriculum Development

With the growth of interest in campus recreation, an area of specialized academic learning and teaching has been born. Colleges and universities view campus recreation as an opportunity for curriculum development. There are approximately 500 colleges and universities that offer recreation programs across the United States (E. Rodgers, personal communication, March 12, 2011). Out of these degree programs, some offer specialization in campus recreation or recreational sport.

Wellness

Wellness is a state of optimal well-being oriented toward maximizing an individual's potential (Patton, 2009, p. 27). Obviously campus recreation departments are focused toward the physical and mental health related benefits derived through their programs and facilities. Campus recreation programming is looked upon as a preventative health resource that will improve the overall wellness of the campus community (Kampf, 2010). Recreational programs offered at colleges and universities influence lifestyle choices and healthy behavior, including physical activity patterns and involvement in positive social outlets such as intramural sports and instructional classes (American College Health Association, 2002). Research suggests that such lifestyle choices and behaviors started during students’ college years are likely to continue into adulthood (Buckworth, 2001). Chapter Eighteen offers an extended discussion on wellness issues in athletics and recreation on campus.

Cocurricular Experiences and Student Development

Campus recreation also provides academic and professional development for students. Students have opportunities to work with campus recreation providers as a means of employment. During this employment, students learn about the field of recreation and fitness. In addition to the learning aspects that come along with employment, campus recreation also provides learning experiences for the participant outside the traditional classroom setting. Many of the learning experiences that occur on the intramural fields or courts or in the out-of-doors are the most memorable of students’ college years. Research suggests that the enforcement of good sportsmanship in intramural programs helps clarify student values, thus contributing to the overall development of the student (Rothwell and Theodore, 2006).

Enhancing the University's Image

The programs and facilities offered through campus recreation help create a positive image of a university in the eyes of parents, students, and potential students. As already discussed, well planned and implemented recreational programming and facilities show the university in a positive light and demonstrate a concern for the whole student, not just academics. This goes a long way in providing a connection between the university and the students, as well as social integration.

Trends in Campus Recreation

The field of campus recreation continues to grow and change, as it has since its earliest days. Predicting trends is often an uncertain science. However, evidence supports the following developments as significant and growing priorities for campus recreational sports professionals:


1. Increased diversity in higher education and greater emphasis on meeting diverse needs

2. Continuous building boom of signature campus recreational sports facilities

3. Growth of opportunities for extramural and club sport competitions

4. Enhanced professional development opportunities and growth of the campus recreational sports profession



Each of these trends is discussed below, with particular emphasis on their impact for students and campus recreational sports professionals.

Increased Diversity in Higher Education

Enrollment in degree-granting institutions increased 28% between 1993 and 2007, and recent projections predict continued growth over the next ten years. In particular, enrollment for women, nontraditional aged students, and racial and ethnic minority students is expected to far outpace their demographic counterparts (Hussar and Bailey, 2009).

Increasing diversity has long been celebrated in higher education, as there is a general belief that a more diverse student body enriches the educational experience for all students. In fact, areas such as cultural competency, social responsibility, interdependence, and appreciation of differences have been noted as desired student outcomes that can accrue through purposeful and intentional participation in out-of-class activities (Komives and Schoper, 2006).

Campus recreational sport activities involve large numbers of students. It stands to reason that these programs and facilities can provide opportunities for interacting with and learning from people of different backgrounds and beliefs.

Although past research has shown that participants are likely to be men, traditional aged students, and those who live on campus (Barcelona and Ross, 2002), increasing institutional diversity is influencing the way campus recreational sports departments are doing business. For example, the growing number of women on college campuses has led to the proliferation of women's sport opportunities, both at the varsity and recreational levels. Some successful women's sport clubs have been elevated to varsity status, such as was the case at the University of California-Berkeley, whose women's golf and lacrosse clubs transitioned to varsity athletics programs. In other cases, the contraction of intercollegiate athletics teams has led to increased opportunities for recreational sport club participation for women, such as when the women's varsity crew program was cut at the University of New Hampshire and later reconstituted itself as a successful sport at the club level. Increasing diversity in participation has also created policy issues for campus recreation administrators. Offering unisex bathrooms, family locker rooms, child care, women's-only gym times, universally accessible fitness equipment, and more diverse sport offerings such as cricket, table tennis, wheelchair basketball, and Futsal (indoor, five-a-side soccer) are just snapshots of the changes being implemented based on the growing diversity of college and university recreational sports programs. A more intensive discussion of diversity issues can be found in Chapter Seventeen.

Building Boom Continues

Facilities for recreational sports participation on college campuses have a long history dating back to the early 1900s. In the 1980s as campus recreational sports departments emerged as organizationally separate programs from intercollegiate athletics and academically oriented schools and colleges, the building of new, modern, and separate facilities for student participation in recreational sports proliferated (Blumenthal, 2009). These facilities differed from their earlier ancestors in that they were likely to be dedicated solely to recreational sports participation, were built to accommodate a multitude of recreational and physical fitness activities, generally followed an open architectural design that showcased active participation, and included a range of amenities, including study spaces, lounges, and retail centers.

The building boom of the 1980s and 1990s has continued unabated. According to a report by Kerr-Downs Report (NIRSA, 2002), it was estimated that 200 indoor and 318 outdoor facilities would be built or renovated between 2002 and 2007. A more recent study by the National Intramural-Recreational Sports Association showed that 174 colleges and universities had planned over $8 billion in facility construction, expansion, or renovation through 2013. While the recent economic downturn may have stalled or limited plans for campus building projects, recreational sport facility construction and renovation at many colleges and universities appears to have survived many of these cuts. For example, the 2011 National Intramural-Recreational Sports Association's Outstanding Facilities Awards winners totaled more than $275 million in new facility construction, not including land and design fees, for an average of $39 million per facility (NIRSA, 2011a).

Trends in facility construction have mirrored many of the priorities of student affairs divisions, including focusing on spaces that help to strengthen student community, enhance student learning and development, increase physical activity, and improve health and wellness. The nationwide trend in sustainable and green building initiatives has also been reflected in campus recreation building projects. For example, Portland State University's Academic and Student Recreation Center has achieved a LEED (Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design) green building rating. The mixed use building includes the campus recreation center, outdoor recreation space, general classroom areas, and retail opportunities (Gallagher, 2010). As colleges and universities recognize the importance of campus facilities in attracting and retaining students, and with a renewed emphasis on out-of-class student learning and development opportunities, it is likely that the construction of new and innovative campus recreation facilities will continue into the future.

Growth in Extramural and Intercollegiate Club Sport Opportunities

While high-quality recreation facilities attract students and provide venues for a wide variety of activity participation, intramural sport programs have tended to be the signature programs for campus recreation departments. The term intramural literally means “within the walls” and has traditionally focused on competition between individuals and teams from the same university. However, a growing emphasis on extramural and club sport events has provided opportunities for competition between individuals and teams from different colleges and universities.

For example, the National Campus Championship Series (NCCS) presented by the National Intramural-Recreational Sports Association includes events such as the NCCS Regional and National Flag Football Championships, the NCCS National Soccer Championships, the USTA National Campus Championship, and the NCCS Regional and National Basketball Championships. Regional qualifying tournaments are held for certain sports, allowing regional winners to compete in a national championship format. The recent NCCS National Flag Football Championships attracted high-profile national sponsorships, such as Powerade, as well as television coverage by CBS College Sports. Other national championship-type events are provided by American Collegiate Intramural Sports (ACIS), including the ACIS Fitness Championships, which also attracted national level sponsorship and received television coverage on Fox College Sports. A variety of national organizations provide opportunities for intercollegiate sport club competition, including the American Collegiate Hockey Association (ACHA), National Club Volleyball Federation (NCVF), USA Rugby, and US Lacrosse, among others. Extramural and sport club championship events not only provide competitive opportunities for recreational sport athletes—they can also provide economic impact for host communities. For example, a recent study showed that the ACHA Division II National Championships yielded an approximate $2 million in economic impact for the Fort Collins, CO area (Veltri, Miller, and Harris, 2009).

Enhanced Professional Development Opportunities

As the field of campus recreational sports has matured, professional development opportunities have continued to grow and evolve. The field's history is steeped with a desire for greater professionalism. Notable steps along the way included the founding of the National Intramural Association in 1950, the development of the Research Grant Program in 1965, the publication of the NIRSA (now Recreational Sports) Journal in 1977, the introduction of the Certified Recreational Sports Specialist (CRSS) certification in 1981, the development of the professional Code of Ethics in 1984, and the creation of the NIRSA School of Recreational Sport Management in 1989 (NIRSA, 2011b). More recent initiatives include the growing number of institutes and symposiums dedicated to professional training and development offered through the National Intramural-Recreational Sports Association. These opportunities include the Sport Club Symposium, Executive Institute, Sports Facilities Symposium, Outdoor Recreation Symposium, Marketing Symposium, Fitness Institute, and the development of the Research Institute in partnership with Ohio State University.

The continued and growing alignment between campus recreation professionals and student affairs staff is a natural outgrowth of the increasing focus on student learning and development. This alignment has been evident in a number of key partnerships, including the joint work between the National Intramural-Recreational Sports Association and student affairs organizations on the Learning Reconsidered 2 document, which outlined an agenda for implementing a whole-student approach to learning and education (Keeling, 2006). In addition, NIRSA has adopted the 2007 Council for the Advancement of Standards in Higher Education (CAS), outlining an explicit set of standards that emphasize student learning and development outside the classroom, with a focus on outcomes such as, “effective communication, healthy behavior, enhanced self-esteem, collaboration, appreciating diversity, meaningful interpersonal relationships, satisfying and productive lifestyles, intellectual growth, social responsibility, personal and educational goals, realistic self-appraisal, clarified values, independence, career choices, and spiritual awareness” (Blumenthal, 2009, p. 56). As the field of campus recreational sports moves into the 21st century, the focus for professionals will be on demonstrating how meaningful and healthy recreation activities contribute to the higher education mission through the documentation and assessment of clear learning and student development outcomes.

Trends in Campus Fitness

The trends that are currently occurring in the realm of campus fitness mirror those that are occurring in the overall field of fitness. This section highlights a few of the most prevalent trends.

Technology

The use of technology is having more impact in fitness, as it is in most elements of society today. Campus recreation fitness centers are offering more technological bells and whistles to attract students to participate. Equipments such as treadmills and elliptical trainers have iPod and television interfaces. Some facilities have computer-based workout programs that track the student's workout and document it for future review.

Exergaming, which is a combination of exercise and virtual gaming, is another example of how technology is impacting campus fitness. For instance, Coastal Carolina University and the University of South Florida have exergaming rooms in their fitness centers that allow students the opportunity to exercise while playing video games.

Individualized Training

In addition to the use of technology, other trends have an impact on campus fitness. Individualized training or more personal training opportunities are becoming available to students, faculty, and staff. Many universities now offer personal training for their participants. They are offering this as an opportunity for exercise science students to practice the skills learned in the classroom (with the guidance of a professional) or through hired professionals.

Core Strength Training

Core strength training, which is the training of muscles that support the spine and the pelvis, is another trend in the field of campus fitness. Core strength training attempts to replicate the muscles working in unison rather than in isolation as in traditional strength training. Most universities now offer group fitness classes that focus on core strength training as well as equipment for that purpose.

Fitness Testing

Many universities also now offer fitness testing for the students, faculty, and staff. The testing allows participants to understand baseline fitness levels as well as monitor progress. Testing can range from Body Mass Index and skin-fold tests to measuring actual maximum oxygen uptake (V02 max). Again the testing is commonly done through students who are training to work in the exercise science field, by exercise science professionals, or through the use of technology that does the testing without the need of guidance.

Group Fitness Classes

Although it is not a new trend, group fitness classes are still very popular on college campuses. One of the areas that is very popular is the dance-based fitness classes such as Zumba, which is a fusion of Latin and international music with elements of aerobics and fitness that help to tone and sculpt one's body. Yoga is another group fitness class that has found popularity on college campuses and offers participants training in flexibility, core strength, and balance, as well as stress management.

Conclusion

Campus recreation and fitness has come a long way since its early beginnings. Rather than a negative and distracting influence on campus, it is now viewed as a means to help in the development of the student as well as the university. Campus administrators now understand that campus recreation and fitness has not only physical, social, and educational benefits for students but also helps recruit and retain students while enhancing the university's image. The challenge that administrators face is keeping up with trends in recreation and fitness and the interests of students. Joining professional organizations such as NIRSA and having certified staff help keep administrators knowledgeable and better able to meet the needs of students, faculty, and staff.

Chapter Two Key Points


1. Campus recreation includes an array of recreation and leisure activity programming including intramurals, clubs, outdoor/adventure, fitness, aquatics, informal recreation, and instructional classes.

2. The Civil War marked a turning point in the development of recreation programs on campuses as fit men were needed for service during the war and, following their earlier opposition to such activities, churches after the war began to encourage recreation activity as a means to building morality and good character.

3. Early recreation programs were run by students for students as college officials saw such programs as not contributing to student learning and as detrimental to campus culture.

4. Following growth in the popularity of participation in recreation for recreation (as opposed to competition), colleges began to develop recreation programs distinct from intercollegiate athletics programs in the early 20th century.

5. The National Intramural Recreation Sports Association was formed at a meeting in 1950 following the publication of William Wasson's A Comparative Study of Intramural Programs in Negro Colleges.

6. The latter half of the 20th century saw a number of important changes in campus recreation programs. These changes include growth in the number of programs as both college enrollments and the number of colleges increased following World War II. There was increasing student interest in noncompetitive recreation opportunities, and the growing diversity of students on campus was reflected in campus recreation programs.

7. The report by Bryant, Anderson, and Dunn (1994), “Rationale for Independent Administration of Collegiate Recreational Sports Programs,” capped the decades of growth and change with a clear call for recreation departments as stand-alone administrative entities on college campuses.

8. Theories of sports, play, and recreation inform contemporary professional practice in campus recreation.

9. Campus recreation programs can have a positive impact on student recruitment, retention, learning, and development. They can also have a positive impact on wellness for all members of the campus community, as well as on the image of the institution.
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