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ABSTRACT

The central question raised in this study is how were sport, leisure, and
recreation practices established in London, Ontario between 1867 and 1914.
Specifically, how and why did this aspect of people’s lives become increasingly
constructed and regulated. Substantively, this investigation is concerned with the
process through which forms of sport, recreation, and leisure were shaped within
the public, private, and commercial spheres.

This historical study examines the place of sport, recreation, and leisure in
one Canadian city. It is necessary that the local experience be understood prior
to considering studies of larger geographical regions. In order to assess this
specific local experience, case studies of sport, recreation, and leisure practices
and the spaces and facilities where they took place were employed.

Parks and local government buildings were amongst the earliest sites for
organized public recreation. Swimming, and the provisions of publicly accessible
swimming facilities, became an issue of protracted debate primarily over financial
concerns, public morality and, later, public safety. Commercial recreation
including billiards, bowling, skating, the theatre, and steam boats, afforded local
entrepreneurs and investors the opportunity to make a profit and influence how
Londoners played. These practices were regulated primarily through local
legislation and were later influenced by the developing recreation bureaucracy.
Finally, London’s elite citizens found their sport, recreation, and leisure refuge in

private clubs such as the early London Tecumseh'’s Baseball Club, the Forest




City Cycling Club and, later, the London Lawn Bowling Club. These
organizations became institutionalized through actions that included membership
restrictions and structured sets of rules both within the clubs and related leagues
and associations. These clubs sought to distance themselves from the broader
community, and when this space could not be maintained, the associated
practice was abandoned in favour of alternative activities which reinforced this
exclusivity.

Ultimately, this investigation is concerned with the construction, regulation
and organization of leisure, recreation, and sport in everyday life. To these ends,
it is necessary to consider how and why this aspect of people’s lives became
increasingly constructed and regulated. As a result, the emergence of a leisure
and recreation bureaucracy served to shape the growth of public, commercial,
and private recreation organizations. Therefore, the manner in which sport,
recreation, and leisure practices altered their form and function within London
must be viewed as having been influenced by the increasing need to regulate

and organize all aspects of people’s lives.

KEYWORDS: London, Ontario; Leisure, Sport, and Recreation History;
Institutionalization; Bureaucratization
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CHAPTER
INTRODUCTION

Preamble

The history of sport, recreation, and leisure in Canada has been
concerned with a wide range of topics that have included, for example, the
exploits of individuals, teams, and clubs and the role played by the institutions
and organizations that supported and organized these activities. The
examination of the impact of the federal and provincial governments on sport,
recreation, and leisure activities has also received a modicum of attention;
“however this scholarship has focussed primarily on the role of government in the
regulation of sport and recreation practices in Canada. The majority of this
scholarship has been concerned with federal government policies implemented
‘during the twentieth century,’ although more recently, attention has been paid to
the regulation of recreation in Canada during the nineteenth century.? In
addition, less emphasis has been placed upon examinations of the regulation of
sport, recreation, and leisure in urban communities, with the notable exceptions
of Toronto and Montreal.® In terms of this focus, it is critical to consider the
influence of local government in providing and regulating these practices.
Arguably, a need exists to examine how sport, recreation, and leisure existed in
small and medium size Canadian urban centres.

Studies of sport, recreation, and leisure history in Canada have suggested

that these cultural practices became increasingly organized during the




nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. A variety of explanatory devices have
been employed to explain how and why this change occurred. The purpose of
this investigation of London, Ontario, from 1867 to 1914, is to determine why
public recreation, and to some degree commercial leisure, became
bureaucratized but did not, to any great degree, exemplify the process of
institutionalization as was the case with local private sporting clubs. To this end,
this investigation examines the regulation and organization of leisure, recreation,
and sport in everyday life in London, Ontario from Canadian Confederation
(1867) to the outset of the First World War (1914). The primary concern of this
study is to examine how and why this aspect of people’s lives became
increasingly constructed and regulated. Specifically, what role did local
government play in the formation of the leisure bureaucracy that emerge out of
the relatively disjointed regulation of leisure and recreation that existed prior to
Confederation? As well, those influences that shaped the developing leisure
bureaucracy in London including public, commercial, and private recreation
organizations must be considered. While it is important to examine the
relationships and interactions between stakeholders present in the provision of
sport, recreation, and leisure opportunities, it is also necessary to account for the
connections between these cultural practices and related social structures that
existed within the city. In particular, the moral and ideological positions of
individuals and groups who were economically, socially, and politically

advantaged must be understood in order to illuminate the process by which
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certain ways of organizing and practising these cultural forms were accepted and
adopted while others were regulated, marginalised, or ultimately suppressed.

A variety of questions concerned with the place of sport, recreation and
leisure in the lives of Londoners form the basis of this investigation. At the
broadest level, this study illuminates how the cultural practices of sport,
recreation, and leisure became more or less institutionalized and bureaucratized
in London between 1867 and 1914. More specifically, the role of local _and

provincial government legisiation and the influences of prominent citizens and

citizen groups on the availability of, and access to, sport, recreation, and leisure

organizations and facilities are considered. Moreover, these individual, group,

and governmental influences profoundly affected the processes of

bureaucratization and institutionalization of sport, recreation, and leisure

practices in London. The organization and regulation of these cultural practices
by elements within the local government suggest that these practices were not
simply a form of largess provided by a benevolent leadership, but represented a
critical re/action toward the problems associated with urban life. Although public
administrative bodies represented the primary force in this process, it is also
necessary to seriously consider commercial and private recreation and leisure
organizations. These latter organizations’ influences were also critically
important in terms of the processes of bureaucratization and institutionalization

of sport, recreation, and leisure practices in the city.




Definition of Terms

It is necessary to clarify the meanings of the three related terms:
recreation, leisure, and sport in so far as they are employed in this study.
Recreation is defined as non work-time social practices and is inclusive of a
wide range of activities ranging from highly organized social groups and clubs to
impromptu gatherings of individuals to take part in some form of play or
entertainment.* This definition represents a sociological interpretation that may
not fully capture the historical roots of the word based within the concept of ‘re-
creating’ the individual through play activity, yet for the purposes of this study
this definition will serve to encompass the range of activities outlined above.
Similar to recreation, the word leisure is often employed as a general term
denoting a range of non work-time activities. The slight difference between the
two terms is found in the utilitarian focus of recreation activities versus the
perceived greater degree of freedom inherent within leisure activities. However,
for the purposes of this study, leisure will be employed interchangeably with
recreation in most instances. Leisure activities, thus, were limited to that time
free from work and included a broad range of activities, not necessarily physical
in their nature, that took place outside the workplace or were removed from
domestic labour processes.® Finally, sport, which is located within the broader
spheres of recreation and leisure, is inclusive of organized social activities
involving a variety of forms of physical activity that are necessarily competitive in

order to determine a winner.® Although the variety of social practices that form




the basis of this investigation fall into one or more of these constructs or
categories, it is important to recognize that these all represented a range of
specific cultural practices that were imbued with distinct economic, political, and
social meanings. In terms of this study, sport, recreation, and leisure activities
must be examined with respect to the role they played in the lives of the people
of London. Therefore, understanding the changing nature of, and meanings
attached to, the activities examined in this investigation provides a way of
comprehending how sport, recreation, and leisure were constructed realities that
both reproduced broader social relationships while simultaneously becoming
established and meaningfu! cultural practices in the lives of Londoners in the
decades leading to the First World War.

Why (and through what processes) did leisure, recreation, and sports
activities in London become bureaucratized and institutionalized by the early
twentieth century? For the purposes of this study, bureaucratization can be
defined as the development, systematization, and persistence of complex
organizations with specific spheres of power-based control over the functioning
of a government or other publicly controlled organizations.” A bureaucracy
employs a variety of economic, political/legal, and ideological strategies to
influence and control the actions of groups and individuals. In terms of this
investigation, it should be recognized that buréaucratic structures were a primary
force that impacted upon the development of recreation and ieisure practices in

London. This is pertinent because the bureaucratic influence served to regulate




and define these practices along with the less overt process of
institutionalization. The process of Institutionalization, with reference to the
above activities over the period from 1867 to 1914, is critical in terms of
understanding the way in which specific groups and individuals were able to
define what constituted legitimate and accepted forms of sport, leisure, and
recreation. An explanation of the theoretical basis for how this process operated
will be examined in greater detail in the ‘Framework of Analysis’ section of this
chapter.

The examination of the impact of bureaucracy and the process of
institutionalization upon sport, recreation, and leisure in London requires a focus
upon specific practices that were representative of the entirety of this area of life
- for the period under investigation. Specifically, these activities are
conceptualized so as to form three general categories of public, private, and
commercial recreation practices. These categories differentiate between
recreation, leisure, and sport organizations and activities in terms of their place
in the broader social, political, and economic processes of city life. The public
sphere of sport, recreation, and leisure organizations and activities are those
that were primarily under the control of the city government. Commercial
activities included those entrepreneurial ventures that were sponsored and
administered by private citizens for the primary purpose of financial gain. Finally,
the third category comprises private organizations which sponsored and

administered activities for self-selected groups of citizens for the purpose of
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mutual enjoyment and not necessarily for financial gain. The practical implication
of this interpretative structure is represented within the specific case studies that
are presehted and examined within this study. In turn, these examples illuminate
the role played by public, private, and commercial cultural formations in the
process that led to the bureaucratization and institutionalization of leisure,
recreation, and sport in the city.
The choice of London, Ontario as the location for this study serves an

important purpose beyond the exploration of the city’s local history. London, as a

medium-sized Canadian city during the late nineteenth and early twentieth
centuries serves as a location to examine the social forces that shaped sport,
recreation, and leisure therein. This study also provides a starting point to
~ understand how the process of institutionalization and bureaucratization
operated at the local level. London, as the major regional urban centre in
southwestern Ontario, held a unique place in the province. Yet, as with other
Ontario towns and cities, London was a maturing entity that was influenced by
regional and national social, economic, and political forces that shaped its
growth. The focus of this investigation is those local influences that shaped
organizations and practices that existed in the city proper. However, because of
the intimate ties with surrounding communities such as London East,
Petersville/London West,® and Westminister Township it is necessary to include
these outlying communities, each of which were eventually amaigamated with

London between 1867 and 1914.




The time period considered, from 1867 to 1914, represented points of
change both locally and nationally. From a national perspective this period
encompasses Confederation to the start of the First World War. Coincidently,
1867 represents the year that London City Councillors first seriously discussed
the need to provide public recreation space for citizens. in turn, 1914 (the early
1920s in the case of swimming) marks a point in time by which there was a
clearly formed public recreation bureaucracy that operated in conjunction with
the existing commercial and private recreation and sport organizations.® Finally,
it must be understood that this study is not focussed upon the exploration of
issues related to gender and gender relations. With the examination centring
upon questions concerned with the establishment of early forms of organized
sport, recreation, and leisure in London, the men of the middle classes dominate

the narrative and analysis herein.

Framework of Analysis

Any attempt to examine life as it existed in the past requires more than a
presentation of the surviving evidence available to the historian. This caveat is
particularly pertinent when one endeavours to account for the lived experiences
of individuals and groups that constituted a particular society. 1t is not sufficient
to limit a study by considering only the experiences of specific groups. One must
pay attention to the whole of a society, both men and women, the economically

advantaged and disadvantaged, and those with and without a political voice. As




well, it is necessary to recognize that human life, as it existed in the past, was
not just a natural phenomenon born out of biological instincts, but was, and
remains, a complex social construction. By accepting and accounting for these
social realities, the historian is able to form a deeper and clearer analysis of the
reiationships, conflicts, and social structures that existed in a society and which
shaped the lives of those who lived in that society. Therefore, the consideration
of an analytical framework, or simply a theoretical position to attempt to explain
the social forces that shaped past lives, is necessary in order to guide and inform
the historian’s investigation of the past. What follows is an analytical framework
that attempts to complement and inform the narrative descriptive analysis which
forms the focus of this study. As such, it is critical that the story of how sport,
“recreation, and leisure in London, between 1867 and 1914, came to be
structured and organized not be overwheimed by theoretical considerations, but
be assistive and supportive to the narrative.

The first element of the analytical framework that informs this study is the
process of hegemony as conceived by Antonio Gramsci and later adopted and
refined by Raymond Williams.'® At a rudimentary level, this approach attempts to
outline how dominant fundamental groups — those that enjoy economic, political,
and cultural influence — are able to maintain their positions of privilege through
the formation of social structures that function to subordinate other groups while
maintaining enough cultural commonality to ensure that subordinate groups

accept the prevailing social conditions. How this process operates and thus its
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applicability to this study will be discussed in greater detail in the “Review of
Literature” section of this chapter.

The primary analytical tool employed in this study is the concept of the
process of institutionalization outlined by Peter Berger and Thomas Luckmann in
their work The Social Construction of Reality: A Treatise in the Sociology of
Knowledge. The authors argue that the work of Karl Marx provides the basis for
their understanding of the sociology of knowledge. The key concept that drives
this position is based on the understanding “that man'’s consciousness is
| determined by his social being.”'" Flowing from this fundamental premise, Berger
and Luckmann suggest that social order is a human product — an ongoing human
production’ — and that “Any action that is repeated frequently becomes cast into
a pattern which can be reproduced with an economy of effort . . . and is
apprehended by its performer as that pattern.”® This process, referred to as
habitualization, occurs when meanings become routines that constitute a group’s
general knowledge, which act to narrow future choices that are made within that
group." Over time, and with the continued production and reproduction of the
social structures that organize life, institutions are formed. The limitation of
choice that exists within social institutions that comprise a society is clearly
linked to Raymond Williams’ interpretation of hegemony which asserts that the
dominant group seeks to limit the opposition of subjugated groups by defining
the limits for alternative and opposing actions.'® By tracing the process by which

public, private, and commercial recreation practices and organizations in London
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became both bureaucratized and institutionalized, it is possible to shed further
light on the social, political, and economic relations that existed in the city and

how these operated to institutionalize sport, recreation, and leisure practices in
the early decades of the twentieth century.

The reason the process of institutionalization, based within the concept of
hegemony, has been selected to inform this is that it provides for the analysis of
changes in the evolution of sport, recreation, and leisure practices in London.
This analytical construct is useful in terms of accounting for social change not as
linear and predetermined, but as the result of complex interactions between
groups and individuals within a society. As a result, this analytical construct
suggests that access to the power and influence to define appropriate social
practices was not equally available to all members of that society. Thus, changes
in sport, recreation, and leisure practices and the manner in which these
activities were organized and controlled can be interpreted by this analytical
approach. It must also be recognized that choices and decisions involving the
provision of, and control over, these practices in London during the period under
study were framed within the broader social, political, and economic climate of
the city. Individuals and groups involved in these decisions were drawn from a
variety of backgrounds and their interest in recreation, leisure, and sport
activities represented one aspect of many everyday concerns.

Understanding the process that led to the emergence of institutionalized

sport, and bureaucratized recreation and leisure practices in London provides a
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measure that assists in determining how certain forms of these activities were
supported and accepted while others were marginalised or ultimately rejected. At
a fundamental level, institutionalization is a theoretical construct that accounts
for the process through which specific social practices are accepted and
ultimately ingrained within a group’s social and ideological fabric. Once these
cultural practices no longer represent only one of the multiple possibilities, they
become the only acceptable option.'® Thus, this line of analysis focuses on the
reasons certain ways of organizing and participating in recreation practices were
legitimized and formalized while alternatives were relegated to the margins of
society or disappeared completely. In the end, the question to be asked,

assuming that institutionalization was taking place in London at the time, is how

~ did certain activities move from being one of a variety of ways of organizing and

taking part in recreation practices in the city to becoming the accepted way of
doing so?

Several critical questions must be addressed when considering the
usefulness of employing the analytical concept of institutionalization in this
study. The first is simply why employ institutionalization to analyse the history of

sport, recreation, and leisure practices? One response to this question is that the

- process of institutionalization represents a useful concept that attempts to

explain how cultural practices are formed and reformed over time. In particular,
for this examination of a single community, institutionalization assists in the

accounting for unique local influences. Also, the process of institutionalization
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provides insight into how human actions and practices are narrowed and shaped
in order to value certain ways of organizing life over other possibilities. A second
concern arising from the use of this particular analytical concept is what does it
mean for a cultural practice to be more or less institutionalized? A concise
response to this query is that institutionalization is a process that has existed
historically and is never truly completed. As a result, it is possible to view a
variety of cultural practices over specific periods of time in order to determine
how these cultural practices were constructed and the extent to which they were
- institutionalized. A final question that must be answered which relates to the use
of social theory as a tool for analysis is who (individuals and groups) influenced
how sport, recreation, and leisure activities were organized in London? in order
to determine how these social practices were institutionalized it is necessary to
examine which groups in London shaped the way people interpreted and
reproduced these social constructs. In doing so, it is useful to consider the
hegemonic process as a concept that has been used to explain how groups with
access to power in political, economic, and social forms have been able to
capture the consent of the rest of society and consequently determine how these
practices should be organized. How this consent arose, it can be argued, is
congruent with the process of institutionalization which similarly suggests that a
narrowing of human actions occurs when a higher value is placed upon specific
actions. As described previously, Raymond Williams, in his conceptualization of

the hegemonic process, argues that those who enjoyed economic, political, and
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cultural influence were able to maintain their privileged position through the
formation of social structures that functioned to subordinate other groups while
simuitaneously maintaining enough cultural commonality to have these
subordinate groups accept prevailing social conditions. However, it is not the
primary purpose of this study to explore the manner in which the hegemonic
process operated in London; yet, in terms of understanding the process of
institutionalization it is important that it be understood that relations of power
existed which privileged certain groups over others. This position of dominance
influenced the process of institutionalization through reinforcing the actions and
practices that reproduced the moral, political, and economic values of these
dominant individuais and groups.

Explaining how and why behaviour came to be institutionalized assists in
expanding the understanding of how sport, recreation, and leisure developed in
London during the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. To this end,
considering the theoretical constructs of the processes of institutionalization and
hegemony provides an explanatory position that accounts for how the ideals,
values, and beliefs of those groups that represent the dominant groub(s) in a
society are, for the most part, accepted and adopted by subordinate groups.
From this perspective, the concept of institutionalization serves to provide an
embedded analytical framework that will assist in examining and evaluating the
process of the organization and formalization of sport, recreation, and leisure

practices in London.
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Review of Literature

The literature that serves to provide the basis for this study is drawn from
two primary areas: that which is concerned with the cultural concepts of the
processes of institutionalization and hegemony, and those authors whao have
examined sport, recreation, and leisure from historical perspectives. The works
examined in these two broad categories are by no means mutually exclusive. In
particular, many of the historians discussed below draw upon the same or similar
cultural theories. This review begins with an examination of literature concerned
with hegemony and institutionalization and will be followed by a survey of
historical literature pertinent to this study of sport, recreation and leisure in

London, Ontario.

Social and Cultural Relations: Hegemony and Institutionalization

The attempt to make sense of the social, political, and economic relations
that shape and are shaped by groups and individuals within a society lies at the
heart of critical neo-Marxist scholarship. This social theoretical approach
represents a broad area of scholarship that has provided direction for much of
the critical historical scholarship of the latter twentieth century. Clearly it is
necessary to demonstrate a general understanding of Marx's position. From this
base it is then possible to move in myriad directions. AsAdiscussed previously, for
the purposes of this study, one approach taken in order to attempt to make

sense of problems concerning social and cultural relations draws upon the
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writings of Antonio Gramsci, and specifically his neo-Marxist construct of the
process of hegemony. Likewise, the work of Raymond Williams, who also
advanced the use of the process of hegemony as it applies to history, must be
examined. As well, Peter Berger and Thomas Luckmann'’s explanation of how
social practices and relationships are constructed to organize everyday life
through the process of institutionalization, must be examined in terms of its
congruence with hegemony and its applicability to this study. Therefore, to make
some sense of these more recent ideas, it is first necessary to examine their
~ roots located within Marx’'s explanation of the nature of society and the
importance of economic relations in shaping social relations.

Marx's ideas concerning society and social relations were based primarily
- upon his observations of the world around him. The result was that “Marx viewed
history as a record of oppression and domination in which members of the upper
classes were able to exploit those in the lower classes.”'’” Capitalism, argued
Marx, was a stage in historical development which wouid ultimately, following
revolution, give way to socialism and later communism. With respect to historical
examination, Marx raised specific questions about the unequal distribution of
wealth within society which led to his social analysis that provided a basis for a
variety of enquiries into the nature of the social forces that organize societies.
These questions included, “how the social order has come to be what it is, what
the structures of power are that maintain it, and what the relationship is 5etween

wealth and power.”"® Through attempts to answer these questions, Marx
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proposed a theoretical construction of how society operated, and central to this
theory was the manner in which the means of production were organized and
how this provided insight into the nature of all social relationships. In order to
understand these social relationships, Marx hypothesized the existence of a
substructure — the economic base of a society — which he argued determined the
superstructure — those ideas, values, institutions and laws that organized
society. From this model of society, Marx argued that “our ideological orientation
to the world [is] a function of the material, or productive, base of society.”® This
conceptualization of how society functioned served as the basis for future
examination of these ideas by Marx and like-minded social theorists. The result
of Marx’s approach to understanding the world was the Marxist tradition of social
analysis, arguably one of the most influential sources of critical scholarship
employed in the study of history in the twentieth century.

A variety of related ideas emanated from the Marxist tradition, one of
which was the process of hegemony. This social, theoretical construct found its
roots in the ideas and writings of Antonio Gramsci. According to T.J. Jackson
Lears, cultural hegemony as conceived by Gramsci does not attempt to revise
radically classical Marxism. What it does, he suggests, is extend Marxist theory
by placing a greater emphasis on the political functions of cultural symbols in
capitalist societies. Cultural hegemony demonstrates how ideas reinforce or
undermine existing social structures while allowing subordinate groups to

maintain a degree of cultural autonomy in the face of the power wielded by
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dominant groups.? Also, Gramsci's concept of hegemony, according to Robert
Bocock, represented a break from the focus upon economic factors and
“mechanistic Marxism in which change is seen as unproblematically brought
about by the laws of history working independently of political movements and
human will.”?" To this end, Gramsci and those who have expanded upon his
ideas have attempted to rework the ideas of economic determinism and the
capitalist control of the masses, which is central to classical Marxism, through

the recognition of the agency of subordinate groups despite their relative

subjugation.

Building upon the work of Antonio Gramsci, Raymond Williams argued

that the process of hegemony goes beyond ‘culture’ as a “whole social process

~ in which men define and shape their whole lives; and that of ideology, in any of

its Marxist senses, in which a system of meanings and values is the expression
or projection of a particular class interest.”* Williams asserts that the notion that
people “define and shape their whole lives is true only in abstraction.”? In reality,
he suggests that there are inequalities in people’s access to those elements of
life that are valued; these are evident in the obvious inequalities that exist
between the social classes. Williams, in accord with Gramsci’s contribution to
understanding these social inequities and the resulting struggles, agrees that the
ideas of dominance and subordination and how they interact within the social
processes that exist within everyday life represent the key to understanding the

operation of relations of power.?




Lk

19

Hegemony, according to Gramsci, is “the spontaneous consent given by
the great masses of the population to the general direction imposed on social life
by the dominant fundamental group; this consent is ‘historically’ manifested in
the prestige (and consequent confidence) which the dominant group enjoys
because of its position and function in the world of production.”® Lears argues
that in order to understand hegemony it is necessary to understand the notion of
domination, and how domination by ruling groups over the subordinate or ruled
groups is most often achieved not through force but through active consent to
the existing social order.?® Without the consent of the subjugated groups, the
dominant groups would be unable to maintain their privileged position over
extended periods of time. To clarify this point, Gramsci presents a distinction
between ‘rule’ and ‘hegemony,’ with rule being expressed in direct political forms
by direct or effective coercion, while hegemony is “the more normal situation
[where there is] a complex interlocking of political, social, and cultural forces
which are its necessary elements.”’ Given this distinction, the existence of a
hegemonic order can be determined by the spontaneous or unintended
recognition by subordinate groups that existing social, political, and economic
relations represent the natural order, although in reality these relations are
representative of, and ultimately advantageous to, the dominant group or groups.

A final, critical idea embedded within Gramsci’s conception of hegemony
is that of ‘spontaneous philosophy.’ This concept, in terms of the hegemonic

process, indicates the movement beyond a system of beliefs that reflect specific
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class interests. Spontaneous philosophy operates universally and internally,
contained within the language of words, the expression of religion, superstitions,
and opinions on the ways of seeing things and of acting, all of which encompass
a people's folklore.?® Spontaneous philosophy, according to Lears, is generated
when “a given group or class, as it develops in the economic sphere, finds some
values more congenial than others and more in tune with its own everyday
experiences. Selectively refashioning the available spontaneous philosophy, a
group may develop its own particular view of the world — an ideology that
cements it into what Gramsci called an ‘historical bloc’ possessing both cultural
and economic solidarity.”?® For the leaders of the historical bloc to achieve
cultural hegemony they must develop a world view that appeals to a wide range
of groups within society. Also they must plausibly argue that their interests are
those of society at large, and they must selectively accommodate the desires of
subordinate groups in order to maintain the existing hegemonic order.* The key
to achieving cultural hegemony, therefore, is the maintenance of common social
formations, both ideological and economic, that can be used to link various
groups in order to legitimate the rule of the dominant group or groups.

The process of institutionalization, as conceptualized in this study, draws
from two sources, Peter Berger and Thomas Luckmann’s The Social
Construction of Reality and Don Morrow's sport specific application of their work
in the “The Institutionalization of Sport: A Case Study of Canadian Lacrosse,

1884-1914.” The analytical concept of the process of institutionalization attempts
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to provide insight into the underlying dialectic of how people are socially
produced by the world in which they live while simultaneously reproducing that
same world. Berger and Luckmann suggest that “Man’s self-production is always,
and of necessity, a social enterprise . . . [where] Men together produce a human
environment, with the totality of its socio-cultural and psychological formations.”"
Therefore, the argument is forwarded that “social order is a human product, or
more precisely an ongoing human production.”? Berger and Luckmann provide a

way to examine the nature of how social order and behaviour are constructed,

while Morrow draws upon their work to establish that the concept can be seen in

operation within a specific cultural practice, in his case the sport of lacrosse.

When examining how Berger and Luckmann have conceptualized

~ institutionalization several caveats must be acknowledged. First, one must

understand that all human practices are continually engaged in
institutionalization, and that certain practices may become institutions while
others may not. Thus, it must be understood that the process of
institutionalization does not presuppose that all practices will become institutions
or that existing institutions will never revert back to a non-institutional state.** A
second element of the institutionalization process that must be understood is that
the process is not linear, or time-bound, like, for example, modernization.* This
means that it is possible to discern the degree to which a particular cultural
practice is institutionalized at a certain point in time through the recognition of

the characteristic stages involved in the process. These constructed stages
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represent identifiable points within the institutionalization process. However,
these elements are not always discrete, sequential, or readily apparent in lived
experience, but are most often active in concert with other stages at the same
point in time. What then are the characteristic activities which define the process
of institutionalization?

The two originating activities of the institutionalization process are
habitualization and reciprocal typification. Berger and Luckmann suggest
habitualization is the result of commonly repeated actions that “become cast into
a pattern that can be reproduced with an economy of effort.”** This economy of
effort is evident within habitualization through a reduced need to make decisions,
resulting in the conservation of energy that allows individuals and groups to
more éffectively confront crisis situations.* In addition, the process of
“Institutionalization occurs whenever there is a reciprocal typification of
habitualized actions by types of actors.”” Thus, the first elements of an
institution are formed when individuals recognize each other's repeated actions
and incorporate them into their own sets of activities.* Simply, when habitualized
practices are reciprocally typified they become familiar, recognized, and
accepted patterns of behaviour within a society.

According to Berger and Luckmann, “Institutionalization further implies
historicity and control.”*® A shared history is built up through reciprocal
typifications of actions over time, and the processes of habitualization and

reciprocal typification are extended to become a shared history representing
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predictable and common behaviours among members of the social group. Also, a
degree of inherent control serves to delimit what is considered admissible
conduct. This constructed and entrenched form of control operates “by setting up
predefined pattens of conduct, which channel [human action] in one direction
against many other directions that would theoretically be possible.™°
Accordingly, “the origins of any institutional order lie in the typification of one’s
own and others’ performances.™’ This implies that actions are not only
understood by all, but are also relevant to them and the roles individuals
assume in the institutional order. Thus, over time social practices become
increasingly institutionalized, and the process is reinforced and perpetuated
through the control inherent, and roles people assume, within those practices.

Social practices become crystalized when the processes of
habitualization and reciprocal typification, through time and over generations,
become established and accepted entities. At the point of crystalization “the
institutions are now experienced as possessing a reality of their own, a reality
that confronts the individual as an extérnal and coercive fact."? A person
unfamiliar with an institution is simply told, “This is how things are done.™®
Crystallization occurs when the core of patterned human behaviour is set in one
direction, and a way of behaving becomes accepted as the way of behaving.
When patterns of human behaviour have been crystalized, two related
processes serve to entrench the institutional process. These include

legitimation which serves to both explain and justify the institution’s existence,
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and an institutional language which allows legitimated ideas to be perpetuated
and reinforced. Berger and Luckmann contend that “Legitimation produces new
meanings that serve to integrate the meanings already attached to disparate
institutional processes. The function of legitimation is to make objectively
available and subjectively plausible the “first order” objectivations that have been
institutionalized.™* For this reason, legitimation is this process of explaining and
justifying. Legitimation not only tells the individual why they should perform one

action and not another, it also tells them why things are what they are. At the

core of institutional persistence, “Language provides the fundamental
superimposition of logic on the objectivated social world. The edifice of
legitimation is built upon language and uses language as its principle
instrumentality.”* In concert with language, the available stock of knowledge will
constrain the ability of a person to explain the functioning of her/his social world.
This can be viewed as transmitted recipe knowledge which supplies the

institutionally appropriate rules of conduct.*®

As a result, the language
associated with any social practice is both a means to legitimate behaviour and

knowledge as well as the method to transmit that legitimacy to future

generations.

By way of illustration, Don Morrow identifies the characteristics outlined

above in his examination of the development of lacrosse in nineteenth century
Canada. The period during which habitualization and reciprocal typification

occurred is identified as the middie 1800s when social, intra-club games were
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played and when rules were generally unsettled and required negotiated
agreement prior to most competitions. It was only with time, in this case by the
1860s, that rules for the sport became widely understood, accepted, and
formalized. Morrow identifies that a shared history had developed among
European men who played lacrosse that was drawn from adopting and adapting
the game as it had been played by Native peoples.*’ Part of this adoption and
adaption was the result of individual actors who initiated and undertook a variety
of roles within the organization of the sport during the latter decades of the
nineteenth century. The influence of an inherent control feature appeared about
the time when the rules of 1860 were first published.*® The publishing of these
rules for lacrosse privileged one way of playing, and although they were not
‘official’ they became widely accepted and established. Morrow asserts that
lacrosse’s point of crystalization occurred in1867 at a meeting in Kingston,
Ontario, when the rules of 1860 were adopted by the members of the National
Lacrosse Association and the rules were legitimized by restricting championship
play only to those teams who were members of the association.*® Finally, Morrow
suggests that lacrosse during the 1880s became established and legitimized
through the roles of players, managers, and spectators; the sanctions associated
with amateurism; and the language of rules, club constitutions, leagues, and
associations.® Ultimately, as was the case with lacrosse, once a cultural practice
becomes an institution it is seldom questioned, and a way of doing simply

becomes the way of doing.
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The processes of institutionalization and hegemony represent social,
theoretical concepts that attempt to provide a way of framing this study. The
hegemonic process proposed by Gramsci and advanced by Williams
encapsulates the manner in which industrialized societies operate. This includes
the ability to reproduce the leadership position of the dominant group in the face
of resistance from subordinates. To argue that this concept of the process by
which social relations are organized fully accounts for every aspect of group and
individual decision making in a particular place and time is not realistic.
Hegemony must also be considered in concert with the process of
institutionalization when examining the manner in which sport, recreation, and
leisure practices existed in London, Ontario between 1867 and 1914. Also, it is
important that these theoretical concepts support and do not drown-out the
narrative. These concepts must be viewed as supplementary to the narrative
which provides the necessary evidence to support the argument that the cultural
practices of sport, recreation, and leisure represented socially constructed
elements of Londoner’s lives. What these instruments of social explanation do
allow are clear and useful general concepts to frame an understanding of why
social, political, and economic organizations operated in the manner they did in a
particular time and place such as the City of London, Ontario during the late
nineteenth and early twentieth century. The emphasis of this study then is on the

construction of ways of experiencing sport, recreation, and leisure.
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Leisure and Recreation

Historical investigations of the place of leisure and recreation in everyday
life cannot be divorced from the examination of the processes that shape and
influence social relations in daily life. The historical examination of how leisure
and recreation existed in urban communities in the United States, Britain, and
Canada during the nineteenth century provides an important resource for the
investigation of leisure and recreation practices as they existed in London,
Ontario from Confederation to the outset of the First World War. Specifically, the
work of Hugh Cunningham, Leisure in the Industrial Revolution c. 1780 c¢. 1880,
Roy Rosenzweig, Eight hours for what we will: Workers and leisure in an
industrial city, 1870 - 1920, and Lynne Marks’ Revivals and Roller Rinks:
Religion, Leisure, and Identity in Late-Nineteenth-Century Small-Town Ontario,
provide this study with valuable direction with respect to the examination of
leisure and recreation within the broader social processes of urban-industrial life
at this time. As well, from the perspective of public leisure in Canada, the work of
Elsie McFarland provides a good historical account of the development of public
leisure and recreation in Canada during the late nineteenth and early twentieth
centuries.

Hugh Cunningham’s examination of the expansion of leisure in Britain
during the period of the Industrial Revolution focuses on dispelling the myth that
leisure was not an important part of people’s lives at this time. Specifically,

Cunningham argues that key divisions in Victorian society were those within
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rather than between classes.' As a result, struggles over the definition of
appropriate and inappropriate leisure practices were not only fought between the
‘respectable’ and the ‘rough,’ but also within these divisions. The former was
represented by the middle- and working-class reformers who sought to enforce
rational leisure, while the latter consisted of both members of the aristocracy and
the poor for whom leisure included blood sports such as fox hunting, prize
fighting, and the cock fighting pit.* Cunningham suggests further that the word
‘leisure’ is in essence an abstract term that is always described by the observer
to relate common experiences that are necessarily highly ambiguous depending
upon the time, place, and people involved.> The Industrial Revolution in
England, therefore, affected patterns and forms of leisure as much as it did the
nature of the work in which people were engaged. In the hundred years from
1780 to 1880, leisure moved from a highly undeveloped and disparate activity, to
a contested and meaningful experience, a period that was “crucial in setting the
terms to the meaning and experience of leisure in advanced capitalist society.”
Leisure, according to Cunningham, was bound up in the ideological needs of
mid-Victorians to come to grips with the rigid capitalist work structure and the
need to ensure that leisure opportunities were provided by government and
private enterprise. Was leisure an expression of class or a means of social
control? Cunningham suggests it was both; it represented one of the small
victories for workers within capitalism, an anxiety to the reformers of all classes,

and a tolerable entity to the middle- and upper-class men who comprised the
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government and who appreciated thé safety of later forms over the unregulated
nature of earlier forms of leisure.*®

The concept of leisure, as a contested terrain both within and between
classes, forms the focus of Roy Rosenzweig's examination of the city of
Worcester, Massachusetts between 1870 and 1920. Rosenzweig argues that the
use of a single city to study working class leisure and recreation can provide the
building block for more general theorizing about the nature of working class life
through the testing of analytical categories such as class, ethnicity, and religion,
and social processes including class conflict and cultural change.* In Worcester,
according to Rosenzweig, industrial workers were able to protect successfully
their leisure time and space from outside encroachment despite the constraints —
primarily time and pay — associated with their work. Workers were able to enjoy a
modicum of agency in this area of their lives despite the changing nature of
recreation and leisure, specifically the rise of the leisure market and the impact
of increasing commercialism.*’

Rosenzweig's examination of working-class leisure, in a broader sense,
attempts to account for the constantly shifting class and ethnic diversity of the
population, and the conflicts within and between these groups, including Irish,
French Canadian, Swedish, Polish, and Finnish workers, the growing middle
class, and the city’s industrial elites. Many of these conflicts, according to
Rosenzweig, were the result of the perceived lack of structure in these groups’

leisure activities, for example the frequenting of saloons and exuberant
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celebration of holidays. Because of this lack of structure some middle- and
upper-middle-class groups and individuals deemed it necessary to organize a
variety of reforming campaigns to reshape and restrict working class leisure
activities, of which temperance organizations and the piayground movement
were two notable examples. By the early 1900s, the cultural patterns and class
relations in Worcester began to change. These shifts included altered attitudes
of the middle class toward leisure pursuits, the emergence of an ethnic middle
class, the arrival of new immigrants, the gradual increase in working class
incomes, and the decrease in the hours of the work week, all of which aitered the
realm of leisure. These changes were most clearly evidenced by the rise of
commercial leisure and recreation as the arbiter of safe and rational leisure
practices.’® Therefore, the place and meanings of leisure in this city were clearly
based within the relations between the various groups that composed the
society. In this case, it was the conflict that arose over the place of leisure during
the nineteenth century that provided the lens to examine not only the contested
terrain of leisure but also wider social, political, ethnic, and economic relations in
the city.

Lynne Marks, in Revivals and Roller Rinks: Religion, Leisure, and Identity
in Late-Nineteenth-Century Small-Town Ontario, examines the place of religion,
class, ethnicity, and gender through social relations based within leisure, sport,
and recreation participation in three late nineteenth century southern Ontario

communities.® For this investigation Marks outlined three critical concerns. First,




31

Marks suggests that leisure in the nineteenth century cannot be studied without
accounting for religion. Second, any examination of leisure at that time need not
only consider class, race, gender, and age differences, but also the intersections
between these constructed divisions. Third, that this type of study requires the
employment of gender history, being the study of men and women'’s lives as they
existed together, not separately.®® Marks’ work focuses upon the role of religion
and associated ideas concerning moral reform and its impact upon the provision
and regulation of leisure activities. In this respect, the church represented one of
the few areas in public life where women could take an active role in nineteenth
century life. Similarly, church members, primarily from the Protestant
denominations, took an interest in the moral regulation of leisure activities. In this
respect, middle class women involved in these churches represented a powerful
social force in the community. Marks contends that in order to recognize the
extent to which Protestant cuiture in small-town Ontario was or was not
hegemonic requires an understanding of their way of life. Thus, it is necessary to
examine people’s relations to church and organized religion, how these relations
embodied what was or was not considered respectable, how meanings were
assigned to cultural practices in everyday life, and whether the leisure options
available to people either reinforced or eroded their connections to the churches
and their religious teachings.®' Although it is clear that the church exerted a
powerful influence in the provision of leisure in small-town Ontario, whether this

same influence existed in larger urban centres is not as clear. One of the
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difficulties in determining this is that it is necessary to take into account the N
powerful organizing structures of local governments in these larger centres in
terms of the provision and regulation of leisure activities. Despite this, the
complex cultural approach employed by Marks provides a useful guide for the
examination of leisure in a local context.

Any examination of the place of public recreation in Canada must
consider the pioneering work of Elsie McFarland. In her 1970 monograph, The
Development of Public Recreation in Canada, McFarland chronicles the growth
of public recreation programs and facilities in terms of federal, provincial, and
local government legislation. With respect to recreation in late nineteenth
century Canada, McFarland points to the importance of developing municipal
- parks systems as a response to the growing recognition of the advantages of
open spaces for public recreation and health. The process of municipal park
development in the late nineteenth century was common in many Canadian
communities and laid the groundwork upon which these communities were able
to form comprehensive recreation services during the early twentieth century.®
Through her thorough examination of the development of public recreation in
Canada from the first parks to the formation of the earliest publicly funded
recreation programs such as supervised playgrounds, McFarland provides
critical insight into the unique approach of Canadian cities and governments to
the provision of recreation opportunities. Although in many cases sport,

recreation, and leisure existed outside the control of public institutions, it is
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important to consider the interconnections between the provision of space for
people to play and how sport and recreation opportunities existed during this
period. An area which McFarland did not fully examine was the process by which
local parkland was accumulated within cities. Specifically, in the case of London,
there are clear connections between the purchase of land for public improvement
projects such as a waterworks system and the utilization of that property for
recreation purposes. This, once again, exposes the limitations of broader
national examinations of leisure, recreation, and sport; yet it is important to
recognize that these larger examinations, particularly in the area of organized
sport in Canada, provide a critical resource for framing studies concerned with

local urban leisure and recreation.

Historical Study of Organized Sport in Canada

The study of sport history in Canada has, over the past thirty years,
become a viable academic field operating within the broader field of Physical
Education (more recently, Kinesiology). As well, academic investigation of sport
has increasingly become acceptable within traditional history departments
through the growing interest of historians from other areas of study. The work of
scholars in the field of Canadian sport history has provided much of the
groundwork from which the study of broader leisure and recreation history has
grown, although it by no means represents the exclusive origin for this area of

study. However, it is important to recognize the importance of organized sport in
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the larger landscape of leisure and recreation practice and that many of the
questions concerning organized sport can also be asked of leisure and
recreation practices.

One of the first critical comprehensive examinations of sport in Canada is
Alan Metcalfe’'s monograph Canada Learns to Play: The Emergence of
Organized Sport, 1807-1914. In this study, Metcalfe outlines what he believes to
be the dominant influences that shaped Canadian sport during the nineteenth
century, including: the changing demography, ethnic composition, and
geographical distribution of the population; the rise of the industrial economy;
and the relationship of Canada and Canadians to Britain and the United States.
The final critical influence that shaped sport in Canada according to Metcalfe
was the role played by dominant urban middle-class Anglophones.®® Thus, the
role of human agency and in this case the actions of these men of the middle-
class must be closely examined in order to understand how organized sport as a
cultural form was produced and reproduced. Although Metcalfe is clear that his
findings apply only to sport, it can be argued that these same influences are
evident and applicable to other forms of organized recreation and leisure that
existed at the time.

Don Morrow and Mary Keyes' A Concise History of Sport in Canada
approaches the history of Canadian sport from a variety of perspectives. The
authors and their collaborators provide a number of case studies of sport in

Canada. These range from an examination of the growth of early sport in
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Montreal during the nineteenth century, and the investigation of Canadian sports
including lacrosse, football, and hockey, to brief, yet insightful, examinations of
issues including women'’s sports, the modern Olympic games, and government
involvement in sport. Morrow clearly states that the book is not meant to be
exhaustive or encyclopaedic, nor is it concerned with activities outside of
organized sport. Although organized sport is the focus, Morrow does suggest
that “patterns of leisure and recreational activity . . . await further study.”*
According to Morrow, the natural connection between the study of organized
sport and broader activities encompassing recreation and leisure, thus,
represents a next step in the process initiated by this group of Canadian sport
historians.

Bruce Kidd, in his book The Struggle for Canadian Sport, is concerned
primarily with the inter-war years of the 1920s and 1930s. However, he does
briefly examine the critical social influences of the late nineteenth century and
the impact these had upon organized sport in this latter era. Kidd's examination
of sport in Canada prior to the First World War suggests several important points
of departure for this study. First, Kidd maintains that a combination of various
levels of government and reform minded social groups — primarily drawn from the
middle class — represented the driving force that shaped the practice of, and
meanings underlying, sport. This was achieved primarily through both the formal
and informal regulation of leisure and recreation organizations and activities.

This influence was achieved through, for example, establishing public holidays,
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supporting temperance and Sabbatarianism, and by the force of criminal
legislation.®® A second critical observation provided by Kidd involved the role
played by the municipal governments in Canada during the late nineteenth
century in terms of the provision of sport and recreation opportunities.
Specifically, Kidd argues that local governments were less than democratic in
how recreational facilities were provided. Most facilities and sites were limited to
the middle-class residents or were left to the discretion of entrepreneurs to
organize and regulate sport and recreation activities as they saw fit.*® Aithough
not stated explicitly, it is evident that Kidd recognizes that sport and recreation
were subject to the same middle-class hegemonic forces as other cultural
practices that comprised everyday life for people in late nineteenth century
Canada.

Finally, Colin Howell's examination of baseball in the Maritime provinces
of Canada during the late nineteenth and first half of the twentieth century
represents a regional study of a single sport that relies heavily on local
investigations. Sport, in this case baseball, is presented as having clear
connections to broader issues of social and economic change during this period.
Howell is not simply concerned with sport-specific developments within the
organization and play of baseball. At the heart of this study is the need to
determine how the sport was implicated within larger issues including:
respectable behaviour; masculinity and femininity; regionalism and nationalism;

and class, ethnicity, and race.®” These concerns, Howell argues, cannot be
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removed from the constantly shifting patterns of production, consumption, and
commercialization that transformed capitalism and sport during the late
nineteenth century.®® From this perspective, Howell asserts that “In the
nineteenth century baseball provided a terrain upon which social control and
domination was fought, where reformers attempted to inculcate appropriate
notions of manliness and respectability in the youth of the bourgeoisie . . .”%°
‘f Thus, his investigation provides some paralleis to this study in terms of being

able to recognize that change occurs locally even though it is ultimately evident

within broader social, economic, and political forces. Similarly, as with the

observations of Metcalfe, Morrow et al., and Kidd, the critical role of middle-
class men as the organizers, promoters, controllers, and beneficiaries of rational

sport and recreation is clearly identified.

Government and State Regulation

The role of the state in the regulation of leisure, recreation, and sport in
Canada has been examined, through a variety of studies, in the national,
regional, and local contexts. From a national perspective, the works of Kevin
Wamsley concerned with game/hunting legislation and rifle shooting and their
role in state formation in nineteenth century Canada provide a useful
examination of federal government involvement in sport.” According to
Wamsley, legislation was passed to regulate hunting and promote rifle-shooting

that was advantageous to the new colonial elites who emerged out of the political
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unrest of the late 1830s to become the dominant fundamental group in the
Canadian colonies by the late 1850s.”" This new group of achievement-based
leaders sought to promote opportunities for personal investment and profit, while
employing the state “to mobilize citizens in ‘useful’ cultural and social activities
before Confederation.””? The use of legislation to control public non-work
activities continued into the post-Confederation era. With the formation of the
Canadian state the practical business of collecting revenues through licenses
and fines continued, but these recreation and leisure activities also served to
ensure “the reproduction of particular ways of seeing, valuing, and participating
in social relations.”” Similarly, through the promotion of rifle-shooting, and
particularly through the success in competitions abroad, international victories
were constructed within nationalist tones in order “to support ideologies and
interpretations of the order of Canadian society.”* Thus, whether in the case of
rifle-shooting where the stated goal was focussed upon national defence and
military preparedness or for less tangible nationalistic ends, or in the case of
‘game regulation to impart a selected order to hunting, the constructed social
relations that served to legitimize and reinforce the laws and practices that
regulated leisure activities ultimately served the political and ideological ends of
the dominant group. Therefore, how people in Canadian society experienced this
type of organization and regulation depended upon where they stood in terms of

their social, political, and economic position in society.
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Studies concerned with the regulation of leisure and recreation at the
regional and local level provide critical insight into the controversies and conflicts
that have arisen over the definitions of legitimate and acceptable versus illegal
and deviant practices. In their examination of recreational swimming in Hamilton
Harbour between 1870 and 1946, Ken Cruikshank and Nancy Bouchier
investigate the organizational and regulatory roles played by three branches of
local government — Hamilton City Council, the Board of Parks Management, and
the Hamilton Harbour Commission.” The practical difficulties that these people
faced to providing safe, clean, and accessible swimming facilities provide critical
insight into the reasons for the political debate that saw “city leaders agreed on
the moral and physical value of swimming [but] . . . disagree[ing] over questions
of access and quality of water.””® Legislation and government policy were
required to serve the industrial and economic aspirations of the city's elite and
often necessitated the sacrifice of idealistic initiatives such as the provision of
swimming facilities. The role of local government in instituting policies concerned
with public recreation and Ieisure must be recognized as a critical element for
understanding the place of these activities in people’s lives.

Gene Homel's investigation of Toronto’s Sunday tobogganing controversy
of 1912 exhibits a slightly different set of circumstances with respect to the role
of city government in the regulation of recreation. Specifically, this controversy
originated with the passage of the Lord’s Day Act in 1906, a piece of federal

legislation, to curtail Sunday activities that were nonessential or not charitable.”
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It was not until 1912 that the Sabbatarian moral reformers and their political
allies in Toronto set their sights on the practice of Sunday tobogganing which led
to the passage of a bylaw that closed toboggan slides in public parks on the
Sabbath.™ The result of this legislation was that tensions were heightened
between representatives of the city’s working class and business owners, who
saw a value in Sunday recreation, and the moral reformers who sought to
regulate these same activities. Although this legislation was enforced up to the
Second World War, it was actively, and often successfully, resisted by those who
deemed it to be unjust and impractical. Also, this example provides evidence that
supporters and detractors of this type of local legislation were not necessarily
drawn-up on class lines, but that conflict between peers was common. This local
examination of conflict surrounding leisure and recreation provides a clear
example that legislation, whether it was federal, provincial, or local was a
powerful force in shaping this aspect of life. Yet, if legislation was not formulated
in such as way as to make practical sense to those people who it was supposed
to regulate, the laws could often be ineffective in the practical regulation of these
activities. Consequently, the process by which imposed legislation became
accepted regulation must be examined in order to understand how sport, leisure,

and recreation activities existed and operated in the local context.
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Sport and the City

Why is the city an important entity in terms of understanding the place of
leisure, recreation, and sport in people’s lives? As suggested above, much of the
critical debate concerning the place of these cultural practices operated at the
local or urban level. Within the field of sport history the examination of sport in
one city has served to provide further understanding of larger social, political,
and economic issues that were both influenced by, and an influence on, sport
within the city. One of the earlist of these investigations was undertaken by
Melvin Adelman. In A Sporting Time: New York and the Rise of Modern Athletics,
1820-70, Adelman undertakes to reconcile the relationship between urban
change and alterations in sporting practices. He sought to exhibit that ‘modern’
sport first appeared prior to the American Civil War and not following it as
popularly believed.”® Adelman concludes that in New York, by 1870, sport had
become increasingly organized and was seen as a counter balance to urban
social ills through the promotion of health, morality, and positive character
values.® The value in Adelman’s study, in terms of informing this project, is
found in his examination of the various social groups within the city. Specifically,
Adelman is concerned with New Yorkers' involvement in sport and the role sport
played in their lives; often this practice defined their place socially, economically,
and politically, through the associations and relationships that were forged
through sport. A second study of sport and leisure in an American city, Stephen

Hardy’s How Boston Played: Sport, Recreation, and Community 1865-1915,
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provides a unique perspective in terms of how these activities emerged within
the urban landscape. Specifically, Hardy explains the growth of sport and
recreation in Boston as a response to three related factors present in the city at
the time. These factors included the changing physical structures of the city that
accompanied industrialization and urbanization, the development of social
organizations, including specialized agencies that controlled recreation, and the
emergence of a new ideology and attitude of Bostonians toward sport and
recreation activities.®' Within the context of the city, in terms of these two works,
the authors have been able to draw successful conclusions related to the
meanings and place of sport in people’s lives, a process which would be much
more difficult to accomplish for larger geographic regions unless the communities
in the specific localities have first been adequately studied.

In terms of studies concerned with sport in cities in Canada, two cities
have garnered the majority of attention by sport historians — Montreal and
Toronto. Large scale studies of sport and recreation in these two cities have
been undertaken by Alan Metcalfe and Tony Joyce respectively, with Metcalfe’s
investigation of working class physical recreation in Montreal representing one of
the earliest by a Canadian sport historian to focus on one city. There were
several important reasons why Metcalfe chose the city of Montreal. These
include that it contained both French and English populations, that it was the first
city to industrialize in Canada, and the first sport clubs in Canada were founded

in the city.?? According to Metcalfe, in Montreal, “Marginal living conditions forced
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the working man to seek recreation outside the home and into a variety of
private, public, and commercial facilities.” As a result, this investigation of the
city and the availability of recreation opportunities required that the focus be
placed on the urban industrial environment which characterized the growing city.
It can be argued that these same conditions existed in other Canadian urban
environments, which similarly require examination to determine the existence of
broad similarities and differences throughout the country.

In his study of sport in Toronto, Tony Joyce examines the sports of
baseball and horse racing, and the recreational pursuits of swimming and
skating to illustrate the growing commercialization of these social practices in the
city during the nineteenth century.® In addition, Joyce argues that amateur
sports clubs such as the Argonaut Rowing Club, Granite Curling Club, and
Toronto Bicycle Club conformed to prevailing business culture and practices in
their executive structures and financial dealings.® Finally, by focussing upon the
many spectator sports that appeared in the later 1800s, including lacrosse and
pedestrian races, Joyce exhibits how sport had become intertwined with the
increasingly capitalist nature of everyday life. Specifically, the link between sport
and capitalism is examined to exhibit how private sport clubs were organized to
reproduce the prevailing business model of the time in order to impose a rational
system of organization upon those practices.® The depth of the coverage and
analysis of these events and case studies is, in part, a result of Joyce's decision

to focus on one community for this study. Thus, this compelling account of sport
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as it operated and existed in that city provides ample evidence of the usefulness

of a locally focussed approach to the examination of these cultural practices.

Historical Approaches to Leisure, Recreation, and Sport in London, Ontario

Finally, several works that examine the general, sporting, and recreational
history of the City of London require brief mention for the critical background
information they provide for this study. Frederick Armstrong’s The Forest City: An
lllustrated History of London Canada provides the most complete social,
economic, and political history of the city. This chronological narrative provides
an account of the rapid growth from a village prior to 1826, to a city by 1855, and
includes biographical entries of influential citizens and families along with local
political and economic developments. For the period from the 1860s to the First
World War, Armstrong catalogues important achievements such as the
introduction of the city’s water system in 1878,% the 1871 decision by City Coucil
to plant 15,000 trees in order to improve the city,®® the annexation of land from
surrounding communities between 1885 and 1897,% and the expansion of parks
in London which grew to cover 546 acres in the city by 1911.% Although this
source represents a general historical account and, as such, does not provide a
comprehensive examination of any specific aspect of life in London, it does
provide a good general guide to the city’s historical record.

The two primary historical accounts of the sport and recreation history of

London are Havi Echenberg’s study “Sport as a Social Response to




ok

45’
Urbanization: a Case Study - London Ontario 1850-1900,” and Pat Morden’s

Putting Down Roots: A History of London’s Parks and River. Echenberg focuses

on the influence of industrialization and urbanization and the corresponding

increases in organized sport in the city. Specifically, Echenberg is concerned
with class involvement in sport. To measure this, Echenberg employs a
structured, occupation-based, classification system that related people’s
occupations to their class status for the years 1862, 1880, 1890, and 1900.*'
Echenberg found that over this period sport became increasingly available to a
broader range of Londoners, particularly as new sports took root and established
sports were popularized. Most useful to this study is the data Echenberg
provides pertaining to the sport clubs that existed in London over this period.
Also, this work is able to provide a measure of insight into which groups and
individuals organized, defined, and controlled these sports clubs.

The history of London’s Parks and Rivers and the recreation activities that
took place therein forms the basis of Pat Morden's book. Morden chronicles the
development of London’s early parks system and its connections to the public
lands that adjoined the Thames River. Most important, in terms of any
investigation of recreation and leisure services in the city, Morden identifies two
key players in the development of public parks in the city. These were councillor
James Egan who in the 1860s and 1870s championed the creation of public
parks in the city through forming the first committee on public parks in 1873, and

brewery owner John Carling who supported Egan in securing land for the city’s
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first park, Victoria Park, in 1874.%2 By the first decade of the twentieth century a
second champion of public recreation in London emerged. E.V. Buchanan, who
became head of the city’s parks department in 1914, represented the career
bureaucrat who would lead and shape public park and recreation policy in
London after World War One. Unlike Egan, Buchanan's achievements did not
result from the unstructured route of political and personal patronage, but
through the rational administration of a public agency with the largely
autonomous power to carry out its duties outside the political arena.” The
approaches taken by these two men in the provision and administration of public
recreation spaces for the citizens of London provides a set of philosophical
bookends that highlight the changes that took place over the period under

investigation in this study.

Methodology and Procedure

The bureaucratization and institutionalization of public, commercial, and
private recreation practices in London between1867 and 1914 can be argued to
be both a product of the broader social, economic, and political influences that
existed in the city at the time, as well as an active agent in the formation of those
same influences. For example, the decision to provide public parks for the use of
city residents was, in part, a reaction to the expressed need for such facilities.
However, once the first parks were created, they became an integral part of

shaping how people comprehended and spent their leisure time and set the
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precedent that affected future demands for sport, recreation, and leisure
opportunities. In turn, the control, regulation, and provision of recreation
opportunities and practices represented a contested arena, as groups and
individuals representing both similar and disparate class, ethnic, and gender
groups struggled to define what constituted acceptable and rational recreation
practices for the whole city. These tensions were universal and existed both
between and within class, ethnic, and gender groups. In order to examine this
process, based within the analytical framework of institutionalization proposed by
Peter Berger and Thomas Luckmann, and the interpretation of this concept
proposed by Don Morrow, there are certain methodological and procedural
considerations that must be examined and implemented.

The primary method for obtaining evidence to determine how the process
of institutionalization and the resuiting bureaucratization operated in London
during the period under investigation includes the use of specific case studies of
particular organizations and issues concerned with the administration and
control of sport, recreation, and leisure practices within the city. The case studies
that form the historical structure necessary for this investigation are presented in
sequence by chapter, each of which critically analyses varying aspects of the
process of institutionalization in terms of public, private, or commercial activities
and how these practices were both an indicator of, and a catalyst for, change in
how recreation operated in London. The processes of hegemony and

institutionalization, as outlined in the analytical framework section of this
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proposal, serve to guide and inform the questions that arise out of the critical
analysis of how each activity operated and existed within the larger arena of
sport, recreation, and leisure in the city.

The initial case study focusses upon the city's early parks system,
§peciﬂca|ly Victoria, Queen’s, and Springbank Parks. This examination centres
on early local and provincial legislation concerned with the provision of public
land for recreation with particular emphasis on laws and by-laws that precipitated
and regulated the formation of the city’s first parks. This chapter provides critical
insight into the direction of the public organization of recreation in London and
the early formation of a recreation bureaucracy. The provision of public
swimming and bathing facilities, and in particular the public rhetoric surrounding
the need for such facilities is examined in the second case study. This
examination provides a focus on the moral and ideological conflicts that
underscored decisions concerning recreation practices. The third case study
provides an examination of commercial leisure and recreation, specifically
billiard rooms, bowling alleys, skating rinks, theatres, and Thames River
steamboat companies. These studies serve to discern how broader leisure and
recreation interests were intertwined within the dominant economic and
entrepreneurial forces of the times. The final case, forming the fifth chapter,
investigates three privately operated sport organizations. The first is the
Tecumseh Baseball Club, a privately controlled organization that operated from

the late 1860s through the 1870s. The other two private sports clubs, the Forest
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City Bicycle Club and the London Lawn Bowling Club, provide insight into the
organization of socially exclusive sporting organizations. The examination of
these specific public, commercial, and private forms of sport, recreation, and
vleisure will serve as representative examples to provide some understanding of
how these types of cultural practices were organized to be congruent with the
ideology of the dominant fundamental group, or were at a minimum, constrained
to operate in a specific manner in order to ensure their survival as legitimate
cultural practices.

The repositories of primary source evidence related to the above case
studies include the collections held in the J.J. Talman Regional Room Collection
in the D.B. Weldon Library at The University of Western Ontario. The Talman
collection contains a variety of primary source documents concerned with the
historical record of the City of London which was critical to completing this study.
The holdings therein include, for example, city and county council minutes, city
and county directories, by-laws, personal papers of prominent citizens, business
records of local companies, papers associated with private clubs and social
organizations such as the YMCA, and a variety of photographic and map
recards. Also critical to this investigation were the local London newspapers, The
Daily Free Press and The London Advertiser. These two newspapers provided
critical information concerning the particular debates and events that were

involved in the various case studies outlined above.
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Concluding Remarks

The purpose of this investigation of sport, leisure, and recreation in
London is to provide some understanding of how this aspect of the people’s lives
was constructed and regulated. At a cursory level, the aim is to answer the
questions of how and why did one way of organizing and governing these
cultural practices become the way of doing so. To determine this process it is
necessary to consider the concepts of institutionalization, bureaucratization, and
hegemony. At a broader level, this study is concerned with both the place of
sport, recreation, and leisure in the lives of Londoners, and how these activities
produced and reproduced the ideological position of the city’s dominant group —
the middle- and upper-class men who wielded economic and politi¢al influence
during the period under investigation. Ultimately, the purpose is to provide some
understanding of how and why sport, recreation, and leisure practices, although
diverse in their forms, came to be participated in within certain formal and
informal guidelines that determined which practices were accepted and deemed

worthwhile and which were not.
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CHAPTER Il

THE FORMATION OF A MUNICIPAL PARKS SYSTEM IN LONDON: SPACES,
PLACES, AND FACILITIES FOR PUBLIC RECREATION AND LEISURE, 1867-
1914

Colonel Mahlon Burwell, the surveyor who prepared
London’s town site (upon his death in 1846), bequeathed a piece
of land south of Stanley Street, between Wharncliffe and Wortley
Roads, to the town as a recreation ground. This site was later
named St. James’ Park, a function it would never fully realize.’
By 1856, the land donated by Burwell had not been improved
and remained vacant. To remedy this situation, London City
Council entered into a six-year lease agreement with Mr.
Thomas Francis, the former City Inspector, with the stipulation
that he improve the property by planting trees thereon.? In 1861,
as Mr. Francis’ lease ran out, council learned that he had not
met the conditions of the lease and had grown only potatoes on
the land without planting any trees; shortly thereafter the lease
was terminated. London City Council re-leased the land to a Mr.
Coleman. When attempting to take possession of the property,
Mr. Colman was forced to physically remove the former tenant,
Mr. Francis.® It is not clear how long Mr. Coleman remained the
leaseholder of the property, but it is well documented that the city
held onto the land until 1878 at which time the park was sold for
building lots with a portion of the profits being set aside to
finance improvements at the city's newest park, Victoria Park.*
Thus, London’s first piece of property designated to be a public
recreation area ultimately never served its intended purpose.

Introduction

The brief account above of the history of St. James’ Park provides some
indication of the low priority attached to the provision of recreation land by London
City Council prior to the early 1870s. There was no discernible movement to
improve land already owned by the city or purchase new property to be used as a

public park in London through the 1850s and 1860s. This situation existed, in part,

because of the lack of a perceived need among city politicians for such
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extravagances in the face of more pressing concerns of building and managing a
growing city. Yet, as the popdlation of London multiplied, and wiih the expansion of
the mercantile and industrial base during the latter 1860s, citizens began to lobby
for publically accessible land within the city to be available for use by residents.’
This call to set aside parkland represented the earliest pressure placed on the
municipal government of London to consider furnishing recreation space. Moreover,
this movement represented a recognition that am#of the city’'s responsibilities was
‘\to provide accessible space for recreation &m&amﬂmns gnd"'that- this aspect of
their lives was no longer simply an affair of tmmmate :ciﬁzen. This pressure
exerted by groups and individuals within: L@n@nasoon became part of the larger
project of building a city of the first order. Ta m?md, by the early 1870s the need
to provide publically accessible park land in-L.ondon became an issue that the city’s
leaders could no longer ignore or neglect. - i
The provision of public land .for parks represents one of the critical
foundations upon which the broader examination of nineteenth century Canadian
leisure, recreation, and sport history is based. Although other areas of investigation,
including the influence of private sports bodies® and the vibrant tavern culture of the
day,” are equally important, in terms of the provision of publically owned and
managed spaces and facilities, parks provide a uniquely useful mechanism for
understanding the role local governments played in the growth of sport, leisure, and
recreation. To examine how a formal sport, leisure, and recreation bureaucracy

developed in Canadian urban centres, it is necessary to examine the impact of
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provincial and local recreation legisiation on the provision of public recreation
spaces and places in developing urban communities such as London. In addition, it
is important to recognize that the city government not only delivered and regulated
this aspect of daily life, but also acted, indirectly, through fostering urban and
industrial growth, to marshal greater interest in the variety of issues involved with
leisure and recreation in London.

This chapter illustrates how a recreatian»‘bweaucracy situated within

\\London’s governing framework emerged. Specifically, this investigation focuses
upon contested ideas surrounding what a public park ought to be. The actors
involved in this process included public park proponents, municipal leaders, along
with groups and individuals who promoted a variety of agendas that sought to
define overtly and covertly this emerging element of London’s cultural landscape.
Ultimately, it was a relatively small group of prominent Londoners who, through their
political, economic, and social influence, assumed the leadership roles in
determining where, how, and for whom the city’s parks were constructed.

The examination of the relationships between the various levels of legislation
and the development of municipal recreation bureaucracies provides some insight
into the manner in which each town or city was influenced in part by broader
guidelines that were framed by provincial legislators, as well as by unique local
circumstances, as was the case in London. In addition, a variety of emerging
concepts concerned with the social importance of providing public recreation space

(such as the parks movement in North America) must also be examined to
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comprehend their influence upon the formation of recreation-related cultural
practices at both the local, regional, and national levels.

It can be argued that a local recreation bureaucracy, acting as an instrument
of the prevailing legislation and the popular social reform and improvement
movements, existed in order to meet the needs of the city’s elite citizens. In turn,
these same individuals were more often than not concerned with the financial

implications involved in providing public recreation places and spaces. However,

\ this conclusion is likely overly simplistic and does not account for those citizens who

were genuinely guided by the belief that a city and its inhabitants could be socially
improved though public recreation initiatives. Thus, the continued need to balance
financial costs with the purported social benefits quickly led to conflict within the
group of elite men who governed London. This conflict underscored much of the
debate that surrounded the early organization of public recreation in London. The
extent to which these initiatives served to reproduce the ideals and values held by
individuals who comprised the city’s leadership must be weighed in terms of this
conflict. In the end, this discord was predicated upon two practical matters: how
much land should be purchased, and what forms of recreation practices should be
allowed on this public land.

The actions taken by London’s municipal leadership between the late 1860s
and the beginning of the First World War in terms of providing space and facilities '
for public recreation and leisure, provides an example of the impact of an evolving

bureaucratic structure dpon the process of institutionalization. Specifically, how did
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the implementation of bureaucratic regulations assist in the establishment of these
social practices particularly as means to overcome differences that arose over their
place in everyday life? The call for publicly accessible parkland in the late 1860s
and early 1870s represented evidence qf a growing popular awareness that was
focused upon addressing the need for this type of recreation space. This inﬂuence
was manifested in the repeated requests for action to be taken to meet the
perceived need for publically accessible recreation space, a pattern of actions that
~ over time became easily recognized, uhdefstood, and repeated.® This praxis
emerged through the growing acceptance among many Londoners that the
provision of land and space for recreation represented a right of citizenship rather
than a privilege. A second, more practical coneern, revolved around the need to
maintain civic pride in order to distinguish London from other towns and cities.
Attracting the right sort of man,® representing the right social class, also required
that their leisure and recreation needs be met. These actions, over time,
demonstrated to like-minded individuals the presence of a shared understanding of
the types of recreation activities that should be available in a progressive city. The
embrace, reproduction, and entrenchment of this shared understanding which
promoted the need for amenities such as accessible public parks began to
influence decisions made by local politicians and fostered the development of a
parks bureaucracy. Of course, a broader review of this set of circumstances would -
show that these attitudes and related actions were not unique to the City of London

at this time. Over the course of the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries,



BE i i e e G e s

63

attitudes toward the provision of public land were narrowed and established in so

much as the parks came to be viewed as essential rather than optional elements of
London’s physical constitution. This conception of the role of public land as a
functiohing elemént of the city represented the general acceptance of the earlier
attempts to promote and develop an institutional leisure and recreation culture
based within the broader social movement that had its roots in European and later
North American urban grth.

To determine the extent to which public recreation in Ontario and London
was shaped by external inﬂueﬁces, it is necessary to examine the international and
national events that preceded provincial and local developments. These broader
changes were clearly important factors in formalizing the popular belief among
middle-class reformers and like-minded elite citizens that a need existed to provide
public spaces for leisure and recreation as a remedy to the growing environmental
and social ills resulting from urbanizatioﬁ and industrialization. To this end, it is
necessary to explore the early British and later Canadian legislation, along with the
pertinent ideas arising from the parks movement in the United States in order to
determine the impact of these acts and cbncepts upon political decisions and local
by-laws passed by the London City Council during the 1860s and 1870s. These
broader influences, it must be recognized; served to frame the ongoing debate

surrounding public recreation as a part of the functioning municipal body. Finally,

~ with specific reference to the provision of public parks, differences in the conception

of how parks were to be used, either as sites to promote cultural improvement
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through respectable leisure practices, most often the goal of elite and middle-class
reformers, versus the provision of space for ‘baser’ sports and bhysical recreation
activities, often promoted by busines’sméh -and members of the working classes —
require a measure of attention. :

The examination of the role of pummparks and buildings in the

bureaucratization and institutionalizatiéngf‘ recreation, leisure, and sport in London
will focus upon the formation and subseqaéut management of London'’s first parks.
Investigation of the conflict that surroundeﬁihe creation of the city’s first park,
Victoria Park (See Map 1, page 65), wilf.sf_eéi'vle to illuminate the primary motives of
the city’s elite citizenry — the provision ofr_éné\vfa:iidnal recreation space suitable to their
needs. The formation and use of Queen’s Park (now the Western Fair Grounds),
London’s second park, illustrates the stru’gﬁi;éiamong groups and individuals
concerned with the parks movement in andfén' over the question of the appropriate
use of public park land. The city’s third parkat Springbank (See Map 2, page 66)
provides insight into the increased interest in converting public land into recreation
space and the inherent advantages of this space being administered by an
independent body, in this case the Board of Water Commissioners. Finally,
consideration of the later influence of the playgroUnd movement'® also provides a
| means to examine the agency of groups other than established political bodies in
the administration of public recreation. However, prior to the examination of these
primarily local issues, a brief investigation of the broader international and national

precursors to the parks and recreation movement in London must be considered.
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Pre-Confederation: British Legislation and the American Parks Movement
The initial attention accorded to the issue of public space for recreation
and leisure in British North America centred around the issue of providing parks.
Although there is evidence in Canada that as early as 1826 there was a need
expressed for a “Public Walk” in Toronto,"" the earliest legal documentation
acknowledging the need for public parks is found in early nineteenth century
British legislation. According to Hazel Conway, in People’s Parks: The Design
a;1d Development of Parks in Britain, municipal parks existed as early as the
seventeenth century. However, it was not until the early nineteenth century,
during the period of rapid population increases in urban centres resulting from
ndustrialization, that official recognition of the need for urban parks was first
expressed. In 1833, the Select Committee on Public Walks presented a report to
the British Parliament suggesting that parks would improve the health of those
living in cities and provide accessible space for ‘rational’ recreation.' Following
this, a succession of legislative acts were passed in Britain that sought to
maintain existing public lands such as commons, and ensure that new parks
were created in towns and cities. The first piece of legislation passed to meet
these ends was the Enclosure Act of 1836 which exempted common fields from
enclosure if they lay within a specified distance from a town or city. For example, ‘
any ‘common’ within 10 miles of London, England could not be enclosed.” A
second piece of legislation, The 1848 Public Health Act, stated that “Local.

Boards of Health are empowered to provide, maintain and improve land for
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municipal parks and to support and contribute toward such land provided by any
person whomsoever.”"* Therefore, prior to a midpoint of the nineteenth century,
legislators in Britain had already begun to address the need to provide open,
public lands for people in order to address their health and recreation needs. In
concert with Britain, the United States and the colonies in British North America
were beginning to address similar issues.
It is necessary to examine briefly public park development in the United
Y\States because some of the ideas developed by American urban architects
directly impacted upon how London, Ontario’s earliest parks were
conceptualized. In the United States, according to David Schuyler, public parks
were viewed as important in so much as they fit into the larger concern for
improved urban design.' Parks represented a way to confront the problems
created by industrialization and urbanization that had become apparent by the
middle of the nineteenth century. Schuyler argues that “during the 1840s and
1850s proponents of the new urban landscape applied the lessons of cemetery
design and crusaded to create large public spaces within the city.”’16 The
example of this movement forwarded by Schuyler is that of New York City’s
Central Park. This space, designed by Frederick Law Olmsted, served to “shut
out the urban environment . . . and to provide the elements of a rural setting that,
he felt, met the psychological and social needs of residents of the city.”"” Further,
landscape reformers such as Olmsted promoted parks as mechanisms for

maintaining social order, thereby suggesting “that the physical spaces humans
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occupy influence their patterns of behavior.”® In addition, Schuyler suggests that
Olmsted viewed parks as spaces for quiet contemplation, reétraint, and decorum,
“activities clearly in line with those promoted by middie-class social reformers. It
is not surprising that the legislation in Britain, which focussed on securing space
for public parks, combined with moral-reforming ideas promoted in the United
States through rational urban park design, influenced the parks movement in
Canada, particularly in London, Ontario. Clearly, these approaches represent the
\ two primary social and cultural influences promoting the idea that in order to
provide morally and physically healthy urban environments for citizens, there
| néeded to be some provision of free and accessible parkland. These early
influences formed part of the basis for the emerging forces that sought to secure
recreation spaces in Canadian urban centres such as London. This evidence of
like-minded individuals working to create public parks represents the emergence
of common patterns of behaviour that led to the formation of recognized and
reproducible mechanisms for ensuring the protection and dedication of publically

accessible space for recreation and leisure purposes.

1867-1883: Organization of Public Recreation and the First Public Parks
The first land set aside in the British North American colonies specifically

for the purpose of public recreation and leisure occurred in 1763 when the

Lieutenant Governor of Nova Scotia granted 240 acres of land to the citizens of

Halifax."® Part of this land grant exists today and is still referred to as the Halifax



‘Common.’ In Ontario, a committee on Public Walks and Gardens was

established by Toronto City Council in 1851. This committee was charged with
the retention and development of garrison land that had been leased to the city
by the military authorities for the purposes of pleasure and recreation. An 1860
by-law entrusted care of all the city's public walks, gardens, and parks to this
committee and stipulated that the garrison lands could not be used for ‘games’
without the council’s permission.? This early example of the regulation and-use
‘.\'of public land exhibited the tight control that municipal leaders believed was
required, particularly in terms of the appropriateness of the types of recreation
activities that took place therein. |
As in the case of Toronto, individuals in London began to request that
land be set aside for public recreation about the time of Confederation. This
initial interest in providing municipal land for public recreation occurred a full
fifteen years before the passing of the first provincial legislation that addressed
the provision of public parks in Ontario.?’ This relatively late entry by the
province into the issue of providing public parks is a clear indication that this
area of public life had been considered primarily the purview of local
governments in Ontario up to that time. In May 1867, London Alderman James
Egan first moved to secure funds to provide for a public park in the city.?? The
following year, on 4 May 1868, Aldermen Egan and John Christie successfully
tabled a motion to form a special Park Committee that would provide a report to

council on the practicality of securing grounds for a public park.?* Securing
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suitable land for a permanent park proved to be a more difficult task than
Alderman Egan had anticipated and, as a temporary measuré in June of 1868,
Middlesex County Council granted the City of London use of the grounds of the
County Court House as a park to be used daily between five a.m. and eight-thirty
p.m., under the condition that ornamental trees had to be planted on the
grounds.? It is unclear how long this agreement lasted, but it is evident that this
~arrangement was not deemed sufficient to meet the recreation needs of
Londoners. According to local historian Pat Morden, one reéSon this land may
not have been well used and ultimately accepted by Londoners as a park
resulted from the knowledge that several public executions had been held on the
grounds in 1838-39 following the rebellion that began in Upper Canada in
December 1837.%° Thus, at least in part because of the questionable suitability of
the Court House grounds, the need for a permanent public park in London
remained an unresolved political issue. In the early 1870s, two men rose to
champion the cause for a permanent public park, the aforementioned Alderman
James Egan, and local businessman and politician John Cafling.

By the late 1860s and into the early 1870s in London a variety of actions
taking place in Canadian and American urban centres began to influence both
citizens and members of the city’s political leadership toward a recognition of the
need for designated land for public recreation. Londoners exhibited a growing
awareness of the need for public land in the form of a park. To fhis end, London

politicians debated the issues of the expense of securing land and how any
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lands secured should be administered. By the middle of the 1870s, a degree of
unanimity had been achieved amongst London’s political leaders that creating a
public park was a necessary component toward building a vibrant and desirable
city.
Victoria Park: An Eden for London’s Elite

In September 1870, Alderman James Egan presented London City
Council with a plan to purchase a parcel of land on Richmond Street for $3200.
This proposal was forwarded to the finance committee for review. The Committee
responded to Alderman Egan’s request, stating that they agreed that the city
needed to buy parkland but the $3200 for the proposed parcel of land was “more
than the property was worth.”? This unsuccessful attempt did not thwart James
Egan’s efforts to secure land for a park. In 1871, after losing his bid to become
mayor, Egan settled in as the chair of the newly formed Standing Committee on
Public Parks. Shortly thereafter, he made a second attempt to secure the $3200
to purchase land for a park, but again his proposal was rejected by council.? No |
further action was taken in the matter of securing land for a city park until 1873
when Alderman Egan travelled to Ottawa to request the title to a portion of the
old garrison grounds for use as a public park. He had hoped to obtain forty acres
north of Central Avenue, including Carling’s Creek and Lake Horn. Instead Egan
was offered only thirteen acres, the land that would form Victoria Park.® London

City Council accepted the offer and paid $48,000 for the land which had an
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assessd value of $100,000.”° When the suggestion was forwarded that the newly
acquired land should be used for building lots and not a park, local businessman
and politician John Carling spoke in favour of using the land for the park. Carling
implored:

It is not merely the city of today that they should look to but the -

city it was likely to become 40 or 50 years hence . . . Let us go

to work and provide an expansive pleasure ground, a

breathing place for the citizens, where they and their children

may assemble and breath purer air.*
As a result, through the persistent efforts of James Egan and the support
exhibited by John Carling, London managed to acquire part of the former
garrison land to constitute the city’s first public park. With the land secured, the
debate surrounding the park turned to related two questions, who should the
park serve and how should it be used?

Victoria Park was officially dedicated by Governor-General Lord Dufferin

on 27 August 1874.%" Following this dedicatioﬁ, mayor Benjamin Cronyn
expressed his hope that upon the Governor-General's next visit to London the

grounds would be suitably laid out.*

What the mayor meant by ‘suitably laid out’
is not known; however, over the next four years arriving at an answer to this
question would result in disagreement between a variety of groups and
individuals who harboured differing ideas as how best to use the new public
grounds. In 1875, James Egan, the Alderman responsible for originally securing

the land, moved to give “the City of London the power to dispose of by sale or

otherwise, any portion or the whole of Victoria park.”* Why Egan took this
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position which seemed to contradict his earlier actions to secure a park for the
city is not clear.* However, following a brief debate his motion was soundly
defeated by council who viewed the parkland as a ‘gift’ that obligated them to
keep the land for its initially intended use as a park.® h

Debate over the best plan for the development of Victoria Park
surrounded two arguments. On one hand, there were those who viewed the park
as a good site for sports competition and physical recreation. For example, in
‘\1874 part of the park was used for football, while in 1876 it served as a cricket
pitch.* Yet, opposition to the use of the land for physical recreation activities
became evident when in September of 1876 an application made by the London
Tecumseh Baseball Club president J.L.Engelhart to use part of the park for his
team was rejected.” The Parks Committee's dismissal of Englehart's request to
use the park set off “a controversy, much coloured by ward politics [that]
developed and dragged on for months. Englehart was so discouraged that he
withdrew his application.”® The controversy over the use of Victoria Park took a
turn in April 1877 when the application by the London Cricket Club to use part of
the park was accepted by council.*® Ironically, at this same meeting of London
City Council at which the Cricket Club received permission to use Victoria Park,
a request was received from the recently displaced Tecumseh Baseball Club to
be allowed to use street scrapings to level their new grounds at Kensington. One

. of the reasons why the Tecumseh Baseball Club may have been refused use of

the park land could have been related to it being a professional club. City
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Council may have been more apt to support the amateur cricketers than the
professional baseball team.®* Thus, the debate over the new p;‘ark focussed on
how the land ought to be used and who should be allowed to utilize the grounds.
The Cricket Club which had been favourably treated by the council in 1877, lost
its privilege the following year. |

In 1878 a decision concerning the use of Victoria Park was reached after
| much vacillating. London Citi/ Council voted to employ William Miller, the
designer of the United States Centennial ‘EXhibition at Philadelphia in 1876 and
at that time the head gardener at Fairmont Park in the same city, to lay out
Victoria Park.*" Miller's plan to create an ornamental landscaped pérk was
accepted, but not universally. Aldermen Egan and Pritchard voiced their
opposition to the plan objecting that the project was too expensive, and after
losing the vote on the issue both resigned from the Park Committee in protest.*?
It is likely that those elite Londoners whose mansions were built in close
proximity to the park were probably involved in influencing the decision to
construct an ornamental park. Thus, after four years of debate and conflict the
fate of Victoria Park had finally been decided. London could boast an ornamental
landscaped park to serve its‘”citizens as a site of rational and moderate

" recreation well into the twentieth century (See lllustration 1, page 76).
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Victoria Park c. 1900.

Archie Bremner, City of London, Ontario, Canada. London: The London Printing and Lithograph Co., 1900.
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With the battle over the form and function of Victoria Park finally settled,
the attention of park advocates in London turned toward two ﬁew park sites,
Salter’'s Grove (renamed Queen’s Park in May 1879)* and Springbank.* By
1878 both of these sites were in the process of being turned into parks. The
Salter's Grove land had been purchased by the city in 1878 for $11,000,* while
Springbank, formed from the land surrounding the recently constructed
waterworks’ dam and pump house, was in its infancy. As was the case with |
Victoria Park, the manner in which these two park sites were formed resulted in
additional controversy, primarily over the financial concerns that surrounded the
projects. In the case of Salter's Grove, this concern was dealt with through
community action that supported the development of the park site. In the case of
Springbank, where the issue of creating a park was little more than an
afterthought, the conflict surrounded the decision of where to locate the
waterworks and how thé project should be financed, dominated. Thus, in the
case of Salter's Grove, arguments over its location and use debended more
upon meeting the needs of Londoners who were not served by Victoria Park,
while the suitability of the artesian well water and delivery system in the case of
Springbank represented the issues of primary concern. |
Queen’s Park: London’s Playgroul;d ’

A municipal by-law establishing Queen’s Park (See Map 1, page 62) was

passed on 5 May 1879. This enactment completed the proposal initiated a year



previous by former Mayor Benjamin Cronyn (1874 and 1875) and a group of

A}

ninety supporters.®® This project had its roots in a city-wide vote held on 3 July
1878 when the city’s electorate voted not to sell either the existing Exhibition
Grounds or Salter's Grove.*” Moving from this show of support, former Mayor
Benjamin Cronyn enlisted a group of influential and concerned citizens to raise
funds to improve Salter's Grove and éreate a second public park in London.
According to the subscription book listing the donations, $945 was raised “for the
\purposes of fencing in and laying out Salter's Grove as a Public Park for the City
of London.™® In a move to avoid the problems that accompanied the creation and
development of Victoria Park, a city by—IaQ was drafted and passed that formally
established Queen’s Park and set out the conditions under which it would be
managed. The first clause of the by-law clearly set out the purpose of the
grounds to exist as “a public Park for the recreation and amusement of the
citizens of London.™® The city also appointed three prominent citizens, Benjamin
Cronyn, Andrew McCormick, and William}H. Birrell, as trustees responsible for
the administration of the park along with the Mayor, the Park Committee
Chairman, and the City Engineer. Finally, a stipulation was included that limit the

number of days for which admission could be charged to the park to twelve, with

the proceeds going to the operation of the park. This clause was most likely
included to limit the use of the park for fairs and exhibitions in the years prior to

the relocation of the Western Fair Association to the site in 1887.%° The park was

officially dedicated on the Queen’s birthday (24 May 1879) by Mayor Robert
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Lewis and the park’s trustees from the bandstand _befqre a c;rowd estimated to
have numbered about 6,000 people. The opening ceremonies que followed by
an athletics meet held on the new 200-yard track and then a lacrosse match
between the London Lacrosse Club and a Native team.®' It could be argued that
this new park was conceived and managed in such a way as to meet the needs
of those Londoners interested in physical recreation who had lost the use of

~ Victoria Park after 1878; however, no direct evidence in terms of discussion at
c;ity council meetings exists to substantiate that this was the case. lllustration 2
on page 80 provides a view of Queen’s Park dating from the turn-of-the-twentieth
century. In this illustration, circa 1900, the dominance of the Western Fair
building is evident; however, the illustrator also depicts the space as still being
used for physical recreation activities such as racing and baseball. Therefore,
Queen’s Park was developed to serve a function quite different from Victoria
Park, and was the product of a citizen-led initiative which sought to provide
publicly accessible land for physical recreation purposes. However, although this
project began as a popular movement, the implementation of bureaucratic
regulations and legislation in the form of the 1879 municipal legislation provides
evidence that the men who comprised London City Council did not want to cede
their leadership position over thék form and function of public recreation grounds

in the city.




Queen’s Park and Western Fair Grounds c. 1900.

Archie Bremner, City of London, Ontario, Canada. London: The London Printing and Lithograph Co., 1900.
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Springbank Park: Recreation at the Waterworks

The third park to be formed during the late 1870s, Springbank Park (See
Map 2, page 64), served a recreational purpose that was substantially different
from either Victoria or Queen’s Parks. The park, unofficially formed in 1879 from
the land pu'rchased by the city surrounding the newly built waterworks dam and
pump-house several miles down the Thames River from London,* quickly
| became a popular day excursion destination. Day excursionists were ferried-to
the park by commercial steamboats during the summer months as the only
alternatives were poorly maintained paths that provided access to the site.”
Unlike the newly-created Queen’s Park which was operated under the authority
of its trustees and representativés of City Council, the management of the
recreation area at the waterworks site fell-entirely under the control of the Board
of Water Commissioners. The Board existed-autonomously of London City
Council as an administrative body charged to oversee the operation of the city's
waterworks system. Thus, although Springbank Park did serve Londoners, its
raison d’étre, function, and administration were unique when compared to
Victoria and Queen’s Parks.

In order to understand how a bark came to exist at Springbank, it is first
necessary to examine fhe origins of the waterworks and the ongoing debate that
surrounded the project from its beginning in the early 1850s until the completion
of construction in 1878-79. Although the waterworks project was not directly

concerned with the issue of providing public park land, the social and political
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issues surrounding the project do provide insight into the increasing regulation,
bureaucratization, and institutionalization of life in London. At a pragmatic level,
there were two critical reasons London residents sought to construct a
waterworks system: the ever present threat of fire and the continuing concern
over water-borne disease.

The concern over fire protection in London arose but of the inability to
- secure a supply of water sufficient to effectively combat the numerous blazes
ihat threatened the community. In 1843 large water-tanks were placed at street
corners; however, this defence proved inadequate in 1844 when a fire burnt
down several buildings on both sides of Dundas Street between Talbot and
Rideout streets. The inadequacy of the water tank scheme was again evident on
13 April 1845 when a much larger blaze destroyed some 300 buildings
representing about one fifth of the town.* In the aftermath of this fire, the town
purchased new fire fighting equipment, passed a by-law requiring the use of
brick for buildings, and opened the town’s first fire hall.® These attempts to
control the threat of fire were onvly partially successful, and it was not until the
construction of the waterworks system that a degree of safety from fire was
achieved.

Drinking water in London had traditionally been drawn from private- and
city-owned wells that were susceptible to water-borne diseases such as typhoid
fever. In 1847, for instance, a typhoid epidemic resulted in a number of deaths

including that of Dr. Hiram Davis Lee, the President of the Board of Police.* The
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constant concern over the safety of the city’s drinking water prompted many
Londoners to seriously consider the need to construct a waterworks system that
could provide clean and safe water for domestic consumption. Consequently, as
a result of the continued threats of fire and water-borne disease, the leadership
of London was forced to examine the practicality of constructing a system to
provide water to the city.

The first individual to take steps toward constructing a waterworks syste‘m
 was Elijah Leonard,” one of London’s preeminent industrialists and politicians.
Leonard formed the London and Westminister Water-Works Company in
November of 1854.%® This first effort to construct a waterworks system failed
primarily because of the inability to locate -a«suitable.supply of water. A second
attempt to locate artesian wells in the city that could supply a sufficient quantity
of water was made in 1866. However, this attempt also failed after it was found
that most of the wells were impregnated with sulphur.*® Finally, by the early
1870s, London’s City Council became more involved in the process of -
developing a waterworks scheme and sent committees to examine the
waterworks in Brantford, Ontario, in September of 1871, and Jackson, Michigan,
in November of the same year.®° Two years later, in 1873, the Provincial
legislature assented to “An act for the Construction of Water-Works for the City
of London.™" Although these actions represented a genuine interest among the
city’s leaders to solve the water supply p‘roblem, they represented only the initial

steps in the process of planning and building a waterworks system.
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The largest obstacle facing the city leaders was the question of how to
finance the waterworks system. One possibility outlined in the Waterworks Act
provided the option of allowing a private company to build the system.®> Two
such offers by private consortiums for consideration by the city voters to build
and run a waterworks system for the municipality were tabled, in 1875 and 1876
respectively. After review, both of these proposals were turned down and the
| decision was made to build a city-owned and -operated system.% The city-run
\waterworks project was finally accepted by Londoners primarily because an

important change was made to the Waterworks Act. The critical alteration
concerned the removal of a clause in the origihal document requiring all home
owners and renters to pay for the water whether they used the services or not.*
With this alteration to the Act, and despite the continued concerns over the cost
of building a waterworks system, on 14 December 1877 the citizens of London
voted to pass a by-law that approved the raising of the funds needed to construct
the waterworks.®® The passing of this by-law satisfied the clause of the 1873
Waterworks Act which specified that no construction could begin until the city’s
electorate accepted the council’s proposal.®® The legislation also set out a
management structure under the leadership of an elected Board of Water
Commissioners.®” Thus, the first Board of Water Commissioners, which included
chairman John Carling, Mayor Robert Lewis, and J.M. Minhinnick, were
accorded control over the entire operation of the waterworks including the land

secured at the dam and pump-house site.®® Shortly after the completion of the
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dam and pump-house on the south side of the river, and the reservoir atop
Hungerford Hill in 1878, the property was used as a day holiday destination by
Londoners for boating, picnics, and other recreational activities.

Prior to the construction of the waterworks at Springbank, most Londoners
spent their summer holidays in the city attending military parades and sporting
activities, or left the city on excursion trains to one of several nearby towns. For
| example, on the holiday to celebrate Queen Victoria’s birthday inl 1869, it was
}eponed that some four thousand people from London visited the Lake Erie
community of Port Stanley.®® For the same holiday in 1877, trains left London for
the Lake Erie community starting at 10 a.m. at'a cost of 30 cents for a return
trip.”° During the 1860s and 1870s, military reviews remained a staple of both the
Queen'’s birthday and Dominion Day celebrations. The military review on
Dominion Day in 1867 attracted a crowd of six thousand; however, two years
later, a writer for the London Free Préss lamented the loss of the regular British
troops when describing the less imposing display of the Volunteer Muster.” The
above examples provide some indication of the types of activities Londoners
engaged in over the years before the existence of Springbank. Similarly, these
examples suggest that many Londoners were interested in taking part in a
variety of outdoor recreational aétivities both within ahd outside the city prior to
1879. Therefore, it was not surprising that when the land at the waterworks was
opened to the public, and its suitability for recreation became apparent, the

Board of Water Commissioners in concert with commercial entrepreneurs,
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including the steamboat operators, were quick to take advantage of the situation.
The novelty of an excursion down the Thames River by steamboat quickly
captured the interest of Londoners who began to flock to the Springbank
waterworks site starting in the summer of 1879.

Beginning on the Queen’s birthday on 24 May 1879, the new steamer
Enterprise made several trips down river carrying excursionists to the )
f waterworks.”> On Dominion Day of that year it was reported that four thousand
\people had visited Springbank by steamer to enjoy the natural anienities of the
river and dancing at the Springbank Pavilion. A similar number of people, again
about four thousand, patronized Springbank the following Dominion Day, while it
was also noted in the London Free Press that fewer people had left the city by
train to visit Port Stanley than in past years.” The rapid growth in the popularity
of Springbank as a day excursion destination played a role in not only providing
a space near the city to use for recreation, but it also helped to further justify the
utility of the waterworks project beyond simply the provision of water to the city.
The use of the land was not limited to the summer holidays; Springbank also
served as a popular weekend retreat. In one instance, on 8 July 1880, a “Grand
Regatta” was staged promoting Champion rower Ned Hanlan as the featured
performer.” Although he did not actually race, this event attracted more than
three thousand spectators who were ferried to Springbank to watch professional
and amateur rowers and canoeists compete.” The great success of the “Grand

Regatta” represented a highpoint of the popularity enjoyed by Springbank in the
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summers of 1879 and 1880. The following year, on 24 May 1881, the steamer
Victoria capsized and sank resulting in the deaths of more than one hundred and
eighty people. This disaster abruptly ended Londoners’ brief affair with the
park.”® By Dominion Day in 1881, a month after the accident, it was reported that
seven hundred people made the trip to Port Stanley, while no mention was made
of anyone patronizing Springbank Park.” Thus, from its opening in 1879 up to
the 1881 “Victoria” disaster, Springbank enjoyed great popularity. The disaster

\ did not result in the end of Springbank as a recreation site, but it would be
several years before people would once again be attracted back to the riverside
park in considerable numbers.

The period spanning the early 1870s to the early 1880s represented the
infancy of park development in London. The city, over roughly a period of five
years, went from having almost no public land set aside for recreation to
operating three parks serving a variety of Londoners’ recreation needs. Despite
this growth in the interest in providing public land for recreation, there existéd
only a semblance of a coherent park scheme in terms of the formation, operation
and management of public parks in London. The difficulties facing the
organization and administratién of these parks at this time lay primarily in how
the land was made available. Specifically, there were problems that arose from
conflict between both members of City Council and among citizens over the
parks appropriate uses. Finally, the formation of Springbank Park which did not

fall under the direct control of the city council or its Park Committee provides

-
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evidence that a coherent approach to park development and administration did
not exist. A further hindrance to the provision of an organized bark system in
London occurred in 1882 when, as part of a general reorganization of the -
committees of City Council, the Board of Works and the Parks and Exhibition
Committees were combined to form the No. 2 Committee.” This reorganization
resulted in the subjugation of park concerns to the much larger public work’s

~ portfolio and budget.” As a result, during this early period of park development
\in the city, the process of institutionalization was evident only in its most
elementary form. Although a degree of common understanding had developed
concerning the need for accessible public space, the issues of the form parks
should take and control over their use remained contested terrain. The primary
forces involved in park regulation and administration at this time were those
bureaucratic controls which took the form of local legislation that represented
City Council’s will. Thus, although London could boast several well-established
parks by 1883, little coherence existed in the administration of these sites as a
park system beyond that provided by city council, the appointed boards of
trustees, and the Board of Water Commissioners. This situation did not change
following the passage of the Province of Ontario’s 1883 Parks Act. This
legislation, which was specifically designed to address the types of park
concerns that existed in London and other Ontario municipalities, was not

embraced by the city until after the turn of the twentieth century.
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Legislating and Organizing Public Recreation: 1883 - 1914

In 1883 the Province of Ontario passed “An Act to provfde for the
establishment and maintenance of Public Parks in Cities and Towns.”8°‘ The
focus of this legislation was to provide towns and cities with an instrument to
form a Board of Parks Management to administer public lands. The most
important and controversial aspect of the Act was the provision that afforded the
Board the power to purchase or lease land for park purposes.®' According to the
\ 1883 legislation, in London a Parks Board could have secured up to 1000 acres
of park land; yet, in 1883, Victoria and Queen’s Parks combined for only 54
acres.® Further, an important provision of this legislation stated that “the Board
shall not interfere with the water-works or any municipal corporation or of any
company.” This clause of the act had critical implications in the case of London
where the vast majority of the city-owned park land, located at Springbank, fell
under the control of the Board of Wéter Commissioners. This provision, along
| with the clause that would have assigned a Parks Board the power to decide how
to spend public money when purchasing or leasing park land, most likely
resulted in London not immediately adopting the province’s Public Parks Act.*

There is no evidence to suggest that any member of city council or private
citizen or group sought to implement the provisions of the Public Parks Act-in
London after 1883. Victoria Park continued to be administered by the parks
subcommittee of the recently created No.2 Committee (a combination of the

former Board of Works, and the Exhibitions and Parks Committees), while
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Queen’s Park remained under the control of its board of trustees. Similarly,
Springbank Park remained under the governance of the Board of Water
Commissioners. No additional action was taken to organize parks in London until
1893 when a by-law was passed by the city “To provide for Assessing Lawns,
and Regulating the use of Parks, Squares and Gardens.” This by-law served to
reaffirm that the No. 2 Committee of city council was responsible for Victoria Park
‘and all other public parks and open spaces within the city. However, the by-law
di‘d not apply to the waterworks property which remained under the control of the
Board of Water Commissioners. Two further provisions of this by-law outlined
the employment of a Park Ranger or caretaker to be responsible for any
construction and maintenance in Victoria Park, and a provision for part of
Queen’s Park to be used as an exhibition ground with the permission of City
Council. Thus, a decade later, city leaders exhibited no interest in adopting the
1883 legislation which allowed for the creation of a Board of Parks Management.
On the contrary, they remained content to maintain the status quo that had
existed prior to 1883 with the administration of the city’s parks continuing under
the direct or indirect control of the city council. Clearly, London City Council did
not want to cede control to a largely autonomous Board of Parks Management.
Therefore, to maintain command over the purse strings, city councillors remained
unwilling to follow the suggestions set out in the provincial legislation and risk

the expense of being forced to purchase new land for parks purposes.
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The largely ad hoc system of park management in London continued in
the years after 1883. Disputes continued to arise over how the city’s parks
should be managed. One such example occurred in 1885 when Alderman W.
Scarrow argued that “it is contrary to the public interest that the Exhibition
Grounds now used for the purposes of recreation and amusement, should be
fenced in and monopolized by a few individuals, resolved that the motion of this
Council granted such a monopoly [be] recinded [sic].”® A year later, in 18886, it
" was decided that part of the Queen’s Park grounds would be permanently set
aside for use by the Western Fair Association for exhibition purposes.®” At the 18
April Meeting of London City Council, the London Athletics Association
petitioned council for $10,000 to build facilities at Queen’s Park. At the same
meeting, a deputation from the Athletics Association also expressed concern
about sharing the grounds with the Western Fair Association, a situation they
argued had not worked well at the old Fair Grounds.® Shortly thereafter, a by-
law was passed that allocated $60,000 for both fair and park purposes, a clear
indication that Queen’s Park would continue to serve as a site for sports and
athletics.®® To achieve this balance, a compromise was reached whereby the
western part of Queen’s Park was set aside for the Western Fair buildings and
the eastern part for a half mile race track.*

By the late 1880s in London, how the city’s parks were being managed
had changed very little. This remained an ad hoc situation in which a park’s

existence and form relied primarily on the whims of the aldermen who comprised
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City Council from year to year. Victoria Park remained an ornamental
landscaped park that served to enhance the stately homes of the city’s
wealthiest residents, some of whom were the same individuals who in 1878
sought and won the right to have the park redesigned to that purpose. In turn,
Queen'’s Park, located in the industrial east end of the city, was put to more
practical use as a fair grounds and athletic park. Finally, Springbank Park
~ remained on the periphery physically, sociaﬂy, and politically, still shunned by
\most Londoners because of the “Victoria” steamer tragedy and largely ignored
by the Board of Water Commissioners for the same reason. Therefore, by the
1890s, park administration in London relied primarily on municipal legislation for
regulatfon and operation. Parks did not exist as institutions unto themselves,
although they did consﬁtut‘e an increasingly legitimate part of the city's
landscape that over time had become a recognizable element within London’s

political establishment.

London’s Public Buildings: Early Centres for Recreatioh

The examination of spacé provided for leisure and recreation activities by
municipal governments has traditionally focussed on parkiand.”’ In the later part
of the nineteenth century in London, city parks were not the only forms of public
property over which disputes arose regarding rights and regulations of use. The
City Hall in London also served as a popular venue for a variety of leisure and

recreation activities ranging from sporting events to public lectures. The reason
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London City Hall was used for these types of activities is readily apparent since
there were few buildings in the city that could adequately acbommodate large
groups of people.* Periodically, beginning in the 1870s, London City Council
receiVed requests from citizens for the use of the hall. Some of these petitions
were approved while oth\ers were rejected. Most often those requests that were
approved came from respectable organizations such as the London Teachers
Association in April 1878 for a free lecture,® or a meeting the following month of
the O.Y.B.(Orange Youth Brotherhood) Lodge.* in an 1891 example William
Gammage of the Chrysanthemum Association petitioned City Council for the
rent-free use of the hall. His application, like the earlier examples, was also
accepted.® However, those requests that were not deemed to be appropriate
were summarily refused. For example, in April of 1880, J. MacDonald'’s request
to use the City Hall for a 28-hour walking match was refused.*®® A similar request
in 1883 by the London Athletic Club to hold a 48-hour pedestrian contest was
also not granted on a seven to five vote by council.*’” In March of 1884 the use of
the hall for a ‘sparring éxhibition’ was denounced by Alderman Stringer, who
argued it contravened the city by-law that prohibited any exhibition of an immoral
character from taking place vyithin the city limits. In December 1884 a motion to
ban all future use of City Hall for sparring exhibitions was adopted primarily
because it was argued those types of events were closely connected to criminal
elements.* This action followed the passing of an 1881 federal Act to Prevent

Prize Fighting, an indication that the action taken by London City Council
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followed a broader pattern of regulation against that form of behaviour.*® Thus,
city councillors maintained strict control over the types of activities that took
place in the hall, ensuring that the moral codes of the city were not contravened.
The acceptable and appropriate use of City Hall remained a concern, but
with an increasing number of requests to use city buildings, a more practical
consideration moved to the forefront — the cost to the city. In 1892, there were
five requests to use City Hall. The following year twenty requests were received
for use of the Hall, the old East London City Hall, and the Horticultural
Building.'® Two years later, in 1895, there were at least twenty-six requests to
use city-owned buildings for a variety of private functions. Concern over this high
level of use led to the passing of a by-law in 1895 that set a rental fee of $10 for
City Hall and $5 for the East End Hall for a maximum period of three days or
evenings.'®' In 1900, city council adopted a further set of conditions of regulating
the rental of city buildings, including the payment of a $10 deposit to cover any
damage done to the building.'? As a result, it was no longer simply a matter that
the activity was deemed by council to be appropriate in order to gain use of a
public building in London. By the turn of the century, the primary consideration
had become the financial cost of leasing these buildings, although the morality of
the activity remained a consideration. Thus, as was the case with public parks,
the issue of the use of public buildings hinged primarily on financial concerns,
and in turn the city implemented a clear bureaucratic mechanism to mediate

those transactions. In terms of recreation and leisure in London, the use of public
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halls represented an additional public space where these types of activities could
be both produced and reproduced. Specifically, the installation\" of a process by
which rental of this public space fell under a legal framework dictated by city
council provides evidence of the consistent, bureaucratic regulation of the use of

public spaces and buildings for leisure and recreation purposes.

- Adopting the Public Parks Act: A Decision of Necessity

\\ Although use of city buildings as sites for recreation and leisure activities
had become an increasingly important consideration, prior to the start of the
twentieth century, issues involving the admi‘nistration and regulation of parks
remained London City Council’s primary concern. Beginning in the early 1890s
there were two critical events that influenced decisions concerning the
administration of London’s parks. These events were the rebirth of Springbank
Park as a leisure destination and the advent of the playground movement in
London. These changes were related to the growing recognition of the demand
for improved recreation space and facilities and eventually culminated in the
formation of a Board of Parks Management in 1912. According to Pat Morden,
“as early as 1904, a group calling itself the Civic Improvement Society of London
began asking the owners of vacant land to allow children to play on it.”'® This
movement was both a produ'ct of the continuing public interest in providing
places for rational recreation and the more recent offshoot concerned with

providing playgrounds for children in order to remove them from the dangers of
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unsupervised leisure activities in and around the city. A second, earlier influence
that led to the adoption of the Public Parks Act was centred ubon the continued
improvements that were being made to Sprihgbank Park by the Board of Water
Commissioners beginning in the early 1890s. Although there was no evidence of
persistent discontent with the city’s two parks at this time, thg steps taken by the
Board to transform Springbank Park‘at the turn of the century began to capture
the attention of Londoners. In particular, the improvements at Springbank caused
the city’s politicians to consider the advantages of a park run by an independent

body free from the strictures of city politics.

The Rebirth of Springbank Park: Revival of Recreation Down the River
Springbank Park was seldom frequented by Londoners during the 1880s.
It is likely that some individuals continued to make their way doWn the Thames
River by wagon, boat, foot, or, on horseback during this period, but such activity
would have been the exception rather than the rule.’® The popular day holiday
recreation site during this period remained the lake-side community of Port
Stanley. For example, in an 1885 summary of the Dominion Day activities, the
London Free Press pointed out that “as usual, the attractions of the lakeside
over