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[
Overview: The Preparedness Issue and The Social
Role of High School Sports

Sports, Physical Education, and World War |

In 1915, Europe was engulfed in war. The question of the secondary school's
role in preparing young men for the eventuality of America’s entrance into the

conflict became a controversial issue. Leading school and college administra-
tors along with prominent physical educators argued strenuously that physical
education programs (with a prominent place for sports) offered a means of
fostering preparedness without encouraging militarism. Physical education
and sports, they claimed, offered lessons in social discipline and cooperation
no less valuable for citizens in an industrial society than for future soldiers.

Interestingly, their opponents who favored the introduction of military train-
ing into the high schools also evoked the goal of efficient citizenship. The
conception of citizenship put forth by individuals on both sides of the military
training debate was consistent in significant respects with that voiced by edu-
cators before preparedness became such a burning issue. The image of the
productive citizen was consistent with the orientation of the reorganized pub-
lic school. It was an image that endured, retaining essential features after the
War, maintaining a strong association with schoolboy sports during the 1920s
and 1930s.

The widespread use of athletic programs during the War sheds additional light

on the social and psychological aims of athletics. When statements in behalf
of school athletics are analyzed alongside those attesting the aims of sports in
the military, the attributes associated with good citizenship bear an important

resemblance to the qualities associated with becoming a good soldier.

*Mr. O’Hanlon, Ph.D., is a Visiting Lecturer in the Department of Educational Policy Studies at
the University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign, lllinois.



The controversy over preparedness and the actual employment of athletics in
the war effort strengthened the, drive for physical education programs in the

schools. The prominence of sports during the crisis period also reinforced the
move to make sports the centerpiece of the high school P.E. curriculum. Fi-

nally, the intercamp ‘championship‘ competition and mass athletics supported

by the military resembled the distinction between varsity sports and sports

conducted through physical education and intramural programs, as those ac-
tivities developed in the two decades after the War.

The years surrounding World War | mark an interesting chapter in the history
of school sports. A careful study of this period also brings emerging values
and trends associated with athletics into sharper focus. Such a study can serve
not only to illuminate the role of organized sports, but also to clarify major
social and educational concerns which preceded and extended beyond the war
years.

The Social Role of High School Sports

Throughout the twentieth century, defenders of sports have maintained that
organized athletics are beneficial because they prepare boys and young men
for the hard knocks of life. Properly supervised competition, it is argued, de-
velops courage, discipline, and other virile qualities. To some considerable
extent, involvement in athletics, particularly the popular team games, has
served as a rite of passage for millions of American males.

All sports, of course, even sandlot games, require cooperation as well as com-
petition. Organized team sports such as football and basketball, however, ex-
pose youngsters to a highly rationalized form of competition. Candidates
compete with each other as well as with members of other teams according to
firmly established procedures. Success requires a considerable amount of co-
operation, but in team sports that cooperation has traditionally assumed a dis-
tinctively corporate form. Cooperation involves not only teamwork but accep-
tance of one’s assignment by the coach, even if that assignment is a lowly
one. The coach justifies assignments on the basis of an individual’s probable
contribution to the team’s performance. Cooperation for some team members
includes acceptance of the idea that for the good of the organization, they
might not get to play in the games.

Discussions about the social and educational values of school sports after
1900 reflected main currents in school reform. Educators and coaches, though
often not motivated by the same concerns, both celebrated the cooperative
values associated with team sports. Educators, in particular, including leading
lights in physical education, cited athletics as an activity through which indi-
viduals would practice the kind of social cooperation applicable to a corporate
industrial society. Many, while asserting the potential educational benefits of
organized sports, were nonetheless critical of both the historical development
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and the existing features of inter-school competition. The frequently harsh
criticism, however, did not generate a sustained effort to eliminate varsity
sports, but instead called for more careful regulation and greater emphasis on
sports programming for the mass of students.

Interestingly, but perhaps understandably, discussions about athletics gener-
ally failed to address one of the most intriguing aspects of popular team

sports. As varsity sports like football and basketball assumed their modern
form under the tutelage of professional athletic coaches, they incorporated
organizational procedures and practices which were similar to those which

were taking hold in public schools.

The following paper will examine the debate over the place of sports in foster-
ing military preparedness, the use of organized athletics during the War, and
the emergence of high school sports programs after the War. The social role
of sports, however, cannot be successfully analyzed apart from the larger con-
text of public education. Therefore, before taking up the case of school athlet-
ics and World War I, the paper will trace the development of athletics as part
of the history of twentieth century public schooling. This overview will en-
compass not only the years immediately preceding the war but also the two
decades following the conflict. In it we will consider the uses of sports as
envisioned by leading educators as well as points of divergence between the
rhetoric of athletics and the reality.

Early in the twentieth century, reformers were restructuring public school sys-
tems in an attempt to make them more responsive to the perceived needs of an
urban, industrial society. One major thrust of this effort was to establish
schooling as an agency for channeling students into various labor market
roles. The emergence of athletics as a highly regimented activity in a society
where work was becoming increasingly routinized was no coincidence.

Il
Public Schooling and High School Athletics, 1900-1940

School Reform and the Labor Market

At the turn of the century, leading educationists and their allies in business,
civic, and professional organizations were engaged in the process of restruc-
turing education to accommodate the increasingly diverse population flocking
to the doors of the public high school. High school enrollments increased a
dramatic 711% between 1890 and 1918. Despite these impressive figures,
however, most children dropped out after grade school, and the majority of
those who went to high school left before graduation. In 1918, the influential
Commission on the Reorganization of Secondary Education reported that only
one-third of all grade school students entered high school and only about one
out of nine ever graduatel.



Educators frequently blamed the high dropout rate on the schools’ failure to
meet the educational needs of their more heterogeneous clientele. Elite re-
formers agreed that the schools needed to assume a more extensive role in
meeting the requirements of the industrial labor market, that is, in selecting
and training students for different kinds of occupational roles. This vision of
schooling was supported by the widespread acceptance of the modem corpo-
ration and the accompanying fragmentation of work roles into a steeply
graded division of labor as necessary features of social and econorhic life.

Claiming that student bodies had been “modified by the entrance of large
numbers of pupils of widely varying capacities, aptitudes, social heredity and
destinies in life,® educators moved to diversify the secondary school curricu-
lum by adding alternative courses and programs of sitlty Cardinal Prin-

ciples of Secondary Educatioaport issued by the Commission on the Reor-
ganization of Secondary Education in 1918 expressed a firm commitment to a
differentiated curriculum as a hallmark of the American comprehensive high
school? In the words of that report,

The growing recognition that progress in our American democracy depends in no small measure
upon adequate provision for specialization in many fields is the chief cause leading to the present
reorganization of secondary education. Only through attention to the needs of various groups of
individuals as shown by aptitudes, abilities and aspirations can the secondary school secure from
each pupil his best efforts.

The practice of offering some choice of coursework in high schools was not
new. The Cardinal Principles document’s endorsement of differentiation,
however, reflected the increasingly vocational orientation of American
schooling. During the early years of the twentieth century, sorting for the la-
bor market usually took place before the high school years. Some urban
school districts established industrial training or vocational programs in the
upper elementary grades in order to reach youth before they went t§ werk.

the average years of school attendance increased, differentiation centered on
the high school. But with the persistence of high dropout rates, the schools not
only shaped the aspirations of their charges, but continued to sort in a more
passive sense by reflecting the economic constraints imposed on students and
their families’

By 1918, educational needs had become more closely identified with the ca-
pacity to perform various kinds of occupational roles. In the process, all
schooling, both the academic courses and the less academic alternatives, had
become more vocationalized in the sense of having become more strongly
associated with labor market outcomes. Succeeding decades witnessed differ-
entiation in a variety of forms. Some high schools offered alternative courses
and patterns of courses. Others set up alternative curriculums or some form of
tracking. There were offerings in vocational, commercial, industrial, domes-
tic, and agricultural subjects as well as academic courses with a more practical
focus for the less scholarly.
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Programmatic expressions of differentiation varied, but the commitment to
rationalizing access to positions in society through schooling remained well
established. This commitment was buttressed by the continuing belief that
schools had to accommodate widely divergent aptitudes which included,
among other things, the idea that many students were not academically in-
clined. Academic subjects were assuming an added significance as screening
devices which determined one’s qualifications for higher white collar posi-
tions. Aided by the development of vocational guidance programs, reformers
reorganized schools to accommodate the separation of planning from execu-
tion so characteristic of the twentieth century workplace. Academic programs
came to signify training for “thinking” rather than “doing” joBs.

The routinization of work roles placed constraints on human judgment, initia-
tive, control, and skill. Lower level jobs subjected individuals to close super-
vision and relatively low status and pay. Educators acknowledged the unequal
conditions and rewards of the workplace to some extent, but focused their
attention on the divergent interests and aptitudes which they presumed to exist
among the American population. Ellwood Cubberly of Stanford University, a
powerful voice in school reform, urged that the schools needed to “give up
the exceedingly democratic idea that all are equal, and that society is devoid
of classes.? Charles Prosser, an influential figure in the industrial training
movement, observed that “we are swinging around to the idea that it is to be
the mission of the schools in the future to select by testing and training—to
adjust boys and girls for life by having them undergo varied experiences in
order to uncover their varied traits and aptitudes and to direct and to train them
in the avenues for which they display the most capadctty.”

In practice, this meant channeling a portion of the student body into jobs
which required little skill, save perhaps enormous toleration for boredom or
frustration. The educational implication of uncovering “traits and capacities”
was captured by the president of the school board in the faliola$etown
study. Casting a retrospective glance at the role of the high school in his town
from the vantage point of the 1920s, he noted that “for a long time all boys
were trained to be president. Then for a while we trained them all to be profes-
sional men. Now we are training our boys to get jos.”

The language of intellectual and psychological differences made schooling
seem less like a high stakes competition for a limited number of desirable jobs
or an institutional means of rationalizing social and economic inequality, and
more like a process of guiding students into work roles commensurate with
their real talents. With the organization of production taken for granted, prob-
lems in the workplace were perceived as problems of testing, training, intelli-
gence, and socialization. Although there was widespread recognition that
many jobs were joyless and stultifying, it was up to the student to demonstrate
his fithess for a dignified occupation.



Athletics and Socialization, A Blueprint for Citizenship

A second prominent feature of early twentieth century educational reform
concerned the school’s role in cultivating common values and allegiances
among students from different social classes and ethnic backgrounds, students
who would be funneled into different occupations. Extracurricular activities
including school sports were touted as potentially powerful agencies for incul-
cating the kinds of attitudes and behaviors associated with effective citizen-
ship* According to leading educationists and physical educators, athletics
could provide the kind of practical lessons in cooperation and social discipline
required for participation in an industrial society. “The times,” agreed Luther
Halsey Gulick, a founder of the New York Public Schools’ Athletic League,
“demand men with high corporate morality and it cannot be learned from
books or lectures.” Gulick believed that athletics offered the schools a means
of providing a genuine social education. Above all, sports “awakened” a
wholesome sense of group consciousness that enveloped player and non-
player alike. “There is,” he concluded,

no other avenue open to us by means of which it is possible to develop the idea of corporate, of
inter-institutional morality—that which represents the individuals but includes them as a whole—
than inter-institutional athletics. No other agency can be so effective, for nothing else begins to
have grip on the imagination and emotional life of our young men as do these athietics.

Gulick’'s remarks, penned in 1911, captured some already popular themes
concerning the benefits of properly supervised sports, themes which would be
reiterated again and again over the next thirty years. Athletics could be an
effective source of influence because sports were so popular. And athletics,
particularly in the form of team sports, emphasized the kinds of values and
forms of interaction compatible with participation in an industrial state.

Criticisms of laissez-faire principles were a characteristics feature of the rhet-
oric of school reform from early in the century to the second World War. In
disparaging rugged individualism as an anachronistic vestige of the nineteenth
century, however, educators were not really rejecting the value of competi-
tion, but seeking to rationalize it. Social cooperation was to be forged in the
competitive atmosphere of the public school. The acceptance of common
values meant, among other things, the acceptance of common notions of fair-
ness, merit, and opportunity. The task of unifying the student body involved
getting them to accept the procedures and criteria through which one was
thought to earn, or fail to earn, a prestigious role in society. Cooperating in
school became associated with a willingness to compete in approved terms
and to accept the consequences.

Athletics emerges from the educational literature as a means of tempering in-
dividualistic qualities and superimposing on them the ethos of the team
player. Addressing an annual convention of the National Education Associa-
tion, Charles Whitten boasted that no other activity came close to athletics in
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offering students the opportunity for the “actual practice” of the ideals
learned in the classroom. Whitten, an educator and long-time Secretary of the
lllinois State High School Athletic Association, maintained that “in addition

to the personal qualities of alertness, determination, persistence and courage,
the successful team must practice the virtues of self-control, teamwork and
cooperation, the submergence of self in the interest of the group and unselfish
devotion and loyalty to a social unit, virtues of which all society stands so
much in need* Educators’ concern with establishing a sense of community

in a society beset with the centrifugal forces of class, ethnicity, and frag-
mented work roles helps to explain the consistent endorsement of the idea of
mass athletic participation in the schools.

Interscholastic athletics, however, posed a particular set of problems for edu-
cators. Inter-school competition was well under way by the first decade of the
twentieth century. As was the case with college sports such as football, high
school teams frequently came into existence as the result of student initiative.
The story of varsity athletics involved not only the proliferation of new pro-
grams under the guidance of faculty and administration, but also the attempt
to wrest control from student administered teams. A 1907 study found that in
more than one out of six cases surveyed (37 out of 192), school teams re-
mained under student domination. The tide, however, was turning. The cam-
paign for school control was successful, and by 1924, state high school ath-
letic associations operated in all but three states.

Altough varsity sports prospered, they came under consistent attack for plac-
ing too much emphasis on winning. Charges of commercialism, bad sports-
manship, and bending the rules were as commonplace and predictable as the
enduring popularity of gamé&.Over the first four decades of the twentieth
century, educators never stopped raisng questions about the educational and
social value of interscholastic athletics, but neither of the two main currents of
athletic reform threatened their demté&he dominant view throughout the

“20s and “30s, no doubt heavily supported by community sentiment, was
that varsity sports could promote sound values if they were properly regu-
lated. This position provided the rationale for the leagues and state associa-
tions which strove to regulate and standardize competition between schools.
The maintenance of eligibility requirements and other rules governing athletic
relations between schools constituted the heart of the campaign to reform the
excesses of interschool conte'Sts.

Interscholastic athletics not only drew fire for encouraging a “winning is ev-
erything” attitude but for failure to involve the average student. Efforts to
promote mass participation made up the second major strand of reform. While
schoolmen struggled in the early years of the century to gain control of athlet-
ics, physical educators were seeking to replace the older curriculum of formal
exercises with one more oriented toward sports and ganisief in the

1



social benefits of mass participation in sport for boys not only gained consid-
erable currency among leading physical educators, but also garnered support
from a more general movement for organized play and recréat®nch
“modem” programs of physical education, however, had apparently not been
implemented on a very extensive scale in American high schools before the
War. Spurred on by the preparedness crisis, the drive to establish sports-cen-
tered P.E. programs picked up steam after the conflict. By the 1930s, in-
tramural athletics had won widespread recognition as an important means of
cultivating mass participation and developing wholesome leisure habits. But,
even though critics continued to tout the relative merits of intramural pro-
grams over varsity sports throughout the decade, the latter continued to domi-
nate the high school sports scéhe.

Ironically, the organization and conduct of varsity athletics came to resemble
that of schooling much more closely than intramurals. Shaping the school into
a more efficient instrument for allocating places in society, as noted earlier,
constituted a major thrust of early twentieth century school reform. The intro-
duction of differentiated curricula, vocational guidance, and the widespread
employment of 1.Q. testing after World War | reflected the effort to rational-
ize competition for work roles and establish schooling as a legitimate basis for
determining one’s vocational aptitude.

The relationship between schooling and the labor market was a dynamic one
effected by patterns of school enrollment which in turn were tied to social
class, race, urban-rural, and regional variations. Using the school to gain ac-
cess to jobs meant differet things to different people. Despite impressive up-
ward trends in years of formal education, many students still did not graduate
from high school in the 1920s and “30s. Undoubtedly, teachers often encour-
aged promisng working class students to pursue further academic training.
For many, however, the prospects of finishing high school or preparing for
college presented themselves as unrealistic expectations rather than foregone
conclusions. Similarly, enroliments in vocationally oriented curriculums not
only reflected assessments of academic potential but also projections of life
chances made by counsellors, parents, and the students themselves. The pro-
grams and procedures instituted by educational reformers facilitated the long
term development of schooling as the primary source of competition for jobs.
Gaining higher level work roles, however, involved not only school perform-
ance, but the economic, social, and psychological resources to persist in the
right kind of school prograrff’

Access to the labor market through schooling was not the same as competing
for positions on the football team. The influences of social class were different
and more pervasive in schooling than in sports. Varsity athletics, of course,
were not immune from racial discrimination. Leading educators openly op-
posed interschool programs for women. On the other hand, for those boys
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who got a chance to try out, interscholastic athletics may have been conducted
on a more clearly meritocratic basis with respect to social class differences
than schooling was. Despite these and other possible differences, however,
the parallels between schooling and sports are worth exploring.

Schooling, whatever the shortcomings of its meritocratic pretentions, was be-
coming associated with occupational success, both in perception and in fact.
It was increasingly recognized as the place where youngsters proved their fit-
ness or lack thereof for better kinds of job. By the 1920s the institutional
mechanisms for guiding students into different levels of the labor market were
well established. Cries of overemphasis in varsity football and basketball dur-
ing the “20s and “30s obscured the interesting ways in which these team
sports had adapted organizational procedures similar to those employed in
schooling. Candidates for the team competed with one another for a limited
number of starting and starring roles. In sports as in schools, individuals were
subject to continuous evaluation and ranking in accordance with standards de-
veloped and administered by professional experts. By placing youngsters in
similar situations and exposing them to similar institutional demands, inter-
scholastic athletics supported a major ideological component of schooling.
The structured competition of schooling helped to legitimatize social stratifi-
cation and a stratified workplace. Varsity athletics contributed by reinforcing
the idea that unequal rewards were the fair result of unequal ability deter-
mined through standardized competition. Just as schooling reinforced the
premise that relatively unsuccessful students did not deserve the better jobs,
sports practiced the idea that less able athletes did not deserve to play. Playing
time was a matter of coaching strategy, not an inherent right of team member-
ship. Athletes were continually called upon to demonstrate their abilities and
usefulness to the team in order to maintain their posifibns.

The coach’s teaching role was constrained by the overriding goal of organiza-
tional proficiency. His problem of developing team spirit in athletics resem-
bled the problem of cultivating cooperative citizenship in schools. In team
sports, jealousy and resignation loomed as twin stumbling blocks to team effi-
ciency. If players accepted the idea that they had to demonstrate their abilities
to the satisfaction of the coach, then he stood a good chance of enlisting their
wholehearted cooperation in carrying out their assignments for the good of the
team.

School personnel confronted the task of fostering common values and a spirit
of cooperation among students heading for unequal work roles. Coaches en-
countered the task of forging a spirit of teamwork among competitors who
held positions of unequal rank and prestige. In both settings, successful man-
agement depended on maintaining the legitimacy of the reward system. For
those who worked hard, there was the promise of promotion. But hard work,
after all, often was not a sufficient condition for advancement. Some would
not rise, no matter how hard they tried.
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Through civics classes, guidance counselling, and a variety of curricular and
extracurricular activities, schools attempted to instill the idea that the well
being of the nation and individual enterprises depended upon each person per-
forming his allotted task to the best of his abilities. For unsuccessful students
or those otherwise unable to acquire the right kind or amount of schooling, the
blueprint for cooperative citizenship often included training for a subordinate
role in the labor market. Coaches sought to reconcile their charges to the
unequal consequences of competition by emphasizing that the team’s success
depended on the effort of each member. Each athlete was exhorted to contrib-
ute his talents to the fullest and to play his designated role with enthusiasm, no
matter how humble it turned out to Be“The key to team spirit,” wrote
Coleman R. Griffith, author ofhe Psychology of Coachintlies in making

every man feel that his contribution to team-play is an important contribution
and a matter of personal satisfaction to the coach.” According to Griffith, the
coach was “responsible for helping his men to see that real greatness lies in
placing a generous value upany contribution made by any marf>’

Varsity team sports were organized and conducted in ways that reinforced
patterns of socialization in schools. The popularity of such sports also indi-
cated that the influence of interscholastic athletics in molding conceptions of
fairness and cooperation, however effective, extended to the majority of non-
participants.

One more point is worth noting here. The attempt to cultivate allegiance and
cooperation in contentious situations was not confined to schools and to the
athletic field. Corporate managers also struggled with this problem as a cru-
cial issue of control. Welfare schemes, employee-representation plans, pen-
sion plans, work incentive programs, and promotions policies all involved the
attempt to enlist loyalty and unity in a hierarchical situation. Managing stu-
dents, athletes, and employees shared some common gfound.

1]
School Athletics and the Crisis of the First World War

The Preparedness Controversy

As the clouds of war loomed menacingly on the horizon, most educators
agreed that schools should contribute to keeping America mentally and physi-
cally prepared for whatever challenges lay ahead, but they disagreed, some-
times rather heatedly, over the means. Critics of military training for school-
boys focused on forms of military drill which were thought to be characterstic
of high school programs. Educators frequently offered physical education as
an alternative to military drill. They argued that a sound program of physical
education (which would in most cases include a prominent role for sports)
offered a means of preparedness training in that it developed soldierly attri-
butes without encouraging a lockstep military mentality. On the contrary, ac-
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cording to many supporters, athletics helped to cultivate the physical and,
most particularly, the psychological traits essential for both war and peace.

Military training programs were in existence in some American high schools
at the outset of the War in Europe. High schools in Boston had apparently
required drill since Reconstructi6hThe New York Public Schools Athletic
League offered competition in rifle marksmanship for high school boys as part
of its massve sports and recreation progfarlilitary training, however,

was not a systemic component of American secondary education. One source
counted only 113 high schools “giving military drill of any kind” in 1915 and
reaching an estimated total of 14,500 bdys.

In 1916, the New York state legislature in an otherwise undistinguished ses-
sion passed two companion laws designed to implement preparéliiass.
Welsh Bill prescribed mandatory physical training for all students above the
age of eight, beginning with the 1916 school year. The law specified 20 min-
utes a day as minimum and included private as well as public schools.

The Slater Bill was more controversial. It set up a Military Training Commis-
sion whose purpose was to establish and oversee military training for young
men between the ages of 16 and 19. In accordance with the provisions of the
bill, the Commission could legally compel military training for a maximum of
three hours per week in addition to the regular physical education provided by
the Welsh Bill. Only those boys who were regularly engaged in working for a
living were exempt. The law also permitted the Commission to create summer
military camps which would last from four to six weeks. The legislature ap-
propriated only $10,000, however, which forced the Commission to establish
priorities among various eligible groups. According to one magazine account,
secondary schoolboys were at the top of théist.

The laws generated a great deal of discussion, most of it critical. Besides ob-
jections registered against the principle of compulsion, critics charged that the
training was inadequate. Tiszhool Reviewoined this second group of nay-
sayers in attacking the New York scheme, even though elsewhere the journal
had published a series of editorials favorable to the idea of military training in
the schools. Casting a retrospective glance at the program in April 1918, the
Reviewobserved that attendance in many high school drills had dwindled
from a beginning figure of three or four hundred to 30 of?4@.the next
issue, the journal produced additional figures to substantiate its indictment:

Acting Superintendent Straubenmiller, of the New York City Schools, reports that military train-
ing is being sadly neglected. Only four high schools have an average attendance of 50 percent of

the boys enrolled for the training. Attendance in various schools ranged from 2 to 89 percent. One
report shows that of 10,898 boys enrolled for drill, 4,489 were present, 3,575 Hosent.

The journal pointed to boredom as a prime cause of the depressing statistics,
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noting that the training consisted almost entirely of close order drill. Further-
more, it noted, the boys received no academic credit for their after-school
efforts.

The “Wyoming Plan” constituted another controversial yet apparently more
popular alternative to the New York experiment. The Wyoming idea was con-
ceived by Lieutenant Edgar Z. Steever, while serving a tour of duty as Inspec-
tor-Instructor of the state National Guard. Steever’s plan called for the divi-
sion of student cadets into units which remained the same throughout the
school year. The units engaged one another in a series of competitions begin-
ning with wall scaling and calisthenics during the fall. The second semester
featured competitions in drill, troop leadership, and field firing. Beginning in
May, there was an increased emphasis on interschool contests. The program
attempted to recreate the flavor of military life by ending the year with 14 days
of summer camp’

The Wyoming plan soon spread beyond the confines of its rather isolated
birthplace. Late in 191&verybody’'smagazine began a concerted campaign

to promote Steever’s brainchild. The publication set itself up as the official
headquarters of the High School Volunteers of the United States, a confedera-
tion of cadet organizations which had adopted the Wyoming*PrEime Wy-

oming scheme received approval from the U.S. Army War College and some
support in Congress. Secretary of War Newton Baker also came out in sup-
port. As a result, schools which put together cadet brigades of 100 or more
Were?gntitled to an instructor and equipment provided by the Federal Govern-
ment:

The majority position in the educational press seemed to favor physical educa-
tion over military drill or the Wyoming Program as a desirable means of
building preparedness. Many attacked military drill as a useless and obsolete
form of preparedness. In 1915, the Massacusetts Commission on Military Ed-
ucation issued a report which opposed military training for boys between the
ages of 14 and 21. The Massachusetts study was widely cited by critical
schoolmen.

The overwhelming weight of opinion from school teachers, military experts, officers of both the
regular army and the military and the general public is against military drill . . . . It is genrally
agreed that the military drill which a boy receives in school is of little or no advantage to him from
the point of view of practical soldiering. As far as available evidence goes, drill in the schools has
had no beneficial effect in promoting enlistments in the military except in a few isolated localities.

In fact, stated the report, drill had the opposite effect. It created an aversion to
military life.*”

Other critics, speaking individually and in association with peace groups,
raised the ominous spectre of militarism. To the venerable Charles W. Eliot of
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Harvard, military training in the schools smacked of despotism. “I have heard
a great deal of talk lately about the importance of a boy’s acquiring the habit
of implicit obedience,” he noted; “that is the worst habit a boy can acquire
after he ceases to be an infant, because it implies the subjection of the boy’s
own will.” 3®

David Starr Jordan, Chancellor of Stanford University, maintained that man-
datory drill in the schools constituted an entering wedge for compulsory train-
ing under state control. He argued that in order for training programs to be
effective, they would have to include the majority of boys who either dropped
out or failed to attend high school. At that point the state would take authority
out of the hands of the school boards because military drill would no longer be
an educational activity in a strict sense.

Jordan cited Australia as a living example of his fears. He pointed out that
some 22,143 had been prosecuted in less than three years under Australia’s
compulsory service laws. “In general,” he concluded, “no nation with com-
pulsory military service can long retain its sanity or its freedom. The first
purpose of compulsory service is to make subservient industrial as well as
military units of the young men of the country.” In adopting a policy of mili-
tarization, a nation flirted with totalitarianism. “The docile army is the right
arm of privilege,” argued Jordan, “and the reliance of the industrial exploi-
ter. Military drill accustoms men to blind obedience. They are taught to re-
gard frightfulness in terms of exalted patriotisii.”

Friends of the Wyoming idea attempted to counter the charges that military
training Killed initiative and fostered lock step obedience. Steever defended
his program as an alternative to old style military drill. He contended that the
Wyoming Plan was modelled on nothing more sinister than competitive
sports. “Our military instruction has been adopted to the game notion,” de-
clared Steever in the 1917 symposium in $ohool Review'We have taken

the old lock-step, routine work out of military instruction and we have
adapted it to the game.” By pitting high school cadet units against one an-
other, he claimed, “we get all the dash and all the efficiency of the football
team in our national-defense gamé&.”

Regarding the question of individual initiative, Steever attempted to turn the
tables by taking a critical glance at the authority structure of varsity sports. In
a statement cited by journalist George Creel, Steever invited the reader to
observe typical baseball and football teams. He expressed confidence that the
observer would soon be disabused of the notion that varsity athletics devel-
oped initiative. “You rake the school or college for the strongest and most
skillful and put these chosen few in the hands of specialists who demand the
blindest sort of obedience’” The Wyoming idea not only placed more of a
premium on initiative, according to Steever, but provided a chance for all

boys to participate.
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From the outset, the Wyoming approach was sold as a means of fostering
preparedness by inculcating the qualities of effective citizenship. The lauda-
tory piece by George Creel, which was read intoGbegressional Recorith
February 1916, emphasized Steever’'s statement that the Wyoming Plan
would create citizens instead of soldiers. “Your boys,” Steever reportedly
told parents at the outset of his efforts in Wyoming, “will be taught the ad-
vantages of a strong body and a clean mind, the value of self-control and
decent restraints, civic duties and responsibilities.” The goals then were in
line with the social orientation of the public school. His program aimed at
“full development of the fraternal instinct, the community-of-interest spirit,
so that every youngster will grow up in the understanding that no group,
whether it be a cadet company, city, state, or nation, is stronger than its weak-
est member.*?

The United States Army War College, in a published description of the Wy-
oming Plan, accepted the claims made in its behalf and recommended its
adoption by local school boards as a citizenship training progt&tate-
ments inThe Outlook and Everybodyédso advanced this view and presented
the Wyoming idea as a means of avoiding militarf8rithe slogan of the

High School Volunteers even during the war years was “For Better Citizen-
ship.”

Concern with personal fithess, national unity, and individual and social disci-
pline may have intensified as the war drew closer. Similarities in the rhetoric
of educators across the first seventeen years of the century may underestimate
the sense of crisis after 1915 and its possible effects on ideas of citizenship.
Conceptions of democratic citizenship may well have differed in important
respects, not only among those who supported physical education but also
between the proponents and opponents of military training schemes. Similari-
ties in the rhetoric of preparedness and citizenship may have masked signifi-
cant social and political disagreements regarding such vital questions as civil
liberties.

Nevertheless, with the proponents of military training stressing the role of
those programs in developing good citizenship, the controversy took an inter-
esting turn. The emphasis on social discipline and cooperation advanced by
apologists for the Wyoming idea and opponents of military training was not
new. This suggests that both sides were invoking conceptions of citizenship
which were rooted in the response to social and economic changes in Ameri-
can life at the turn of the century. Disagreements over the adequacy of differ-
ent training programs for high school boys were on one hand a response to a
burning issue of the day, the possibility of war. In a larger sense, however,
the preparedness issue also reflected well established aims of schooling and
citizenship training.

Both critics and defenders of the Wyoming Plan named a competitive games
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approach as an alternative to military drill. Steever and others for their part
presented the Wyoming idea as a kind of intramural program combined with
Boy Scouts, where group games were modified to meet the general needs of
national strength and vigilance. Those who opposed both military drill and the
Wyoming Plan threw their support behind systematic physical education,
which called for the liberal employment of athletics. Schoolmen may have
feared militarism but they had few scruples about using organized play as a
means of social conditioning. They continued to express the hope that sports
programs could help the schools shape a more disciplined and cooperative
social order. Individuals would continue to contest one another for individual
rewards, but they would compete according to well defined rules and be will-
ing to abide by the consequences.

In 1917, the National Education Association’s Committee on Military Train-
ing in the Public Schools issued a report recommending that schools institute
compulsory physical education as part of a comprehensive drive for national
unity and security.” The Committee stood foursquare against the introduction
of “any form of instruction which is distinctly or specifically military into the
elementary or secondary schoof$. The document, sprinkled liberally with

the statements of authorities, argued that early military drill was at best inef-
fective and at worst deleterious to health, peace, and freedom of thought. One
such negative comment was provided by Captain H. J. Koehler of West Point.

The use of the musket as a means of physical development for anyone, be he man or boy, is more
than worthless. It is, in my opinion, positively injurious. | deny absolutely that military drill
contains one worthy feature which cannot be duplicated in every well regulated gymnasium in the
country today. A thoro physical training develops all the necessary soldierly qualities to the great-
est degree and it does it without injury. If we have athletics, we shall never be without dBldiers.

Though fearful of injecting a spirit of militarism into the public schools, the
authors recommended marching as one of several activities within a physical
training regimen including sports, gymnastics, and calisthenics. The report
also made a point of urging school systems to “develop and intensity” their
efforts to instill loyalty and patriotism, particularly among immigrant chil-
dren. Committee members, like many educators who adamantly opposed mil-
itary training in high schools, held no such reservations for older men. Ac-
cordingly, the report advocated universal compulsory training for young men
beyond the age of 19.

Those critical of military training often pressed a line of argument similar to
that of proponents of the Wyoming Plan. They contended that physical educa-
tion built the kind of toughness and discipline that made good soldiers, but
without encouraging either the belligerent or the servile attitudes identified
with militarism. Thus, went the reasoning, physical education prepared
youngsters for peace every bit as much as for the eventuality of war.

The opposition to military training on democratic grounds did not prevent
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many educators from equating the requirements for citizenship in modern
America with the qualities that went into making a good soldier. Descriptions
of these qualities remained virtually the same as those ascribed to athletics and
physical education some years earlier. Charles Eliot, for example, preferred
physical education because it “would give the boy the best preparation he
could receive at that time of his life for a soldier's future and it would also
give the boys the best preparation the schools can give for service in the indus-
trial army.” In a quote appearing in tlehool Review'symposium on mili-

tary training, Eliot came out in favor of voluntary enlistment. He attacked
both conscription and the discipline of the professional soldier as infringe-
ments of personal liberties. “What we want in the form of discipline in the
army,” he argued, “is just what we want in industries; it is the cooperative
work; it is the sense of comradeship, fellowship, which in sports we call

‘team-play’.”*®

What Eliot missed was that schools, industries, and varsity sports teams, like
the Army, attempted to elicit cooperation from individuals slotted into roles of
unequal prestige and reward. Educators’ concern with “team play” whether
involving capital and labor or members of an intramural team did not reflect a
commitment to egalitarian goals. On the contrary, “team spirit” referred to
the problem of developing a sense of unity among members of a hierarchical
society, a society which leading educators took for granted as the necessary
outgrowth of “industrialization.”

The attributes necessary for an industrial society and for military preparedness
often turned out to be remarkably similar. New Jersey school superintendent
D. C. Bliss launched a blistering attack on military training programs in the
pages of th&chool ReviewBut, on the other hand, he argued that any school
which did not take as its “fundamental aim” the development of those attri-
butes “which shall be possessed by every upright, useful citizen” was dere-
lict in its responsibility. “The moral virtues of obedience, patriotism and self-
sacrifige," he asserted, “are no more desirable for the soldier than for anyone
else.’

Many individuals who desired to substitute physical education for military
training in the schools subscribed to the views of Harvard’'s Dudley A. Sar-
gent. Sargent, already a leading light in physical education, took an active
role in opposing military training in the Massachusetts schools. His testimony
before the Special State Board of Military Preparedness was frequently cited
and used to buttress the cases of such groups as the School Peace League and
the Women’s Peace Party of New York. In 1916, the American Physical Edu-
cation Association gave Sargent's views its official stamp of approval at its
annual convention

Sargent claimed that “the same qualities that are of most value for war are of
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most value for peace” and that military drill was inadequate on both counts.
Military drill did not offer the “opportunity for struggle” afforded by the
playground or athletic field. It was in the rigor of competitive games, not in
the “tin soldierism” of the drill field, where boys developed courage and a
spirit of competition and self-sacrifiGé The problem, as always, was that the
schools offered the vital lessons of athletics only to an elite. “What America
needs,” concluded Sargent, “is some way of providing more athletic students
and fewer student athletes, some way of providing more soldierly schoolboys,
instead of schoolboy soldiers?®

Jesse Feiring Williams of Columbia, who would emerge as a leading spokes-
man for the role of athletics in physical education during the 1920s and “30s
spoke out against military drill at the same 1916 gathering which endorsed
Sargent’s views. In an address entitled, “Proposals for Preparedness in Physi-
cal Education,” Williams proclaimed the superior capacity of athletics to
arouse an emotional commitment to the group. In fostering preparedness
without militarism, said Williams, athletics played a vital role in the creation
of socially responsible citizens which was “the growing task of physical edu-
cation” and indeed of schooling in genetal.

The arguments of Williams and others bore an interesting relationship to
broader educational concerns. The idea that authoritarian forms of control
were undemocratic and ineffectual was becoming a common theme in discus-
sions of school discipline and citizenship training before 1910. The nominal
rejection of more overt methods of control and socialization, however, did not
mean that educators were abandoning the predetermined goals of citizenship
training. Old fashioned methods may have seemed unduly restrictive to indi-
vidual freedom, but shaping attitudes and behavior through group activities
such as sports evoked little moral outrage in the councils of education.

A parallel situation seemed to exist in the preparedness debates. Military
forms of training and discipline were condemned but little heed was paid to
the possibility that athletics also might constitute a coercive, albeit more ap-
pealing method of training. Athletics, like other student activities, relied on
peer group pressure, emotional involvement, and conditioning more that ra-
tional reflection, to achieve its residual social objectives such as loyalty and
cooperation.

Athletics for the Armed Forces

The military made extensive use of sports during World War I. Sports were
used to distract the troops from less wholesome forms of amus&nient.
addition to serving as a weapon in the war against vice, athletic games also
became a part of the military training program itself. A competitive games
concept was employed on several levels. Taking a page from the Wyoming
Plan, the military incorporated a group games approach to traning exercises.
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Squads of trainees competed against one another in relays, equipment races,
and trench exercises. Team competition, according to the athletic officer at
Camp Pike, encourage the kind of competittgprit de corpsvhich was es-
sential to any efficient fighting unit.Joseph Raycroft, a professor of physical
education at Princeton and the Director of the Army athletic programs in the
training camps, counted “group games” a part of the educational phase of
training. In games, a young recruit learned to react quickly under competitive
pressgge, to adapt to changing circumstances, and to keep his emotions in
check:

The military also encouraged widespread participation in a variety of sports.
The Army and Navy both set up extensive boxing programs. Movements in
boxing were thought to parallel those in bayonet fightings was the case in
schools, athletics were not merely considered a source of physical training,
but an important agency for developing dispositions and attitudes.

Sports like boxing and football allegedly built confidence and aggressiveness.
They taught young recruits, as one observer put it, “to get bumped and not to
mind it.”>® Preparing for war was a grimmer business than going to school
and one should be wary of carrying the similarities between citizens, soldiers,
and athletes too far. With that caution duly registered, however, it is impor-
tant to note the resemblance between the role of athletics articulated by men
involved in administering activities for the military and the “educational
aims” of school sports. In both cases teamwork involved the efficient coordi-
nation of men in specialized ranks and roles carrying out orders from the top.

In addition to incorporating games-oriented training exercises and mass ath-
letics as integral parts of basic training, the armed forces also encouraged in-
ter-camp competition. The latter was the equivalent of school varsity competi-
tion as individual encampments sought to put their best teams on the field. As
a means of boosting morale after the War, the American Expeditionary Forces
staged a far-ranging series of elimination tournaments in several sports. The
tournament winners participated in the Inter-Allied Games, a kind of Olym-
pics held in Paris during July, 1919. John Griffith, an athletic officer during
World War | and later Commissioner of the Big Ten Athletic Conference,
argued that championship play complemented the goals of mass participation
by encouraging interest in spoffsProminent men such as James McCurdy,
Physical Director for the A.E.F., and Raycroft shared Griffith’s views con-
cerning the complementary relationship between mass athletics and champ-
ionship competition. Raycroft and Griffith both held prominent positions in
the National Collegiate Athletic Association after the War. In 1921, Griffith
became the first editor of th&thletic Journaland for over two decades ar-
dently proclaimed the educational and social value of interschool $ports.

The preparedness issue did not go away immediately after the conflict. Com-
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mentators expressed horror over the large numbers of American youth who
had been rejected by the armed forces as physically unfit. There were still
those who advocated military training as a solution to the prolisery-
body’s,as of 1919, was still engaged in an effort to promote the High School
Volunteers.

Educators continued their support for physical education as an alternative to
military training. A National Committee on Physical Education drafted a
model bill and agitated for its passage among the various states. The Commit-
tee also lobbied within both major political parties prior to the general election
of 1920. Their efforts paid off as both the Republicans and the Democrats
adopted physical educaton planks in their respective platfdrms.

States moved rapidly to adopt physical education laws after 1919. Prior to
1915, only Idaho, Ohio, and North Dakota had physical education laws on the
books. In the next three years, eight more states passed physical training laws
of one sort or another. Between 1919 and 1925, however, the movement for
physical education gained momentum as 22 states passed enabling legislation.
Before the end of the decade, 36 states had passed laws pertaining to P.E. in
the schools. Apparently not all of these statutes made instruction compulsory,
however. A 1927-28 nationwide survey, for example, revealed that only 254
out of 464 high schools required physical educatfon.

The growth of physical education programs ushered in an increased emphasis
on athletics. Historian Guy Lewis was substantially correct when he argued
that the 1920s witnessed the triumph of the movement to make sports the focal
point of P.E., a movement which began shortly after the turn of the c&ftury.
By the early 1930s, there was substantial support for intramural athletics, fu-
eled by indignation over varsity contests and concern with the cultivaton of
leisure interests. Intramurals, however, were an addition to, not a replacement
for, interscholastic athletics.

The use of sports by the military boosted the drive for mass participation pro-
grams after the War, but their influence on the subsequent relationship among
varsity athletics, physical education, and intramurals is harder to assess. The
relative prestige and the predominance of interscholastic sports were bound up
with patterns of popular culture which are too complicated to explore here.
Nevertheless, it is worth noting that the establishment of inter-camp competi-
tion supported the notion that the more elite forms of participation were com-
patible with mass play. Through some combination of conviction and expedi-
ence, this was the viewpoint which won the day in American public high
schools.

The debate over military preparedness, the use of sports during the War, and
the successful effort to integrate sports into the physical education curriculum
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all had the effect to solidifying and reinforcing the association between athlet-
ics and the conception of effective citizenship which was emerging during the
early years of the twentieth century. Concern with efficiency, organization,
order, and unity marked the efforts to transform the public school during the
Progressive Era. By the end of the War, educators had succeeded in reconsti-
tuting the school as a more effective instrument for meeting the needs of the
industrial labor market. In the process, they set out to cultivate, to impose if
necessary, the virtues of the team player on a student populace headed for
unequal work roles. Athletics promised not only to cultivate competition, but
more importantly to discipline it. As was the case in the military, educators
sought in mass atletics an agency for counterbalancing the divisive effects of
ranking, sorting, and testing. Varsity team sports, whether educators fully re-
alized it or not, were organized to socialize by replicating the rationalized
competition and institutional forms of cooperation found in schooling.

The critical period surrounding the War served to invest the task of building
social discipline and cooperation with a greater sense of urgency, but the
goals themselves were not new. The frequent claims that athletics prepared
men for peace or war reveal as much about the consistent commitment of the
schools to the goal of social efficiency as they do about the concern with na-
tional security brought on by the war in Europe and its aftermath. Educators,
while eschewing militarism, proclaimed sports as the medium for the soldi-
erly qualities of loyalty, self-sacrifice, and group spirit. The point then is not
that the crisis of the War years militarized the concept of citizenship, but that
the whole military training issue served to illuminate the strong emphasis
upon organization, regimentation, and social discipline which was already
present and would linger long after the War.
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