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Valeria J. Freysinger & John R. Kelly (Jack) (2004). 21st century leisure: current issues. 2nd ed. Venture Publishing Inc. (hardcover) ISBN:1–892132–53–2. 
In 2004, a second edition of this textbook on the future of leisure was published in a third wave of scientific literature on leisure activities. Its aim “is to engage instructors and students in a common enterprise of exploring and debating contemporary issues. […] It] involves critical analysis, assessment of evidence, and marshalling arguments. It is always a two-way dialogue or dialectic rather than a one-way presentation” (Freysinger & Kelly, 2004, xiii‑xiv). Freysinger and Kelly employed a debate format, which contributes to adequately co-developing and solidifying life meanings in the pragmatic quest that are constructivism and socio-constructivism, though in parallel some argue that deviant leisure activities also hold potential for making meaning (Cassar & Clark, 2019; Du, 2008). The authors exhort with discernment that discussion strengthens synergy in the micro-society of the classroom: there, students learn by thinking for themselves, instead of absorbing disparate knowledge caused by the dark zones that influence human behaviours. In doing so, they prevent disconnected thought. As professor-guides and leaders, teachers propose the debate format knowing that “[c]urrent ‘knowledge’ may also prove to be wrong. Further, the world of leisure is changing along with everything else. Nothing is final for Century 21 or any other time period. [Thus,] the facts will change. Even the issues will change” (Freysinger & Kelly, 2004, p. xiv). However, considering that “the more things change, the more they stay the same” (Karr, 1849/1859, p. 305; our translation), leisure as a substantial prerogative strangely becomes a pretext for people searching for and discovering life meanings in the day-to.  
day Unexpected and disproportionate events happen when we are faced with the obstacles of life, and these, in turn, give rise to pressing needs that must be managed by problem-solving through epoch-making in the face of relative resource scarcity.


Accordingly, social trends are constantly being reshaped over time in a variety of scenarios, each with their own probability of happening, here or elsewhere in the social universe. In other words, nothing about new, unexpected events is linear. Therefore, the future influence of leisure on our lives within a complex, interrelated social world is moving for the better with the aim that constraints are overcome by the bountiful creativity and ingenuity of human life so that participation in leisure activities is maintained (Gravelle, 2019). The result accentuates positive and enjoyable experiences and emotions, as well as the renewal of leisure.  This social dimension emphasizes a state of flow—a moment of happiness or bliss (Csikszentmihalyi, 1974; Zuzanek, 2024)—that allows us to realize the shortness of life (Seneca, 49‒55 CE/1994). In that regard, Kelly (2012) vivaciously and eloquently confirms that, because of the great complexity of contemporary societies, “[…] we need to know as much as possible about what is going on in our society about population shifts, economic and political change and conflicts, value orientations, group identifications, composite lifestyles, and new technologies” (p. 1). Teachers and students must free their thinking by eliminating bias or ideology in education in the field of leisure. In doing so, they have the advantage of meticulously rationalizing and more scientifically explaining this social phenomenon of leisure as a means of relational affinity between persons.  

The textbook contains 24 chapters grouped in sections and parts. Chapters span across, historic, politics, economic, market sector and consumption, lifestyles, arts, sport and outdoor recreation, travel and tourism, popular culture and mass media, ethnicity and race, gender and sexuality, life course and aging approaches to leisure and an all of in-between that help us unpack the societal ecosystem in which leisure centred people lives and breath. Each chapter is divided into sections. Each has debates in a “Yes” or “No” format, discussion questions, references and resources. The authors further and adequately strengthen their points of view with relevant, neutrally phrased questions, without negative and/or positive intentions. This structures the various thematics of each chapter. 
	The authors clearly highlight how people struggle to attain a state of leisure in their day-to-day lives, which are “closely related to immediate survival and the other practical necessities of life” (Purrington & Hickerson, 2013, pp. 130‒131), especially in the post-pandemic context. This latter transfigures reality, from the simplest to the most complex, and vice versa. In general, when it comes to the future of leisure, the pandemic saga proved that most people did not see the social phenomenon coming, though many scientists foretold it. The general population, therefore, looked on with surprise, and even to this day continues learning how to manage their fragilities resiliently through beneficial leisure activities as a way to relieve day-to-day stress and improve their overall health and spiritual well-being. 
	Freysinger and Kelly candidly expose how leisure is all about the symbolic lifestyles through which people cultivate meaningful values, and how it makes for great complexity in creating lifestyles. The 21st-century mentality includes the following abstraction: “Leisure is a dominant value, not least because it represents the time in which we relax after work, but also due to its new functions, regarding personal fulfilment, identity, and avoidance of certain circumstances” (Cuenca Cabeza & Cuenca Amigo, 2013, p. 28). As an experience, leisure activities are often a question of taste. Though difficult to discuss, nevertheless, they allow us to construct our immediate environment and form new realities and social bonds. In particular, a play culture with the anti-intellectualism modality contributes to socialization by allowing us to learn interactively who we are in society over our life course:
Play is a quality of dimension in life as is development, community, work, [leisure, and family]. Life has its rhythms within activities, even minute-by-minute. We are not on task all the time at work. We may care for and about others at any time. Life does not divide up neatly and clearly. In fact, one approach to our lifestyles is how we combine those dimensions (Freysinger & Kelly, 2004, p. 92).     
Within play culture by preventing delirium of interpretation (Caillois, 1938), and therefore, retransmit the success of play to other players (Huizinga, 1938/1955), the Freysinger and Kelly accurately present how Americans live within Veblen’s economic principle (1899/1953) of having more than is needed to live. As a result, they perceive winning as being able to expose the most “toys.” Leisure transmits economic values contentiously and displays social class status, symbolizing our transcendence from economic requirements. This implies that, “Leisure is political. There is implicit and explicit policy underlying the laws, regulations, and provisions of every level of government. The task is to analyse how political processes produce policy and open and close many doors to leisure” (Freysinger & Kelly, 2004, p. 181). 
	In other respects, leisure seems to create focus into the economic system, making companies react quickly to the demand for leisure: it creates a market for miscellaneous goods and services deliveries in the digital age, despite statistics that may obscure more than they reveal (Schor, 1992) because some people  cheat deliberately with numbers to prove their useless points of view.
	Freysinger and Kelly magnanimously identify an unresolved paradox: the conflict between religion and leisure. The first glorifies God, while the latter is to be human at a leisurely pace. For the two authors, the main tension resides particularly between asceticism and expression, rather than the dualistic religion/leisure binomial. On this point, Kelly (1987), who is a theologian by training (1954, Yale University, theology/1965, South Carolina, theology of ethics), also relies excessively on Bonhoffer’s theology (1959). This latter stipulates a world come of age: a world without religion that is no longer bound by traditional myths or the presence of supernatural beings. In light of the many territorial conflicts on an unstable and fragile Earth—where people should adopt an attitude of non-resistance (Weber, 1919/1959) toward evil in spite of any situation (Ricœur, 2005)—is this world come of age plausible or preferable? Metaphysical problems around asceticism occur, given that evil conducts subjects to a mysterious and challenging experience: 
[I]n evil, suffering is passivity […], non-freedom or the suffering from suffering […]. The evil of pain—harm itself—is a bursting, as if it were the deepest expression of absurdity. That, intrinsically and in and of itself, suffering be useless—that it be “for nothing”—is the least that can be said (Levinas, 1984, p. 30; our translation).

Though life would obviously seem ephemeral in regards to the nostalgia of origins (Eliade, 1963; 1976), one example of the useless suffering presented in this quote is Bonhoffer’s martyrdom in the Nazi camps; his suffering could have been prevented by the cautious and uncomplicated decision to move to the United States and marry to his fiancée, just as the famous theologian Paul Tillich (1868–1965) did. The fundamental definition of the post-secular era is that no-one can behave as if God does not exist. In this era, certain biblical questions are hermeneutically and fundamentally a structural mentality: What about the Revelation of God the Father, Jesus Christ and His mother Mary, the Holy Spirit, the Angels, the Saint Martyr and so on, through the coming of the Kingdom of God? It is risky, as Berger (2001) invokes, to neglect the religious point of view as a gift of the Lord when analysing the world as it always has been. Indeed, the perceptual dimension leading to a broader understanding of the meaning of leisure in day-to-day life is a way to explore the definition of leisure as a concept, despite the lack of consensus (Shaw, 1985).
	Additionally, Kelly (1982) defines leisure as a derivation of work. This implies pursuing relative freedom as decisions and actions, creating a plurality of meanings: “Freedom, then, is an act rather than a state. It is the situated possibility of meaningful action” (1987, p. 42). This action is too often subjugated to systemic retroactive effects. Consequently, leisure is perceived as freedom of choice (Shaw, 1985; Kelly, 2012; Sintas et al., 2015) and is, conceptually, “a mental condition that is located in the consciousness of the individual” (Kelly, 2012, p. 23). Above all, this involves the pineal gland or epiphyses. Located near the centre of the brain and between the two hemispheres, they are where melatonin is produced, and they have an overall effect on the nervous system. For Descartes’ assumptions (1649/2017, p. 10), “The soul’s principal seat is in the small gland located in the middle of the brain.” This body part is influenced by invisible spirits who appear mysteriously from time to time by projecting the leisure act of soul. As such, people exist in the social world without consciously being aware that they are sometimes subjected to an ancient philosophical Heraclitean leitmotif: “Construction and destruction, destruction and construction, such is the norm that fulfils and expands all areas of living nature, the smallest as well as the largest […] Everything that lives is subject to incessant destruction, to incessant renewal” (Gomperz, 2006, pp. 10, 11, our translation). 

	With this point of view in mind, Spracklen (2017) fortifies the theories of Habermas, who thoroughly “believes in progress and the Enlightenment […] of applying reason to understanding the truth of things” (p. 29) as well as those of Bourdieu who justified for his defence, “that leisure activities can be places where individuals use their agency to shape habitus and accumulate cultural capital” (p. 29). To be able to live with his own contradictions—and potentially cause a discrepancy in the eclectic values in the forthcoming 21st century—Spracklen (2017) bravely developed an effective definition of leisure; that is, transforming people at every step according to the identity of their authentic selves and worldview: 
Leisure is a universal human desire, an activity and space that allows humans to explore their humanity and their sociality. Leisure is a number of things. It is an activity undertaken in time free from work or in a space free from work. Leisure activities are what people choose to do in their leisure time; the things people do when they want to have fun or feel pleasure, or be satisfied in some psychological or sociological way. Communicative leisure is the ideal form of leisure, the leisure in which we make free choices, use our agency and interact with each other (or with our environment) in a morally right way. It is the form of leisure that instructs us in how to be human, how to respect others and how to feel the satisfaction of creativity and inquiry. […] Communicative leisure activities are things that make us human, give us deep and lasting satisfaction, and which relate to how we understand ourselves and others as equal members of the human race (pp. 30–31).     

Even though this definition comes from a specialist of leisure, we should point out Spracklen’s careful approach: he is above all watchful of the patricians’ definitions of leisure. Freysinger and Kelly pose genuine and transformative questions about the future of leisure in the 21st century: the answers are contained in the questions themselves. There are parameters within which people have the opportunity and the skills to settle and search for their self-identity. Specifically, across various spheres of life: 
Will leisure become a more important context for building communities and developing relationships? If so, what are the implications for marriage and the family? […] For those with scarcity of time, can leisure be more than occasional escape from pressure? Can the society and economy be reorganized for flexibility through the life course? […] Is it possible to have a productive economy with work-family-leisure roles that offer a satisfying rhythm throughout life? […] What is the “good life”? Is it free to grow, learn, and develop? Is it deeply related to others in social bonds of community? If both, which is primary? Or are both equally necessary in some balance? In this society, at this time, what are we learning about the meanings of life? And, what is the contribution of leisure in this project? (Freysinger & Kelly, 2004, pp. 382–383–384).  
Let us now mention some critiques of the textbook. The first critique is its new classification of age codeveloped by the authors, who do not scrupulously follow Gordon, Gaitz and Scott’s classification of age and its dilemmas (1976). The “developmental metaphor” of the theoretical model of leisure conceptualized by Kelly himself (1987) indeed states two dialectical processes: the Hegelian thesis-antithesis-synthesis (horizontal dialectic) and the Heideggerian hermeneutic spiral (in which the sum of the parts constitutes globality, i.e., vertical dialectic). Unfortunately, an epistemological problem occurs mainly because of intellectual and physical finitude. . Kelly writes that his model contains no absolute realities or truths, but the systematic and reflective work of explanation open to correction, if possible (Kelly, 1997, our emphasis). 
	The second critique that could be formulated is the authors’ lack of understanding of the disabilities of vulnerable people, the importance of the quality of the environment and the effects of the digital age on the future of leisure. In fact, there are no chapters on these subjects. Yet, the book should present the knowledge accumulated during their respective university careers and enable readers’ understanding of the therapeutic and curative effects of leisure, as a valuable remedy for global health issues. 
	The third critique is the authors’ irremediable single way of understanding leisure and the tendency to rephrase certain notions of leisure. This is why they have no choice but to adopt the debate format which resides too closely in an American standpoint, apparently serving the interests of Western civilization which might produces recurrent unhealthy patterns. Needless to say, leisure is also a social phenomenon in Africa, the Middle East, Asia, Indonesia, Oceania, Central and South America, the Arctic and Antarctica. It is also found on the islands of the Mediterranean Basin—the seat of the ancient Greek and Roman civilizations, or the early modern meanings of “the Seven Seas.” 
	Beyond these critiques, Freysinger and Kelly succeed tremendously in demonstrating the importance of leisure and how it is not a secondary value but an extensive life activity. As universal roles and dynamic activities, “organized leisure settings are increasingly prominent in the search for communal bonds in contemporary societies. […]  […] Leisure is necessary to a culture’s existence. It is, therefore, not expendable, but serious and primary” (Frey & Dickens, 1990, p. 271–272). Though Schor warned in 1992 of the unexpected decline of leisure, most people within cultural societies become peculiarly more “leisure centred” rather than “work centred,” despite inescapable social changes.
This second edition was published 21 years ago which certifies the constant effort to learn, fulfil, expand, co-develop and solidify life meanings. Spontaneous and well expressed, it provides the trustworthiness of reflective thinking, expose the complexity of metalanguage and expounds the global scope of the future of humanity.  The writing allows readers to thoroughly be masters of their own kingdom and proceed within a steady and salutary movement. It is, indeed, a situation where leisure is to continue exhilarating people with vivacious ludic activities that expose their leisurely lifestyles. 
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