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Abstract

It has been widely recognized that student-athletes, especially in tkecfpoen’s
basketball and football, endure stereotyping (Bowen & Levin, 2003; Simons, Bosworth, Fujita
& Jensen, 2007, Baucom & Lantz, 2001). Although stereotypes about male basketball and
football student-athletes academic behaviors are expressed by ro@mg eéthe university
community, the resentment most poignantly comes from faculty (Leach & Conners, 1884). T
present study examined full-time faculty member’s negativeatigres towards male basketball
and football player’s. Specifically, this study looked at how faculty stgpes about male
basketball and football player's academic behaviors relate to fa@itggtions about their
campus’ athletics department, the amount of contact faculty have with miaétdadisand

football student-athletes, and faculty involvement with their athletics depart

Over 250 faculty members across eight different departments at fosraDivi
institutions participated in this study. Results indicated that factors sydsitise athletic
department perceptions, greater contact with male basketball and foattatitsathletes and
greater faculty involvement with their campus athletics departnmemekated to fewer faculty

stereotypes about male basketball and football student-athletes.
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CHAPTER 1: Study Overview

Introduction

Sentiments concerning intercollegiate athletics differ subsligrdgimong important
university constituents (Putler & Wolfe, 1999). Arguably there is no other group withegesl|
and universities who have voiced their opinions about collegiate athletics mdezausly than
college faculty. Although faculty beliefs can foster constructive obmimgathletic policy and
reform, unfortunately such opinions can also lead to unwanted negative stereotypes about
student-athletes. It has been well documented that faculty do hold negateptiosis about
student-athletes, and student-athletes believe they are perceived hebstiieir professors
(Baucom & Lantz, 2001; Bowen & Levin, 2003; Engstrom, Sedlacek, & McEwen, 1995;
Simons, Bosworth, Fujita, & Jensen, 2007). To date research has been unable to detainine wh

variables may be related to faculty stereotypes of athletes.

As college athletics has grown into a billion dollar business, thanks in large part to
revenue producing sports such as men’s basketball and football, the mission ef atbiletics
has shifted. Collegiate athletics, once seen on college campuses as nothbitigamor
recreational sports activities, has become a professionalized, moneylursieess, particularly
in the sports of men’s basketball and football. Although research has done an adddofate |
demonstrating that faculty members hold negative stereotypes, faimgsisidies address the
contextual variables that shape faculty beliefs about intercollegidé&ties and in particular

student-athletes (Knight Commission, 2007).
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Literature on college athletics highlights key findings that could beumstntal for
determining how faculty stereotypes about men’s basketball and football satlletts are
formed and maintained. For instance, one study found that faculty exertedeégglings
toward male student-athletes in revenue producing sports and that such spobistedotthe
incompatibility of goals between intercollegiate athletics depantsmand the basic values of
higher education (Engstrom, Sedlacek, & McEwen, 1995). This incompatibilityats o
exemplified through the overemphasis of sport participation and financial ghin eollege
athletics over other values such as academic achievement. Another fsxtheqiumber of
student-athletes clustering in social science and sport relatedrdepi (Brady, 2008; COIA,
2005; Shulman & Bowen, 2001). Researchers highlight several rationalbsftvend, but the
most applicable is the notion that student-athletes are more likely to enqoositere
interactions with faculty in those fields because these facultyb@enin these departments are
more supportive of athletic programs than faculty in other majors on campuis§Ha2004;
Noble, 2004). Finally, since the inception of collegiate sports, faculty mermaeesserved
athletics departments in several capacities (Thelin, 1996). Althoughyfacaithbers initially
played a vital role in the management and maintenance of athletic depaytineisame can no
longer be said. In fact, recent research has found that faculty membetg$eelongs of
disconnect from their campus athletics departments (Knight, 2007). Tleenaftioned findings

will be expanded upon for this study.

Purpose

The first purpose of the present study is to find out whether or not faculty gpeEeot

about male basketball and football student-athletes relate to faculgppens about their
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campus’s athletics department. Stereotypes are defined within the aofrttexjpresent study as
an exaggerated belief associated with what Allport (1954) defines as argatdgre
specifically, such stereotypes will be defined as a negative bedietiated with the academic
behaviors of male basketball and football student-athletes. Faculty penseptil be defined as
an overarching belief set one holds about their campus’s athletics departnaminehides the
following areas: 1) student-athlete support services, 2) athletic departmsaring including
coaches and athletic directors and 3) the practices, policies and proceduireanvéthletics
departmentOne could argue that athletic departments are seen as having positilieaas we
negative effects on universities (Putler & Wolfe, 1999). For example, revenuatgnsports
such as men’s basketball and football can generate millions of dollars for a tpjiversever,
athletic department scandals and off the field incidents of student-atbéetalso tarnish the
university’s reputation and lead to an incompatibility between institutiombathletic
department goals. If faculty members perceive athletic depatrtheeisions, values, and actions
as being detrimental to the university, to what degree do such feelingstoetla¢ negative
stereotypes faculty have about male basketball and football student-&tiHietgieg a
relationship between such stereotypes and athletic department perceptyonowide
suggestions for improving relationships between faculty, athletic degattpand student-

athletes.

The second purpose of this study is to examine the extent to which facultgt cuitita
student-athletes relates to faculty stereotypes about male basketbfdotball student-athletes.
For the purposes of this study, the term contact will refer to faculty mersbkireported
interactions with male football and basketball student-athletes as ingedahe classroom

environment. Faculty members, unlike other athletic department stakeholdersoliege
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presidents, alumni, fans), have the unique opportunity to interact with student-athtbees
classroom. The present study proposes that interactions between facuttydend- athletes
shapes faculty stereotypes about male basketball and football student-aflegtesmore, past
research has shown that faculty opinions about college athletics may diffqarynoient
(Harrison, 2004; Noble, 2004). This study proposes that faculty members in the areaal of soci
science, sport related fields, communications, and business have more arienaith student-
athletes than faculty in departments such as engineering, Englisiny hastd natural sciences.
Furthermore, this study proposes that increased interaction betweey #cbihale basketball
and football student-athletes will lead to fewer negative stereotypes tavedrdtsident-athlete

populations.

The third and final purpose is to determine the relationship between a faculty rnsembe
involvement with his or her campus’s athletics department and the sterelo¢ypeshe has
about male football and basketball student-athletes. Faculty involvement weesddeiihin the
present study as a faculty member’s current or prior affiliation Wwehr tampus’s athletics
department such as serving on athletic department committees, faculty, bodrdsademic
mentoring of student-athletes. Involvement was also defined as a faculty riscleNsrof
engagement in athletic department activities which could include correspondéne¢hletic
department officials and involvement in sport or non-sport related actittigsrical evidence
suggests that maladaptive attitudes and behaviors such as stereotypinguahcepaeg in part
due to a lack of knowledge and understanding (Connolly, 2000; Gaertner & Dovidio, 2000;
Hewstone & Brown, 1986; Miller, 2002). Arguably faculty involvement with their atidlet
departments may serve as an important precursor for obtaining greatetandiegs which

could potentially lead to fewer negative stereotypes about male bakketbé&botball student-



15

athletes. Quantitative and qualitative research method analyses willibedul examine the
aforementioned relationships. Whereas quantitative methods will be used as aonesahse
the relationship between the measurable variables of this study, qualtegithods will be
employed to extract meaning behind faculty perceptions as well as irdesagith student-
athletes and their campus’s athletics department. Within the present Beudyatitative

findings will help augment the quantitative findings.

Research Questions

1) What is the relationship between faculty perceptions about their campuststhle
department and their negative stereotypes about male basketball and &iotieait-

athletes?

2) What is the relationship between faculty negative stereotypes about rsledehadl and
football student-athletes and the amount of contact faculty have with malebadisked!
football student-athletes?

a. Does faculty contact with male basketball and football student-athletesk;if
department?
b. When faculty members are grouped based upon their departmental affileago

differences in stereotypes found?

3) What is the relationship between faculty involvement with collegiate athiztd

negative stereotypes about male basketball and football student-athletes?

LA general assumption of this study is that high contact departments will be defined as the following primary areas
of teaching: business, communication, sociology and sports science. Low contact departments will be defined as
the following primary areas of teaching: natural science, engineering, English, and history.
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4) What are the central concerns about college athletics departments as male
basketball and football student-athletes as expressed by faculty memnbersion |

institutions?

Theoretical Framework

The framework of this study draws from the fields of education, sociology and
psychology. This study merges two bodies of literature, one being literataoliege athletics
and the other being Intergroup Contact Theory. The literature on faculty pensepticollegiate
athletics has primarily examined those student-athletes participatiegenue generating
sports: male basketball and football. This is, in part, because students partjgipatich sports
are more recognizable, especially to faculty (Lantz, 2001). Prevalent thethediterature
include faculty displeasure with student-athletes regarding scholarshipsetyptmotivation in
the classroom, and overall displeasure with the mission of college athletiése{C&dRoswal,
1995; Engstrom & Sedlacek, 1995; Harrison, 2004; Knight Commission, 2007). Given faculty
members’ expressed displeasure for student-athletes, particulalgemuesgenerating sports,
for the purposes of this study stereotypes were defined as negative. Faréhelthough
stereotypes are not necessarily negative in nature, stereotypes aboouputigmbers are more
likely to have negative connotations than those about in-group members (Hilton & von, Hippel
1996). In addition, this study will only examine negative stereotypes of msitetball and
football student-athletes because such stereotypes can hinder positraoolasstcomes for
students. The term student-athlete refers only to those students from men’sdibskdt
football teams. The current project adds to the existing literature by meakiingct connection

between stereotypes about male basketball and football student-athletelsiudvariables
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such as faculty perceptions about collegiate athletics, faculty conthdtudent-athletes, and
faculty involvement with their campus’s athletics department.

The second body of literature that supported the current project is IntergoatgrC
Theory, which is rooted in the fields of sociology and psychology. The theory $iatesné way
to alleviate tension between racial groups is by increasing contact arfdrén@rgroving
attitudes (Allport, 1954). Within the current study, Intergroup Contact Theappised to
student-athlete and faculty contact rather than interracial interacionsact theory proposes
optimal conditions for social contact that will lead to improved conditions betweegromps.
They include that groups have equal status, common goals, cooperate, asnstlidional
support (Allport, 1954). This study hypothesizes that increased formal (aggr,adm) contact
or informal (e.g., game attendance) contact between faculty and studemsathlietesult in

faculty having fewer negative stereotypes.

Research Hypotheses

1) Faculty members who carry greater negative perceptions about thpusarathletics
department will have greater negative stereotypes about male baskatlfalbtall

student-athletes.

2) Faculty members who have more contact with male football and basketball student-
athletes will have fewer negative stereotypes toward male bagketdbotball student-

athletes.
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a. Faculty in the areas of sociology, communication, sport science and business will
have more contact with male basketball and football student-athleteshpared

to faculty in engineering, natural sciences, English and history.

b. Faculty in high contact departments will have fewer negative steredipes
male basketball and football student-athletes than faculty in low contact

departments.

3) Faculty who are more involved with college athletics will have fewer nagati

stereotypes about male basketball and football student-athletes.

4) Across institution and major, faculty at Division | institutions will repartigr concerns
regarding their campus’s athletics department as well as maletbsked football

student-athletes.

a. Across institution and major, faculty members at Division | institutioiig@port
similar recommendations for improving their perceptions about their campus’s

athletics department and male basketball and football student-athletes.

What is Lacking in the Literature

Although previous research has examined faculty perceptions of collsiyidéant-
athletes, this study differs in several ways. First, this study diffghsregard to instrumentation
design and the variables that were measured. For instance, the 2007 KnightvBitcidwill be
discussed in Chapter 2, explored faculty opinions about student-athletes at tlyenfiaooitters’
institutions whereas the present study looked at faculty beliefs aboudlalbasketball and

football student-athletes participating in Division | sports. In addition ngtelimentation used
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in this study is designed to gauge a participants overarching belief ssternthe academic
behaviors of male basketball and football student-athletes (e.g., stereoiypE®as previous
studies examined faculty attitudes toward particular situations that invatkéetes, and each
situation was to be considered independently (Engstrom & Sedlacek, 1991; Engstitavel§
& McEwen, 1995). Most importantly this study connects stereotypes with a bsyatem (e.g.,
athletic departments). Thus, faculty opinions about student-athletes issastsube largely
determined by their perceptions about athletic departments, allowing thoseejutdgo be
formed even before a student-athlete reaches the classroom and is loasktieifactual

understanding of the person (Baucom & Lantz, 2001).

The second way this study differs from prior research is that it diffetesfiaculty
perceptions by departmental affiliation. Previous studies have failed s@eothe variability in
faculty opinions about athletics and student-athletes by academic degattaff#iation. For
instance, past research has indicated that faculty from departments phgkieal
education/kinesiology display more favorable attitudes toward athleticsabaltyfmembers
from humanities, business, and science/technology (Harrison, 2004; Knight Commissign, 2007
Noble, 2004). Due to the scarcity of literature regarding faculty attitalolest collegiate
athletics by departmental affiliation, it is unclear how thestud#s relate to stereotypes about

student-athletes (Noble, 2004).

Finally, the current study applies Intergroup Contact Theory to factitglent-athlete
interactions. As originally examined, Intergroup Contact Theory linked-atiet interactions
with knowledge and exposure, resulting in fewer prejudicial beliefs betweiahgeoups

(Allport, 1954). This study applies only the interaction context among faculty aed ma
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basketball and football student-athletes. Literature has shown that faenitlyars feel
disconnected with athletics and part of this disconnect may contribute to théidorofa
negative stereotypical beliefs about student-athletes (Knight Commission, R88&arch

shows that stereotypes are formed due to lack of adequate knowledge about othémssas wel
maintained by way of previously stored knowledge (Hewstone & Brown, 1986; Hili@mné&
Hippel, 1996). This study hypothesizes that if faculty members were to beécoraenvolved in
athletics, their knowledge base about athletics departments will likakyase, which would lead

to fewer negative stereotypes.

Study Significance

A growing area of interest is student-athlete experiences with faculty. idsearch is
needed to understand faculty beliefs, attitudes, and stereotypes, whichecathaff
interactions with student-athletes in the classroom (Etzel, Ferraniek&ey, 1996). Faculty
need to re-examine negative stereotypes about student-athletes sirtavitheducational
responsibilities as teachers of student-athletes in the classroom (Aci€arthly, Salovey, &
Banaji, 2004; Duderstadt, 2000). Engstrom and Sedlacek (1995), using their Situationdé Attit
Scale, found that faculty exerted more negative feelings toward male sttliletésathan non-
student-athletes. These negative feelings are expressed by studgatahlthey report that it is
hard for professors to view them as serious students (Defrancesco & Gropper, h836xults
of the present study will help determine what variables (e.g., iatbdkEartment perceptions,
student-athlete contact, or athletic department involvement) influendgyfamreotypes about
male basketball and football student-athletes. Finding such relationships cotilcejyosssist

with enhancing the nature and quality of faculty/ student-athlete interactions.
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A second outcome of this study is to further validate the importancelalbordtion
between faculty and athletic departments. Since college athleticsdmamséa billion dollar
business and many athletic departments have succeeded in establishsej\the as
independent entities, much of their daily proceedings are unfamiliar to fathéyr(, 1994).
Additionally, student-athletes are viewed as a specialized population withunithezsity
community. This lack of familiarity and separateness may be contrgptctimisconceptions
faculty have about athletics and athletes. Furthermore, although faculty rsefobeot feel
their success in their professional fields are intimately connectad/ietories on the athletic
field, athletics departments are increasingly reliant on the academimunity, which includes
faculty, to help student-athletes succeed in college (Marco, 1960). There$tght garnered
from systemic inquiry may help faculty become more integrated into athbaid lead to fewer

misconceptions (Kelly, Burch-Ragan, & Yates, 2001).

Prior research has mentioned the benefits of academic and social actvitiegeearch
projects, faculty attendance at sporting events and team lunches, egrbstudent-athletes
and faculty members (Comeaux & Harrison, 2007, Milem & Berger 1997; Pdacags0).
Carodine, Almond, and Gratto (2001) suggested that establishing faculty coesnstte
important for the success of student-athletes in that faculty could makemeoalattions to the
athletic department regarding policy changes related to academi. i€ther studies have
outlined ways to incorporate faculty into the day-to-day athletic departvpenations, such as
informational sessions about the athletics department (Defrancesco feBrdp96). The
results of this study provide insight as to effective strategies fegriating faculty into collegiate
athletics. Literature has acknowledged that collaboration betweéamsttiation and the athletics

department may be helpful for understanding faculty questions, concerns, anddnsstrat
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(Howard-Hamilton & Sina, 2001). According to Wolf-Wendel, Toma, and Morphew, (2001),
“we need to educate our college and university leaders to understand that we can build a
community by building upon our differences and learning -- along with students¢hskills
and aptitudes each of us brings to the table makes our larger community capablevaigchi

greater things” (p.392).

Finally, reducing negative stereotypes toward student-athlellesleviate the negative
side effects of stereotypes. Stigmatization, prejudice and facultys#utgscues are all
products of negative stereotyping (Aronson, Fried, & Good, 2002; Cole, 2007; Hilton & von
Hippel, 1996) In addition, when negative stereotypes are eliminated, gdre@mmunication
beyond the classroom will follow, as student-athletes will likely feel monefortable
approaching faculty during office hours or reaching out to faculty as mehtansson,
Comeaux, & Plecha, 2006). Furthermore, reducing negative stereotypes can lead t
improvements for student-athletes in the classroom. Research has sutigesttident-athletes
may internalize faculty expectations of poor academic performancej Wwers their chances
for academic success in college. Studies have also reported that afbesaident-faculty out
of class communication is that students were more likely to have greatsrdéaebdemic
integration into the college or university (Marco, 1960; Milem & Berger, 199%)eiBd990)
stated in regard to colleges and universities that “learning is an activeesmaithat transpires
both inside and outside of a classroom,” and goes on to say that it “requires facolynéct
with students and engage them in active learning” (p.9). As student-athletes enotanet
positive experiences with faculty, their academic confidence wilMikelrease as well as their

college experience (Gaston-Gayles, 2005).
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The subsequent chapters will examine the theoretical underpinnings that hetjeetheg
present study, in addition to the methodological considerations, important findings, and a

discussion pertaining to the results of the study.
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CHAPTER 2: Review of the Literature

Introduction

For decades, university faculty members have prompted important discussahs a
student-athletes, the mission of collegiate athletics, and the need for faealtyement within
athletics departments (Beyer & Hannah, 2000; Briody, 1996; Smith, 1988). Furtheitrisore
college faculty members who have served as faculty athletics reprasensaid dedicated their
time to the formation of important organizations such as the Knight Commission on
Intercollegiate Athletics, the Coalition of Intercollegiate Attdg, and the National Collegiate
Athletic Association (COIA, 2007; Knight Commission, 2007). Unfortunately, fasultgy-to-
day involvement within college athletics can be described as minirhakatAs college athletics
has created a degree of separateness from the university community,feenlbers have
limited contact with student-athletes except for in the classroom anesarmVolved in driving
policies and procedures within their campus’s athletics departments. Taleawith this trend,
faculty members have become less satisfied with both college athteditiseastudent-athletes it
oversees (Engstrom, Sedlacek, & McEwen, 1995; Knight Commission, 2007). In addition,
student-athletes express frustrations with being negatively sterddiygaculty especially in
the sports of football and men’s basketball (Shulman & Bowen, 2001). The current @hkpter
review key variables such as faculty student-athlete contact, involvemdrigcalty
perceptions about their campus’s athletics department, which the present studgpearpas!

related to faculty stereotypes about men’s basketball and football studetesathl

The first section of this chapter outlines the history of college spnds s inception.

This includes a presentation of four major works of literature, that, diogaio author John
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Thelin, effectively illustrate the role of faculty in college athletdext an overview about
current issues in college athletics is presented. This is followed byirextgon of the literature
about stereotypes and faculty perceptions of student-athletes and collegesatBubsequently,
departmental differences in faculty perceptions toward studemttedhdre addressed. Finally,
this chapter concludes with a discussion about Intergroup Contact Theory and tisetti@tto

mediate faculty/ student-athlete contact.

History of Faculty and College Athletics

The current cultural values and practices embodied in college athleticoaneen in
the history of higher education in the U.S. (Beyer & Hannah, 2000). Collegiate $padd as
student-organized recreation activities within American colleges and utiesedhiring the late
1800s. The first athletic contest, a boat race between Harvard and Yale, took QABS2 i
(Shulman & Bowen, 2001). Originally, these activities were seen by studeatsmaans of
relieving stress and pent-up energies (Noble, 2004). Over time, they becameganizeok, as
student-athletes wanted to test their skills against their peers (@¢jamnah, 2000; Smith,
1988). It was not until the 1880s that faculty formed a united front against studetttletic a
teams and gained more authority in the wake of abuses and questionablegaarctite part of
students (Beyer & Hannah, 2000; Briody, 1996; Smith, 1988;). Since the early 1900s, many
educators have debated the place of athletics and its role within higheticat (&gaes,

McCarthy, Salovey, & Banaji, 2004).

Between 1895 to 1905, student-players started to emerge as player-studenegiasecoll
sports began to dominate college life (Lester, 1999). At the close of freedfury, the first

discussions about academic eligibility came to light. These discussions drderipg the1895
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Chicago Conference attended by faculty representatives at institutadnvgauld later form the

Big Ten Conference and the 1898 Brown Conference attended by institutional mgirese

that collectively formed what is now known as the vy League Conferendm@Hgl1989; Smith
1988). The focus of these conferences was to discuss maintaining a balance bdtwaéon

and athletics and increasing the oversight of faculty. It was not until a stattiete death

during the 1905 football season that faculty control made significant strides (36188). In the
wake of growing concerns over the brutality of college sports, Theodore Roosevelt suinmone
representatives of Harvard, Princeton, and Yale and charged them with dagssiteer

reforming or abolishing college football (Thelin, 1994). This meeting of gedl@vould come to
form the Intercollegiate Athletic Association of the US, presently knaatheNational

Collegiate Athletic Association (Thelin, 1994).

The 20" century can be conceptualized as a time of great transformation, turmoil and
investigation in college sports, and faculty roles evolved significanthimcollegiate athletics.
The first development was finding an academic purpose for continuing college spgresns
and the 1920s brought the emergence of the field of physical education, which dadidifie
academic home base for college sports (Beyer & Hannah, 2000). Between 1929 arllet875
were four reports, each of which discussed the role of faculty and theimnshap to collegiate

athletics. Each report is discussed below.

Howard Savage’s 1929 Carnegie reporBaoletin Twenty-Threespoke to the college
sports abuses at over 130 colleges and universities. The report placed little to no blaene on t
shoulders of faculty given the little oversight they had been afforded. Savagbei$aculty

control of athletics as “pseudo-control,” having no real authority over athi&avage, 1929;
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Thelin, 1994). A similar report that investigated the problems in college sporteevAamerican
Council on Education’s Presidential Committee 1952 Report concerning the ethicege coll
sports. The outcome of this meeting was that it brought college presidents tégethesmmon
cause and with it the conclusion that presidential regulation of college sperntead@ed (Thelin,
1994). Similar to Savage’s 1929 report, the 1974 stdyinquiry into the Need for and
Feasibility of a National Study of Intercollegiate AthletigsGeorge Hanford, reiterated the
sentiment that faculty lacked involvement, as well as input into the policies @retipres that
involve intercollegiate athletics (Hanford, 1974; Thelin, 1994). The response of thisastsdy
instrumental and one could argue led to the formation of the National Association sbidvi
for Athletes, or N4A, in 1975, which was established for the purpose of addressiogdbene
and personal issues of college student-athletes (Broughton & Neyer, 2001). Trhzabi@as
membership list includes those individuals interested in student-athleteliéyigibd

educational welfare, which included faculty. The fourth study mentioned in Theak is the
1991 Knight Foundation Studifaith with the Student-Athletenlike Savage’s observations of
faculty 60 years prior, this paper placed fault upon the shoulders of faculty foattieaf|
collective power as well as the disappointment that college presidentsiedddaiontrol

athletic programs (Knight Commission, 1991; Thelin, 1994).

The aforementioned reports have a significant influence on the present stadgeée
they highlight what, if any role, faculty played in college athletiaiféérent points of time
during the 28 century (Hanford, 1974; Savage, 1929; Solow, 1998). In sum, whereas the early
20" century was a time when faculty made a concerted effort to helpriizgitan academic
purpose for sports on college campuses, the |&te@6tury can be conceptualized as a time

when faculty clearly lacked collective power and a voice in college iath(@thelin, 1994).
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Formal positions such as faculty athletic representatives as welludty f@presentation on
NCAA review committees have provided a limited forum for faculty memioevsite their
concerns. However, they are largely uninvolved with the management and ovdraititetecs

departments and have limited interactions with student-athletes (Broughtege&, 12001).

Current Issues in College Athletics

Since the 1990s athletics has expanded into a billion dollar business with more révenue a
stake. This business model of athletics undoubtedly contributes to the beliefs o&suoltyetiiat
college athletics has become too commercialized and completely divengethé overall
mission of higher education (Sack & Staurowsky, 1999). Collectively there ard@¥©00
student-athletes now participating in NCAA (National Collegiate Athksisociation) athletics
at the Division |, Il and 1l levels. The NCAA in response to controlling abbyeboth student-
athletes and athletics departments have outlined hundreds of bylaws thatigiepite by in
order to be eligible: a large percentage of those rules are dsdogith grades and monitoring
student-athlete degree progress (NCAA, 2009). Time constraints, acadgnai@pom and
graduation rates are three important issues that are at the forefront of M@sAmany of

which have been created by faculty serving on NCAA athletic boards and ¢eesnit

Unlike the general student population, student-athletes are constricted in the amount
time they have available to devote to their academic responsibiligesgtending a professor’s
office hours) due to the time demands of their athletic responsibilitiesqengpetition,
practice, travel). High-commitment athletes, especially in reveragriping sports like football
and men’s basketball, experience more academic obstacles such askmnrnggeriously by

professors and earning good grades (Aries, McCarthy, Salovey, & Banaji, 208gditeDee
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limits enforced by the NCAA, a recent survey reported that football playBisigion |

institutions spend well over 40 hours per week on athletic-related activitis®(Eaayles &

Hu, 2009; Wolverton, 2008). This level of commitment to sports participation has undoubtedly
affected the academic motivation of student-athletes in terms of diasdaaice, meeting with

their professors during office hours, and time dedicated to studying.

As the pressure on intercollegiate athletics continues to escalateagds of the
academy, attention now more than ever is focused on the academic achievestentsndf
athletes (Sperber, 1998). A primary concern with respect to student-atimidtasademics are
the increasing trends of academic under-preparation, especially in studetgsgparticipating
in football and men’s basketball (Aries, McCarthy, Salovey, & Banaji, 2004in&n & Bowen,
2001). In their qualitative study, Pitts, White, and Harrison (1999) examineddooWtyffeel
about underprepared students and found that faculty admitted engaging in what theyezbnside
to be remedial or compensatory education in their classes. Given theimgraasbers of
underprepared students on many campuses, their presence challenges the&uotdngf that
most faculty expect to do (Pitts, White, & Harrison, 1999). Furthermore, in a stiagudtly at
various institutions across the nation, Stark and Lattuca (1997) found that most fagulers
did not feel confident dealing with academically under-prepared students, #gpiestiadents’
were poorly motivated. Male basketball and football student-athletes, a eduyas been
widely criticized for lacking the skills necessary to succeed ingmllemay be more likely than

non-student-athletes to receive some form of remediation in college.

Although under-preparation is seen among some student-athletes, overg# stldent-

athletes continue to have higher graduation rates than the general studeniquofNGAA,
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2004). There are several explanations for this pattern, one being that thendaane c
institutional controls (e.g., minimum academic standards to maintain athlgisliey,

mandatory study halls, and specialized academic advising) that mayueaanig these trends
(Rishe, 2003). Hence, graduation rates may have more to do with eligibifitynthtavation to
succeed academically (Wolniak, Pierson, & Pascarella, 2001). For exampiek thetlween the
six-year graduation rates can be partially explained by the amouwrtbohyy and other academic
support many campuses provide student-athletes (Umbach, Palmer, Kuh, & Hannah, 2006).
Another plausible explanation lies within the types of classes athddimsitiring the academic
year. Enrollment patterns may be more reflective of eligibility thanuatsred program aimed

at graduation (Wittmer, Bostsic, Phillips, & Waters, 1981). It should be noted ttihaigth

college student-athletes collectively have higher graduation rates thgenthial student
population, male basketball and football student-athletes continue to lag behirsduitheint-
athlete counterparts in terms of graduation (DeBrock, Hendricks, & Koenker, 194y Fi
student-athletes are becoming more reliant on the academic servicesctieg within the
confines of athletics departments, which include academic advising and tutémibgc¢h,

Palmer, Kuh, & Hannah, 2006). Although these services have shown to be important predictors
of higher graduation rates, this over reliance on such programs can incoegdtyesfepticism
about incidents of academic misconduct involving student-athletes to ensurditgligiibnbach,

Palmer, Kuh, & Hannah, 2006).

The above issues are relevant to the present study because they outlimnie pe
topics that help shape faculty perceptions of student-athletes. Based upon the aboy® findi
faculty could perceive that athletes are kept eligible with nonacademises in a less-than

demanding curriculum and that few athletes are serious about degree attéuteénan,
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1990; Becker, Sparks, Choi & Sell, 1986). Additionally, the athletic time comminaoé
student-athletes, especially in the sports of men’s basketball and footbadt hest much time
they have to devote to their academics, such as seeing their professors dieergpafs. If
faculty members have little contact with this population, then they may bepmoore to relying
on stereotypes rather than accurate perceptions of student-athletes’ aczgembilities.
Additionally, male basketball and football student-athletes are more tikély academically
under-prepared, which explains why some faculty may believe that stubtés should not
be in college (Aries, McCarthy, Salovey, & Banaji, 2004; Pitts, White, &istan, 1999). Such
topics provided a basis for the Stereotypes about Student-Athletes Questiorathirethis
study. Questions included faculty opinions on student-athletes’ time constraidemaca
preparation, utilization of student-athlete academic support servicesudedtsathletes’

graduation rates.

Stereotypes and Student Athletes

Research has shown that athletes do in fact report that they are gedmtyfaculty on
colleges campuses and universities across the country (Baucom & LantzB28@@h; & Levin,
2003; Simons, Bosworth, Fujita, & Jensen, 2007). For the purpose of this study stereotgpes wer
defined as an exaggerated belief associated as defined by Allport (1954 jexpayc8owen
and Levin (2003) found that even among athletes at Ivy League schools winerie thetrong
academic emphasis, such claims of stereotyping are prevalent amatygathlstes who
reported incidences of discrimination from faculty in class. In a diffesteiaty, 538 college
athletes were asked how they were perceived and treated by faculty, anejp@884d said they

were perceived negatively by professors (Simons, Bosworth, Fujita, &1e2307). These
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negative perceptions were based on denied request for accommodations for athlstidosvent
grades than the student-athletes felt they deserved, as well as negativeatsomaue by
faculty (Simons, Bosworth, Fujita, & Jensen, 2007). In the same study, 62.1% of stutkietat
reported a faculty member had made a negative remark about athletes iBwthssce further
exists that the issue of stereotyping is increasingly worse than in predcades. In Shulman
and Bowen’s 2001 bookhe Game of Lifejata from The College and Beyond survey was
examined. The data contained responses from former student-athletes insh&lyed6, and
'89 entering cohorts. Athletes reported faculty to be more supportive dfesthled athletics
three decade ago than in recent decades. Although research has pasttelosen to the
experiences of student-athletes participating in revenue sports ratheotiréevenue producing
sports, it should be highlighted that both student-athlete populations receive seatiaent
within the context of the classroom (Engstrom, Sedlecek, & McEwen 1995; Harrmmealx,
& Plecha, 2006). What is also noteworthy is that these findings hold true for not only for

Division | student-athletes but Division Il student-athletes as welld@au& Lantz, 2001).

Faculty stereotypes can significantly affect academic outcomesg(8té@eonson, 1998;
Valentine & Taub, 1999).The effects of stereotypes are numerous but the most obvious is
stigmatization, which affects performance evaluations by facultyltireg in impoverished
developmental opportunities (Aronson, Fried, & Good, 2002). Prejudices have been tiaditiona
viewed as the application of social stereotypes (Hilton & von Hippel, 1996). Acgdralin
Allport’s (1954) classic definition, prejudice is “an antipathy based on tyfand inflexible
generalization” (p. 9). However, prejudice is not a necessary prereqarsstefeotypes to be
activated (Devine, 1989). In addition to stigmatization and prejudice, fateitgosypes can also

lead to poor interactions between student-athletes and faculty. In the abssteceatf/pes,
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students are more likely to seek faculty assistance outside of the classro@xperience
greater levels of academic integration into the university settirgdd] 1960; Milem & Berger,
1997). Additionally, eliminating stereotypes will lead to improvements in studestkass
experiences, as they will view faculty as more accessible to helpingoitttrm and outside of
the classroom (Cole, 2007; Wilson, Gaff, Dienst, Wood, & Bavry, 1975; Wilson et al., 1974).
Such cues can encourage or discourage student-athlete faculty contact. Shlekestyvaho
experience positive accessibility cues will likely feel more cotafide approaching faculty
during office hours or reach out to faculty as mentors (Harrison, Comeaux, & ,F260163.
Finally, reducing negative stereotypes can lead to improvements for tsailletes’ classroom
efforts. For example, student-athletes are more likely to succeedswdten faculty members
have high expectations of their academic performance (Engstrom, Sedlacekw&eMd®95;
Hamilton & Trolier, 1986). Boyer (1990) stated in regard to colleges and unigsrisiait
“learning is an active occurrence that transpires both inside and outside sdraata’ and goes
on to say that “it requires faculty to connect with students and engage themeresning”
(p.9). As student-athletes encounter more positive experiences with facultpctemic

confidence will likely increase as well as their college experienast@@-Gayles, 2005).

In order to understand faculty stereotypes about student-athletes, it is imfortant
uncover what contributes to the formation, maintenance and dissolution of suctygesreot
Stereotypes were defined in this study as negative judgments based@mngocebability that a
person will possess a given attribute or a belief associated with a gai&ljport, 1950). At a
more basic level stereotypes make information processing easier andchallperdeiver to rely
on previously stored knowledge (Hilton & von Hippel, 1996). Faculty who form stereosjipes f

to notice individual differences between in-group members (von Hippel et al., 1998g,Hen
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faculty stereotypes about student-athletes may be formed because ok thieclansideration
given to the variability among student-athletes. Athletes, especialtg ispiorts of men’s
basketball and football, could be more susceptible to such stereotypes because they a

recognized as a team rather than individual players.

Stereotypes are regularly maintained through assimilation or peg@reas more
similar to a given stereotype than they really are (Hilton & von Hipp&6)19n this instance
stereotypes are rapidly confirmed even in the presence of disconfirming atifmmrand such
stereotypes are likely to be negative (Hamilton, Stroessner, & Mackie, X9ther way
stereotypes are maintained is that stereotypes guide the judgment of diecpeie that the
behaviors of others are consistent with the stereotype (Sedikides & Skowronski, 1991).The
perceiver is likely to attribute the behavior of others to internal causgs@ieet al., 1993; Yee

& Eccles 1988).

Finally, controlling stereotyping has focused on the notion of information processing
(Devine, 1989; Devine, Monteith, Sherman, & Devin, 1998; Moskowitz, 1996). One model for
controlling stereotypes is particularly applicable to the current sfiBookkeepingnodel
posits that stereotypes are updated incrementally (Rothbart, 1981). Hence, easisteEmcy
that is processed leads to a small change in the stereotype. It wasasstims study that
stereotype change among faculty happens gradually and the more positivetbeythave with

student-athletes, the fewer stereotypes faculty will have about studem¢sathle
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Faculty Perceptions of Student-Athletes

The most relevant research on faculty perceptions of student-athletes stanttsefr
work of Engstrom and Sedlacek in their 1991 and 1995 studies. Their first study, which
examined freshmen students’ perceptions toward university student-athletes hftuneshman
non-student-athletes perceived student-athletes negatively in situatiang detd academic
achievement (Engstrom & Sedlacek, 1991). The Situational Attitude Séeg (&s used to
measure such attitudes and beliefs. The scale includes 10 personal or s@atiahsithat infer
the type of prejudice being investigated and respondents share their reasitigndesignated
adjectives (Engstrom, Sedlack, & McEwen, 1995). Two or three forms are traltytiosed
describing the same situations but reference a different group of individualsch form. Each
situation is considered independent of the other items and the mean response differeveen
the two or more forms are calculated (Engstrom, Sedlack, & McEwen, 1995). TheaSAeen
shown to be a reliable and valid tool for measuring attitudes toward raciat-ptimarities,
varying age groups, women, and student-athletes (Engstrom & Sedlacek, 19949 S€arter,
White & Sedlacek, 1987; Engstrom & Sedlacek, 1989; Hirt, Hoffman, & Sedlacek, 1983;
Minatoya & Sedlacek, 1983; Peabody & Sedlacek, 1982). Several situations oneheeseal
found to elicit more negative reactions from non student-athletes, such as disappiintm
concern, worry, and annoyance when a student-athlete was assigned to bb theinler, as
well as exhibiting negative feelings toward tutorial and advising sergieen to student-

athletes (Engstrom & Sedlacek, 1991).

Engstrom, Sedlacek, and McEwen’s (1995) study expanded upon the results of their 1991

study and researched faculty perceptions of student-athletes. They drelem ssample of 201
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faculty members and examined the degree to which faculty held sterebhgmesive attitudes
toward male revenue and non-revenue students-athletes. The researchers mmaderone
adjustment to the Situational Attitude Scale in their second work. The 1995 dtiety &
variable to each situation, which indicated whether a student-athletepaascd a non-revenue
or revenue producing sport. Therefore, a third form of the scale was added. Fefienrédrin
each situation to a “student,” Form B referred to a situation involvingyarmilaa revenue sport;
and Form C mentioned a player in a nonrevenue sport (e.g., lacrosse, wresfiingngisl,
baseball) (Engstrom, Sedlacek, & McEwen, 1995). Overall, faculty exertedmagative
feelings toward male revenue and non revenue student-athletes than towatdieotathletes.
Two situations in particular elicited stronger feelings of anger, dieapphrand concern toward
student-athletes. The identified situations included student-athleteamgceiull scholarship to
college and student-athletes admitted with lower SAT scores (Engstraoel§ed: McEwen,
1995). Female faculty members had more negative feelings toward maleem@student-
athletes and expressed strong negative feelings toward the creation of achdsimgpiang
programs. However, female faculty members were more positive about thercoéaich
programs for male revenue student-athletes. Finally, it was mentiondddhigy expressed
displeasure when the athletic accomplishments of student-athletes werenrtbeedampus

paper (Engstrom, Sedlacek, & McEwen, 1995).

Research on faculty perceptions of student-athletes is not limited tosstiidiagstrom
and Sedlacek (1991, 1995). In fact, more current research on faculty perceyiodes the
work of Comeaux and Harrison (2001, 2006, 2007). In general their studies explored the
relationship between faculty/ student-athlete interactions and stutieteatchievement. Their

2006 study examined the opinions of revenue-producing student-athletes (Harrison, C&meaux,
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Plecha, 2006). The results of that study were based’@mmperative Institutional Research
Program data and the College Student Survey, which included 693 football and basketball
student-athletes attending predominantly White institutions (Harrison, Comeéecha, 2006).
Using the Input-Environment-Output (or IE®&odel, they found that faculty/ student-athlete
relationships are important to student-athlete achievement. One question thatutaitheir
research was whether student-athletes who interact with faculty, dependnegfornt of
interaction, receive higher grades, or is it that students with higher gradesi likely to

pursue interaction or contact with faculty (Harrison, Comeaux, Plecha, 2006).

Comeaux and Harrison’s 2001 and 2007 works looked at racial differences in student-
athlete populations. Specifically, they focused on environmental predictorsdeinaica
achievement among Black and White revenue generating athletes (Comeaunsis&r] 2001).
Comeaux and Harrison (2007) found that Black and White male student-athletes did not benefit
equally from their interactions with faculty. Furthermore, they suggesatdeculty who
provided encouragement to White student-athletes’ professional development hidigde pos
impact on college GPA, but this interaction was not a significant predictor redhession

equation for Black student-athletes (Comeaux & Harrison, 2007).

Differences in faculty interactions can also be found when comparing stubkstést

with non-student-athletes. In a different study, researchers found thatr@+aalf of the

? CIRP data is a collection of surveys taken from entering freshmen students across colleges and universities during
freshmen orientation. Results are published annually, and data has been widely utilized in research.

3 Input-Environment-Output model is a part of Student Development Theory termed by Alexander Astin which
describes student outcomes which are a function of inputs, environment and outputs (Pascarella and Terenzini,
2005)
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student-athletes surveyed believed that when compared to other students, it erafoh#rdir
professors to view them as serious students (Defrancesco & Gropper, 1996). Evadence h
further suggested that student-athletes believe faculty hold discrinyife¢tings toward them,
and these negative perceptions may be hindering student-athletes from being alylengdgle
in their classroom experiences (Defrancesco & Gropper, 1996). For instancaenwlhakes
student-athletes are likely to avoid engaging in class discussions, andkluéagagement

may be a result of how the professors treat the student-athletes(Watire, 2001).

Finally, Baucom and Lantz’s 2001 study diverged from research trendsudty fa
perceptions and student-athletes in two ways. First, they explored facuktyptoems of male
student-athletes at the Division Il athletic level rather than the Dividievel. Secondly,
Baucom and Lantz looked at smaller institutions with selective admigsioossses, whereas
past research has primarily focused on land grant colleges. It was hypadhesizfaculty at
these institutions would not differ in their prejudices toward student-athtetes-revenue or
revenue generating sports because such institutions rarely sponsor sporta fitaggenerate
money (Baucom & Lantz, 2001). Although their research methods may have diverged fr
research trends as far as institutional type and division level, the authors usahéhe
instrumentation used in Engstrom and Sedlacek’s studies. Similar to the studieicted by
Engstrom and Sedlacek, they used the Situational Attitude Scale and found snaliiteysfi
Respondents were evenly distributed across the divisions of Health/ExeeiseeS Language
and Literature, Social Science, Business and Accounting, Science, and Matbnaoat &
Science (Baucom & Lantz, 2001). They found faculty held negative attitudesatiypadhe
areas of academic admissions processes, financial support, the provisiademhi@cservices,

and coverage by the campus newspaper.
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Surveys developed for the current project utilized the above topics as a basis for
constructing survey questions regarding faculty stereotypes about sttidetdsa For instance,
faculty may carry more negative opinions about student-athletes on topics sdofisssamns,
financial support, academic support systems, and student-athlete classrogamarga
(Baucom & Lantz, 2001; Defrancesco & Gropper, 1996; Engstrom, Sedlacek, & McEwen,
1995). Furthermore, faculty members may project more stereotypesisostadent-athletes
when comparing them to non student-athletes. Therefore, some survey questianslucked
that compared faculty feelings about non-student-athletes with studenéstRietlly, the
literature states faculty members express less satisfactiomaiéhbasketball and football
student-athletes than with other student-athletes. This may be attributedatct that male
basketball and football student-athletes spend more out-of-class time witltesipeictive sports,
which is backed by evidence that male basketball and football student-alieistes faculty
hold discriminatory feelings toward them (Defrancesco & Gropper, 1996:sbayiComeaux, &
Plecha, 2006; Knight Commission, 2007). Therefore, survey questions that sought faculty

stereotypes about student-athletes only refer to male basketball and footwsait-sithletes.

Faculty Perceptions of College Athletics

The 2007 boolConfessions of a SpoilSpdxy William C. Downing chronicles his
experience as a faculty member who opposed the implementation of Divisiogticatat
Rutgers University. The book discusses faculty feelings toward cotiespatts in the 21
century. Downing included the following quote from Milton Friedman, a 1976 graduate of

Rutgers University and Nobel Prize winner, who stated the following:
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Universities exist to transmit knowledge and understanding of ideas and values to
students, and to add to the body of intellectual knowledge, not to provide entertainment
for spectators or employment for athletes ... The proper role of athtéitrdyaat a

university is to foster healthy minds and healthy bodies, not to produce speca@és. (

The previous quote is just one of many opinions held by faculty. However, faculty attitudes
differ based upon factors such as institution, division level, departmentaltiaffiliand prior
involvement with intercollegiate athletics. A recent study conducted in 206¥Knight
Commission discusses faculty perceptions of college athletics. Bdigshave been able to
compile information of the same magnitude. In 2006, members of campus reform groups
approached the Knight Commission to host a summit on the role of faculty in maintaining a
healthy relationship between academics and athletics (Knight Corami&6i07). Dr. Janet H.
Lawrence, associate professor at the University of Michigan, alohdettcolleagues
conducted a study to identify how faculty members perceived a range of idatess tiee college
athletics (Knight Commission, 2007). The researchers created a survesnaiidasfaculty at
more than 23 institutions across the country. Questions on the survey tappedéatinkg
about issues ranging from student-athlete concerns, faculty perceptionsharocampus’s
athletic department, and faculty knowledge about athletic departmenepd@inil procedures.
Several questions from this 2007 survey were used in the development of survey questions f

the present study.

Lawrence et al., (2007) found that faculty felt unsure or lacked awarenessssinest |
regarding monitoring the academic soundness of student-athletes’ majataniierds of
academic support staff employed by the athletics department, and adshigsidelines for
basketball and football student-athletes (Knight Commission, 2007). An imgréetling of

the Knight study was that over 60% of faculty members believe athletes avatetto earn
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their degrees and are academically prepared to keep pace with the othes stutthent classes.
This finding is intriguing given concerns about student-athlete under-preparatienspdrts of
men’s basketball and football (Aries, McCarthy, Salovey, & Banaji, 2004; ShuniBowen,
2001). Finally, faculty members believe the greatest challenge t@asmugefaculty engagement
within athletics is the lack of knowledge faculty members have aboyidteyes, practices and

issues (Knight Commission, 2007).

Other studies have added to the literature on faculty perceptions about atileges
and have found that faculty perceptions may differ based upon athletic division levekyCockl
and Roswall (1995), using tiierceived Knowledge about Athletmsestionnaire, assessed
faculty member’s awareness regarding the control and administratidrieifcaprograms.
Participants were asked to complete a survey that consisted of 21 pairedngudsttifying
their level of agreement and level of perceived knowledge regarding athleticrpnogliaies
and procedures at their institution. Faculty members at the Divisionl Meve found to be the
most dissatisfied with college athletics and Division Il facultyewdie most satisfied with
athletics. One area of specific discontent was academic eligitgtjuirements (Cockley &
Roswell, 1995). This is similar to other findings that faculty at institutiongpeting at the
lower division levels felt more favorable about academics and athletic$aithaty at higher
division levels (Armenta, 1986; Briody, 1996; Norman, 1995). In all, faculty at inetiuti
where revenue generating sports such as basketball and football are ¢finnpoosnce are less
satisfied about their campus’s athletic departments. The present studgexoa this notion by
linking perceptions about college athletics with negative stereotypesrabhtibasketball and

football student-athletes.
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Research also reveals that faculty perceptions may differ based updeviblenf
involvement in athletics governance or previous experience as a student-athlaté1396)
examined faculty perceptions regarding their involvement in the governancerobilggiate
athletics at institutions within the Big Ten Conference. He found that fashlhywere college
athletes differed from nonparticipants in that they (a) perceived a igegateational
contribution from university athletics, (b) perceived lower value cdafbetween university
athletics and university ideals, and (c) expressed lower satisfactiotheigiatus quo of
university athletics. The current study generalized such collegdgiatbkperiences to include
faculty who may or may not be former student-athletes, but who are involved with their
campus’s athletics department. It is predicted that like former stuttéetes, faculty who are
more involved with their campus’s athletics department or who have an intenesih’s

basketball or football as spectators will have fewer stereotypes.

Collectively, the literature on faculty perceptions about college atbledintributed to
the present study by introducing the notion that some faculty may havenwalkement with
their college athletics departments as well as knowledge aboutatidpirtmental policies than
other faculty members. It is predicted that faculty who are more involvedrermaaticipated in
athletics will show more favorable opinions of college athletics and, theydfave fewer
stereotypes and men’s basketball and football student-athletes (Knight Canni887; Kuga,
1996). In addition, the literature suggests that Division | faculty seem to beogtelissatisfied
with athletics departments on topics such as coaches and athletic direcies,sstandards of
athletic department personnel, and admissions guidelines for basketbalbtball fstudent-

athletes (Armenta, 1986; Briody, 1996; Cockley & Roswell, 1995; Knight, 2007; Norman, 1995;
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Putler & Wolfe, 1999). Therefore, surveys used in this study included questions atiout s

topics.

Faculty Departmental Differences

Research indicates that faculty perceptions of student-athletes malubadatl by
faculty departmental affiliation (Harrison, 2004; Knight Commission, 2007; Noble, 2004).
Moreover, there may be more variation in faculty perceptions across dissigian once
thought (Baucom & Lantz, 2001; Bowen & Levin, 2003; Harrison, 2004; Putler & Wolfe, 1999).
Graduation rates and grades are important academic markers, buatddedes’ chosen fields of
study and their interactions with faculty members within those fieldslii@an & Bowen, 2001).
There is evidence to suggest that student-athletes are more likely tamsgoral sciences,
sport related fields, physical education, and business, and faculty within thoseade@sshow
more positive appraisals toward student-athletes as compared to aleas science,
engineering, and humanities (Brady, 2008; Harrison, 2004; Noble, 2004; Upton & Novak, 2008).
Such findings follow majoring trends of undergraduate students across allimssitiResearch
data reveals from 2008-2009 that the majority of undergraduate degrees contrgen the
areas of business, social science, health science, and education (NCES, 20ddghAt can be
argued that student-athlete’s majoring trends are similar to those of nontsdtldetes, it is
equally plausible that student-athletes are majoring in certain fielssca)ise faculty within
those areas have more positive attitudes toward athletics, 2) because & ewgier for student-
athletes to navigate, or 3) because a major relates to sport. For exaoybtg ni@mbers from
sport and physical education/kinesiology fields report more positive appraizait college

athletics than faculty in other fields (Harrison, 2004). Additionally, facualgport and physical
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activity fields believe that more could be done to support athletes from disadwhntage
backgrounds and that problems with athletes in the classroom are overblowro(H2034).
By comparison, these views are markedly different from Bowmen and Levi¥8)(&tudy of
vy League faculty in departments such as English and history. In thejrfatudty expressed
strong feelings of clear disengagement and even outright disdain for vénktes
Furthermore, faculty from science fields expressed more frustratibrathiletes having

difficulty scheduling classes, class conflicts and occasional travel.

Another closely related topic is how faculty members perceive studeateatthd be
overrepresented in certain departments. One common complaint by facolbersas that some
departments are designed to attract athletes by being academichiylemging (COIA, 2005).
This trend has been traditionally seen in departments such as the sociaksmi¢ghose with an
athletic focus. In one 1951 study, an entering cohort of athletes as wedksasrom the general
student population chose to major in the social sciences in roughly equal percentangisg
that does not hold true when comparing athletes in more recent decades (Shulmagn& Bow
2001). In addition, the core social science disciplines have become greatlybseeised on
many campuses, resulting in a strain on faculty in those departments who canraiededic

sufficient time to students (Shulman & Bowen, 2001).

A USA TODAYarticle on Division | student-athlete choices of majors across multiple
sports including men’s basketball and football, shows clustering pattestigdeht-athletes in
certain departments (Brady, 2008). The researchers chose five sporteddelgive a mix
along gender, revenue-generating and seasonal lines which included football), st

and men’s and women'’s basketball (Upton & Novak, 2008). The authoesved media guides
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and school websites at 142 schools —120 Football Bowl Subdivision schools and 22 Division |
schools with standout basketball teams over the past few years, ba$8d GitODAYcoaches'

poll rankings (Upton & Novak, 2008). Their study found a disproportionately high number of
student-athletes majoring in the social sciences, followed by spotedréilds and business.

Their results revealed that 83% of the schools had at least one clusteois foaton & Novak,

2008).

Some plausible explanations for student-athletes clustering in certmirsimeglude the
degree of difficulty of the department, number of elective credits offerihvihe department,
the time of day in which courses are offered, as well as the number of facultyennorar
likely to accommodate student-athletes’ sport schedules. It cannot be detemhich of the
aforementioned factors plays a more important role for why we see thede tdowever, this
study proposes that faculty who are in departments with higher perceotagiedent-athletes
will have greater contact with men’s basketball and football student-athledetherefore, hold
fewer stereotypes toward this population of students. Furthermore, the pregdgsisveyed
faculty in eight different departments with either high or low peegpd of student-athletes

majors’.

Intergroup Contact Theory

Intergroup Contact Theory states that attitudes and behaviors are conardtadder
the appropriate conditions greater interaction will result in positive sensrfentthers
(Allport, 1954). Numerous researchers suggest that prejudice (e.g., biastygtes) is the
product of a lack of knowledge and understanding, which can be attributed to lack of contact

(Connolly, 2000; Hewstone & Brown, 1986; Miller, 2002). Within the present study, the theory
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helped guide the research hypothesis about faculty/ student-athlete coataet, ¢teater
interactions between faculty members and men’s basketball and footbatitsitidetes will

lead to improvements in understanding and faculty beliefs about this student population. More
specifically, Intergroup Contact Theory helps illustrate that greatsiact between these two
groups would lead faculty to have fewer negative stereotypes about mekesdadl and

football student-athletes.

The theory is based upon the work of Gordon Allport, was meant to serve as a premise
for solving race relations starting in the 1950s, and has been extensivelghedearer the past
half century (Pettigrew & Tropp, 2000). The underlying assumption of the theibiat i
individuals of different racial groups meet and learn about out-group members, the fewe
prejudices and stereotypes each group will have about the other (Connolly, 2006ups-gis
Allport (1954) defines, are any cluster of people who can use the term “we” wihrtie
significance. The theory states that intergroup contact under the apjgrapnditions typically
reduces intergroup prejudice (Pettigrew, 1998). Those conditions include that indibieladls
equal status, share common goals, cooperate, and have institutional support, (Zd5pbyrt
However, simply because the above conditions are present does not mean that pesitsve eff
will result because of intergroup contact. Moreover, Allport’s conditions are sentées for
positive outcomes to occur (Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006). For example, the contag, $bd
groups that are being studied and the individuals involved can help to enhance or inhibit the
effects of contact (Patchen, 1999; Pettigrew, 1998). Additionally, Ensari and (201@2)
demonstrated within a contact setting group salience is an essent@brent for reducing
intergroup biasWithin the context of this study, we assume that faculty members know or can

identify male basketball and football student-athletes in class becassieeat
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characteristics(e.g., height, size, sport paraphernalia). While not aargasmsdition, research
shows that positive contact experiences provide an individual with the confidence to handle
future interactions with members of an out-group, and contact self-efficacyiical
determinant of an individuals’ willingness to engage in future contadigiest &Tropp, 2006;
Stathi, Crisp, & Hogg, 2011). This study presupposes that some faculty membematiely

to interact or have contact with male basketball and football student-athlséesupon student-
athlete major trends (Brady, 2008; Shulman & Bowen, 2001; Upton & Novak, 2008). Moreover,
it is hypothesized that differences in opportunities to interact with maketbadl and football
student-athletes will lead to fewer stereotypes among those facultgereemho have more
contact with this population and that the effect of such interactions wilfgergeto other male
basketball and football student-athletes (Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006).

Intergroup Contact Theory has not always withstood rigorous testing (Ford, 1973;
Robinson & Preston, 1976). Empirical research on contact theory has been hampered by
problems of causality, limited generalizability, and a focus on thadastof White individuals
(Emerson, Kimbro, & Yancey, 2002). For example, there is failure to find evidleacpositive
attitudes toward an outgroup member will then generalize to others who are meftbatout-
group, a critical weakness of the theory (Miller, 2002). Additionally, one p&aticoncern is
the extent to which members of an ethnic group involved in inter-group contact are
representative of that group (Connolly, 2000). Finally, while contact theory enlagipful in
lowering individual prejudice, questions surround its effectiveness in legsetergroup
conflict (Forbes, 1997). Although the theory has its limitations, it has remainexf treemost

durable ideas in the field of psychology (Ellison & Powers, 1994).
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In spite of the theory’s limitations, research support for the theory has stebtished in
the areas of public policy and sociology and has also made strides in the field abeducat
(Emerson, Kimbro, & Yancy, 2002; Welch, Sigelman, Bledsoe, & Combs, 2001). Passarella’
(1980) literature review effectively illustrates the importance of stufdenity non-classroom
contact. Although Pascarella’s work did not specifically use Intergroup Coritactyi his
literature review does examine contact as a variable for positive exhadaiutcomes. He
reported that student characteristics such as having similar intarésisgarations as the faculty
and seeking faculty mentorship were important antecedents for determininggiinency and
quality of student contact with faculty. These antecedents in addition to otHdys discussed

more thoroughly in the next section, Factors that Mediate Faculty StuddeteAContact.

Without question more research is needed for understanding faculty and sthigat-at
contact, and this project utilized the underlying assumptions and conditions gfdofer
Contact Theory as a basis for its hypothesis. For example, this study préaosgedter
faculty/ student-athlete interaction will lead to fewer faculgyesdtypes about male basketball
and football student-athletes. Although Intergroup Contact Theory was orgapalied to
improving race relations, applying it to student-athlete populations is appediora number of
reasons. First student-athletes are seen as a distinct population deparather student
populations, creating a distinction of in-groups versus out-groups. Second, male blashkedtbal
football student-athletes are predominantly minorities, thus applying aglated theory would
be appropriate. As was indicated in Pascarella’s (1980) research, iemasstablished that
student faculty contact could lead to greater educational outcomes. Finallypfsthae
underlying conditions of the theory are applicable to the current study. Althleeiglomndition of

equal status was not a necessary condition in the present study, as faculty anehttietes do
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not have an equal educational level and instructors are in a position of authoritypathiBocs
in Allport’s (1954) theory are relevant. For instance, faculty and studleletes share the
common goal of education. Student-athletes, regardless of their motivations tolege, c
must make progress toward obtaining their degree, and it is assumed tha didacollty
members is to help educate students. There is also institutional support for enhancing
collaboration between these two sectors. Finally, cooperation betweernvibageups to
interact is a necessary component to facilitating contact. The contacbquneast developed for

the present study includes types of contact that meet most of the abovemention@zhsondit

Factors that Mediate Faculty Student-Athlete Contact

Although Intergroup Contact Theory provides a necessary theoretical béseufoy/
student-athlete interactions, it is equally important to discuss moderatingsfthat may
influence faculty/ student-athlete contact. These factors include statia$, cultural capital,
race and athletic department personnel. The following quote by a coltdgegar highlights the

social, environmental and racial elements that influence faculty/ studietieanteractions.

The professor describes rethinking his teaching style after an inderacth an African

American female athlete.

| have talked to athletes, both white and black students.... in an effort to understand wha
created a wall between me and that gifted young woman. | began to suspleesathaitnessing
a social phenomenon, not an anomaly, when | noticed a pattern in my students' responses in the
regular quizzes | give them about various pedagogical issues. In response tatibe uen

average course, how many times a semester do you visit the professor in hisfiicdi®rthe
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lowest numbers were almost always cited by athletes -- espdbilithletes who described
themselves as African-American or black... may grow up in an environment anch&dnges
in college that make them less likely to interact with white professors owofsoiss. And some
white professors are behaving in ways that keep those students at a distant¢msevehtts

who believe we are not motivated by malice toward athletes or black studeritauttee, 2003)

For members of the less privileged social classes, athletics providesbldesocial status and
identity to assume in a university setting (Beyer & Hannah, 2000). $itmitae general student
population, for student-athletes, two of the most important keys for success ge @ole
learning how to navigate the university environment (e.g., learning approteelsehaviors),
and level of contact with faculty (e.g., meeting during office hours) (Lamdrdr&au, 1988;
Pascarella, 1980). However, student-athletes, in particular male bédisketbfmotball student-
athletes, differ from non-student-athletes in that they are already knoacultyfthrough their
status as an athlete (Sellers, 1992). Student-athletes, especially in thefdpastetball and
football, are more recognizable to faculty (e.g., size, athletic appahéth) wan be both an asset
as well as a hindrance in their interactions with faculty. For exampleg sdrihe faculty may be
more lenient when grading student-athletes because of their social statutaailtye may

readily identify them as an athlete and immediately make negative @ssosn

Although male basketball and football student-athletes enjoy a heidrdenrml status
on campus, many of them lack the cultural capital to help them be successful aedgemi
Lamont and Lareau (1988) define cultural capital as high-status culmalssisuch as
attitudes, behaviors, preferences, and credentials that are commonly usetbfarsl cultural

inclusion and exclusion. A primary concern for male basketball and footbalhstattietes is
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lacking cultural capital can ultimately lead to underperformance, wiffiettethow they are
perceived by faculty. For example, if faculty members consistentlyessgstof student-athletes
underperforming, this may lead them to generalize that all student-atimetaperform. One
explanation for the underperformance phenomenon is that professors discrimamage ag
athletes either directly, by giving them lower grades, or indirectly yswat hurt academic
motivation and interest (Bowen & Levin, 2003). For student-athletes from undemgeivile
backgrounds, facilitating positive interactions with faculty relies ieayon learning new
socially constructive behaviors. The present study assumes that faeuityens carry some
level of preconceived notions (e.g., negative stereotypes) about male basketbabtball

student-athletes as soon as they walk into the classroom.

In addition to cultural capital, race and gender also impact faculty studdsteat
interactions. Lareau and Horvat (1999) suggested that race has an indepeadienn sffcial
interactions within schools. Minority male athletes, particularly those ih&tilcand basketball,
generally face greater pressures to succeed because they face diarexpesure and have
more opportunities to pursue professional careers (Rishe, 2003). This conclusion caiithides
DeBrock, Hendricks, and Koenker (1996) who found that male athletes in basketball anidl footba
have lower graduation rates when compared to other student-athlete cohorts Heequseted
financial returns from a professional sports career, even though the likelihoeduhge
professional status is minimal. This expectation can lead to a reduction indbetah
constructive academic behaviors such as interacting with faculty during béfurs or asking

for assistance.
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In general, students of color are less likely than their white counterpanteract with
faculty (Cole, 2007, Kraft, 1991, Nettles, Theony, & Gosman, 1986). For instance, student-
athletes of color attending predominantly White institutions are less tikelggage with or be
taught by faculty members of the same ethnic background, thus affecting theftgpatact and
communication they have with faculty. Within degree granting institutions ibnited States,
African Americans make up 11.5% of the student body, but only 5.4% of the faculty (Lundberg
& Schreiner, 2004). Nevertheless, a growing number of African Americamstatidetes
continue to choose predominantly White colleges as their institution of choicéy ldugeo the
exposure of playing for a top tiered team. For many minority students whadadicant
faculty contact, the race of the faculty member was often considered midetgrfactor (Cole,
2007, Kraft, 1991, Nettles, Theony, & Gosman, 1986). Cole (2007) examined interracial student-
faculty interactions and additionally how it influenced a student’s self-candegound that
interracial interactions and participation in diversity-related functasstively affected the
guality and the nature of student-faculty contact and students who had coursecaistet and
developed mentoring relationships with faculty are more likely to report gaintellectual self-
concept (Cole, 2007). Satisfaction with faculty relationships appears to vargehywth White
students reporting the greatest satisfaction (Lundberg & Schreiner, 2004tz8cletval.,1999).
Furthermore, African American students reported that their academty alait not taken
seriously by faculty (Fries-Britt & Turner, 2001). Ethnicity is undoubteailymportant variable
that may influence faculty perceptions of student-athletes. The ethni¢itg &dculty participant
will be accounted for within the demographic questionnaire; however, student-athlete
distinctions based on ethnicity will not be included within survey questions. Thisasdgelt is

assumed within the context of this project that sport affiliation, such as tesketball and



53

football, already captures the element of race since there are morenethorities who

participate in such sports.

Finally, a common mediator between faculty and student-athlete communication ar
athletic department personnel responsible for the academic oversight ot-stindetes (e.g.,
student-athlete support services). Since 1997, the budgets for academic $enadaetes at
more than half of the 73 biggest athletics programs in the country have more than doubled, on
average, to over $1-million a year, with one program spending almost $3-miluerton,
2008). A large fraction of these funds are funneled to the salaries of depgsersgonnel who
are responsible for attending to the academic needs of student-athletes.rSoichgbare
instrumental in opening communication lines between faculty and student-athletes
specifically, their job requirements can include, but are not limited tkitgastudent-athletes’
academic progress. One example by athletic personnel commonly com@wiibaaculty is
through mailing progress reports that request grade and attendanoetidarabout specific
student-athletes as well as informing faculty about student-athlete miasedime due to
competition (Hobneck, Mudge & Turchi, 2003). Feedback from these faculty psogpests
are communicated to athletic department personnel rather than studetiesathbking it less
likely that the student-athlete will have to communicate or have contact witltyfaln the
present study, participants were asked how frequently they communidatatgtic
department personnel such as athletic advisors as well as their overalbionmedout such
athletic department personnel. In addition, the Student Contact Questionnailesrguestions

that refer to accommodating absences as well as assigning grades.
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Summary of the Literature

In sum, a review of the literature provides several findings that help suppqnesent
study. This current study proposes that variables such as faculty percepbtiohthair campus’s
athletics departments, student-athlete contact, and faculty involvemenhethampus’s
athletics department are related to faculty negative stereotywasdtmen’s basketball and
football student-athletes. As stated in the previous section, student-atluldéss that faculty
members hold stereotypical attitudes toward them (Aries, MccarthweSal& Banaji, 2004;
Bowen & Levin, 2003; Sack & Staurowsky, 1999; Shulman & Bowen, 2001). Stereotypes about
these student-athletes are believed to be negative and negate individual dsfbenesn
student-athletes. Faculty at Division | institutions are the primanysfotthis study because of
their greater levels of reported dissatisfaction with collegettk| disengagement with student-
athletes and lack of involvement and knowledge about the day-to-day policies and pscedure
within athletics department (Broughton & Neyer, 2001; Cockley & Roswel, 1995hKnig

Commission, 2007; Thelin, 1994).

There are specific areas in which faculty may show negative percephionstheir
campus’s athletics department and stereotypes toward student-atéstesrch has shown that
faculty at the Division | level express negative feelings about colliéggtias in the areas of
academic support, athletic department salaries, and the overall missiblet¢sa{Briody,

1995; Cockley & Roswell, 1995; Putler and Wolfe, 1999). Furthermore, faculty indicattveeg
feelings toward student-athletes in terms of academic preparation, wmagsans practices,

enrollment patterns, and lack of time dedicated to academic matters ésg atténdance)
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(Baucom & Lantz, 2001; Defrancesco & Gropper, 1996; Engstrom, Sedlacek, & McEwen,

1995).

Finally, faculty member’s departmental affiliation is possibly relatethe amount of
contact faculty has with student-athletes. Not only are student-athletedikedy to designate
certain majors as their fields of study, but faculty within those deparrsbkatv more positive
sentiments toward college athletics and student-athletes (Bowen &, 2&43; Harrison, 2004;

Kuga, 1996; Shulman & Bowen, 2001; Upton & Novak, 2008).
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CHAPTER 3: Methodology

Introduction

The present study examined the relationship between faculty members/@egat
stereotypes about male basketball and football student-athletes withebdled rvariables.
Those variables included faculty perceptions about their campus’s allegiartments, faculty
involvement with their campus’s athletics departments and faculty conthatnaie basketball

and football student-athletes.

The literature on faculty perceptions of college athletics has found thegedhculty
members hold negative stereotypical beliefs about male student-athlates1fB& Lantz,
2001; Engstrom, Sedlacek, & McEwen, 1995; Kuga, 1996). However, the current lg¢etadsr
not account for whether a relationship exists between faculty’s neg&tnamtypes toward
student-athletes and faculty’s perceptions about college athletienthent of contact faculty
have with student-athletes (e.g., based upon faculty departmental aff)liai faculty

involvement with their campus’s athletics department.

Research Hypotheses

1) Faculty members who carry greater negative perceptions about theusarathletics
department will have greater negative stereotypes about male baskettiabtall

student-athletes.

2) Faculty members who have more contact with male football and basketball student-
athletes will have fewer negative stereotypes toward male bagketdbotball student-

athletes.
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a. Faculty in the areas of sociology, communication, sport science and business will
have more contact with male basketball and football student-athleteshpared

to faculty in engineering, natural sciences, English and history.

b. Faculty in high contact departments will have fewer negative stereotypes about
male basketball and football student-athletes than faculty in low contact

departments.

3) Faculty who are more involved with college athletics will have fewer negative

stereotypes about male basketball and football student-athletes.

4) Across institution and major, faculty at Division | institutions will repamtikr concerns
regarding their campus’s athletics department as well as maletbsked football

student-athletes.

a. Across institution and major, faculty members at Division | institutiofis@port
similar recommendations for improving their perceptions about their campus’s

athletics department and male basketball and football student-athletes.

Selection of Population and Sample

For the purposes of this study, faculty members from four NCAA Division | institut
in the Big XII Conference participated. The term faculty member iselfas any individual
who held the title of full-time faculty member (e.qg., assistant, assoigit professor) or lecturer
within a given academic department. All teaching assistantsexeheded. Full-time faculty
and lecturers were selected because previous research has shown that pesfédsaching

assistants treat and think about athletes similarly. Additionally, fadiifgr from teaching
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assistants in that they have control over departmental admissions polici¢sraiadds that
directly influence student-athletes. For example, a study by SimonspBbsWwuijita, and
Jensen (2007) found that student-athletes felt they were negatively peéiogiveth faculty and
teaching assistants; however, it is plausible that faculty have moraistlative control both

within their department as well as in campus wide policies that impachsiatiietes.

The Division | level was chosen because there is evidence to suggéscttiy at
Division | institutions are significantly less satisfied with thegpective athletic departments
than faculty at Division Il and Il schools (Cockley & Roswal, 1995). This emides not
surprising given that student-athletes at the Division | level are petha most visible, receive
the greatest amount of funding, and have the highest expectations placed uportthegand
to competition. Additionally, survey questions will only concern those studeetesghl
participating in Division | men’s basketball and football given their high reitoon campus
(Shulman & Bowen, 2001). The Big Xl Conference was chosen because of the primary
researcher’s familiarity with institutions in the conference andusece serves as one of several
designated conferences affiliated with the National Collegiate AthAssociation (NCAA), the
primary governing body of intercollegiate athletic programs. At the tifrdata collection for
the present study, the Big XII Conference members included teams from therfgllow
institutions: Kansas, Kansas State, Missouri, Nebraska, Oklahoma, Colorado, Gklahom

Oklahoma State, Texas, Texas A&M, Texas Tech, & Baylor.

Four NCAA Division | research universities were selected for thidyst Each institution
is comparable in size of its student body, its degree programs, and has a winnirigdodtba

male basketball athletic tradition. The term academic departméesignated within the
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demographic questionnaire as a participants’ primary area of teachmgtyFmembers from
eight different departments at each institution were sampled. Depéstesnpled in this study
included sport science, sociology, communication, business, natural science (e.gy),biolog
engineering (e.g., mechanical and civil engineering), history, andsirigee Appendix F).
Each institution has similar degree granting programs, which could fall andef the eight
aforementioned departments. Departments were selected based upon aye¢keepnrinary
researcher of student-athletes’ designated majors pulled from the Inasketball and football
media guides from the 2008-2009 academic school year from the four dehstititions. The
analyses found that students were more likely to major in some departmentssdikeiy to
major in others (see Appendix E). The departments in which there were high pgesewit male
basketball and football student-athletes included sport science, sociology, caatronrand
business. Departments with fewer male basketball and football student-athbgtes included
natural science, engineering, history and English. The present studydsipeththat faculty
within departments with high percentages of student-athlete majors haie¥ gogdact with
student-athletes and faculty within departments that have fewer studete-athjers have less

contact with student-athletes.

Departments were also selected based upon findings that explore studeatradijdet
trends. For example, indSA TODAYstudy media guides and school websites at 142 schools
were reviewed. The researchers found a disproportionately high number of -siiindietets
majoring in the social sciences followed by sports related fields, businessramigication
(Brady, 2008; Upton & Novak, 2008). The present study assumes that faculty in these
departments have more interaction with student-athletes, thus deceasistgtkeiypes about

male basketball and football student-athletes. Finally, departments seichiasering, natural
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sciences, history, and English were designated as fields that have aiterraf student
athletes, thus giving faculty members fewer opportunities to interétstudent-athletes. This

assumption was further supported by the data from the present study.

The minimum number of participants required for this study was determined using
sample size estimations based on the statistical analyses conductedgs tiddresearch
guestions. The G* Power version 3 statistical power analysis program was udedltiecthe
needed sample size for this study (Faul, Erdfelder, Lang & Bucher, 20@r3oR&orrelations,
t-tests, and hierarchical multiple linear regression analysesuseceto address the research
guestions. A minimum sample size of 139 was calculated to be necessary to actagsecals
power of 0.8, an effect size of 0.15, and a medium effect size, at an alpha level of 0.05 (Cohen,

1088).

Instruments for Data Collection

Four questionnaires were distributed for data collection along with a brief daphag
guestionnaire. The questionnaires measured (1) faculty perceptions abourtiris's
athletics department (PADQ); (2) faculty stereotypes about male baBlatd football student-
athletes (SASQ); (3) amount of contact faculty have had with male ba#katd football
student-athletes (SCQ); and (4) faculty involvement with their campus&ieshllepartments
(FIQ) (see Appendix D). Instrument questions were created by both the presagyaher as

well as measures taken from the literature.
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Perceptions about Athletic Departments Questionnaire (PADQ)

The Perceptions about Athletic Departments Questionnaire was consinuicted
distinct stages and measured faculty members’ perceptions about tlieitiomst athletics
departments. During the first stage of development, a list of topics pegi&infaculty views of
athletic departments was collected from the literature. Based upon tawitiée the following
topics were found to be important to faculty. They include the types of sertudessathletes
receive, feelings about athletic department personnel including coachéeac advisors and
athletic directors, the overall mission of their campus’s athletics degratrtand the ethical
standards by which the athletics department abides (Baucom & Lantz, 2001; Ghé&ldasyval,
1995; Engstrom, Sedlacek, & McEwen, 1995; Knight Commission, 2007). Items representing

each of these topics were incorporated into the survey.

During the second stage of development, questions relating to the aforentetdjmos
were constructed using both the Intercollegiate Athletics Survey usee 2007 Knight
Commission Study on College Athletics as well as questions formulatée pyimary
researcher. The Intercollegiate Athletics Survey was developed. Bpiat Lawrence, along
with other faculty from the University of Michigan. The Likert-type surwas developed in
three phases: 1) themes generated by a faculty committee; 2) facultieimgeat five campuses
that differed in size and location; 3) previous research from groups such as theaimeri
Association of University Professors (AAUP), The Coalition on Inteegudite Athletics
(COIA), and the NCAA. The survey was designed to examine faculty babefg
intercollegiate athletics and their understanding of the general cammasecbf their

universities. More specifically, the Knight Study survey tapped facudtynfgs about the general
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campus athletic governance (e.g., faculty senates decisions con@hhatigs; Faculty
Athletics Representatives (FARS), presidents, athletic administyatoance (e.g., institutional
well being budget, commercialization) and academics (e.g., admissions, adviglegt-sthlete
academic performance). The aforementioned themes were compiled a@esfions, which
included 1) perceptions and beliefs, 2) satisfaction with policies and practicam@)<

priorities within intercollegiate athletics, 4) concerns, and 5) deapbdc questions.

Finally, during the third stage of development the questions from the Knighy sueve
narrowed and reworded to become applicable to the current’squagstions developed by the
primary researcher were then added. The resulting survey was a 12ktezirtype scale that
measured faculty perceptions of their campus’s athletics departmeniafded). Subjects
answers could range from 1 meaning strongly disagree to 6 meaning sagregy Questions 1,
4, 6, 10, and 12 were positively worded questions and, therefore, were reverse coded to maintain
consistency in scoring throughout the scale. A score of 1 on the recoded itemd stjoalgy
agree and a score of 6 on recoded items equaled strongly disagree. Scores cofrahnaag)e
low as 6 to as high as 72. Taken together, higher total scores on the overall shsualate
indicated greater negative perceptions about the campus’s athletics depdrtradotver a
subjects’ overall score, the fewer stereotypes faculty had about th@usamthletics

department. Mean scores were tabulated by the subjects’ total score diwitiad b

* Questions taken from the Knight study include questions 1,9,11, 15, 16, 17 (SAD questionnaire),
questions 1,3,6,7,8,9,14,15 (SSA questionnaire).
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Stereotypes about Student-Athletes Questionnaire (SASQ)

The Student-Athlete Stereotype Questionnaire assessed a facultyrmearagative
stereotypes about male basketball and football student-athletes acadeaviofs. It was

constructed in two stages.

First, a review of the literature was conducted to search for previous insteulimat
examined faculty stereotypes of college student-athletes. To date, thepplosable instrument
is the Situational Attitude Scale developed by Engstrom and Sedlacek (1991jtuBtiersl
Attitude Scale was not used because the items within the scale are to be vieweddaddy of
one another. Although this instrument was not used, the themes associated withuimeinst

were incorporated within the SASQ questionnaire.

Table 1

Perceptions about Athletic Departments Questionnaire

1. Coaches are concerned about issues affecting the general campus cgmmunit

Coaches do not care about the academic preparation of student-athletesrthiey re

3. The sole purpose of athletic academic advising for student-athletes is thvéeep t
eligible.

4. Athletic advisors have a good working relationship with faculty.

5. The athletics department has not run a “clean” program (e.g., acadeises aNCAA
violations).

6. The athletics director is concerned about issues affecting the gemepalca

community.

The athletics director has a poor working relationship with faculty.

The athletics department influences admissions decisions about studensathlete

The athletics department is out of line with my institution’s goals.

10. The athletics department appropriately disciplines their student-atfdetead.
Behavior.

11. Athletics department officials do not believe they have to follow the rules of the
institution.

12. The athletics department encourages faculty input and involvement.

N

0 0 N
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Those themes included class attendance, selections of major, student-attiéefora

averages, tutoring services, and qualifications for admissions.

During the second stage of instrument construction a list of themes weitezkfram
the literature regarding the academic behaviors of student-athletes.thboges included
departments, advising, grade point average, academic preparednessteridas@, graduation,
admissions, and tutoring. Questions were then formulated using the Knight sumweyfrében
the 2007 Knight survey were reworded and narrowed to fit the presentastddygditional

guestions were added. Finally, questions were developed by the primaryhresésee Table 2).
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Table 2

Stereotypes about Student-Athletes Questionnaire

1. Male basketball and football players are more motivated to earn a caiggedhan the
general student population.

2. Male basketball and football players come to college to enhance their spersca

3. Male basketball and football players maintain the minimum gpa requireresits/tin
college and patrticipate in their sport.

4. Male basketball and football players care more about learning courséairtaser the
general student population.

5. Male basketball and football players are less academically prepareallege than the
general student population.

6. Male basketball and football players use their athlete status to acceoral speatment
(e.g., better grades) from their professors.

7. Male basketball and football players are more likely to declare eaaytohgmts than the
general student population.

8. Male basketball and football players are less likely to meet the minggairements of
admission to this university.

9. Male basketball and football players are less likely to graduate thgetieeal student
population.

10.Male basketball and football players are more respectful to faculty teayetteral
student population.

11.Male basketball and football players are more likely to miss class thgerkeeal student
population.

12.Male basketball and football players are less likely to cheat than theabstoelent
population.

Similar to the PADQ, these scores could range from as low as 6 to as high as 72.
Questions 1, 4, 10 and 12 were reverse coded to maintain consistency in scoring on the scale. A
score of 1 on recoded items then equaled strongly agree and a score 6 on tecwdedualed
strongly disagree. Taken together, higher total scores on the overall fdsoae indicated

greater negative stereotypes about male basketball and football studetatsathl
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Student Contact Questionnaire (SCQ)

Faculty contact with student-athletes was measured by the StudenttContac
Questionnaire. This 12-item questionnaire measured the level of contact respondients ha
male basketball and football student-athletes (see Table 3). The fisibquaeasured the
amount of contact a faculty member had with male basketball and football shtidletes over
the past five years as a faculty member. The next eight questionsretetsureason for having
contact with male basketball and football student-athletes. The last thréemgiasked the
respondent to answer the primary mode by which the male basketball and footbattathldte
contacted them (e.g., phone, email, or office hours). Respondent answers on thiyhekert-
scale ranged from never = 0, sometimes = 1, frequently = 2, or often = B1€Bmescore on this

guestionnaire was tabulated by totaling the 12 items and dividing by 12.

Table 3

Student Contact Questionnaire

Component Question # Question

1 1 Over the past 5 years, how often have you had male basketball
and football players enroll in your course?

About issues pertaining to your course?

To review for exams or revising their papers for your course?

To talk about a concern in your course

About missing class?

About academic misconduct issues?

About their grade?

About taking another course in your department?

About declaring their department in your department?

Phone

During your office hours

Via Email

2

B e
SREBowo~v~ourwn
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The lower one’s score, the less contact the faculty member had with relétldadl and football
student-athletes, and the greater ones score, the more contact the faculty naehwiath

student-athletes.

Faculty Involvement Questionnaire (FIQ)

The Faculty Involvement Questionnaire measured the level by which tyfamrhber
had served in an official or unofficial role within their campus’s atldaet&partment. Research
has shown that current or prior affiliation with an athletics department daarinoé a faculty
member’s perceptions of student-athletes (Cockley & Roswal, 1995). Questien®meunlated
by the primary researcher and encompassed involvement in athletitztdyg reommittees,
administrative roles, mentoring, and sport attendance. This 8-item questoconsists of three
parts: 1) a self reported question about faculty involvement with their camhistica
department, 2) faculty self reported interest in football and male badikgdimes, and 3)
guestions regarding the types of activities they had with their camphkEtc department.
Answers about their level of involvement with their campus’s athletics depdrntareged from a
score of 0 = no involvement to 3 = very involved. Scores on part two of the questionnaire
regarding faculty interest in male basketball and football gamesddngm 0 = no interest to 3
= avid fan. Answers to the last six questions pertain to the types of astiigy had with their
campus’s athletics department. Respondents were asked to check each dyopliidhto their
level of involvement. Answers to the last six questions were recoded in thed@taisher a 0
= no they have never taken part in that activity or 1= yes they have paetictipahat activity

(see Table 4).
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Table 4

Faculty Involvement Questionnaire

Question Original New
Score Score

1.How would you classify your overall level of *Oorl 0

involvement with your campus athletics department *2 or 3 1

2.How would you describe your interest in football ant¥0 or 1 0

male basketball games? **2 0r3 1

3 Served as a mentor “no”/ “yes” 0/1

4 Corresponded with athletics department “no”/ “yes” 0/1

personnel(e.qg., athletic advisors, athletic director, staff
member, coach)

5 Served on a committee where the primary topic of “no”/ “yes” 0/1
interest was about the athletics department

6 Served as a consultant for an athletics department “no”/ “yes” 0/1
7 Attended an athletics department event that was ndha”/ “yes” 0/1
sporting event

8 Attended a private tour of the athletics department ‘no”/ “yes” 0/1

*0= No involvement 1= Infrequent involvement 2 = Moderate involvement 3= Very involved

** 0= No interest, 1= Somewhat interested, 2= Regularly follow, 3=Avid fan

Mean FIQ scores were tabulated by summing the types of activitiesdota, the self-
reported level of involvement with their campus’s athletics department ssawe]laas their self
reported interest in the sport score and dividing by 8. To execute this equation, scoréstioa bot
self-reported level of involvement and interest in the sport scores wederescores to
maintain consistency with scoring on all items. On the self-reported invehveimestion a
score of 0 or 1 was recoded to a 0 indicating minimal or no involvement and sco2sro8 a
were recoded as 1, meaning high or moderate involvement. On the self-reportieh Goesit
their level of interest in male basketball and football games, scores ofWese Yfecoded 0
meaning minimal or no involvement, and scores of 2 or 3 were recoded as 1, meaning high or

moderate involvement. The third section of the involvement questionnaire included sigrgues
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describing the type of involvement faculty could have had with their camphiscd
department. A score of no was coded as a 0 and a score of yes was coded as &dorelea
were computed by adding the recoded variables from the three sections of timel Bi€ded
by 8. The higher the score on the scale, the greater the involvement thegarhed with their

campus’s athletics department.

Demographic Questionnaire

In addition to the aforementioned instruments a brief demographic questionnaire was
distributed. Gender, academic division affiliation, race, and tenure statascansidered control
variables that could influence faculty member’s perceptions of studdatest (Baucom &

Lantz, 2001; Engstrom, Sedlacek, & McEwen, 1995; Perimutter, 2003). Several demographic
variables were coded to perform analyses. Being a non-student-ataseteded as a 0 and
being a former student-athlete was coded as a 1. Gender was coded as 0, dgaifgratite
participant, and 1, designated a male participant. Race was codédralBcating to a
participant who designated their ethnicity as other and a code of 1 designatic@apawho
reported their ethnicity as White. Academic rank was coded as the foljod# professor, 2 =
associate professor, 3 = assistant professor, 4= instructor, 5 = other desigasticipaRts with
tenure status were coded as a 1, participants who were not yet tenured werasc@e and
participants on a non-tenure track were coded as a 3. Primary departmegteltoes were
coded within statistical analyses as the following: 1 = business facultgp@munications, 3 =
English, 4 = engineering, 5 = history, 6 = natural science, 7 = sociology, and §s=sepemce.
The demographic questionnaire also included two open-ended questions that ddRizessech

Question 4. The questions asked faculty members about their overall impressionsati®ut m
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basketball and football student-athletes as well as their campus’s atteg@rtment. In
addition, the questions asked what, if any, recommendations for changes or impitox@uncd
be made with regard to their campus’s athletics department or that would hedpertipzir

perceptions of men’s basketball and football student-athletes at their iosstuti

Survey Distribution

After approval by the Human Subjects Committee, faculty membersooatacted via
email to inform them of the study and encouraged to participate (see Appenéixcalty
members’ emails were obtained from each institutions’ university weBdliteculty who fit the
criteria for inclusion in the study were contacted. Faculty membersemailed about the
nature of the study, the time frame for conducting the study, the contactatfmmrfor the
principal investigator and their rights as a participant. Faculty membeld either decline or

accept participation via the websitevw.surveymonkey.comwhich allows participants to fill

out all relevant forms. Faculty members who did not decline participation via
www.surveymonkey.com were contacted every two weeks over a period of a Datahwere
downloaded from the Survey Monkey website, uploaded in SPSS format, and stored on a secure
computer drive. All respondents’ names, institutions, and potential identifyingnafimn were

removed before storage.

Data Analysis Plan

The following analyses were conducted after the results weectzll The Statistical

Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) software, version 18.0, was used totmadatge and to
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conduct the statistical procedures. First, descriptive statisticsr{egns, standard deviations,
frequencies, and percentages) regarding demographical data (etgtjonstilepartment,
gender, and ethnicity) were run. Then, descriptive statistics wexdatald to analyze
participant responses on each survey. Next, scores were summed and medatsdated for
each individual questionnaire. Data were then analyzed using inferertiglcstdo address each
of the research questions. Pearson Product moment correlation coefficiests, &td
hierarchical linear regression analyses were deemed appropriateidoratkess research

guestions to determine what, if any significant, associations could be fourekbetariables.

Pilot Study 1

Two independent pilot tests were conducted to determine the validity and tgliatoili
the questionnaire. Participants were surveyed for the two pilot studies hesisgne Pilot
Instrument (see Appendix C). Based upon feedback from the two pilots, changes were made t
the instrument and the Final Instrument was used to survey participants faedet@tudy (see
Appendix B). For the first pilot test a total of 50 participants were contdutedghout eight
departments, similar to the departments tested for the present study. & tote respondents
answered and completed all four questionnaires. The following changes vaer¢éontiae
original questionnaire based upon feedback from the nine respondents. In the Perabptions
Athletic Departments Questionnaire, respondents suggested a changdingwdren referring
to “coach” to specify a coach from a particular sport, since facultyhoklalydifferent
perceptions about coaches from various sports. That change was not incorpardtedfinal
survey as the questionnaire was designed to tap overall impressions abgetamehes. In

addition, a statement at the beginning of the survey was inserted so thatdadeltstood that
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they were not reporting their actual experiences with athletic depegrmet rather their
perceptions about their campus’s athletics department. Results from théspileiggested that
some departments may have smaller numbers of faculty, which could limit the mfmber
respondents in certain departments (e.g., sports science). Faculty ceththahthe

guestionnaire needed to be shorter, which may be attributed to why some respondents did not
complete the entire survey in the first pilot. Approximately 20 original cqurestvere eliminated

to shorten the survey. Finally respondents suggested adding an “I don’t know,” “daeplgdt

or “no opinion” response to the PADQ and SASQ. However, to increase response rates or

generate perceptions, no such category was added.

Pilot Study Il

A second pilot study was run at a different Division | institution than teedilot. The
second pilot study assessed eight similar departments as the firanyildata were collected
from six respondents. Respondent feedback during the second pilot recommended several
changes as well. First, respondents suggested that a biracial option be addeacendéer
biracial category was implemented into the final survey. Respondents faiteesited as those
in Pilot 1 to add a “don’t know” option; however, no such option was added. One question on the
PADQ was eliminated about “whether college athletics was for ammterént purposes only.”
Although respondents felt less comfortable about answering questions they did thayfdeld
any knowledge of such as “admissions standards of student-athleteshetmem/college
athletics follow the rules of the institution,” these questions were kept intorgauge overall
perceptions or educated guesses. Finally, the response rate doubled aftgr@dritie second

request for Pilot 2; therefore, faculty were contacted every two weeksefprésent study.
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In addition to the two pilot studies, additional changes were made to enhance tlge surve
Those changes included reverse coding of questions to the PADQ and the SASQ to add
variability in the type of question asked. Several questions on the SASQ weredctaadd a
comparison to the general student population. Questions were changed on the SCQ from
dichotomous variables to “have you ever” statements. On the FIQ, questiorexpaneled to
tap faculty members’ level of fandom, and a general question was added¢ofgewity
members’ general level of involvement.

Analysis of Data

Following the collection of survey data during the final study, the scalesanatgzed
using factor analysis, and alpha reliability tests were run. On the $fse@bout Student-
Athletes Questionnaire findings from the factorial analyses suggistethere were two items
that did not load on the 12 item scale. Those items included questions 10 and 12. They were
subsequently deleted to increase the reliability of the scale when computintatiad mean

scores. Without these two items reliability increased from (0.45) to (0.65).

Following a factor analysis on the SCQ, it was revealed that no itesuklde deleted
and the 12 item scale was reliable (0.85). It should be noted however that by removing two
items, “student-athletes seeing professors about missing class” adleri@c misconduct
issues,” that the overall reliability of the scale improved, but only sligt&6).(It is assumed
these items are highly correlated due to the fact that professors mgssékedtudent-athletes
pertaining to these issues. These items were kept because of the hightyediabitluding them

in the single factor analyses.



74

A factor analysis and alpha reliability tests were also run on tdtiFzanvolvement
Questionnaire. The scale was found to be reliable (0.67). It was determinte timaolvement
guestionnaire was most reliable when overall involvement, sport interestpasdoty
involvement were calculated together. A sum score could range from 0 to 8, witmidgmea

involvement to 8 indicating high involvement.

Finally, factor analysis and alpha reliability tests were run on treeptons about
Athletic Departments Questionnaire. From the factor analysis, all oktine iwere good
indicators of Component 1 but did not load on Component 2. Moderate correlations were found

between the individual items and the extracted factors.

Research Question 1

To answer Research Question 1, first a bivariate correlation acrosgiaippats
examined the relationship between faculty perceptions of their campus’scattégiartment
(PADQ) and faculty stereotypes about male basketball and football studietes (SASQ).
Next, bivariate correlations were run to see if a relationship eXigtveen faculty perceptions
about their campus’s athletics department (PADQ) and their level ofiveegtreotypes about

male basketball and football student-athletes (SASQ) by department.

Finally an independent samples t-tests was run to see if faculty needitbered in their
perceptions about their campus’s athletics department (PADQ) when groupddipas
departmental affiliation. The assumption of this study is that departminisiness,
communication, sociology, and sport science are high contact departments agtbweee

together. Faculty in the departments of history, English, natural sciencegindezing were
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considered to be low contact departments and were grouped together. The Pyda(asehe
dependent variable, and the independent variable was faculty designation, ascataigh

department group or low contact department group.

Research Question 2

To address Research Question 2, several analyses were conducted. ResearnlRquesti
addressed whether faculty contact with student-athletes (SCQ) laizsl e the negative
stereotypes they had about male basketball and football student-atBless3)( First, a
bivariate correlation was conducted to examine whether a relationskipceketween
participant mean scores on the (SASQ) and mean scores on the (SCQJeblaxptive
statistics were computed, measuring the frequency of mode by which facdltyale basketball
and football student-athletes interacted. In addition, descriptive statgtiesalso run
measuring faculty contact with male basketball and football studentestiuyg faculty
departmental affiliation. Based upon those findings independent sartpéts were run to see
whether there were significant differences in contact when facultygveuped as either a low
or high contact department. Finally, independent samples t-tests looked lznthete were
differences in faculty’s negative stereotypes about male basketbab@bdlf student-athletes

between the high and low contact departments.

Research Question 3

Research question three asked if faculty members who have greater involwéiment
their campus’s athletics departments had fewer negative stereatypet male basketball and

football student-athletes. To answer this question, first a correlatied tebether participants’



76

mean scores on the SASQ were related to mean scores using PartHIgf.tRart | asked
participants “How would you classify your overall level of involvement with yeampus'’s
athletics department.” Next a correlation was run to determine if f¥é&cuitean scores on the
SASQ were related to Part Il of the Faculty Involvement Questionnairehvasked “How
would you describe your interest in men’s basketball and football?” The laskation
addressed the relationship between participant’'s mean scores o éfatidIFIQ, which
measured the types of involvement faculty have had with their campus’scattkgpartment
and participant’'s mean scores on the SASQ. Finally, a regression looke@xdtetiteby which
faculty perceptions about their campus’s athletics department, faouitgct with male
basketball and football student-athletes and faculty involvement with theousésrathletics
department account for the variance in faculty members’ stereatf/pssn’s basketball and
football student-athletes. Faculty members’ negative stereotypes adleuvasketball and
football student-athletes (SASQ) was the outcome variable; predictablegrincluded
demographic variables such as race, gender, being a former studeptattletean scores on

the PADQ, SCQ and FIQ.

Research Question 4

Research question 4 examined the topics that faculty see as most ratevdriioth their
campus’s athletics department and male basketball and football studemsathletddition, this
research question provided insight into faculty recommendations for improving tiegppens
about their campus’s athletics department as well as male basketb&dbtball student-
athletes. Faculty members had the opportunity to respond to two open-ended questinribewvithi

demographic questionnaire. Responses to the two questions were collected andedsta ek
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based upon the respondent’s departmental affiliation. Comments were furthentidted by
department based upon two criteria: 1) whether the statement was attribstigdbtt-athletes
or college athletics and 2) whether the statement was positive oiveegasponses were
narrowed and related themes were extracted. The final data set includpsditve and

negative faculty statements about student-athletes and their campetissatiépartments.
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CHAPTER 4: Results

Introduction

The purpose of this study was to examine faculty stereotypes about male bbakdtbal
football student-athletes as it relates to faculty perceptions aboutdahgiues’s athletics
department, faculty contact with male basketball and football studenteathaeid faculty
involvement with their campus’s athletics department. This chapter discheseséearch
findings. Demographics about the participants will be presented and followediduasion
about the descriptive statistical findings. Finally, the results pertpinieach research question

will conclude this chapter.

Demographic and Descriptive Findings

Out of 1055 potential respondents who were asked to participate, 260 responded to the
survey and 228 completed the entire survey. There were twice as many railegpds

(63.5%) as female (36.5%) (see Table 5).

Table 5

Demographics by Gender

Gender Frequency Percentage
Male 141 63.5

81 36.5
Female

N = 222 Missing data = 35
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The majority of respondents € 225) were full-time faculty members, designating

themselves as either a full, associate or assistant professor (seé)Table

Table 6

Demographics by Academic Rank

Rank Frequency Percent
Professor 87 38.7
Associate Professor 66 29.3
Assistant Professor 48 21.3
Instructor or Lecturer 20 8.9
Other 4 1.8
N =225

Almost 67% of the respondents were tenured faculty members, and close to 4% wer

not yet tenured or on a tenure track (see Table 7).

Table 7

Demographics by Tenure Status

Status Frequency Percent
Tenured 148 66.4

Not yet Tenured 39 17.5
Not on Tenure track 36 16.1
N =223

Of the 227 respondents who designated their ethnicity, 198 indicated they were White

(see Table 8). To account for the disproportionate number of participants who testhea
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ethnicity as White, the variable of race was recoded to include the casegfonhite or non-

white participants (see Table 9).

Table 8

Demographics by Race and Ethnicity

Category Frequency Percent
White 198 90.4%
Black or African American 10 4.6%
Hispanic or Latino 7 3.2%
Asian/Pacific Islander/ Native Hawaiiard 4.1%
American Indian or Alaska Native 3 1.4%
N =227
Table 9

Demographics by Grouping White versus Other

Ethnicity N Percentage
White 198 90.4
Non-White 29 133

N =227 (Missing data = 37)

Few participants (15%) designated themselves as former studenesathimtulty

members from all eight departments at each of the four institutiongemesented. Business,
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engineering, natural sciences and sociology had the highest respeassnhsport science,
English, communications, and history had the lowest response rate (see Table E0kerber

approximately equal numbers of total respondents in both high and low contatineepsr

Table 10

Demographics by Primary Area of Teaching

High Contact Departments N Percentage
Business 51 23.0%
Communication 19 8.6%
Sociology 26 11.7%
Sports Science 11 5.0%

Total High Contact Department Participants 107

Low Contact Departments N Percentage
English 23 10.4%
Engineering 30 13.5%
History 24 10.8%
Natural Science 38 17.1%
Total Low Contact Department Participants 115

In addition, primary area of teaching was re-coded into a separate vénatideouped
high contact department participants (sociology, sports science, busorass,gication) and
low contact department participants (engineering, English, natuealced, history) (see Table

11).
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Table 11

Demographics by Departmental Grouping

_Department Frequency Percentage
High Contact Departmen 107 41.2

Low Contact Department 115 44.7

Total 222 86.0

Nearly 70% of the respondents reported having male basketball and footbailt-stude

athletes in their classes (see Table 12).

Table 12

Frequency of Male Basketball and Football Players in Class

Answer Options Percent Frequency
Never 30.4% 72
Sometimes 41.4% 98
Frequently 14.8% 35

Often 13.5% 32

With regard to involvement, over half of the respondents reported having infrequent or
moderate involvement with their campus’s athletics department. The majontyobfement

came in the form of corresponding with athletic department personnel (seelBabl
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Table 13

Type of Faculty Contact with their Campus Athletics Department

Answer Options Percent
Served as a mentor for a student-athlete 25.0%
Corresponded with athletics department 91.8%
personnel

Served on a committee where the primary topit2.8%
of interest was about the athletics department

Attended an athletics department event that wag.2%
not a sporting event

Served as a consultant 6.6%

Attended a private tour of athletics 25.0%
N =196

In addition, faculty within majors that were labeled as high contact hadgreate
involvement with their campus’s athletics departments, and reported sligkagginterest in

following men’s basketball and football games (see Table 14).

Finally, fewer than 10% of the participants classified themselves asdafaa when
asked about their interest in men’s basketball and football games. However, over 70% of
participants identified themselves as somewhat interested or redalbmys male basketball

and football games (see Table 15).
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Table 14

Athletic Department Involvement and Sport Interest by Department

High Contact Majors Low Contact Majors
Mean SD Mean SD
Athletic Department 0.29 0.45 0.13 0.34
Involvement
Interest in Men’s Basketball 0.41 0.49 0.40 0.49

and Football Games

["Note: Mean Scores on the Athletic Department Involvement Question and Sports
Interest Question]

Table 15

Faculty Interest in Male Basketball and Football Games

Answer N Percentage
No interest in male basketball and football games 47 19.3%
Somewhat interested in male basketball and football games 100 41.2%
Regularly follow male basketball and football games 74 30.5%
Avid fan of male basketball and football games 22 9.1%
N = 247

> Scores on the self-reported faculty involvementstjoe were recoded. Scores indicating no involveroen
infrequent involvement were recoded as a 0 andesdadicating moderate involvement or very involvesre
recoded as 1. Scores on the self-reported famiitydst in men’s basketball and football gamestipresScores

indicating no interest or somewhat interested weceded as 0, and scores indicating regularlyfiolad avid fan
were recoded as a 1.
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Descriptive Data Analyses

Descriptive statistics were run on the Perceptions about Athletic tDepds
Questionnaire. The mean score for the scale was 3.38. Mean scores could havEoange
indicating positive perceptions about their campus’s athletics department,iadit&ting very
strong negative perceptions about their campus’s athletics department. Tihiscmeaindicates
that overall participants were more likely than not to indicate moderate opabons their
campus’s athletics department (see Table 16). Hence, across all fiutiaomst faculty did not
report overly positive or strong negative feelings toward their camplidéties department

personnel, policies, or procedures.

Table 16

Perceptions about Athletic Departments Descriptive Data for Respondents

Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation
1.83 4.75 3.38 0.43
N = 251

The mean scores for each PADQ question held close to the midpoint of the scale;
however, there were two questions that varied from the mean, unlike the 10 otseFaenity
were more than likely to disagree or strongly disagree that thepusasmathletics department
had not run a clean program. This indicates that faculty across institutions artchdafsadid
not feel that their campus’s athletics department intentionally violatedamitersegulations as
outlined by either their institution or the NCAA. On a second question within theRierts
about Athletic Departments Questionnaire, faculty members were rkeletlh agree or

strongly agree that their campus’s athletics department were involved irsamhsidecisions
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(see Table 17). Such levels of agreement indicate that faculty felt as #tbiggic department

personnel were intricately involved in the admissions decisions of their stutiEtés

Table 17

Outlier Questions on the Perceptions about Athletic Departments Questionnaire

ltem Average Score Standard Deviation

The athletics department has nd®.83 1.50
run a “clean” program (e.g.,

academic abuses, NCAA

violations)

The athletics department 4.24 1.40
influences admissions decisions
about student-athletes

[Mean Scores on these two items could range from 1 meaning strongly disagreneaning

strongly agree].

Descriptive statistics were also run on the Stereotypes about SAtteries
Questionnaire (SASQ). Mean scores indicated that faculty participgrsserd moderate
stereotypes about the academic behaviors of male basketball and football sthldées (see
Table 18). The mean score for the entire sample was 3.57 out of a totalfsgokéean scores
could have ranged from 1, indicating positive stereotypes about men’s baskedldalbtiall
student-athletes, to 6, indicating very strong negative stereotypes abostyasketball and
football student-athletes. The mean score for the scale suggeststitgtdenong this sample
did not express strong negative stereotypical beliefs about male béskedtb@otball student-

athletes, nor did they express strong positive support.
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Table 18
SASQ Mean Scores

N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation

514 2.00 5.40 3.57 0.58
[Scores on items within the SASQ scale could range from 1 meaning gtcisagree to 6

meaning strongly agree].

Although most items on the scale tended to cluster around the mean, mean scores on
three items fell further away from the mean than other items. Fa@utigipants were more
likely to agree that men’s basketball and football student-athletes agenmotivated to earn a
degree than non student-athletes. In addition, faculty were more likelyet® thgt men’s
basketball and football student-athletes care more about learning cotesialrttzan the general
student population. Finally, faculty participants reported that they do not beli¢wstutiant-
athletes use their status as an athlete to acquire special treatredral{le19). These items

were included in the statistical analyses to maintain reliabilithettale.

Overall faculty had limited contact with male basketball and football stadblates (see
Table 20). This is based upon mean scores for the Student Contact Questionnaire &0Q). M
scores across all departments at the four institutions on the SCQ revealadultaifithin the
sample had little contact with student-athletes. However, an independghtsatest did
confirm that faculty in what were assumed to be high contact departments alitl iaye more
contact with student-athletes than faculty in low contact departments. fésisg-discussed in

Research Question Il findings in this chapter.
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Table 19

Outlier Questions on the Stereotypes about Student-Athletes Questionnaire

ltem Average Score

(a)Male basketball and football players are 4.91
more motivated to earn a college degree than
the general student population

(b)Male basketball and football players care 4.83
more about learning course material than the
general student population

(c)Male basketball and football players use 2.90
their athlete status to acquire special treatment
(e.g., better grades) from faculty

[Note: Items a and b were recoded so that scores could range from 1 = sigreglyo a core of
6 = strongly disagree; For item c scores could range from 1 = strongfyreksto 6 = strongly

agree]

A general assumption of this study is that faculty within the departmentsiotogye
sport science, business, and communication have greater contact with studesd-thiaie
faculty in the departments of English, engineering, natural science, and.hisg@ych, when
running certain analyses, faculty participants were grouped facudiyhas high or low contact
based upon their departmental affiliation. It should be noted, however, thatitlesiSContact
Questionnaire mean scores were slightly higher among engineeritiy faross all four
institutions than sports science faculty, indicating that engineeritigipants within the sample
had slightly more contact with male basketball and football student-athifiete®ver, to support
the present study’s underlying assumption, engineering was still dadreke low contact

department and sports science as a high contact department when running céytes ana
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Table 20
Contact with Male Basketball and Football Student-Athletes

N Minimum Maximum Mean  Std. Deviation

160 1.00 3.33 1.78 0.41

[Note: Scores could range from 0 indicating minimal or no contact to 3 indicatimggha
moderate or greater contact.]

Frequencies were run to look at the most common type of contact faculty itfave w
student-athletes (see Table 21). Within the Student Contact Questionnaireyracietie scale
tapped the means by which faculty communicated with male basketball and faoitbetts
athletes. Among faculty who did have contact with male basketball and foothighsathletes,
the most frequent mode of contact reported was by email, followed by office houry, and b
phone. Additionally, faculty who had contact with male basketball and footbdérstathletes
were more likely to describe contact through means of email or office houexjaerit, whereas
faculty were more likely to designate that they “never” had contact watest-athletes via
phone. Hence, the primary mode of communication between faculty and male baskdtball a

football student-athletes came in the form of email rather than througdrsorpdirect dialogue.

Table 21

Type of Contact Across all Participants

During your
office hours?  Via email? By phone?

Mean 1.88 2.09 1.26

Std. Deviation .705 .733 507

Note: Scale 0-3 with O = never to 3 = often
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Descriptive statistics were also calculated to see how much involveacelityfhad with
their campus’s athletics department. Overall, this group of participant®adratacterized as
having low involvement with their campus’s athletics departments. The mearoadbes
Faculty Involvement Questionnaire was 0.27 with scores ranging from O, rgesnin
involvement to, 1, meaning high involvement (see Table 22). This mean score indicates that
sample lacked strong engagement in activities associated with their ¢aatpletic department
such as committee work, attending athletic department functions, or having eattaathletic

department officials.

Table 22

Involvement with Campus Athletics Department

Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation
Total scores 0.00 1.00 0.27 0.22

N =257

Finally, correlation analyses were run across all major variable3 ébde 23). One of
the primary variables within this study, stereotypes about male baskeith&ticiball student-
athletes, was found to be positively correlated with faculty perceptions thleaucampus’s
athletics department, negatively correlated with faculty involvement, ajadinely correlated
with student contact. The correlation between stereotypes and contact waswabfbe
significantly related; however, stereotypes were significantly lzde with involvement and
faculty perceptions. These primary correlations are discussed in furthgirdéte following

section. Additionally, faculty participants had fewer negative pemepabout their campus’s
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athletics department the more involved they were with their athletictdegrer Higher faculty
involvement was also significantly related to more contact with studentesth(&eater student-
athlete contact was not related to greater positive perceptions abogtathpirs’s athletics
department among faculty participants. However, being a former stutigttavas associated
with greater athletic department involvement. In addition, participantsfoanel to have greater
stereotypes about male basketball and football student-athletes the maoreeddiair academic

rank.

Table 23

Summary of Correlations among Major Variables

“Variable 3 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
PADQ (1) 1 5417 -.053 -.249" 032 -031 012 .075 -127 074
SASQ (2) .541" 1 -.159 -.33¢" -047  .016 146 -.225% -.1672 141
SCQ (3) -.053 -.159 1 219" -136  -.051 .083 .161* .182 -.083
FIQ (4) -.249" -.33¢" 219" 1 057  .063 .205" -.129 -.097 -.049
Race (5) .032 -.047 -.136 .057 1 .026 -.100 .014 .013 .013
Gender (6) -.031 .016 -.051 .063 .026 1 .063 -.253 -177" .016
Athlete (7)  .012 -.146 .083 .205" -100  .063 1 -.060 -.041 277"
Rank (8) -075  -.225° 161 -.129 .014 -253" -.060 1 824" -.016

Tenure(9) -.127 -.1672 .182 -.097 013 -177" -.041 824 1 -.033

Dept (10) 074 141 -.083 -.049 013  .016 277" -.016 -.033 1

*Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level

**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level

® The variable names listed within Table 23 indicate the following: (1)PADQ: Mean scores on the Perceptions about
Athletics Department Questionnaire; (2) SASQ: Mean scores on the Stereotypes about Student-Athlete
Questionnaire; (3) SCQ: Mean scores on the Student Contact Questionnaire; (4) FIQ: Mean scores on the Faculty
Involvement Questionnaire; (5) Race: Participants who designated their ethnicity as White or Other; (6) Gender:
male or female participants; (7) Athlete: Participants who designated their status as a former student-athlete; (8)
Rank: Participants designation of academic rank; (9) Tenure: Participants tenure status; (10) Department:
Participants departmental affiliation.
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Hence, faculty participants who held the title of full or associate profastbgreater
negative stereotypes than those who were assistant professors or who wertiasfEinally,
faculty who were not tenured had greater contact with male basketball andl feiitheht-
athletes and having tenure status was associated with greater stsrabtytemen’s basketball

and football student-athletes.

Research Question 1: Findings

What is the relationship between faculty perceptions about their campus’s athleticsragpart

and their negative stereotypes about male basketball and football student-athletes?

Research Question 1 examined the relationship between faculty perceptonthair
campus’s athletics department and their stereotypes about male biasketti@otball student-
athletes. First, a correlation comparing participant’s mean scorég &etceptions about
Athletic Departments Questionnaire (PADQ) and the Stereotypes abountSAdkletes
Questionnaire (SASQ) was computed. Participant mean scores on the PARB@eaddaculty
perceptions about the mission of their campus’s athletics department, atbpetitment
personnel, and their perceptions about athletic department policies and procHueires.
perceptions could have been based upon their actual experiences with their sathbetsts
department, which included interactions with personnel or their perceived knowtexgeteeir
campus’s athletics department. Participant mean scores on the SAQQaafh participant’s
negative attitudes about male basketball and football student-athletesmacheleaviors based

upon faculty experiences with male basketball and football student-athlebgsosure to
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information pertaining to male basketball and football student-athletes. Adbéveorrelation
was chosen because the intent of Research Question 1 was to measureitimassodegree
of the relationship between two quantitative variables, faculty stereotypesl@basketball and
football student-athletes and faculty perceptions about their campus’scatdigiartment

(Creswell, 2009).

A positive correlation was found between faculty perceptions of their cantpescat
department and faculty stereotypes about male basketball and football sthttat#= 0.54;
p< 0.01). This finding suggests that the more negative perceptions a faculty nasladout
their campus’s athletics department, the more likely they are to gafive stereotypes about
male basketball and football student-athletes or vice versa. The aboveticorreffects a

modest level of dependence between the two variables.

To support an underlying assumption of this study that faculty’s views about college
athletics and student-athletes may differ based upon faculty departnigidtiba, correlations
were tabulated by department looking at the relationship between facukepiens of the
athletics department and their stereotypes about male basketball and &iatheit-athletes.
Faculty participants were grouped across institution by one of the eightrdeptr designated
for this study. Correlations compared mean scores on the PADQ and SASQhlee24)a
Positive correlations between the respondents’ mean scores on the PADQ and &ASQ w
significant within the departments of businassQ .67;p < 0.01), history (= 0.71p <0.05),
and natural Science €0.55 p < 0.01). These results suggest that the relationship between

faculty members’ perceptions about their campus’s athletics departmentaltyg $éereotypes
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about male basketball and football student-athletes is strongest in the higtantyngat, yet

weakest in sports science.

Table 24

Summary of Correlations between Faculty Perceptions of their Campus Athlgbagrbent

and Stereotypes about Male Basketball and Football Players by Departmental Affiliation

Primary Area of Teaching Mean (SD) PADQ
Business 1. SASQ Mean Score  3.33 3.50 (0.66) 0.67"
Communication 1. SASQ Mean Score 3.36 3.33(.57) 0.32
Sport Science 1. SASQ Mean Score 3.40 3.58 (.39) 0.11
Sociology 1. SASQ Mean Score 3.48 3.76 (.31) 0.27
English 1. SASQ Mean Score  3.39 3.51 (.50) 0.20
Engineering 2. SASQ Mean Score  3.38 3.52 (0.51) 0.36
History 1. SASQ Mean Score 3.26 3.64 (0.63) 0.71"
Natural Science 1. SASQ Mean Score  3.40 3.63 (0.67) 0.55"

Mean scores could range from 1, to 6 on both the SASQ and PADQ scales. Dephartmenta

mean scores on the SASQ ranged from 3.33 for participants affiliated wigadrdent of

communications to 3.76 for participants affiliated with a department of socidltepn scores

on the PADQ ranged from 3.26 for participants affiliated with the history departma 3.48

mean score for participants affiliated with sociology. This range ohreeares reflects that

overall, faculty participants had more positive sentiments toward thepusis athletics
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department, yet held slightly more negative stereotypes toward maleldadisket football

student-athletes.

Since a positive correlation was found between the above mentioned variables, next,
independent samples t-tests were run. Data were analyzed to seayfdmlbecause of their
departmental affiliation, differ in their perceptions about their campus iathtitpartment.
Participants were separated based upon their department into either a lowgrongaor high
contact group, and mean scores on the Perceptions about Athletic DepartmentsQaissti
were compared between groups. An independent samples t-tests was found to be aatappropr
level of measurement because the independent variable has two levels: high and lkawtbhenta
dependent variable is quantitative, and a comparison was being made between tert diffe
groups. When the PADQ mean scores were compared between faculty from high and low
contact departments, both have roughly the same mean scores and no significantdiffas
foundt(190) = 0.26,p = 0.795. This finding indicates that faculty members in high contact
departments are no different in their perceptions about athletic departmentsthignridow

contact departments.
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Research Question 2: Findings

What is the relationship between faculty negative stereotypes about male basketballzaid foot
student-athletes and the amount of contact faculty have with male basketball and football
student-athletes? Does faculty contact with male basketball and football studentsadiffete
by department? When faculty members are grouped based upon their departmental affiliation,

are differences in stereotypes found?

Research Question 2 examined the relationship between faculty steseabgog men’s
basketball and football student-athletes and the amount of contact facultyitiatieem.
Participant mean scores on the Stereotypes about Student-Athletes Quiestanththe Student
Contact Questionnaire were used to conduct these analyses. A bivaridtgioorveas
performed to see whether faculty stereotypes about male basketball and stotlemit-athletes
are related to the amount of contact faculty have with male basketball and fetuttaiit-
athletes. A negative correlation was found between the two variable® (15, suggesting that
the more contact faculty participants had with male basketball and footbahtsaibietes, the
less their endorsement of negative stereotypes toward male basketbfbtball student-

athletes or vice versa (see Table 25). However, this correlatiomowésund to be significant.

Table 25

Correlation between Mean Scores on the Stereotypes about Student-
Athletes Questionnai and the Student Contact Questionnaire

SASQ SCQ

1. SASQ - -15

N = 232.
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Next, descriptive statistics were run to determine the amount of téetatty have with
male basketball and football student-athletes, based upon their departmeraabafffFaculty
participants were grouped across institution by one of the eight departm&gtsatked for this
study. Mean scores on the Student Contact Questionnaire could range from 0, indcating
contact, to 3, meaning high contact. Mean scores on the Student Contact Questfiontiase
sample ranged from 1.63 in natural science to 1.97 in communication. Businessjraoation,
sociology and engineering had the most contact with male basketball and foatbeik-st
athletes, whereas English, history, natural science and sport science leagtthenount of
contact (see Table 26). These findings come close, but do not fully support oneukeytass
of this study, which states that faculty members in the departments of busorassunication,
sport science and sociology have greater contact with male basketbfib#ball student-
athletes than faculty in the departments history, English, engineering, tanal saience.
Instead, faculty members within the department of engineering were totade more contact

with male basketball and football student-athletes than faculty in sportecienc

Standard deviations on the Student Contact Questionnaire provided evidence that,
depending on the sample, student-athlete contact could fluctuate by departmefard,heme
independent samplégests was run to see if significant differences in contact could still be
found when engineering department faculty were grouped among faculty iohbact
departments and sport science faculty were classified among participhigls contact
departments. When Student Contact Questionnaire mean scores were compaed faetity
in high and low contact departments, a significant difference was fo(dd ) = 1.62p = .10).

The high contact group, reportedly had more contact with male basketball and faot=aits
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athletes 1 = 1.83,SD = .39) than the low contact groud € 1.72,SD = .43), which included

faculty from history (see Table 27).

Table 26

Summary of Mean Contact Scores by Department

Primary Area of Teaching N Mean SD
Business 41 1.79 0.38
Communications 17 1.97 0.31
English 14 1.76 0.48
Engineering 14 1.79 0.45
History 19 1.71 0.42
Natural Science 16 1.63 0.41
Sociology 20 1.86 0.51
Sports Science 8 1.66 0.25
Table 27

Independent Samples T-Test on the SCQ Accounting for High and Low Contact Departments

Mean (SD) t Sig

Contact High 1.83 (0.39) 1.62 .10

Low 1.72 (0.42)
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Finally, independent samples t-tests were run comparing differenaasultyf
stereotypes about male basketball and football student-athletes splgdvynantal affiliation
(e.g., low and high contact departments). No significant difference was (@L86) = -.53p >
0.05) between faculty in high contact departments (M= 3.53, SD = 0.57) and low contact
departments (3.58, SD = 0.59). This result suggests that when faculty pariapagtouped
among either high and low contact departments, no differences can be fouedrbtte two
groups as far as the amount of negative stereotypes they have about male baskidibatball
student-athletes. This finding also implies that there may only be a midgde of association
between faculty stereotypes about male basketball and football studeteésasimnié how much

contact a faculty member has with male basketball and football student-athletes

Research Question 3: Findings

What is the relationship between faculty involvement with collegiate athletics and/eegati

stereotypes about male basketball and football student-athletes?

The final research question examined the relationship between faculty invotwsitie
their campus’s athletics department and their stereotypes about sied¢bladl and football
student-athletes. Four bivariate correlations were conducted using thet@ies about Student-
Athletes Questionnaire and the Faculty Involvement Questionnaire.ag=o@itrelation was
conducted to see if faculty members’ stereotypes about male basketball &adl &iotdent-
athletes are related to overall faculty involvement with their campus&tiaghtiepartment. It
was found that there is a significant relationship between the two varfable8.33;p < 0 .0J).
Next a bivariate correlation was run to see if faculty members'oéygres about male basketball

and football student-athletes were related to faculty self-reptavels of involvement with their
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campus’s athletics department. Mean scores using question one of the FaciNgnhent
Questionnaire and mean scores on the Stereotypes about Student-Athletes Questiersma
used to conduct this correlation. A negative relationgh#p-0.28;p < 0.01) was found between
the two variables (see Table 28). This finding means that participants who dikHoeimselves
as being more involved with their campus’s athletics department werkkalgdo have fewer

stereotypes about male basketball and football student-athletes and vice versa.

Table 28

Summary of Correlations between SASQ Mean Scores and Self-
Reported Level of Involvement with the Campus Athletics Department

Self-reported level of
SASQ Involvement

Rl

1. SASQ Mean Score - -.28

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

Correlation analyses were then run to examine faculty stereotypes al®bbsieetball
and football student-athletes and faculty self-reported levels of intenesle basketball and
football games. Mean scores on part two of the Faculty Involvement Questiomuhimean
scores on the Stereotypes about Student-Athletes Questionnaire were used tatltenduct
correlation. A significant negative correlation was found ¢0.38;p < 0.01). Hence, the greater
faculty self-reported interests in male basketball and football gaheetewer negative

stereotypes they had about student-athletes.
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The final correlation addressed whether a relationship existeddrethve type of
involvement a faculty member had with their campus’s athletics deparameieir negative
stereotypes about male basketball and football student-athletes. Patrticgaan scores on the
Stereotypes about Student-Athletes Questionnaire were used to conduct ¥isis at@hg with
the mean score for part three of the Faculty Involvement Questionnaire. [Ayshaignificant,
negative correlation was found= -0.26;p < .01). Hence, the greater number of activities a
faculty member engaged in with their campus’s athletics departmengvibe $tereotypes they

had about male basketball and football student-athletes.

The above correlations found that faculty involvement with their campus’s eshleti
department are related to faculty stereotypes about male basketbalbtbadl istudent-athletes.
Moreover, specific categories of involvement may be more related to fatelgpotypes about
male basketball and football student-athletes. For instance, a strong@renegaelation was
found between faculty stereotypes about male basketball and football studessathtefaculty
interests in men’s basketball and football games than the correlation betwdgndtsreotypes

and faculty involvement in non-sport activities.

Finally, a regression was conducted examining to what extent perceptionstibetid
departments, contact and involvement account for the variance in facultyarsestereotypes
about male basketball and football student-athletes. Faculty members'ygteseabout male
basketball and football student-athletes was the outcome variable; predi@blegincluded
race, gender and being a former student-athlete, which were entered intpFAELmean

scores entered in Step 2, SCQ mean scores were entered in Step 3, fatidsEd@ mean
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scores were entered in Step 4. Results suggests, that the overall modghiiieardiF (6, 119)

=9.20,p < .01 (see Table 29).

Table 29

Regression Model Summary Relating the SASQ Mean
Scores with Faculty Perceptions about their Campus
Athletics Department, Contact, and Involvement

Model R R Square Adjusted R Square
1 0.18% 0.03 0.01
2 0.50° 0.27 0.24
3 0.55° 0.30 0.27
4 0.57¢ 0.32 0.29

a. Predictors: (Constant) Demographics variablse(rgender, being a former
student-athlete; b. Predictors: (Constant), Denpycavariables (race, gender, being
a former student-athlete), PADQ Mean; c. Predict@snstant), Demographic
variables (race, gender, being a former studenétaih PADQ Mean Score, SCQ
Mean Score d. Predictors: (Constant), Demograpdiiiables (race, gender, being a
former student-athlete), PADQ Mean Score, SCQ Mg&aore, & FIQ Mean Scores

Within this analysis certain variables were found to be significant presliato
stereotypes (see Table 30). Those variables included being a former siiinditet-faculty
perceptions about their campus’s athletics department, and faculty contastaleétbasketball
and football student-athletes. Being a former student-athlete was pgsstvedlated with
negative stereotypes about male basketball and football student-athletes, iHa faculty
member was a former student-athlete then he or she was less likelytoegmtive stereotypes
toward male basketball and football student-athletes. Faculty perceptionshadocampus’s

athletics department was also found to be a predictor that was positivelntealwith negative
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faculty stereotypes, which means if the fewer negative perceptions &y faemhber had about
their campus’s athletics department, the fewer stereotypes theadcaoout male basketball and
football student-athletes. Having contact with male basketball and footlddingtathletes was
also found to be a predictor; however, it was negatively correlated with faarkptstpes.
Thus, the more contact faculty members had with male basketball and football-stitktet,
the fewer negative stereotypes they had about male basketball and footbattathigtes. Of
the three significant predictors faculty perceptions about their camghiEseas department was
the strongest predictor of student-athlete negative stereotypes, followedhgywabermer
student-athlete, and contact with men’s basketball and football studentsatAlé&eulty
members’ race, gender nor athletic department involvement were found to fieaigni
predictors of negative stereotypes toward male basketball and football sitluetds in the

regression.

The above regression means that over 30% of the variance in faculty respotises
Stereotypes about Student-Athletes Questionnaire can be explained bgdnedimbination of
demographic variables, athletic department perception, contact and involvementarearRs
= 0.32). The above variables help to explain a significant portion of the variabilityeotyises
about male basketball and football student-athletes. Model 1 illustrates thatsomé @ortion
of the variance in faculty negative stereotypes about male basketball andl &iattent-athletes
can be explained by demographic variables such as race, gender, and being stticienée
athlete. Model 2 illustrates that by including faculty perceptions about Hrepus’s athletics
department into the regression model, the amount of variance, which explains fagatiyene

stereotypes about male basketball student-athletes doubles
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Table 30

Coefficients Examining Predictors of Faculty Negative
Stereotypes about Male Basketball and Football Student-Athletes

Unstandardized Coefficients

Step B Std. Error Sig.

(Constant) 1.905 .440 .000*
Race .038 171 .824
Gender -.012 .093 .894
Being a former student-athlete  -.295 .128 .023*
Athletic Department .613 .109 .000*
Perceptions

Contact with basketball and -.237 113 .039*

football student-athletes
Involvement with campus -.393 .216 .071

athletics department

a. Dependent Variable: SASQ Mean Score; [* designates that the variable is a significant predictor of faculty

members negative stereotypes about male basketball and football student-athletes].
Model 3 and 4 demonstrate that the additions of student-athlete contact and faculty
involvement within their campus’s athletics department to the model improvegjiiee déth
which faculty stereotypes can be significantly predicted. Finally, alththeyregression model
is explaining a significant portion of the variability in faculty negattezentypes about men’s
basketball and football student-athletes, the regression model also indicatddethstt 70% of
the variance in faculty’s negative stereotypes about student-athletes aecolinted for by

variables other than the ones used above.
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Research Question 4: Findings

What are the central concerns about college athletics departments as well as mailledtiaske

and football student-athletes as expressed by faculty members at Division | arsfRuti

Qualitative findings were compiled among faculty spanning all 8 depadratati 4
institutions (see Appendix G). Responses were based upon two open ended questions in the
demographic questionnaire (see Table 31). A total of 157 faculty participaptsded to the
guestion about their impressions about male basketball and football student-atHtledas
institution and their recommendations for improving those perceptions. One hundred respondent
answered the question concerning their impressions about their campusissatigjlgartment
and recommendations for change. Respondents were not asked to follow a spet#iof
respond to a particular issue involving their campus’s athletics departmeptriles were

strictly voluntary and could apply to any topic the respondent deemed important.

Table 31

Qualitative Questions

Question
1. What are your impressions about football and basketball student-athletes at your
institution? What recommendations do you have for improving the perceptions of
football and basketball players on your campus?

2. What is your general impression about your campus athletics departmgouctuld
make changes within your campus athletics department what would those changes be?

Across all 8 departments participants positively characterizésllmaaketball and
football student-athletes as “similar” to the general student bodyettetlthan non-student-

athletes.” In addition they described student-athletes as “respexdfuléll as “serious students.”
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Among negative attributes they described male basketball and football studetesaas
“unprepared” for college and having “low motivation” in class. Some partiGasociated this
level of unpreparedness to “race or socio-economic factors,” two conlcaptgere not
considered within the scope of this study. Faculty also negatively charadtmale basketball

and football student-athletes as “lacking energy” or being fatiguedass.c

Participants were also asked to give their feedback about their campletieat
department. Positive and negative sentiments were expressed by partmipamariety of
subjects. Faculty responses were split about athletic department polatiessstlass checking,
academic advising, tutoring and athletics department personnel. For exdthplegrasome
faculty appreciated that the athletics department “ensured clasdaatte,” others mentioned
that class checking should not be a policy implemented on a college campus. Similarly,
participants reported having “good working relationships with academisaad” and believed
they care about student-athletes. However, they also thought some athletimeepadvising
offices were “unresponsive” and were only responsible for “keeping statl@ates eligible.”
Moreover, participants “questioned whether athletics department persorthiaelty progress
reports” regarding academic feedback about student-athletes. Finale/faautty felt tutors
were a “positive asset” for student-athletes, whereas othermssseprskepticism as to the “extent
of help” tutors provide. Faculty expressed more positive responses when ¢tie diféctor was
“visible” and when coaches “were concerned and involved” with their campus. Hoestdty
expressed concern over “coaching salaries” and the “lack of transpavetitytie athletic

director.
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Finally, there were some sentiments that were reported amdaguatly participants
regardless of institution or department. Athletic departments werevedgaharacterized about
the lack of “tickets” being dispersed to faculty, “parking on game dawgs,ttzat college
athletics “conflicts with the academic mission” of colleges and univessiDther consistent
themes reported throughout the qualitative findings were complaints thaicathlas “too
professionalized,” “athletics should give back financially to the universitg’@erhaps the
greatest concern was that male basketball and football student-asinéete=sng “exploited”.
When faculty did report negative feelings toward student-athletes, theymwege likely to
associate these problems as being connected to a particular coach or itheviniah the

athletics department was run.

Finally, some faculty reported that they “don’t know whether their ptiares are true”
about athletics departments and student-athletes. Based upon the quantitativevdata a
substantial amount of participants had only minimal or “no involvement” with thejppusim
athletics department, meaning participant perceptions about their camihlstes department
are stemming from sources other than having actual contact with tieticat department.
Some faculty admitted that their opinions come from the “paper or secondargssamnd not
from their direct involvement with the athletics department. Moreover, whatiyfgerceptions
are based upon information from a news source, they find it “difficult to separdsethérom

sensationalism.”
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CHAPTER 5: Discussion

Introduction

In this chapter, an overview of the findings from Chapter 4 is presented.
Recommendations for future research are offered as well as implicatigoradtice. Finally, a

brief summary about the research study concludes this chapter.

Findings

Athletic Department Perceptions and Student-Athlete Stereotypes

Analyses of the data revealed several important findings. Firstfyfg@articipants held
moderate (e.g., neither overly negative nor overly positive) stereotypasmable basketball
and football student-athletes and perceptions about their campus’s athletidcsneéat. Contrary
to past research that found faculty to report strong feelings of ressintionvard both student-
athletes and collegiate athletics, the same did not hold true for the presgriteach &
Connors, 1984). Previous research found that negative stereotyping was likely ectezldir
toward student-athletes in revenue producing sports such as men’s basketballladicl &nokt
athletes report negative stereotyping by faculty (Baucom & Lantz, 200lerB&vievin, 2003;
Engstrom, Sedlacek, & McEwen, 1995; Simons, Bosworth, Fujita, & Jensen, 2007). However,
data from the current study found that faculty held only moderate stereobypedlae academic
behaviors of male basketball and football student-athletes. Although such fiddings infer
the absence of negative faculty stereotypes held about student-athletgatvenperceptions
about their campus’s athletics department, based upon previous research édicasgthat

faculty would have reported stronger negative resentment toward studentsahbbtéeir
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campus’s athletics departments. On some items within the StereotypeSalumutt-Athletes
and Perceptions about Athletic Departments Questionnaires faculty memtiessstudy were
found to be outwardly positive in their appraisals of men’s basketball and fodtioEht
athletes’ academic behaviors and their campus’s athletics departmesxafRle, analysis of
two items taken from the Stereotypes about Student-Athletes Questionnaissl$houlty to
hold positive sentiments toward student-athletes with regard to studenesittktermination to
succeed and taking course material seriously when compared with thal géundent
population. This finding coincides with the Knight (2007) study, which stated thatyfacul
members believe student-athletes are motivated to earn degrees and keafhpeberw
students. Faculty within the current study also reported positive setgiaigout their campus’s
athletics department. On the Perceptions about Athletic DepartmentsoQoasg, overall
faculty disagreed with the statement that their campus’s athleticsrdepafiad not run a “clean
program”. Such findings counter earlier reports that college athletiesyéis from the overall

mission of higher education (Sack & Staurowsky, 1999).

As stated above, faculty held moderate feelings about both their campustesithl
department as well as male basketball and football student-athleteshacaebaviors.
Analyses further confirmed that these two variables are closakgdelFor instance, the more
positive perceptions faculty members have about their campus’s allegiartment, the more
likely they were to endorse positive perceptions (or the less likely to endgaevee
stereotypes) about male basketball and football student-athletes’ acéed@viors. This
finding supports the notion that if faculty members negatively perceive tmepusss athletics
department with regard to personnel, policies and procedures, then they are more ¢ty t

negative stereotypes about male basketball and football student-athlateEmacbehaviors.
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We do know from prior research that some faculty feel athletics underminegdamission of
higher education (Putler & Wolfe, 1999). Although we cannot determine what spactbtics
cause faculty to carry negative stereotypes about male basketball and &iottEit-athletes,
one possible explanation for the formation and maintenance of negative stereotypdse
attributed to faculty perceptions about the athletics department. Moreicgiff a faculty
member feels his or her campus’s athletics department does not adhere toeb®tle
institution, this could influence negative stereotypical beliefs about statldates (Baucom &

Lantz, 2001; Bowen & Levin, 2003; Simons, Bosworth, Fujita, & Jensen, 2007).

Departmental Differences in Perceptions

One area of emphasis in the current study was examining differenceslig éginions
toward college athletics and male basketball and football studenteatblted upon a faculty
member’s departmental affiliation. When faculty members who weltefl with departments
with presumably fewer student-athlete majors were compared with fé@mtydepartments
with higher student-athlete majors, no differences were found between the two githups w
regard to their perceptions about their campus’s athletics departmentraontypis about male
basketball and football student-athletes. Hence, regardless of departffdratabn and level of
interaction with male basketball and football student-athletes, faculty medress academic
disciplines held similar perceptions of their campus’s athletics depatsras well as men’s
basketball and football student-athletes. This counters previous literaturehakishiggested
that faculty perceptions about college athletics may differ by departmantgéh, 2004; Noble,
2004). It should be noted, however, that when faculty participants were grouped byndagert

affiliation, the relationship between faculty perceptions about their campesic department
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and faculty stereotypes about male basketball and football student-athletenave
pronounced within the departments of history, natural science, and business. Spyetiferal
was a stronger relationship between having greater negative perceptiars ttosvcampus’s
athletics department and greater negative stereotypes among fagnibenrs in these
departments. Such relationships were not as strong in the departments of gospuidg
science, communication, engineering and English. These findings couldlnged to two
factors. First, the number of participants within the departments of histouyalhnstience and
business was higher than the number of participants in other departments. Hsatee faculty
departmental participation within this study could be a factor for findioggér relationships.
Another plausible explanation could be that faculty within history and natiexice have fewer
actual experiences with student-athletes and less athletic deparnuadvwement. Analyses
showed that faculty within these majors were both less involved with their camaghistics
department and had less contact with male basketball and football studeetsatBiece
stereotypes can be described as previously stored knowledge, lacking involvemeetrease
the chances of encountering situations that could potentially disconfirm gpecabt

information. (Hewston & Brown, 1986; Hilton & von Hippel, 1996)

Departmental Differences in Contact

Based upon the analyses conducted, faculty differences existed in the antmnacif
they had with male basketball and football student-athletes. For instareetiwely faculty in
what were labeled high contact majors did in fact have more contact witlbaskietball and
football student-athletes than faculty in low contact majors. Such findingghiatethere are

greater numbers of male basketball and football student-athletes clustesuady majors.
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Similar trends have been reported in previous studies that describe studerd-athtatee

likely to major in departments such as social sciences, sport relatedgieydscal education,

and business (Brady, 2008; Harrison, 2004; Noble, 2004; Upton & Novak, 2008). Unlike
previous research, however, findings from the present study do not suggest tmataghldies

are majoring in these fields because faculty in these departmentsmepempositive sentiments
toward student-athletes (Bowen & Levin, 2003; Harrison, 2004; Kuga, 1996; Shulman & Bowen,
2001; Upton & Novak, 2008). For example, no significant difference was found in faculty
stereotypes about male basketball and football student-athletes when ognfgauity in high

versus low contact departments. The findings of this study do suggest, howevéundirat s

athletes may be majoring in certain fields because of reasons unattributeitive peatiments

from faculty.

Contact and Student-Athlete Stereotypes

Athletic department perceptions are not the only variable related to fatedgptypes
about male basketball and football student-athletes. Analyses indicatduethatre contact
faculty had with male basketball and football student-athletes, the fewelveegjateotypes
faculty carried toward their academic behaviors. However, more cqadtipants reported
with male basketball and football student-athletes was not found to be relatedtio fac
perceptions about their campus’s athletics department. Although this relagiarashnot
statistically significant, the relationship between the two variables shotlskrundervalued.
One explanation for this finding may be attributed to how the variable, contagheessired.
Although descriptive data suggested that close to 70% of faculty participdhis study

reported having male basketball and football student-athletes in class, owetatit with male
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basketball and football student-athletes, as measured by the Student Contachiestwas
low for this sample of faculty. The Student Contact Questionnaire measures nibteonly
frequency of contact with male basketball and football student-athletelsbtih@ reason why
the faculty member interacted with them. Therefore, not finding a stedagpnship between
contact and negative stereotypes could indicate that although faculty poaieddy have had

male basketball and football student-athletes in class, they may not haaetedevith them.

A second explanation for finding a minimal association between contacteaedtgpes
could be attributed to the Intergroup Contact Theory and the conditions necesséiigctore
stereotype reduction. The theory states that under the appropriate condititersigie@ction
between groups will result in positive sentiments for others (Allport, 1954)othe
conditions of Intergroup Contact Theory is that groups must be relativelyiclpsaximity and
available for interactions to occur (Combs, 2007). Although male basketball and fstidalt-
athletes have the opportunity to interact with faculty in class or during df@iars (e.g.,
proximity and availability), they may prefer an alternative form of adriteat does not require
them to meet with a faculty member in person. For example, across all eigtibdeps, the
most frequent mode of contact as reported by faculty was contact viaratherlthan in person.
Intergroup Contact Theory, which was developed during a time frame wineokegical
methods such as email were not available, does not account for such typesaifantdtaan
be argued that email may not be an effective method for eliminating sfgFeofjherefore,
faculty may be forming opinions about student-athletes based upon little factigastanding of
each individual student due to the lack of in person contact (Baucom & Lantz, 200 RctCant

technological methods should be included in discussion for future studies.
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In sum, analyses indicated that there is an association between faculty andta
negative stereotypes. In addition, it was determined that faculty affileith departments
labeled as high contact did in fact have more interaction with male basketbaibéwellf
student-athletes than faculty in low contact departments. While this stpéestudent-athletes
have a tendency to cluster in certain majors, faculty stereotypes aldeluiasketball and
football student-athletes’ sentiments toward them were similardiegarof departmental
affiliation (Brady, 2008; COIA, 2005; Shulman & Bowen, 2001).Contact should be considered
an important variable for reducing stereotypes about student-athletesvedpreelucing
stereotypes could also be a way of increasing contact between faculty larthsketball and
football student-athletes. By eliminating negative stereotypes dostadent-athletes, student-
athletes may feel more comfortable approaching faculty and make itfikedyethey will have
more positive academic experiences (Gaston-Gayles, 2005; Harrisoraomaed Plecha,
2006). In addition, characteristics such as having similar interests aratiasgias faculty and
seeking faculty mentorship may be important antecedents for deterrtheifrgquency and

quality of student contact with faculty (Pascarella, 1980).

Faculty Involvement and Student-Athlete Stereotypes

The relationship between faculty’s negative stereotypes about malelifaotba
basketball student-athletes and faculty involvement with their campustiegidepartment was
also examined. Overall, this sample of faculty can be characterized as tmawimgl
involvement with their campus’s athletics departments. This confirms previalisssthat have
reported college faculty’s feelings of disconnect from college athigiught, 2007). Faculty

who reported less involvement with their campus’s athletics department, hadrfasests in
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college basketball and football games, and had less engagement in atpbaticdet activities,
reported more negative stereotypes about student-athletes. Being astuueat-athlete was
associated with greater athletic department involvement and greatert eattisstudent-
athletes. Correlation analyses also revealed that faculty who weeamaolved had more
positive perceptions about their campus’s athletics department. Thesedihdihgr
substantiate claims from previous studies as to why faculty memleédideonnected from
college athletics and, hence, have more stereotypes about student-athigte®it, Sedlacek,

& McEwen, 1995; Knight Commission, 2007).

Although we cannot conclude what types of involvement are more instrumental in
maintaining or eliminating negative student-athlete stereotypes, we do kridivetigawere
specific types of involvement that faculty were more likely to report. Ftainos, descriptive
data did find that the majority of contact faculty had with their campuslstats department
came in the form of correspondence with athletic department personnel as spalttaglated
involvement (e.g., having an interest in men’s basketball and football gamtes) f@ms of
contact such as attending an event that was not sport related, serving asraanatiending a
private tour of athletics were more common than serving on a athletics ttemrar serving as
a consultant to the athletics department. Although faculty participants in high ntepbeedly
followed the sport achievements of student-athletes, they still carried atelgieregative
stereotypes about their academic behaviors. This finding is espéuiatjying because
although faculty members support the athletic behaviors of student-athietedptnot fully
support the academic behaviors of student-athletes. This finding provides dnepideace that
negative stereotyping is in part due to a lack of knowledge and understanding and aan lead t

negative stereotyping (Allport, 1954; Connolly, 2000; Gaertner & Dovidio, 2000; Hewstone &
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Brown, 1986; Miller, 2002). Hence, type of involvement which includes engaging in &stiviti
that are more academically oriented such as serving as a mentor ongtemdcademic awards
banquet could prove to be instrumental in decreasing negative stereotypes abovemad bey

attending sport-related events alone.

Faculty Characteristics and Involvement

Overall, we do know that the combination of variables such as contact, involvement,
faculty perceptions about their campus’s athletics department, and demograjaihiesde.g.,
race, gender, being a former student-athlete) account for the variancelin $éereotypes about
male basketball and football student-athletes. Collectively, the prediciables accounted for
over 30% of the variance in negative stereotypes toward men’s basketbfdbtball student-
athletes. Being a former student-athlete, perceptions about the athlpacsmt and contact
with male basketball and football student-athletes were significant fmedaf stereotypes
about male basketball and football student-athletes. This study’s samphtéeshel greater
number of faculty members who designated themselves as White and male, suchml@mogra
variables were included in the regression because prior research has shdaguliysopinions
about male basketball and football student-athletes may differ based on thesevé€Cockley
& Roswell, 1995; Comeaux & Harrison, 2007; Engstrom, Sedlacek, & McEwen, 1995).
However, demographic variables such as race and gender as well &s dplattment
involvement were not found to be significant predictors. Being a formemgtatidete was
found to be a significant predictor for having fewer negative stereotypesstbdent-athletes in
the regression model. This finding supports the notion that faculty who have ptetaipa

athletics show more favorable opinions about student-athletes (Knight CoamnZ307; Kuga,
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1996). Although faculty contact, involvement, perceptions of their campus’s athletics
department, and certain demographic variables are related to faetdiytgpes about male
basketball and football student-athletes, there are other variables thadhiaye been included
within the realm of this study that could also contribute to faculty sterent@yee possibility
could be faculty members’ length of time employed by the present iistituank or tenure.
Demographic data were not collected as to the length of time faculty menaensorked at
their present institution. Such information could be important because a faculbemeho has
been at an institution for a longer period of time would be more familiar with theusacalture,
which includes the athletic programs. Other variables that could also contalstgegotype
formation are the tenure track or academic rank of a faculty membeanskance, two thirds of
participants were tenured faculty. Findings indicated that participangréater negative
stereotypes about male basketball and football student-athletes the highezatiemic rank or
if they were tenured. Hence, faculty participants who held the title of fufismrcsate tenured
professor held greater negative stereotypes than faculty who were nortHtassistant
professors or who were instructors on a non-tenure track. Additionally, particonmdrytst
tenured or on a non-tenure track had greater contact with male basketbattad Student-
athletes. This finding gives further credence that faculty membeesrhake contact with

student-athletes will have fewer negative stereotypes.

Limitations

This study examined faculty stereotypes about male basketball and [fsaitdaht-
athletes as related to faculty perceptions about their campus’s atdighartments, faculty

contact with male basketball and football student-athletes and facultyenveht with their



118

campus athletics department. Although significant findings were found, tteese\zeral

methodological limitations that should be considered for future research studies.

The first limitation of this study is that faculty could be resistaradmitting they hold
negative stereotypes toward any student population because faculty rmaneb& part of a
system that espouses equity and fairness (Engstrom, Sedlacek, & Md®88). Future studies
can account for this limitation by incorporating questionnaires that inskatiements that make
a comparison between student-athletes and non student-athletes. For instand¢ensomi¢hin
the SASQ questionnaire were intentionally constructed to include both positive aridenegat
statements toward student-athletes when in comparison to non-studemtsaiftiet goal of
implementing such items was to minimize the production of socially desieggenses on the
part of faculty participants (Sedlacek & Brooks, 1970). Another effectiveolvagcurately
measuring self-reported beliefs, especially when they are negatieés, is through the use of
two forms. Engstrom and Sedlacek’s (1991, 1995) studies on faculty perceptitudeots
athletes utilized two forms to account for differences in faculty opinionseleetwon-revenue
and revenue producing sports. Future research could consider the utilization ohteodioe

that designates a non-student-athlete and a second that designates -astleient

A second limitation of this study is that results may only be generaimlmstitutions
similar in size, type, and division level. The four schools chosen to partiaipiie study were
selected based on their participation in Division | athletics, all from opetedlconference.
Although the NCAA has outlined standards that are consistent and to be upheld across
institutions, within each NCAA Division | conference, differences do exggtroeng the

academic regulations for eligibility and standards that membetuitistis in the conference



119

must uphold. Therefore, it cannot be determined if similar findings would hold true when
measuring faculty beliefs at small liberal arts institutions or @ki# institutions that operate
under different regulations as outlined by their conference or the NCAAatesisn the
literature, faculty have reported being less satisfied with inlegiate athletics at the Division |
level (see Cockley & Roswell, 1995). Therefore, future studies must account ifiortiorsal

type, division, and conference level and understand the differences.

The response rate for this study can be considered another limitation tddlyisAstotal
of 1055 faculty members across four institutions were contacted; however altgatople size
for this study was relatively smaii,= 260. Out of that total, 228 participants returned completed
surveys. Although the value needed based upon the statistical G-Power analysis was 240,
gaining greater faculty participation would have not only increased thbarwhparticipants
within each of the eight academic departments but also the diversityprtiggpants. Some
departmental sample sizes were low among the eight different deparewerds all four
institutions. For instance, there was a total of 11respondents within sport scienogpased to
51 respondents in business. This disparity could be attributed to the size of eatrthatephr
addition, it is plausible that faculty who responded to the survey had extremeiyeposi
negative perceptions about student-athletes or the campus’s athletic defsrtinus
contributing to a bias in the results, which could serve as a possible explanation fay findi

moderate perceptions of student-athletes and athletic departments.

The small sample size may have also been a contributing factor for the |de@mofm
ethnic minorities within the sample. Ethnic minority faculty participatios ménimal, as over

two thirds of the respondents were non-ethnic minorities. Based upon priocheagsavell as
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the qualitative data from this study, race could play a potential role in davglopiceptions
about student-athletes, especially in revenue producing sports such as niestlsatiaend
football, which has a large percentage of ethnic minorities. In addition, rackscaeil/e as an
important precursor for contact between minority male athletes and féColy, 2007, Kratft,
1991, Nettles, Theony, & Gosman, 1986). Small sample size and the lack of diversity of
participants can be improved in future studies by increasing the total numbstitations asked
to participate as well as the mode by which faculty are asked to partidtpatexample, future
studies could include contacting schools from every institution within a parteanérence. In
addition, contacting faculty through their campus email, and campus departmlecautdhi

attract participants who fail to respond to the original email.

Another limitation was the use of newly developed instruments that had not been
validated or deemed reliable based upon previous research. To account for thishimita
guestions were gathered from existing reliable and valid instruments and ppéidatde to the
current study. It is important to note the differences between instrumentagmmysrior
research and the current study. The current study measured an overarchiray peliception
using questions gathered from existing scales. Scales such as the ones ngsttomEand
Sedlacek’s studies (1991, 1995) and the Knight Commission study (2007) targetapgudsti
knowledge base and specific areas of concern (e.g., admissions, scholaratigss,aihletic
department personnel), which were not the intention of the present study. Although factor
analyses and alpha reliability tests were conducted once the datgatexeed, a more extensive
review of such analyses would have been useful at the onset of this study haednese

greater participation during the twdot tests.
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Finally, gauging the academic and institutional landscape at the timesitithecan
serve as an indicator for faculty feelings about college athletegiaen institution. For
example, one limitation of this study is that the athletics departmeneatf the four institutions
chosen was in the midst of significant personnel change and arguably great pwelicass
institutional scrutiny at the time of data collection. It should also be noted thatref data were
collected, there were significant changes within the conference of wiukbloéthe targeted
schools was a member. Moreover, one of the targeted institutions within thislsaundyed
conference membership at the conclusion of this study. The timing of such evedtsasaul
affected faculty perceptions about their campus’s athletics departmewidition, faculty
members were not asked to designate their institutional affiliation awdlsanot a pertinent
variable within the context of the study. However, having such data would have bedteviua

see if there were significant differences in participant responses atstifutions.

In sum, this study had several methodological limitations that should be considered whe
analyzing the results. Although such limitations include accuratelyiggéarulty members’
reported stereotypes, generalizability of institutional type, adeqamigels size, and instrument
validity and reliability, such limitations do not negate the findings presented abtve
sections. In most cases attempts were made to address the limitationssrhdgweas not
feasible to control for all of them. Therefore, it is important that such timigbe accounted

for in future research.

Recommendations for Future Research

There are several recommendations that can be made for future resesirciicéording

to the qualitative data from this study as well as the feedback fr@twb pilot tests, future
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research should consider whether it is appropriate to group revenue producing shass suc
men’s basketball and football student-athletes together. For instance, stinieaoas within
the two pilot studies suggested that their perceptions of male baskettattsathletes were
more positive than their perceptions of football student-athletes and viceladrsafinal
guestionnaires, male basketball and football student-athletes were grougtbdrtsgce they
are both likely to experience greater negative stereotyping (ShulnBzwé&n, 2001). However,
future research may consider whether to study these two student-athletesguanagely. A
closely related recommendation for future studies should be to designate fd@drvafwvhen
referring to “coaches” within instrument questions. One rationale behind makihg
distinctions is because faculty feelings about a team’s head coach coultysferrt based
upon the coach’s philosophy on dealing with the behaviors of their players and theoaperati
surrounding their sports program. Therefore, when constructing instrumentatiegss it
would be beneficial to designate a coach from a specific sports team as wefibr to student-

athletes from one particular sport rather than multiple sports teams.

Secondly, examining faculty from more than eight departments should be ceddater
future research. For example, in the current study engineering onledeferfaculty in two
departments, mechanical and civil engineering, because data ekfraotehe male basketball
and football media guides from each institution denoted the majority of both ns&kstml and
football student-athletes majoring in those two fields. Additionally, some tilegats, such as
the sports sciences, were small, both within and across institutions. Thergime sfudies may
want to consider the variation of faculty perceptions across a wider vairi@gpartments,
which could help not only the totalvalue but also account for the variability of perceptions

across different departments.
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Although this study examined faculty perceptions at large researithtioss, future
research should consider how institutional size influences faculty involventarnteir
campus’s athletics department and contact with student-athletes. Tha ptedg found that
faculty participants had minimal participation with their campus’s atislelepartment. Previous
research has already shown that faculty at institutions competing awvetrediwision levels felt
more favorably about athletics than faculty at higher division levels (Aam&886; Briody,
1996; Norman, 1995). Future research should, therefore, determine whether such positive
feelings are related to being at a small institution where involvemdmnowé's athletics

department may be more likely.

The vast majority of research on college athletics examines stutiigiesa from revenue
generating sports, and the present study followed this same trend. Howevtatiggidiata from
this study did find that faculty may feel more positively toward student-aghfiedm non-
revenue generating sports. For instance, descriptive data on faculty in whalasgsified as
low contact departments reported minimal interactions with male thadlkand football student-
athletes; however, qualitative findings did suggest greater interactiostwitent-athletes from
non-revenue producing sports. Therefore, future research could expand upon thetadiydmt s
comparing faculty perceptions of student-athletes from both revenue andveonie generating

sports.

Future research should carefully consider the variable of contact and how it isl &pplie
faculty and student-athlete interactions as well as the impact of thoseiimes on faculty
perceptions about student-athletes. The results of the Student Contact Questilhunstaate

this point. The questionnaire was designed to measure the amount of student-facudtybgonta
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means of faculty self-reported contact with student-athletes, the topoassks with student-
athletes and the mode by which the faculty and students had contact (e.g., phoree, @fificel
hours). Unfortunately, the questionnaire may not have fully captured the dedreeheih
faculty and student-athletes interact. Although the overall mean scohesfeample on the
Student Contact Questionnaire was low, descriptive data revealed that fapoltedly had
high numbers of male basketball and football student-athletes in class. Thg Badigests that
just because a faculty member has a student-athlete in class does not mbhad toeyact with
those student-athletes. Future studies should account for the complexitychywariables such
as contact are measured and whether these interactions confirm or discoeMiougpbeliefs
and thoughts about student-athletes. For example, instrumentation in futuresutties
measure whether faculty had contact with the student-athletes thaydlads and if so if they
were under positive circumstances (e.g., such as a good grade) or negatimstances (e.g.,

such as plagiarism).

Finally, future research should also consider departmental admissionsdd¢anda
Admissions criteria could be an important variable in accounting for why stuiihetiea are
more or less likely to major in certain fields, which undoubtedly influences the amaronitatt
faculty have with them. For example, sports science faculty geatits in this study were found
to have minimal contact with student-athletes. One possible explanatignbeotiiat sports
science faculty may have little contact with student-athletes due to a titbre@amissions
process for the department. Although many student-athletes may seek tonntfapfield, few

may be admitted because of admittance criteria.

Implications For Practice
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Both quantitative and qualitative research findings from the current study lend
themselves to facilitating important changes in policy and practice forfédatlty and college
athletics departments. Variables examined within this study can bputaad or changed at the
institutional and/or departmental level on college campuses and within atbkgEtments
around the country. Therefore, the findings from this study can be applied eampus support
systems that directly assist college student-athletes. Tharipstation for practice comes from
the finding that confirms the need for more dialogue, interaction, and involvemeeebet
faculty, student-athletes and campus athletics departments (CarodmoedA & Gratto 2001;
Comeaux, 2005; Comeaux & Harrison, 2007, Milem & Berger 1997; Pasaatralla1983).
From the findings outlined in Chapter 4, faculty had low involvement with their caspus’
athletics department and minimal contact with student-athletes. This is sappyffiaculty
feedback taken from the qualitative findings, which suggest that athletidrdepés need to
improve their efforts in “reaching out to professors” above and “beyond senditgradach
semester. Such sentiments are in reference to athletic departmemgsrtaifaculty regarding
student-athlete progress reports that request grade and attendancatiofofon designated
student-athletes (Hobneck, Mudge & Turchi, 2003). In addition to improved dialogugy facul
suggested that “meeting athletics department academic traaker$advisors” about student
concerns would be helpful. Faculty also mentioned the importance of collabavahreghletics
departments on such ideas as “mentoring programs” and getting “athletegdwaith seeking
faculty feedback,” rather than athletics departments. Athletics depastianed college campuses
can use the above data for programming and informational forums on their calfegas,
which will contribute to the ongoing discussions about intercollegiate athdettcthe welfare of

college student-athletes.
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A second implication from this study is the need for improved perceptions of campus
athletics departments. Finding ways to improve the image of collegactidan be used as a
means of reducing stereotypes about student-athletes. Overall, this sdifaculty held
moderately negative perceptions about their campus’s athletics departmentsvéd,
increased faculty involvement was related to faculty having more positiveppierts of their
athletics department. In addition, there was a greater associatiorebdagalty stereotypes
about male basketball and football student-athletes and perceptions abouwrtipeis's
athletics department above and beyond involvement or contact. Improving athlettoneéepar
perceptions needs to specifically address one of the most pervasive s@i@@ad within the
qualitative findings, which was the feeling that athletics departmenpddigxstudent-athletes
and that athletic department personnel are only concerned with “keeping stinktesat
eligible.” This notion follows similar sentiments reported in the literatuaé athletics
departments as well as student-athletes are more concerned about gligénlithey are
graduation (Adelman, 1990; Becker, Sparks, Choi, Sell, 1986). One potential idearving
athletic department perceptions includes improving the quality of acadapport student-
athletes receive once they graduate. Faculty participants withistalag suggested that “athletic
department personnel should better prepare students for life after cojegishring
graduation,” securing “employment opportunities,” and providing “good post-dikgisipport”
for student-athletes. Therefore, athletic departments need to findweffeirategies for
enhancing their collaboration with campus support systems such as caresssgraduate
schools, and other offices that can help support student-athletes once they no longer have

eligibility remaining.
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A third implication for practice is the need for more integration on the part etiathl
departments and student-athletes into the general campus community. Findings fioesehe
study suggested that faculty involvement with the campus athletics deptidrassociated with
fewer stereotypes. Finding a relationship between athletic depaitmehtement and
stereotypes about male basketball and football student-athletes coultfei$bat athletic
department and student-athlete engagement within the general campus coroauldibave
positive benefits for reducing stereotypes about student-athletes as iwellefgarch has
mentioned the benefits of academic and social activities between studetesaginid faculty
members (Carodine & Gratto, 2001;Comeaux, 2005; Comeaux & Harrison, 2007, Milem &
Berger 1997; Pascarekd al,, 1983). For example, the qualitative data found that faculty
reported more positive sentiments about their athletics department whehégband “athletics
directors” were visible and showed concern for the greater campus community. YJoie wa
integrating athletic departments and student-athletes into the gesre@l€community is by
means of incorporating their student-athlete support services offices badsnbrella of
student affairs, rather than the athletics department. Some facultyistéte present study that
they agreed with the idea of putting the athletics department and/or units thedentrol of
the provost or the university, in hopes of gaining more institutional oversight.lyFinal
establishing faculty committees could be a useful way for faculty ke mecommendations

about athletic department policies related to academics (Carodine, Almondit&, Go@1).

The final implication for practice is to help control the professionalized@af
collegiate athletics in the eyes of faculty. The business model of calieigéics undoubtedly
contributes to the beliefs of some faculty that college athletics has bécom@mmercialized

and completely diverges from the overall mission of higher education (Sack &\Bskyr
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1999). Such concerns are substantiated across NCAA Division | institutionsrasrther of
hours student-athletes dedicate to their sport is increasing and the sdlaoashes and athletic
department personnel are rising. Despite the limits enforced by the NCAA,beka reported
that Division | student-athletes spend well over 40 hours per week on athletid esiawgties
(Gaston-Gayles & Hu, 2009; Wolverton, 2008). This is reflected among facultyg isttitly who
expressed great concern about “students lacking energy” and reports of-athtktes
appearing “fatigued in class.” In addition, professionalization of coldgletics is also
translated through the amount of money allocated to salaries of athletithuamgoersonnel
and funds spent on world class facilities. For example, across departmaeritg, dacticipants
were likely to agree that coaches and athletic department personneksatariexcessive.”
Several suggestions were discussed within the qualitative findings to hedygenthis problem.
Two of the most intriguing were using athletic funds to help support “schgberfor non-
student-athletes” and the utilization of “athletic department feeslfor campus wide use.”
Also, some faculty members felt strongly that the athletics deparsheatd pay players for
their competition, which may sound counterintuitive when discussing eliminagng t
professionalized nature of athletics. However, such suggestions should be kegtiin care
consideration given that faculty feel strongly about the exploitation of statidetes by athletic
department personnel. Recent dialogue among athletic administrators, cratisasdent-
athletes has brought to light the many arguments for paying student-atihlpéescipate in
college sports. One of those arguments, as reported by faculty within thisistindy both
colleges and athletic departments have greatly benefitted financalyde of the hard work and

dedication of student-athletes.

Summary
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The above findings contribute to the literature on collegiate athleticstimpalty
examining faculty stereotypes about male basketball and football stattiéstes as it relates to
the variables of student-athlete contact, athletic department perceptidomsy@aement. This
study not only highlights key variables that contribute to faculty stgzestgbout student-
athletes, but also facilitates discussion about their unique interaction. Btwgestudies on
intercollegiate athletics examine the contextual variables that &haydey beliefs specific to
intercollegiate athletics (Knight Commission, 2007). This study was alpievide three
possible variables (e.g., contact, involvement, and athletic department persehtat can

influence faculty stereotypes about male basketball and football studeztesthl

Collectively, faculty participants were not found to be overly praising or negatiaed
either student-athletes or their campus athletics department. Althowdgly faerceptions about
their campus’s athletics department, contact with male basketball and fstibdaht-athletes,
and faculty involvement with their athletics department were all shown tdabed¢o
stereotypes about male basketball and football student-athletes, thieaf l@sgociation was
different. For example, perceptions about one’s campus’s athletics depdradegreater
association with faculty stereotypes about male basketball and football sttidlet#s than
either contact or involvement. Additionally, departmental affiliation did natuaucfor
differences in perception about one’s campus’s athletics departmentyingargative

stereotypes about student-athletes.

Overall, the results of this study strive to support improvements in the academic
livelihood of student-athletes. As such, the findings do raise one important questtarf why

student-athletes report difficulty with getting professors to view theseaous students if in
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fact as this study reports, that faculty members do not hold strong negaémament toward
them as we may believe (Defrancesco & Gropper, 1996)? Therefore, marehdsaneeded to
understand faculty beliefs, attitudes, and stereotypes that can affemttiotes between faculty
and student-athletes in the classroom (Etzel, Ferrante, & Pinkney, 1996).cRestmats should
strive to truly understand the complexity with which the above variables indumreanother.
Such efforts are a necessary step for encouraging collaboration hetstteitions and their
athletics departments as well as more thoroughly understanding fe@nittgrns about college

athletics (Howard-Hamilton & Sina, 2001).
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Appendix A
Invitation to Participate

Approved by the Human Subjects Committee University of Kansas, Lawrence C@h3dLis).
Approval expires one year from 9/1/2010. HSCL #18892

The following document serves as an agreement that you, the subject, volgrearioa
participate in the study outlined below in accordance with the rules as outlitieel Human
Subjects Committee at the University of Kansas. The current studyreesafaculty perceptions
of male basketball and football student-athletes as well as facuttygt®ns about their campus
athletics department. The results of the study will be submitted in the forohoctaral
dissertation of the primary investigator. The questionnaire is expectdattagproximately 5-

10 minutes to complete and all responses will be anonymous. The content of the quessionnai
is designed to measure your overall beliefs, opinions, and perceptions about your campus
athletics department and male basketball and football student-athlete®rdmswuestions are
not intended to measure your actual knowledge base about the intended population in question.
Your name, department, or any other identifying information will not be asseigteany of
the research findings or revealed in any publications. Because responsesuovethare
submitted via internet communication, your responses may be accidently or uomatiént
viewed by someone other than the intended recipient because of internet communisktions
survey files will be re-coded by number as to conceal subject identitylantbahation will be
destroyed at the completion of the study. If you have questions, concerns, or would like
additional information about this study, you may contact the primary investighmat&h
Tovar, by email or phone as listed below. Completion of the survey indicates that yoedwve
the above mentioned agreement and are voluntarily willing to participdte autrent study. If
you have additional questions about your rights as a research participant, yoontaay the
Human Subjects Committee Lawrence Campus (HSCL) at the Universitynea&ay phone at
(785) 864-7429 or by email mdenning@ku.edu.

Sincerely,

Elizabeth Tovar Lisa Wolf-Wendel

Ph.D. Candidate Faculty Chair

School of Education School of Education
University of Kansas University of Kansas
(785) 331-6799 Joseph R. Pearson Hall
Tovar.8@osu.edu Lawrence Kansas, 66045

Iwolf@ku.edu
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Appendix B

Final Instrument

The following survey should take approximately 5 minutes to compétase complete this
survey ONLY if you are a full-time faculty member or lecturer and teach umnlergraduate
courses.References to student-athletes refer to male basketball and football stindetets who
participate inntercollegiate athletics References to intercollegiate athletics apply onlyotar
campus athletics department.

Perceptions about Athletic Departments Questionnaire (PADQ)

Questions in this section pertain to yganeral perceptionsaboutyour campus athletics
department. There is not a correct answer to each question. The questions are designed to
measure your general beliefs, perceptions, or opiniongnagcr may notbe based upon your
actual experiences with OR knowledge base about college athletics. Rtkeateiyour level of
agreement.

1=Strongly Disagree  2=Disagree 3= Moderately Disagree 4= Meljefajree 5= Agree
6= Strongly Agree

1. Coaches are concerned about issues affecting the general campus cgmmunit

2. Coaches do not care about the academic preparation of student-athletestiitey rec

3. The sole purpose of athletic academic advising for student-athletes is thvéeep t

eligible

Athletic advisors have a good working relationship with faculty

The athletics department has not run a “clean” program (e.g., acadeses aNCAA

violations)

The athletics director is concerned about issues affecting the gemepmisca

community

The athletics director has a poor working relationship with faculty

The athletics department influences admissions decisions about studens-athlete

The athletics department is out of line with my institutions goals

O The athletics department appropriately disciplines their student-atfbetead

behavior

11. Athletics department officials do not believe they have to follow the rules of the
institution

12.The athletics department encourages faculty input and involvement

o ok



147

Stereotypes about Student-Athletes Questionnaire (SASQ)

Questions in this section pertain to your general perceptions @iadeibasketball and football
student-athletes participating in Division | sports programs There is not a correct answer to
each question. The questions are designed to measure your general beteisiops, or
opinions andnay or may notbe based upon your actual experiences with or knowledge base
about student-athletes. Please indicate your level of agreement based upde thel®ea

1=Strongly Disagree  2=Disagree 3= Moderately Disagree 4= Mogetapele 5= Agree
6= Strongly Agree

1. Male basketball and football players are more motivated to earn a colpge dean the
general student population

2. ale basketball and football players come to college to enhance their spaid caree

3. Male basketball and football players maintain the minimum gpa requireresits/tin
college and patrticipate in their sport.

4. Male basketball and football players care more about learning courséairtaser the
general student population

5. Male basketball and football players are less academically prepareallege than the
general student population

6. Male basketball and football players use their athlete status to accgoral speatment
(e.q., better grades) from their professors

7. Male basketball and football players are more likely to declare eaaytohgmts than the
general student population

8. Male basketball and football players are less likely to meet the minggairements of
admission to this university

9. Male basketball and football players are less likely to graduate thgetieeal student
population

10.Male basketball and football players are more respectful to faculty tbayetteral
student population

11.Male basketball and football players are more likely to miss class thgerkeeal student
population

12.Male basketball and football players are less likely to cheat than theabstoelent
population
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Please answer the questions below as they apply ONIt& male basketball and football
student-athletesat your institution.

Contact Questionnaire

Over the past 5 years, how often have you had male basketball and football playersal
in your course?

0= Never 1= Sometimes 2= Frequently 3= Often

**If you answered NEVER to the above question, skip this question and procéédo the
section about your level of involvement with your campus athletics departent.

Over the past 5 years when you had male basketball and football student-agies in class,
how often did you speak with them....

About issues pertaining to your course?

To review for exams or revising their papers for your course?
To talk about a concern in your course?

About missing class?

About academic misconduct issues?

About their grade?

About taking another course in your department?

About declaring their department in your department?

During your office hours?

Via email?

By phone?
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Involvement Questionnaire

How would you classify your overall level of involvement with your campus athlets
department? Involvement can include but is not limited to mentoriig, committee work,
communication with athletics department officials, and volunteer work

0= No involvement 1= Infrequent involvement 2 = Moderate involvement 3= Very involved
How would you describe your interest in football and male basketball gam@s
0= No interest 1= Somewhat interested 2= Regularly follow 3=Auvid fan

Below, please check all situations that represent your involvement witfour athletics
department during your career as a faculty member?

(Check all that apply)
[1 Served as a mentor for a student-athlete

) Corresponded with athletics department personnel (e.g., athletic advisets; diréctor,
staff member, coach)

1 Served on a committee where the primary topic of interest was about thiesatldpartment
[ Attended an athletics department event that was not a sporting event

1 Served as a consultant for an athletics department

1 Attended a private tour of the athletics department .

BACKGROUND INFORMATION

In the course of one full academic year...

What is the average number of undergraduate courses you taught?

What is the average number of undergraduate students you taught?

What is the average number of many student-athletes you taught?

Approximately how many of those student-athletes were male basketbaticdballf players?
What is your gender?

1 Male "1 Female

What is your current academic rank?

"1 Professor [ Associate Professor "1 Assistant Professor Instructor or Lecturer

] Other, please specify
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28. What is your tenure track status?

"1 Tenured [ Not Yet Tenured [1 Not on Tenure Track

Primary Area of Teaching (Please select one):

1 Business! Communication English’] Engineering! History ! Natural Science Sociology
1 Sports Science

Were you a varsity student-athlete in college?

"1 Yes] No

What is your race/ethnicity? (Check all that apply)

"1 Hispanic or Latinol American Indian or Alaska NativeAsian | Black or African American

[J Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific IslandewWhite [1 Other

What are your impressions about football and basketball student-athletes aistitwtran?
What recommendations do you have for improving the perceptions of football and basketball
players on your campus?

What is your general impression about your campus athletics departmgmituld make
changes within your campus athletics department what would those changes be?
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Appendix C

Pilot Instrument

Faculty Opinions about Athletics Departments

1=Strongly Disagree 2=Disagree 3= Moderately Disagree 4= Modefajede 5= Agree 6=
Strongly Agree

1. Coaches are poor representatives of my university in their public behavior and
statements to the press.

2. Coaches do not care if their players graduate.

3. Coaches are not concerned with the general campus community.

4. Coaches do not care about the academic preparation of student-athletesulftiey recr
5. The sole purpose of athletic academic advising for student-athletes éptth&m eligible.
6. Athletic advisors do a poor job of keeping students-athletes on track to graduate.

7. Athletic advisors have a poor working relationship with faculty.

8. Athletic advisors coerce faculty to pass student-athletes.

9. Tutors hired by the athletic department complete assignments for some athtgas.
10. The athletics department has not run a “clean” program (e.g., departmen{ dbpagment.
violations).

11. The athletics department is driven only by the entertainment industry.

12. The athletics department is driven only by the entertainment industry.

13. The athletic director implements departmental policies that negatitety faiculty
involvement with the athletics department.

14. The athletic director is not concerned about issues affecting the gemepals
community.



152

15. The athletics director does not care about the opinions of faculty.

16. Construction of state of the art athletic facilities is given higher fyribian capital
projects needed by the institution.

17. Head football and/or basketball coaches salaries are excessive.

18. The athletic departments influences admissions decisions about studerg:athlete
19. The athletics departments is out of line with my institutions goals.

20. The athletics department never considers the general campus when makiaggdec
21. This university would be better without the athletics department.

22. The athletics department does not care about disciplining their studentsdtivlétzd
behavior.

23. Athletic department officials do not believe they have to follow the rules afgtiiiion.
24. The athletics department policies discourage faculty input.

25. The athletic departments engages in coercive tactics to admit studeesathle

Opinions about male football and basketball student-athletes

1=Strongly Disagree 2=Disagree 3= Moderately Disagree 4= Modefajede 5= Agree 6=
Strongly Agree

1. Male basketball and football players are unmotivated to earn their degrees.
2. Male basketball and football players only come to college to enhance theceaspers.
3. Male basketball and football players have excessive class absences.

4. Male basketball and football players only maintain the minimum gpa requietoestay in
college.

5. Male basketball and football players do not care about learning courseamateri
6. Male basketball and football players are not prepared academicalb}légyec

7. Male basketball and football players represent a disproportionate numbertefsiica
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8. Male basketball and football players are more likely to plagiarizeghpars.

9. Male basketball and football players use their athlete status to aqupdral $reatment (e.g.,
better grades).

10. Male basketball and football players do not take college seriously.

11. Male basketball and football players declare easy departments.

12. Male basketball and football players only take classes that will keep lilgdaie e
13. Male basketball and football players are always late to class.

14. Male basketball and football players should not be admitted to college.
15. Male basketball and football players have tutors write their papers.

16. Male basketball and football players never graduate from colle e.

17. Male basketball and football players are a distraction in class.

18. Male basketball and football players do not respect faculty.

19. Male basketball and football players are disrespectful to faculty.

20. Male basketball and football players are incompetent.

21. Male basketball and football players never ask their professors for help.
22. Male basketball and football players are |27y

23. Male basketball and football players should not receive scholarships.

Amount of faculty contact with student-athletes

1. What is the # of undergraduate courses you taught last year?

2. How many undergraduates did you have in those classes last year?
3. How many of those undergraduates were student-athletes?

4. How many of those student-athletes were male basketball and football players?
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If you had no student-athletes in your class skip to Involvement Questionnaire

0 = Never 1 = Sometimes 2 = Frequently 3 = Often 4 = All the time

5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

10

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

How often do you see student-athletes about their grade?

How often do you speak with student-athletes about missing class?

How often do you see student-athletes about academic misconduct issues?

How often do you see student-athletes about a problem in class?

How often do you see student-athletes about taking another course in your department?
. How often do you see student-athletes about declaring their department iepeatment?
How often do you see student-athletes to review for exams or revising theg%a ey
How often do you consult with student-athletes pertaining to out-of class issues?
How often to you see student-athletes about advising?

How often do student-athletes see you during office hours?

How often do student-athletes correspond with you by email?

How often do student-athletes contact you by phone?

How often do you speak with student-athletes in-class?

Faculty involvement with athletics department

Yes No

1.

Have you ever served as a faculty Athletics Representainves?

. Have you ever served on athletics Advisory Board?

. Have you ever served on an NCAA Certification Board?
. Have you ever athletics Committee?

. How often do you attend sporting events as a spectator?

. Have you ever attended an athletics departments awards events?
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7. Have you ever served as a mentor for student-athletes?

8. Have you ever asked to be a guest at a sporting event on behalf of the albyetrttment?

9. Have you ever attended a meeting in which athletics was a key topic?

10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.

21.

How often to do you correspond with athletics staff memsers?

Have you ever corresponded with an athletic advisor in the athletics department?
Have you ever developed a presentation for student-athletes or athldtivesthérs?
Have you even been honored by the athletics department for my teaching efforts?
How often have you contacted at least one head coach about a player?

Have you ever attended a meeting about athletic policies or procedures?

Have you ever been asked to speak to a team?

Have you ever served as a consultant for an athletics department?

Have you ever been given a private tour of the athletics department?

Have you ever attended a conference affiliated with the Big 12 atPietics

Have you ever attended a dinner hosted by the athletics department?

Other, please specify?

Demographic questionnaire

What is your gender?

Male Female

What is your current academic rank?

[] Professor! Associate Professor Assistant Professor Instructor or Lecturer

What is your tenure track status

Tenured! Not Yet Tenured | Not on Tenure Track

4. Primary Area of Teaching
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"1 Business | Communication English’1 Engineering | History' | Natural Science
1 Sociology’ | Sports Scienc:=

5. Were you a collegiate student-athlete?

[1Yes [ No

6. What is your race/ethnicity

"1 Hispanic or Latino ! American Indian or Alaska Native Asian’| Black or African
American [ Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander White

7. Do you have any general comments or questions about the above questionnaire



APPENDIX D

Measurements and Variables

Questionnaire

Variable

Definition

Measurement

Stereotypes about Student
Athletes Questionnaire

Dependent

Stereotypes will be defined as a negai
exaggerated belief associated with the
academic behaviors of male basketbal
and football student-athletes.

ivevel of agreement with
statements regarding male
basketball and football student-
athletes academic behaviors.
Scores are summed then divided
by 12.

Faculty Involvement
Questionnaire

Independent

Involvement is defined as a faculty
member’s current or prior affiliation
with their athletics department such as

serving on athletics related committeeg,

faculty boards, academic mentoring of

student-athletes, engagement in athleticof 1 or 2 are recoded by either a

department activities, attending athletig
events, and self-reported involvement.

Self-reported level of involvement
with campus athletics department

involvement with sport, and
number of activities a faculty
member has participated. Scoreg

meaning no involvement or scorg

[=]
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2}

of 3 or 4 are recoded as 1 meaning

being involved, then divided by 8|

Perceptions about Athletic
Departments Questionnairg

h

Independent

Degree of negative perceptions faculty Level of agreement with

members have about their campus’s
athletics departments.

statements regarding their camp
athletics department. Scores are
summed then divided by 12.

Student Contact
Questionnaire

Independent

Faculty members self-reported
interactions with male football and
basketball student-athletes as it pertair
to the frequency, contact and mode by
which these interactions occur with
regard to the classroom.

Self-reported level of contact witl
male basketball and football
sstudent-athletes, the
circumstances surrounding that
contact, and the mode by which
they were contacted. Scores are
summed then divided by 12.
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APPENDIX E

Number of Male Football a1 Basketball Players by Major

% SA's by Major

@ Business

B Coms

O English

O Engineering (Mech/Civil)
M History

O Nat'l Scien (Biol)

H Soc
O Sport Scie
Number of Students in Majors By Institution
14
OSoc
12
10 @ Coms
Number 8 | OBusiness
n .
6 OEnglish
4 B Engineering
2 -}
O Natural Sciences
0 NoN In BY BT §
OHistory
A B C D
N W Sport Scie
Institution

" Numbers are based upon data taken from the 2008-2009 academic year from the football and men’s basketball
media guides at all four institutions.
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APPENDIX F

Number of Potential Faculty Participants by Departfent

Institution | Sociology | Comm| Business Sport | English | Engineering*| Natural | History | n
Science Science**

A 23 21 41 13 41 43 45 40 267

B 17 18 86 12 35 40 30 46 284

C 20 10 100+ 25 50 49 66 30 369

D 64 21 100+ 46 100+ | 100+ 100+ 100+ 631

N 124 70 346 96 226 232 241 216 1551

* Civil and Mechanical Engineering

** Biology

® Numbers are based upon data taken from the 2008-2009 academic year.



ENGINEERING

Positive Student-
Athlete Impressions

APPENDIX G

Qualitative Data

Negative Student-
Athlete Impressions

Positive Athletic Negative Athletic
Department Department

Respectful
Publicity

Good impression

Earn degrees
Committed
Motivated

ENGLISH

Positive Student-
Athlete Impressions

Limited Interaction
High profile don't care
Attendance/Eligibility

Admissions
Requirements

Negative Student-
Athlete Impressions

Impressions Impressions

No data

available Salaries
Funding
Parking

Separate entity
Cheating

Exploits athletes

Positive Athletic Negative Athletic
Department Department

Responsible

Work hard

Admired

Academic priority

Isolated

Remedial Coursework

Missing class
Too much work

Exploited

Impressions Impressions
Ensures
education Coaching rewards

Relationship with
Good impressioffaculty

Professionalized
Parking
Isolation

Advising
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Time restraints/Stress Entertainment industry
Discipline Salaries/Accounting

Graduation Rates

HISTORY
Positive Athletic Negative Athletic
Positive Student- Negative Student- Department Department
Athlete Impressions  Athlete Impressions Impressions Impressions
Disciplines
Motivation Degree Completion  students Involvement w/ faculty
Coach
Attendance Athletic commitments involvement Salaries
Grades Exploited AD Injuries
Academic
Injury concern More faculty input
No academic interest Advisors Give back to university
Incompatible with HE ~ Compliance
Supervision over
Lack of energy spending
More Americans SA graduate school
Advisors are
Recruited Athletes unresponsive
Amount of help Faculty reports
Exploits athletes
NATURAL
SCIENCE

Positive Athletic Negative Athletic

Positive Student- Negative Student- Department Department
Athlete Impressions  Athlete Impressions Impressions Impressions




Excellent

FB good students

Academic AA
advertised

AD has Ph.D

Discipline

SOCIOLOGY

Positive Student-
Athlete Impressions

Better percep of BB

Unmotivated

Easy departments

Don't receive degrees

Athletic interest

Special treatment
Revenue

Semipro
Tutoring
Easy classes

Admissions Reqs

Negative Student-
Athlete Impressions
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High/AD

banquet Conflicts with mission
Tutoring Athletic advisors

Academic

Progress Coaches salaries

Graduation Emphasize winning

Class attendancéeadership

Faculty tickets

Accountability to univ.

Positive Athletic Negative Athletic

Department Department
Impressions Impressions

Professional
Capable
Interested in Subject

Similar to Non-SA's

Unprepared
Fatigue
Poor backgrounds

Deserve perception

Motivation
Respect

Engagement
w/university

Class checking Eligibility

Faculty reports Mission of Higher Ed

Advisors Salaries
responsibility Exploitetahl

Contribute to
university.
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SPORT SCIENCE

Positive Athletic Negative Athletic

Positive Student- Negative Student- Department Department

Athlete Impressions  Athlete Impressions Impressions Impressions

Better than non-SA's Academic preparation ~ Well run Separateness
Responsibility Transparency

Entertainment industry

Academic support

BUSINESS
Positive Athletic Negative Athletic
Positive Student- Negative Student- Department Department
Athlete Impressions  Athlete Impressions  Impressions Impressions
Similar to Non-SA's Raw deal Well Advised Easy classes
Respectful Studying Standards Tutors
Graduation
Engagment in class Athletic pursuits Record Don't promote learning
Preparation Engagement w/univ Tutoring Faculty reports
Attendance Departments Self-sufficient Financial Emphasis
Serious students BB less serious AD is visable Salaries
Race Tickets for faculty
NCAA
Recruiting

Traveling



COMMUNICATION

Positive Student-
Athlete Impressions

Negative Student-
Athlete Impressions
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Positive Athletic Negative Athletic

Department Department
Impressions Impressions

Serious students

Motivated

Respectful

Preparation

Disadvantaged $

Larger Social Problem

class attendance  Winning
Advisors Graduation Rates

AD follow up on
Coaches feedback

Salaries
Cheating
Chancellor

Easy classes



