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ABSTRACT

Although the structure of intercollegiate athletics has been critiqued
tually since its inception, little is known about how that structure influences
ident-athletes’ experiences. Differences between a business model
oducing mass-scale, revenue-generating programs) and an educational mod
serating athletics as a student service) were assessed by interviewing
iduating senior male basketball and football players (N=14) from an NCAA
vision I University and an NCAA Division III College. Results indicate
ferences including (a) time commitment, (b} motivation to participate, (
e conflict/complementarity, (d) perceived attitudes of coaches, and (e) the
e of athletics in the college experience. Findings are discussed with respect
recent rule changes and current advocacy in intercollegiate athletic programs.
plications for athletic academic counselors are addressed.

INTRODUCTION

on't know why people question the academic training of a student-athlete. Half of
"doctors in the country graduated in the bottom half of their class.

--Al McGuire, former basketball coach at
Marquette University
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Smith (1985) discussed an historic amateur/professional dilemma in
college sport that calls for a choice between two equally undesirable
alternatives. If a college has truly amateur sport, it will lose prestige (and
perhaps money) as it loses games. If a cc ge  nits to being professional, it
will lose its respectability as an academic institution. According to Smith
(1985), the unacceptable decision has been to claim amateurism to the world,
while accepting a professional mode of operation.

The degree to which institutions embrace amateur or professional
models will influence the experiences of s lent-at” =~ s who participate in
these programs. Although intercollegiate sport can fa te the goals of higher
education, it can also have independent or conflicting goals. The present study
sought to assess the perceptions of student-at :tes who participated in
programs that followed two divergent models of intercollegiate athletics: the
*“educational’and “business” models.

Descriptions of the Educational and Business Models

An educational model structures intercollegiate athletics as a student
service. There are nominal or no admission fees for . etic events. Athletics
are supported by the general operating budget; there are no athletic
“scholarships™ (or grants-in-aid), special considerations, or special services for
athletes. Coaches often have positions as professors, and athletics are viewed as
a complement to the academic progr:

In a business model, intercollegiate athletics may be structured under
the finance department or could be governed y an athletic department that is
separate from the university. There are substantial admissions prices,
particularly for men’s basketball and football. Most athletic programs under the
business model are expected to be self-supporting and must prioritize income
generation. Athletic “scholarships” are awarded, and at. tes receive special
considerations and services. Coaches are generally committed full-time to the
athletics program. Athletics exist more as an “‘end,” with few, if any, ties to the
academic program. When the purpose of the program is to provide
entertainment and to generate revenue, it necessarily assumes a business model
in which providing educational experiences for student-athletes is secondary.
Although there is not complete congru¢e e between models and divisions, for
the purposes of simplicity the ed ation nodel will be associated with NCAA
Division 1II (Div3) and the business model will be associated with NCAA
Division I (Divl).

PURPOSE

This study can be seen as having both phenomenological and
hermeneutic intentions. In all respects the focus is to understand the various
meanings of intercollegiate athletic experiences. It is phenomenological in its
efforts to describe experiences lived by stt  nt-athletes. The study fits within
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rmeneutics in that “the aim of the inquiry is to expose
: meaning of existing psychosocial conditions and implicit
it otherwise limit freedom (Held, 1980; Howard, 1982;
' (Fahlberg & Fahlberg, 1994, p. 105).

METHOD

surposes of this study, the population of student-athletes was
basketball and football players who had completed their
(generally graduating seniors). These athletes were selected
ntrast the business and educational models of intercollegiate
use it seemed that they would be best able to reflect upon their
ces. The great visibility of men’s basketball and football
ir extreme business orientation at the Division 1A level were
imitation.

n_of Schools. In an effort to represent the business and
els of intercollegiate athletics, two institutions of higher
ected. The primary concern was to select schools that most
1ated the models in question, one in Division I and one in
:h of the schools selected had men’s basketball and football
heir conference and/or participated in national post-season
12 the careers of the student-athletes who were interviewed.
decision was to examine the experiences of individuals who
els of competitive success within their respective divisions.

1 of Student-Athletes. After obtaining permission from the
ats and obtaining a list of individuals who met the criteria, all
ints were contacted by telephone. Appointments were made
ho were available and willing to participate in the study.
thletes were unavailable for a variety of reasons. Some were
1 graduated. Several of the football players from the Division
ending National Football League camps or tryouts. At the
tution, of a total of 19 student-athletes meeting the criteria,
sle and agreed to be interviewed. One of those eight dropped
wrelated to the study. At the other institution, of a total of 26
neeting the criteria, ten agreed to be interviewed. Three of
1ave sufficient involvement to be included in the study. As a
mber of participants was 14.

tocol

‘views were conducted in private rooms in libraries, offices, or
ments. An interview schedule was used to organize questions.
‘tte recorders were used to tape the interviews, and the
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interviews were transcribed verbatim. The following is an outline of the
interview topics but not the actual questions:

I. Introduction
A. Explanation of research/interview
B. Collection of demographic/personal data
II. Time commitment to athletics
A. Number of hours per week spent in athletics
1]I1. Participation motivation
A. Choice of college - importance of athletics
B. Scholarship? .
C. Changes over four years
D. Athletics ever become like a job?
1V. The student-athlete role
A. Roles complementary/conflicting?
B. Have classes/academics been missed for athletics?
1. Professors’ reactions
C. Have athletics been missed for classes/academics?
1. Coaches/teammates’ reactions
D. Athletics’ influence on time for academics/studies
1. How dealt with
2. Academic support/tutoring
E. What has been learned from athletic experience?
V. Coaches’ interest in athlete
A. As performer
B. As student
C. Priorities
D. Attitude toward academics
VI. Role of athletics in college experience
A. How enhanced
B. How deterred
C. Perceived effect on academic performance

ANALYSIS

Verbatim transcripts from the interviews were subjected to initial
focused coding (Charmaz, 1983; Glaser, 1978) and inductive analyses.
topic areas from the interview schedule served as an organizing framew
Initial analysis of the interview data led to the construction of codes that
then applied to the entire data set. For example, the code “pro” was ust
denote student-athletes’ references to potential careers in professional sp
Once this code was deemed relevant, the entire data set was searched for re
material. The coding and analysis process resulted in five major themes:
time commitment, (b) participation motivation, (c)
conflict/complementarity, (d) perceived attitudes of coaches, and (e) the ro
athletics in the college experience.
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RESULTS

2nt-athletes from both the Division I and the Division 111
ected on their experiences during their collegiate careers. Their
zaled di  ences with respect to several factors. In each case, the
he model of intercollegiate athletics can be seen under the five

nitment to Athletics

1t changes in NCAA rules can be seen as a response to long-term
n the amount of time student-athletes have invested in the athletic
xample, Coakley (1982) commented in the following way:

excessive time, energy, and mental commitment
iated with i role of athlete often creates. . .intense
conflict. . . .The pressure to win and to attract
ators requires commitment on the part of athletes that
eriously interfere with the commitment necessary to
ro00d student. (p. 143)

ZAA Division I football players often spent 45-49 hours per week
son preparing for, participating in, and recovering from football.
e figure rises to over 60 hours per week. Basketball players have
ours per week with travel escalating the figures to over 50 hours
iderwood, 1980). Recent investigations and players’ reports
these figures underestimate the actual time being committed. It
en one considers that student-athletes are meeting their athletic
le the NCAA rules require full-time academic loads.

ch model of the current study, football players spent much more
cs than did  :ir peers in other sports. The number of hours per
3 was three-quarters to one-half the number for Divl. More
re {  student-athletes’ perceptions of time commitment. Div3’s
t that their time in athletics was reasonable. They made the
aments: I quit lifting to give me more time for academics.”
T seems 1o be too long.” “They make sure especially here that
first. You have time to balance both school and athletics. 1 really
aint about the amount of time.”

student-athletes tended to put in less “extra lime” in meetings,
wet: fting, and travel, and they missed fewer classes. Divl’s,
they put in roughly six to nine hours per day in football, had
15 about their time commitment. Several felt the time demands
ble. Some felt the time was reasonable and justifiable if you
> best and win. One Divl perceived that he was putting in 12
1 football; however, further analysis of his comments suggested it
+ 8 hours a day. He had this to say when asked if his time
/as reasonable:
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No. I don’t think so. It’s too much time, but I guess that’s
college life and that’s what you have to deal with for college
football, because it’s a business, a lot of politics in it and
everything. It’s all business, so you really have to, you know,
put your mind to it, so, I don’t like it, but I guess that’s v 1t
you have to do.

Another Div]l made this comment:

It was like, it felt like too v h, you just felt like you were
being drowned. . . .In football, it’s almost like you're being
brainwashed that that’s why you're here, ‘cause you're told,
like that's kind of the over[riding message], what shadows
you, on your shoulders—you’re here for football and don’t
forget that. 1 mean it may not be said straight out, but it's
implied in every aspect of living in the university. Here at
[this particular] university, so it’s almost like you feel
obligated to any and everything you can to maintain your
conditioning, your status as a football player. . ..

Either after discussing their time commitment or at some other point in
the interview, student-athletes were asked if their athletic participation ever felt
like a job. Virtually every student-athlete from both models respondc
affirmatively. There was a difference, however, in the reasons for that feelir
and the degree to which that perception was held. One Div3 said that it was lil
a job when they had meetings at night, which occurred once or twice a wee
Another said yes because it was a routine to go to classes and then go
practice, as it might be to go to an afternoon job. Several Divl's had simil
sentiments; one expressed the extreme to which athletics could be a job:

Oh yes, that’s what it is. It’s a job. It's really a job. An
eight-hour job, straight through. . .but we spend more time
than eight hours on football and academics. 1t's all a job.
1t’s a big-time job. 1 mean if we don’t win, if we don’t do
good, the coaches don't do good. They might get fired. So
we have 1o do good: the coaches have to do good coaching
us. It's all in a line.

Participation Motivation

All the student-athletes were asked how they made their choice
college and the importance of athletics in the decision. The general trend .
their reasons is reflected in the following comments. A Div3 said, “To tell yc
the truth, [athletics] didn’t really have that much importance as just wanting
good school to study at. . .." A Divl commented, "I thought about going
school just for academics, but somehow to make it as a pro. . . .I wanted to pl
in front of 15,000 people. So basketball was the biggest part of the choosing.”
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Scholarships and Motivational Changes over Four Years

Another factor investigated during the interviews was changes in
motivation to participate in athletics. One area of interest was the effect of a
scholarship on motivation. Ryan (1977, 1980) has indicated that student-
athletes who receive athletic scholarships tend to exhibit a decrease in intrinsic
motivation over their college years. Although no clear support for this
contention was found, there were some interesting differences between
scholarship (Divl) and non-scholarship (Div3) athletes.

The Div3’s reported no significant changes in reasons for participation.
Their comments focused on playing for the enjoyment and challenge of the
sport as well as social ties with team members. It was suggested that with no
scholarships, “you only get the guys who really want to play.” One Div3
commented that as playing time and pressure increase, the excitement of
playing wanes.

The Divl’s, on the other hand, expressed changes in motivations
during their college years. These changes took them in two interesting and
different directions. The less common shift was expressed by a basketball
player who found himself putting less effort into academics and focusing more
on his sport; he said that he “became more materialistic” as he saw the
opportunity to play professionally. The majority of Divl’s, who tended to
select their school or chose to attend college largely because of athletics, found
that their interest in academics tended to increase during their college years.
One football player exemplified the attitude that was expressed by several of his
peers:

School became a lot more important to me and that, by
your junior year you pretty much realize what football’s
done to you. . .’cause you see people who have gone, and
the reality of not everybody goes on to the next level starts
to sink in and. . .you see yourself, and you see someone
who you thought was a superstar go out and not even come
close and. . .that puts a perspective on yourself. Of course,
you may feel that you're better than that person and you
may have a shot, but you also say that guy was good. He
had a great career here on the college level and he didn't
go anywhere—why is that? And you see them struggle, try
to finish school, trying to get a job or are just still chasing
the dream of the next level. . ..

Role Conflict/Complementarity

A primary concern of this research was to analyze how the two models
affect the experience of the student-athletes. A major component of this effect
is the perception of how the roles of student and athlete conflict with or
:omplement each other. One assessment of how the two roles worked together
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is the perceived effect of athletic participation on academic performance. The
comments made by the Divl's support the argur ( at a business model of
intercollegiate athletics is incongruent with the stated mission of higher
education. Div3’s stated that athletics do make considerable demands upon
their time but do not create conflict. Most found that athletic participation had a
positive effect on their academic performance. Several said that it was easier to
study during the season. One found, "l had a higher GPA during football.”
This observation is in accord with Robinson’s (1988) examination of the NCAA
that reported “in the lower divisions, in v :h sports are more integrated into
other aspects of college life, athletes tend to perform better academically than
the student body as a whole™ (p. 120).

The Divl's statements reflected profoundly different experiences.
Even with special tutors and academic support services, the role conflict was
seen as much greater and athletic participation was generally acknowledged to
have a negative effect on academic performance. One Divl said, “I would
never miss athletics for academics. . . .Finding a balance was the hardest thing.”
Another stated, *I was always more football-oriented than school. . . .You
sacrifice your school for athletics.” One football player described his
experience of trying to be a student and an athlete:

Yeah, it's hard, because it’s easy not to be a student. I
know a lot of athletes, even me, you come here to play
football. . .because if you didn’t get a scholarship you
wouldn’t be at this college. So it’s hard to be a student,
but you know you have to be a student if you want to stay
eligible and do good, but I'm graduating. . .and that was. . .
important to get my degree, ‘cause there’s only so many
people who go play pro football.

Most Divl’s had trouble finding a balance, and they felt their
classroom performance suffered because of athletics. One Div] said, “I think 1
would have got better grades, a lot better grades if I wouldn't have played
football.” Another talked about problems with taking challenging courses
during the season: “I tried to take a computer class during the fall once and it
just didn’t work. So | saved all those. I took those in the summer or in the
spring. That's how I did it. Some people can, depending on your major, you
can do certain things. . . .I felt that I could do better. You can look at my grade
point and see it suffered a lot during the fall, definitely.”

Perceived Attitudes Of Coaches

Whereas athletes’ performances may be seen as a reflection of the
coaches, the coaches play a central role in constructing the student-athletes’
collegiate experiences. Although the participants observed a very limited
number of coaches, their observations may support what might be expected
about coaches in the two models. One Div3 said of his basketball coach, “He
looks at us as student-athletes, in that order. He really stresses academics
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before anything.” Another said his football coach “really stresses being a
student a lot; he. . .looks at you more as a person before he does an athlete.” A
third said his football coaches are “really pushing academics. I'm sure Coach
(X] pushes academics, but I'm sure that's the way he really feels inside. They
go out of their way—way, way overboard to stress that this is Division III and
you're first a gentleman, then you're a student, then you're an athlete in that
order. He seems to really believe that and seems to think that’s the way it
should be. . . .I don’t have any complaints about that. I think they do take a
backseat role to academics.”

Div1's tended to sugg... that their coaches saw them as performers
first. One remarked, “The coach wants you to do your best in athletics first.”
Coaches in the business model were seen as emphasizing the importance of
athletics, and their concern with academics was primarily eligibility and
working toward a degree. A few individuals stated that coaches are taking a
growing interest in academic achievement and graduation rates as these issues
receive more media attention.

The Role of Athletics in the College Experience

On_the Bright Side, Each student-athlete was asked, in an effort to
get the “bottom-line,” if he felt that his athletic experience had enhanced or
detracted from his college experiences. With one exception, the student-
athletes reported that athletics had, in fact, enhanced their collegiate careers.
There were, however, some noteworthy differences between the two models.
The Div3's were more purely and enthusiastically positive, whereas the Divl’s
tended to express a generally positive experience with some significant
drawbacks. The following comments illustrate this interpretation.

One Div3, when asked if his college experience were enhanced by
athletics said, “Yeah, ten times, I've seen. . . in four years here. . .more places
than I've been in my whole life before that. . . .It's only been positive. . . .It’s
been fun. I wish I had four more years.” Another remarked, “I don’t have a
negative feeling about basketball in the sense that it’s totally enhanced my four
years here. 1 think without it, I would have left [my] college with something
missing. I learned a lot from the academic part of it, but basketball, the sports
part of it. . .gave me a whole different outlook and added to that experience in
education. . . .I wouldn’t have traded it for anything.”

The Divl’s had positive feelings about their overall experiences:
“Football has enhanced my college career in its own special way. . . . It's
enhanced my character and when I look back at these times and the guys that
I’ve played with and everything. I really love the guys and it's enhanced it in
that way. It’s been an overall good experience.” Yet, they felt that there were
drawbacks not mentioned by their Division Il counterparts, such as time taken
away from school, the difficulty of the training, the loss of privacy, and the
‘nability “to be seen as just another classmate.”









Page 22 The Academic Athletic Journal, Fall 1994

REFERENCES

Botstein, L. (1983). Wisdom reconsidered: Robert Maynard Hutchins’ “The
higher learning in America” revisited. In S. Fox (Ed.), Philosophy for
education (pp. 17-38). Jerusalem: Van Leer.

Coakley, J. J. (1982). Sport in society: Issues and controversies (2nd ed.). St
Louis: Mosby.

Charmaz, K. (1983). The grounded theory method: ‘An explication and
interpretation. In R. Emerson (Ed.), Contemporary field research (pp. 109-

126). Boston: Little, Brown.

Fahlberg, L. L., & Fahlberg, L. A. (1994). A human science for the study of
movement: An integration of multiple ways of knowing. Research

Quarterly for Exercise and Sport, 65(2), 100-109.

Glaser, B. (1978). Theoretical sensitivity. Mill Valley, CA: Sociology Press.

Held, D. (1980). Introduction to critical theory: Horkheimer to Habermas.
Berkeley: University of California Press.

Howard, R. (1982). The three faces of hermeneutics. Berkeley: University of
California Press.

McCarthy, T. (1978). The critical theory of Jiirgen Habermas. Cambridge, MA:
MIT Press.

Robinson, S. (1988, June 6). Continuing ed for jocks. Sports Illustrated, 68,
120.

Ryan, E. D. (1977). Attribution, intrinsic motivation and athletics. In L. L.

Gedvilas & M. E. Kneer (Eds.), Proceedings of the NAPECW/NCPEAM
National Conference (pp. 346-353). Chicago: Office of Publications

Services, University of Illinois at Chicago Circle.

Ryan, E. D. (1980). Attribution, intrinsic motivation and athletics: A
replication and extension. In C. H. Nadeau, W.R. Halliwell, K. M. Newell,

& G. C. Roberts (Eds.), Psychology of motor behavior and sport (pp. 19-
26). Champaign, IL: Human Kinetics.






	img20211029_11383055
	img20211029_11481152
	img20211029_11481171
	img20211029_11481177
	img20211029_11481184
	img20211029_11481192
	img20211029_11481200
	img20211029_11481207
	img20211029_11481215
	img20211029_11481221
	img20211029_11481230
	img20211029_11481243
	img20211029_11481251

