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ABSTRACT 

The purpose of this study was to investigate the 

attitudes of college athletic department administrators 

(athletic directors, faculty representatives, football 

coaches, and basketball coaches) toward the athletic and 

academic achievement of student athletes and to compare 

administrators' perceptions with those of student athletes 

(NCAA, 1988). 

The review of literature discussed the history and 

development of the NCAA, college admission predictors, 

standardized tests, involvement of high schools in academic 

preparation of student athletes, and the NCAA legislation 

of Propositions 48 and 42. Additionally, programs which 

satisfy the needs and validate the credibility of student 

athletes and educational institutions are suggested. 

A questionnaire was designed to measure the 

attitudes of college athletic department administrators 

toward the academic and athletic accomplishments of student 

athletes. The results were then compared to a similar 

study completed by the NCAA (1988) on student athletes' 

attitudes toward these issues. 

The findings revealed significant group differences 

among athletic directors, faculty representatives, football 

coaches, and basketball coaches and significant comparative 
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differences between the two studies. The data indicated 

that the responses of athletic directors and faculty 

representatives were often similar, as wer6 those of 

football and basketball coaches. On questions that 

supported academics, athletic directors and faculty 

representatives were much more sympathetic than coaches. 

When the question promoted athletic concepts, coaches were 

more supportive than athletic directors or faculty 

representatives. When an issue involved both academics and 

athletics, the gap was reduced but athletic directors and 

faculty representatives showed stronger support than 

coaches. 

Comparison of the two studies confirmed strong 

opposition by athletes to questions on athletic 

eligibility. Student athletes were consistently negative 

on any issue threatening their eligibility, whereas 

athletic department administrators were generally 

supportive. When ~cademic questions were addressed, 

student athletes were supportive though not as positive in 

their responses as athletic department administrators. 

Many of the responses and comparisons were anticipated and 

emulated recent research. 
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CHAPTER 1 

THE PROBLEM 

~he current controversy surrounding the issue of 

higher academic requirements for student athletes has 

provoked strong and opposing views. This study examined 

the effects of and attitudes toward legislation by the 

National Collegiate Athletic Association (NCAA) (1983, 

1989) raising eligibility standards for college-bound 

athletes. 

Since 1906 the NCAA has served as the governing 

body controlling most intercollegiate athletics, enacting 

regulation designed to ensure a sound education for college 

student athletes (NCAA Manual, 1989). By January, 1983, 

increasing concerns about the potential for academic 

success of student athletes prompted the NCAA to effect 

legislation (Bylaw 5-1-(J» increasing eligibility 

standards for participation in college athletics during the 

freshman year. Bylaw 5-1-(J), better known as proposition 

48, requires, in part, that beginning in 1986 high school 

seniors who wish to participate in college athletics must 

maintain a high school grade point average (HSGPA) of at 

least 2.0 in core courses and achieve a combined score of 

700 on the Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT) or 15 on the 

American College Test (ACT). Students who do not qualify 

10 



may not compete during their freshman year and must 

demonstrate "satisfactory progress" toward earning a 

college degree to be eligible during their sophomore year 

(Cramer, 1986). Under Proposition 48, partial qualifiers 

may not practice or compete; however, they are entitled to 

receive athletically sponsored financial aid during their 

freshman year. In response to perceived abuses of 

proposition 48, however, the NCAA has recently modified 

Bylaw 5-1-(J) in proposition 42 by rescinding the "partial 

qualifier" provision, making ineligible athletes 

unqualified to receive financial aid. 

Opponents of propositions 48 and 42 cite a variety 

of reasons for their objections (Reed, 1989). The validity 

of test scores and high school GPA as predictors for 

college academic success are questioned, as well as the 

effects on minority students' access to higher education. 

Civil rights leaders and administrators of predominantly 

black and minority institutions are concerned that many 

minority student athletes will be among the casualties of 

Proposition 48 (NCAA News, March 1, 1989). Indeed, studies 

indicate that if proposition 48 had been in effect in 1976, 

nearly 60 percent of college athletes would have been 

disqualified, and of these students, 45 percent would have 

been black (Klitgaard, 1983; Advanced Technology, 1984). 

By 1994, an additional 4,000 students may be affected (NCAA 

~, March 1, 1989). 
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The decision to base admissions on standardized 

test scores raises issues of both equity and responsibility 

in educational institutions. Admittedly, colleges recruit 

talented athletes as a means of generating revenue and 

alumni support. In turn, student athletes gain access to 

higher education which may not have otherwise been 

available. Despite the many advantages of this mutually 

exploitative relationship, the potential victimization of 

the student athlete is of serious concern. Policies are 

needed which will ensure an adequate educational experience 

without reducing access to educational opportunities for 

student athletes (Culpepper and Keisser, 1989). 

Basing college admission and/or athletic 

eligibility on standardized test scores ignores the fact 

that aptitude tests, e.g., the SAT, do not predict success 

for all groups of students equally well and may seriously 

underpredict the academic success of minority and 

nonminority athletes. Consequently, separate standards for 

at-risk students do not necessarily indicate lower 

standards (Crouse and Trusheim, 1988). 

A cooperative study by the American Association of 

Collegiate Registrars and Admissions Officers (AACROA) and 

the American Council on Education (1984) found consistently 

higher academic success rates for athletes as compared to 

nonathletes on several measures, e.g., overall HSGPA, 

number of college-preparatory units completed, academic 
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strength of senior year, and class attendance records. 

Similar findings were reported by Kirchner (1982) and 

Parson (1989). Based on these and other studies, the 

assumption of equal validity of predictors for various 

subpopulations of entering freshmen warrants further 

investigation. Particular attention should be given to 

linking higher education admission standards to improvement 
/ 

in the quality of high school educational skills received. 

Although raising admission standards may be far simpler 

than monitoring the secondary education process, improving 

the quality of output is not justified by limiting input, 

i.e., limiting student access to higher education does not 

address inadequacies at the high school level. Existing 

academic support programs have proved successful in 

decreasing academic deficits and improving learning skills 

(Kirshenbaum and Perri, 1982), and establishing or 

increasing the number of programs available to motivate 

students and improve high school retention and students~ 

grade point averages should receive high priority. 

Large variations obviously exist in the levels of 

preparation received at various secondary institutions. 

Providing financial incentives may be a strategy by which 

to improve the quality of instruction provided. If schools 

were provided funds based on the college graduation rates 

of their students, college-level preparation might 

certainly increase. Such a strategy would distribute the 
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responsibility for graduating academically prepared 

students rather than placing accountability solely on the 

NCAA and college athletic departments (Lapchick, 1986). 

Studies show that less than 20 percent of the 

variance in academic success is attributable to admission 

criteria; the remaining 80 percent of variance is as yet 

undetermined (Toner, 1984). Therefore, raising admission 

criteria may not significantly increase the percentage of 

students experiencing academic success in college, and 

other variables predicting college success must be 

identified. 

The implementation of Propositions 48 and 42 will 

deny admission to a large proportion of student athletes 

who might otherwise succeed in college; yet, it is 

certainly not the intent of the NCAA to exclude athletes 

from college attendance (NCAA Manual, 1989). While 

standardized test scores may be valid for total groups, 

e.g., all students who apply for college admission, they 

should not be assumed to be valid for all populations. The 

NCAA limitations may, therefore, be inappropriate (NCAA 

Rules, 1986). Educating members of society is the ultimate 

responsibility of educational institutions, and rather than 

ignoring this responsibility, schools should focus on 

improving the educational process. 
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Purpose 

Over the years, numerous student athletes have been 

admitted to colleges and universities with below-average 

academic predictors for success. The purpose of this study 

is to determine 

1. the attitudes of college athletic department 

administrators (athletic directors, faculty 

representatives, and coaches) toward the new 

admission requirements; 

2. athletic department administrators' perceptions 

of whether these requirements will result in 

higher success rates for student athletes; and 

3. the differences among football coaches', 

basketball coaches', faculty representatives', 

and athletic directors' attitudes and the 

attitudes of potential college student athletes 

toward admission standards and college success. 

Research Questions 

The following research questions provide structure 

for the study: 

1. Do college athletic department administrators 

believe that the new admission requirements 

will improve academic success rates for 

student athletes? 

2. How do the perceptions of potential student 

athletes regarding the new admission standards 
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and academic success (NCAA, 1988) compare with 

those of college athletic department 

administrators? 

3. Do athletic department administrators feel 

that the SAT or ACT test is unbiased and a 

strong predictor of academic success? 

4. How do the perceptions of students 

participating in interscholastic athletics 

regarding the importance of obtaining a 

college degree (NCAA, 1988) compare to the 

perceptions of college athletic department 

administrators? 

5. Are athletic department administrators 

responsible for influencing and motivating 

student athletes to obtain a college degree? 

6. Do athletic department administrators agree on 

valid predictors of college success for 

student athletes (NCAA, 1988)? 

7. Do athletic department administrators have the 

greatest influence on the career plans of 

student athletes? 

8. How do the perceptions of student athletes 

regarding the determination of college 

academic eligibility based on educational 

skills received in high school (NCAA, 1988) 
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compare to the perceptions of college athletic 

department administrators? 

9. Do athletic department administrators perceive 

that the college or university supports and 

assists student athletes in gaining admission 

and maintaining academic success? 

10. How do the perceptions of student athletics at 

the time of admission (NCAA, 1988) compare to 

those of college athletic department 

administrators on the issue of whether they 

are as academically skilled as the average 

applicant? 

11. Are athletic department administrators 

primarily concerned with student athletes' 

academic success? 

12. What are the perceptions of student athletes 

regarding their coaches' ranking of academic 

success (NCAA, 1988) as compared to the 

perceptions of college athletic department 

administrators? 

Assumptions 

For purposes of this study, the following 

conditions are assumed: 

1. The College Administrators/Coaches 

Questionnaire (CACQ) is a reliable measure of 

attitudes. 
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2. The schools selected for inclusion are a true 

representative sample of their respective 

populations. 

3. Schools selected are members of NCAA Division 

IA and Division lAA athletic levels. 

4. Coaches and athletic department administrators 

responded truthfully to items included in the 

survey instrument. 

5. Student athletes involved in a parallel study 

conducted by the National collegiate Athletic 

Association (1988) provided honest responses to 

questionnaire items. 

6. Respondents (student athletes, athletic 

department administrators, faculty 

representatives, and coaches) require no 

special training to reply to survey items. 

7. Coaches and athletic department administrators 

personally responded to questionnaire items. 

Limitations 

This study is restricted by the following 

limitations: 

1. The study is confined to athletic department 

administrators and football and basketball 

coaches at the Division IA and Division lAA 

athletic levels. 
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2. Data on student athletes' attitudes previously 

compiled by the NCAA (1988) are utilized in the 

study. 

3. Responses to survey data have been solicited 

only from male student athletes and male 

coaches and athletic administrators. 

Definition of Terms 

For purposes of this research, the following 

definitions apply. 

1. Admission Predictors. General objective 

admission predictors accepted by NCAA Division 

IA and Division lAA member institutions 

include the following: (1) academic HSGPA, 

(2) overall HSGPA, (3) number of pre-college 

units completed, (4) upward trend in high 

school, (5) standardized test scores, (6) 

achievements during the senior year in high 

school, and (7) class attendance. Subjective 

admission predictors are also considered and 

include the following: (1) leadership 

(athletic and nonathletic), (2) ability to 

overcome obstacles, (3) evidence of personal 

motivation, (4) evidence of good citizenship, 

(5) ability to set and achieve personal goals, 

(6) sense of direction in life, and (7) strong 
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sense of self-identity, personal values, and 

community involvement (Lucido, 1989). 

2. American College Test (ACTl. A standardized 

aptitude test which reports a combined score 

of 1 to 36 on social studies reading, natural 

sciences reading, English usage, and math 

usage (Sedlacek and Webster, 1978). 

3. Athletic Eligibility. Fulfillment of NCAA 

requirements to gain athletic eligibility at 

the college level. Amateur student athletes 

are those who engage in a particular sport for 

the educational, physical, mental, and social 

benefits derived therefrom and to whom 

participation in that sport is an avocation 

(NCAA Manual, 1989). 

4. College Admission. Approved entrance to a 

college or university. commonly used 

selection criteria include predictions of 

college grades based on regressions of test 

scores and high school grades (Lucido, 1989). 

5. College Athletic Department Administrators. 

This category includes coaches (football and 

basketball), athletic directors, and faculty 

representatives at the Division IA and 

Division lAA levels. 

20 



(a) Coaches. Division IA and Division 

lAA head football and basketball 

coaches who are members of the NCAA 

and are employed by colleges or 

universities. 

(b) Athletic Directors. The college or 

university athletic department 

administrator who is directly 

responsible to the NCAA for all 

athletic and academic functions of 

the athletic department of the 

college or university. 

(c) Faculty Representative. The elected 

faculty representative of a college 

or university who serves on NCAA 

legislative enforcement committees 

and is responsible for presenting the 

institution's opinions on legislation 

directly related to athletic 

policies. 

6. College/University. A four-year educational 

i,1sti tution which is a member of the NCAA. 

7. High School Grade Point Average (HSGPAl. 

Academic grade point average earned in high 

school. GPA is based on completion of core 

curriculum courses: four years of English, 
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three years of mathematics, two years of 

social sciences, and two years of sciences 

(including one laboratory science course) 

(Lucido, 1989). 

8. National Collegiate Athletic Association 

(NCAA). The organization which monitors all 

phases of intercollegiate academics and 

athletics and establishes standards whereby 

member institutions can maintain the highest 

level of excellence (NCAA Manual, 1989). 

9. Proposition 48. NCAA Bylaw 5-1-(J) (1983) 

stipulates that an athletic qualifier is 

defined as a high school graduate with a 

minimum cumulative grade point average of 

2.000 (based on a maximum of 4.000) in a 

successfully completed core curriculum of at 

least eleven academic courses, including at 

least three years of English, two years of 

mathematics, two years of social sciences, and 

two years of natural or physical sciences. In 

addition, a combined (verbal and quantitative) 

minimum score of 700 on the Scholastic 

Aptitude Test or a composite score of 15 on 

the American College Test prior to July 15 

(preceding the individual's first enrollment 

in an institution of higher education) is 
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required. Any student athlete who has not met 

the minimum criteria may not practice or 

compete in any sport during the first year of 

college attendance but may receive 

athletically sponsored financial aid based on 

institutional regulations if partially 

qualified. Student athletes who are 

nonqualifiers under this legislation are 

eligible for only three seasons of athletic 

participation (NCAA Manual, 1989). 

10. Proposition 42. A modification of Bylaw 5-1-

(J) eliminating the "partial qualifier" 

provision. Amendment 5-1-(J)-(2) (1989) 

provides that an entering freshman athlete 

recruited by the athletics department who has 

no previous college attendance and who 

matriculates as a nonqualifier in a Division I 

institution shall not be eligible for 

financial aid, regular season competition, or 

practice during the first academic year. In 

accordance with Bylaw 5-1-(J), nonqualifiers 

are entitled to only three seasons of athletic 

participation (NCAA Manual, 1989). 

11. Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT). A standar

dized aptitude test which reports verbal and 

quantitative scores on a scale of 200 to 800 
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points for each section with a standard 

deviation of 30 points (Sedlacek and Webster, 

1978) . 

12. Student Athlete. A student whose matricula

tion is recruited by a member of the ~thletic 

department staff or other representative of 

athletic interests for purposes of participa

tion in the intercollegiate athletics program 

or a nonrecruited student who participates on 

an intercollegiate team under the jurisdiction 

of the Department of Intercollegiate 

Athletics. Participation in high school 

athletics does not qualify a student as a 

student athlete (NCAA Manual, 1989). 

13. Test Bias. Test bias occurs when the skills 

measured differ significantly from the skills 

actually needed. Bias also results when test 

scores are influenced by irrelevant 

characteristics such as ethnicity, gender, 

socioeconomic status, or religion (Diamond, 

1986). 

14. Test Reliability. The reliability coefficient 

for a set of scores is the coefficient of 

correlation between that set of scores and 

another set of scores on an equivalent test 
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obtained independently from tha members of the 

same group (Serow and Jackson, 1983). 

15. Test Validity. The correlation between a 

standardized aptitude test and its criterion. 

The validity of tests of educational 

achievement is measured by (1) the extent to 

which they are composed of a clearly defined 

and representative domain of tasks and (2) the 

reliability of scores. Validity is also 

measured by the absence of test bias 

(McMornack, 1983). 

Organization of Remaining Chapters 

Chapter 2 presents a review of the literature as it 

relates to the NCAA, college admission predictors, 

standardized testing, high school athletic and academic 

programs, and Propositions 48 and 42. Particular emphasis 

is placed on research discussing the importance of student 

athletes' commitment to academic success and studies 

examining the characteristics of programs which have been 

effective in promoting that success. Finally, NCAA 

legislation affecting student athletes' admission, athletic 

eligibility, and financial aid eligibility is reviewed. 

Chapter 3 discusses the methodology utilized in the 

study. Data related to research design, selection of 

participants, and the survey instrument are presented. 

25 



Information relative to the statistical procedures used in 

analyzing data is also included. 

Research results are discussed in Chapter 4, and 

statistical support for the comparative analysis of 

responses to measurement instruments is provided. 

Chapter 5 discusses and summarizes the research 

results and offers recommendations based on the findings. 
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CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

A review of the literature pertinent to this study 

is presented in this chapter. The review consists of five 

parts: (1) the history and development of the NCAA, (2) 

the purposes of college admission predictors, (3) a 

description and analysis of the SAT and ACT tests, (4) a 

discussion of the performance levels of high schools and 

their involvement in programs providing for the academic 

development of student athletes, and (5) a description and 

analysis of NCAA legislation contained in Propositions 48 

and 42. 

History and Development of the NCAA 

The National Collegiate Athletic Association is the 

organization through which the nation's colleges and 

universities speak and act on athletic matters at the 

national level. It is a voluntary association of more than 

1,000 institutions devoted to the sound administration of 

intercollegiate athletics (NCAA Manual, 1989). 

Committees form the core of the Association. 

Approximately 775 positions exist on the NCAA's 84 

committees. All sizes and types of institutions, from the 

largest state universities to small private and church

affiliated colleges, make up the membership of the NCAA. 
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In fact, more than 500 member institutions do not compete 

on the major college level. Membership, which has risen 

steadily from 387 members in 1950 to 1,017 in 1988, is 

based on accreditation by the regional academic accrediting 

agency, participation in at least four intercollegiate 

sports, and compliance with all NCAA legislation (NCAA 

Manual, 1989). 

Tne final authority and governing body of the NCAA 

is its Annual Convention, held in January. Each active, 

qualified conference member holds one vote on Convention 

issues. Between Conventions, a 46-member NCAA Council 

establishes and directs Association policy, reviews 

Association activities, and studies major intercollegiate 

athletic issues. Members, elected by the chief executive 

officers of member institutions, include the President, 

Secretary-Treasurer, 22 faculty representatives from 

Division I,ll from Division II, and 11 from Division III 

(NCAA Manual, 1989). 

Through the NCAA, member colleges consider athletic 

problems of national concern. The Association strives to 

maintain intercollegiate athletics as an integral part of 

the educational experience and involve athletes as an 

integral part of the study body. The NCAA also establishes 

rules for conduct in intercollegiate athletics and serves 

as the national athletic accrediting agency (NCAA Rules, 

1986) . 



The National Collegiate Athletic Association began 

in 1905 in response to concerns about the safety of college 

athletics, specifically football. The rugged nature of the 

game and the resulting injuries and deaths prompted many 

institutions to consider abolishing intercollegiate 

football. Others urged that reforms be instituted (NCAA 

Manual, 1989). 

In response to these concerns, President Theodore 

Roosevelt sponsored an initiative to encourage reforms. In 

December 1905, Chancellor Henry M. MacCracken of New York 

University convened a meeting of thirteen institutions to 

consider changes in football-playing rules. This group, 

consisting of 62 members, was chartered in 1906 as the 

Intercollegiate Athletic Association of the United states 

(IAAUS), and, in 1910, became the National Collegiate 

Athletic Association. Originally, the NCAA was a 

discussion group and rule-making organization; however, in 

1921, the first NCAA national championship was held, the 

National Collegiate Track and Field Championship. Over the 

years, additional rules committees were formed, and the 

number of championship competitions increased (NCAA Manual, 

1989) . 

By the end of World War II, it had become apparent 

that abuses of established recruiting and financial aid 

guidelines were widespread. In addition, the number of 

post-season football games was increasing rapidly, and 
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member institutions were concerned about the negative 

effects of unrestricted television coverage on attendance. 

The scope and complexity of these problems and the 

increasing number of NCAA members and championships 

demonstrated an increasing need for full-time professional 

leadership. In 1951, Walter Byers, who had previously 

served as a part-time executive assistant, was named as 

Executive Director of the National Collegiate Athletic 

Association, and in 1952 a national headquarters was 

established in Kansas City. The first Annual Convention 

instituted a program to control live television coverage, 

and the Association's Council was empowered to regulate 

post-season play. A mechanism was created to enforce the 

Association's legislation, and all members were pledged to 

observe NCAA regulations. These decisions established a 

program designed as a cooperative undertaking with member 

institutions working through the NCAA to achieve academic 

excellence and improve administration of intercollegiate 

athletics (NCAA Manual, 1989). 

In 1973, the first Special Convention met to divide 

the Association's membership into three legislative and 

competitive divisions. Five years later, Division I 

members voted to create subdivisions IA and lAA. In 1980, 

women were included in NCAA activities when Divisions II 

and III established ten championship competitions for 1981-

82. A year later, the historic Seventy-Fifth Convention 
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adopted an extensive governance plan to include women's 

athletic programs, services, and representation (NCAA 

Manual, 1989). 

The President's Commission, created in 1984, called 

a landmark Special Convention in June 1985. Their charge 

was to take decisive action to strengthen the compliance 

and enforcement efforts of the Association. In June 1987, 

a second Special Convention was convened by the President's 

Commission, launching a national forum on critical issues 

facing intercollegiate athletics. Based in part on these 

studies, the Association has established eight objectives 

to guide the operation of the National Collegiate Athletic 

Association (NCAA Manual, 1989). 

1. To initiate, stimulate, and improve 

intercollegiate athletics programs for student 

athletes and to promote and develop educational 

leadership, physical fitness, sports 

participation as a recreational pursuit, and 

athletic excellence. 

2. To uphold the principle of institutional 

control of, and responsibility for, all 

intercollegiate sports in conformity with the 

constitution and bylaws of the Association. 

3. To encourage members to adopt eligibility rules 

to comply with satisfactory standards of 
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scholarship, sportsmanship, amateurism, and 

academics. 

4. To formulate, copyright, and publish rules of 

play governing intercollegiate sports. 

5. To preserve intercollegiate athletic records. 

6. To supervise conduct of, and to establish 

eligibility standards for, regional and 

national athletic events under the auspices of 

the Association. 

7. To legislate, through bylaws or by resolution 

of a Convention, upon any subject of general 

concern to the members in the administration of 

intercollegiate athletics. 

8. To study in general all phases of competitive 

intercollegiate athletics and establish 

standards whereby the colleges and universities 

of the United States can maintain their 

athletic activities on a high level. 

Purposes of College Admis§ion Predictors 

The use of college admission criteria can be traced 

to the formation of what has been called the "meritocratic 

philosophy." Tl'lis philosophy, which reached its peak in 

the 1950s, was based on academic merit, the belief that a 

college education was an earned right, not a birthright, 

and that only the most promising young people should be 

able to attend college (Cross, 1972). Advocates of 
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meritocracy erected their own barriers to college entrance, 

and academic aptitude tests became an obstacle in gaining 

college admission. 

Since the 1970s, the importance of maintaining high 

enrollment and retention rates in higher education has been 

recognized. This involves not only the moral issue of 

educating members of society but also the more practical 

issue of generating sufficient revenue to maintain 

institutions of higher education. The college retention 

rate for student athletes is particularly low and is 

decreasing each year (Goodrich, 1978: Sedlacek and Webster, 

1978). This reflects a great loss of revenue and human 

potential, and it is critical that steps be taken to 

understand and reduce attrition, particularly for the 

student athlete. 

One means of increasing academic success rates is 

to strengthen academic preparation and improve college 

selection and admission processes (ott, 1978). Most 

admission criteria for student athletes have been validated 

by NCAA legislation: however, there is still cause for 

alarm. Studies which apply common college admissions 

criteria (i.e., standardized test scores) to student 

athletes show lower test validity for student athletes, 

particularly minority student athletes, than for 

nonathletes (Sedlacek and Brooks, 1976). This variance may 

be explained in part by the cultural and racial biases of 
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traditional predictors and criteria for admission. The 

academic success rate for minority and nonminority student 

athletes is related more to lack of cognitive attributes 

than to academic ability alone (Sedlacek, 1977). 

Further evidence is provided by Sedlacek and Brooks 

(1976), who identified seven specific noncognitive 

variables related to college admission and academic 

success: (1) positive self-concept, (2) realistic self

appraisal, (3) understanding of and ability to cope with 

racism, (4) preference for long-term goals over immediate 

needs, (5) availability of strong personal support, (6) 

successful leadership experience, and (7) demonstrated 

community service. Each of these factors has been studied 

individually, although little research on their collective 

effects has been undertaken. One study, however, found 

significant relationships between noncognitive variables 

and HSGPA and student athletes' satisfaction with their 

academic success (Frisbie, 1986). Frisbie goes on to say 

that attempts should be made to extend the knowledge base 

in this area by examining the predictive value of these 

noncognitive variables compared to common admission 

criteria, particularly the SAT. 

Many institutions still rely heavily on the 

measured ability of applicants as determined by 

standardized aptitude tests. Common objective admission 

criteria include (1) academic HSGPA, (2) SAT test scores, 
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and (3) overall HSGPA. In addition, most colleges also use 

sUbjective criteria similar those identified by Sedlacek 

and Brooks (1976) (Wilson, 1983). Nonetheless, the 

question of validity of admission criteria remai.ns. How 

well do criteria, individually and in best-weighted 

composites, predict college academic success (Baggaley, 

1974)? Studies designed to assess the comparative validity 

of admissions criteria for predicting overall academic 

success are not enough. The validity of particular 

admission standards for predicting success in particular 

contexts must also be examined. comparative research in 

this area should include cumulative, variable-based, 

academic success criteria in a setting characterized by low 

attrition rates and meaningful admission criteria and based 

on all work completed by student athletes in a given 

cohort, regardless of amount, during their undergraduate 

careers (Childs, 1987). 

Institutions of higher education have many options 

in mandating admission criteria. criteria acceptable to 

the institution's trustees or faculty may be justified, 

students could be chosen randomly, or selective criteria 

might be used to extend educational offerings to students 

of varying abilities. Regardless of the selection process, 

students who differ socially and culturally may continue to 

experience difficulties in a traditional collegiate 

program. Potential for academic success can be increased 
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by developing criteria which take into account the needs of 

nontraditional students (ott, 1978). 

Development of new admission criteria has generally 

been confined to two areas: (1) traditional indicators and 

(2) psychological factors. Combining and changing the 

emphasis of these areas has produced a third area of 

growing interest: the biographic/academic profile. 

Further study is needed to determine whether consideration 

of student' biographic/academic profile will reduce bias in 

admission criteria (Ott, 1978). 

A Description and Analysis of the SAT and ACT Tests 

The Scholastic Aptitude Test and the American 

College Test have a greater impact on potential college 

students than ever before since the 1983 NCAA legislation 

requiring combined scores of 700 and 15, respectively, for 

athletic eligibility. For the first time, the futures of 

student athletes depend on the results of these often 

biased tests (Mitgang, 1989). 

The SAT began in 1926 when it was administered to 

8,040 students (Rosser, 1988). ETS officials estimate that 

in the ensuing half-century, the test has been administered 

to over 30 million students. Applicants now exceed one 

million per year, 35 percent of whom are potential student 

athletes (Underwood, 1980). The SAT h~s become firmly 

entrenched in college admission criteria, yet the past two 
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decades have witnessed many controversies regarding its 

validity. 

The SAT is sponsored by the College Board and is 

written and administered by the Educational Testing Service 

(ETS). Scores reflect competence in two areas: verbal 

aptitude (SAT-V) and math aptitude (SAT-M). A third score, 

the Test of Standard written English (TSWE), measures 

writing ability through the use of multiple-choice 

questions; however, this score appears to hold less 

significance in determining admission criteria (Donlon, 

1984) . 

Like any test, the SAT has a standard deviation for 

individual scores (approximately 30 points on a 200 to 800 

scale) (Wilson, 1983). Consequently, a given score may not 

accurately reflect students' abilities. In fact, studies 

show that HSGPA is a better predictor of college success 

than the SAT (Frisbi9. 1986). Given the standard 

deviation, a student with a combined score of 670 falls 

within a predicted range of 640 to 700. However, this is a 

conservative estimate of the actual variance which may 

occur. A combined score of 670 reflects only a 66 percent 

chance that the actual score is between 640 and 700. The 

probability that the true score varies by more than 30 

points is 33 percent, with a probability of approximately 

17 percent that the actual score is higher. Consequently, 

of the 1,488,300 students who took the SAT during the 1987-
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88 academic year, 486,100 received scores varying more than 

30 points from their true score (Greene, 1987). In 

addition, the degree of test validity and, consequently, 

the value of test predictions about college performance 

vary according to the score received (Toner, 1984). Based 

on this variance, the College Board (Toner, 1984) and the 

ETS (Wilson, 1983) have discouraged use of "cut-off" scores 

as the sole criteria for making decisions regarding 

admission. still, "hundreds of thousands of students are 

wiped out annually by the wrong SAT score" (Greene, 1987, 

p. 33). Test bias, reliability, and validity all affect 

scores and warrant further research before basing admission 

criteria and athletic eligibility on these scores. 

Two major areas of test bias exist. The first 

occurs when the skills measured by a test differ 

significantly from the skills actually required. The 

second involves scores which are influenced by irrelevant 

characteristics such as ethnicity, gender, socioeconomic 

status, or religion. In these cases, tests scores may be 

more a cultural phenomenon than an indicator of relative 

capabilities. These two biases severely jeopardize the 

validity of standardized tests (Frary and Zimmerman, 1984). 

A recent report on the Educational Testing Service 

(ETS) , which writes and administers the SAT, charged that 

standardized tests have undue influence on college 
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admission decisions and that tests have little value in 

predicting future academic performance (Nairm and Nader, 

1980). Additionally: Nairm and Nader charged that ETS

administered tests were sponsored and controlled by 

associations of colleges and graduate and professional 

schools. The SAT, described by ETS as an aptitude test, 

was never intended to assess innate, unchanging abilities 

but only to measure learned skills. The predictive 

validity of standardized tests can be judged in relation to 

those of alternative predictors. For example, the 

characteristic validity of the SAT at the college level 

(.41) is lower than that of high school grades (.52) 

(McMornack, 1983). This variance may be explained by the 

restriction of range and criterion unreliability of the 

SAT. Still, testing agencies avoid adjusting computed 

validity coefficients, judging it preferable to report the 

more conservative scores (Jacobson, 1988). 

Test reliability depends on three main factors: 

the length of the test, the intercorrelation of the items, 

and the range or abilities in the group tested. The 

relation of these factors to the reliability coefficient is 

expressed in the following general statements. 

1. The longer the test, the more reliable it will 

be. 

2. The higher the intercorrelation among the 

items, the higher the reliability. 
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3. The wider the range of abilities in the group 

tested, the higher the reliability of the test 

(Williams, 1983). 

Test constructors have a degree of control over the first 

two items, and efforts shoald be made to improve test 

reliability in these areas. 

Ebel (1985) defines test reliability in the 

following way. "The reliability coefficient for a set of 

scores from a group of examinees is the coefficient of 

correlation between that set of scores and another set of 

scores on an equivalent test obtained independently from 

the members of the same group" (p. 15). Three aspects of 

this definition require explanation. First, reliability is 

not a property of a test in itself but occurs when the 

instrument is applied to a particular group of examinees. 

Tests appropriate to the levels of abilities in the group 

yield higher reliability in scores achieved, and the wider 

the range of talent, the higher the reliability of scores. 

Second, the operational definition (Ebel, 1985) specifies 

the use of a correlation coefficient as a measure of 

reliability. One of the properties of the correlation 

coefficient is that it provides a reactive, rather than 

absolute, measure of agreement between pairs of scores for 

the same persons. If the differences between scores for 

the same person are small relative to the differences 

between scores for different persons, the test will tend to 
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show a high reliability. Conversely, if the differences 

between scores for the same person are large relative to 

the differences between persons, then the scores will show 

low reliability. Finally, the operatioral definition 

(Ebel, 1985) calls for two or more independent measures 

obtained from equivalent tests of the same trait for each 

member of the group. This is the essence of reliability. 

From this, it follows that the various means of obtaining 

independent measurements of the same achievement will 

provide the basis for several distinct methods of 

evaluating the potential reliability of the test. 

Acceptable SAT scores are required for admission by 

1,500 colleges and universities (Greene, 1987). If these 

colleges are to rely on test scores, rather than other 

indices of student potential, tests which measure mastery 

of required skills should be developed. 

The High School Level and a Description 
of its Involvement with Student Athletes' 

Academic Development 

The goals and objectives of secondary schools are 

very different from those of colleges and universities. 

Secondary schools are charged with educating students 

regardless of their ability, intelligence, background, or 

handicapping condition and preparing them to live 

compatibly and successfully in American society. Every 

high school graduate is expected to be able to manipulate 

basic numbers, have some background in American history and 
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government, and be a functional, literate citizen. In 

addition, secondary schools are expected to improve race 

relations, teach self-respect and respect for others, 

oversee immunization and nutrition, be. responsible for 

teaching manners and courtesy, and, also, maintain 

discipline and teach self-discipline when parents are far 

too often unable to do either. Finally, secondary schools 

must prepare students to qualify for admission to college 

(Copenhaver, 1986). 

High school athletics has become an integral part 

of the secondary school structure. More than five million 

students from every segment of society will compete in high 

school athletics this year (Reed, 1989), and one in fifty 

will compete for college athletic scholarships (Copenhaver, 

1986). Statistically, student athletes maintain higher 

grade point averages, better attendance records, lower 

drop-out rates, and fewer disciplinary problems than the 

general student body. Why, then, measure these students by 

a different standard (Joekel, 1985)? Under public law 

(Roberts, 1982), students may graduate from high school 

with a "D" average; however, student athletes are required 

to maintain a "C" average to participate in sports 

activities. 

The quality of public education is an issue of 

widespread national concern, and the highly publicized "No 

Pass, No Play" rule has drawn additional attention to this 
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issue. Yet, researchers have only begun to consider the 

academic difficulties of student athletes during the last 

ten years (Fulton, 1986). 

Macey (1986) states that establishing higher 

eligibility requirements does not improve the academic 

accomplishments of students, particularly members of the 

freshman and sophomore classes. Educators agree that 

athletic participation has positive educational value 

(Macey, 1986), yet "No Pass, No Play" regulations diminish 

athletic program participation. What, then, are the 

alternatives available to provide student athletes with the 

necessary academic skills required to maintain athletic 

eligibility? 

The concept of minimum standards is not a new one, 

but NCAA athletic eligibility legislation (1983, 1989) has 

renewed the controversy over its value to students. The 

objective of the minimum academic standards concept is to 

improve skills and achievement. This objective certainly 

engenders no opposition. The prerogative of individual 

school districts to set standards in keeping with their 

values and expectations must be respected; however, 

requirements should not penalize those students who seek to 

participate in sports (Childs, 1987). Imposing regulations 

on high school athletes without a support system in place 

will not raise standards. If minimum academic standards 

are to be applied, schools must provide the support 
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required, e.g., tutoring, counseling, and improved teacher 

performance (Glatthorn and Newberry, 1986). 

Many secondary schools have adopted the following 

mandatory program for their student athletes (Soltz, 1988): 

1. A comprehensive seminar for developing 

effective study skills and management 

strategies. Seminar topics include effective 

listening and note taking, test preparation, 

test taking, academic planning and preparation 

for career interests, time management, and the 

development of appropriate decision-making 

strategies. 

2. A mandatory pre-practice study hall to provide 

the routine and structure necessary to fulfill 

academic obligations. 

3. Informing parents of the standards for 

participation in athletics and enlisting their 

support in the form of a written contract. 

4. Providing an accountability system to be used 

by counselors, coaches, and teachers to monitor 

grades, conduct, and attendance. Failure to be 

rated satisfactory in any area may result in 

warnings, probation, suspension, or dismissal 

from the athletic team. 

students who experience athletic success and academic 

failure often realize too late that their goals and 
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aspirations were unrealistic. Of 1,359 student athletes 

who entered NCAA-member institutions in 1977, only 14 

percent graduated in four years, 27 percent in five years, 

and 31 percent in six years (NCAA, 1983). A professional 

athletic career is realized by only one student athlete in 

12,000. Intervention strategies such as those discussed 

above can enhance the overall success of student athletes 

by putting athletics in a more realistic perspective and 

providing attainable career opportunities. 

An Analysis and Description of NCAA 
Legislation. Propositions 48 and 42 

Proposition 48, legislated by the NCAA in 1983 and 

codified in NCAA Bylaw 5-1-(J), stipulates that 

beginning in 1986 entering freshmen student 
athletes will be eligible for athletic scholarships 
and immediately eligible to compete in athletic 
competition only if the student athlete has 
achieved a grade point average of at least 2.0 in a 
college preparatory core curriculum (English, math, 
science, social studies) and attained a minimum 
score of 700 on the SAT (combined SAT-V and SAT-M) 
or 15 on the ACT (NCAA Manual, 1989). 

Proposition 42 (1989) was subsequently devised to stem 

continuing abuses. "Almost every rule we have in the NCAA 

is generated by some abuse," said Cedric Dempsey, 

University of Arizona Director of Athletics and Chair of 

the NCAA Basketball Committee (Hansen, 1989). "In the case 

of Proposition 42, it is a reaction to the exploitation and 

misuse of athletes in the academic system." Proposition 42 

stipulates that "no athletic scholarship can be awarded to 
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any potential student athlete who does not meet the minimum 

academic admission standards stated in Proposition 48" 

(NCAA Manual, 1989). 

The issues of academic standards and freshman 

eligibility are among the most controversial and hotly 

debated in NCAA history. Proposition 48 was prepared by a 

group of presidents from NCAA institutions, organized by 

the American Council on Education (ACE), and introduced at 

the 1983 NCAA Convention. Although approval of the 

criterion requiring a minimum HSGPA in a core curriculum of 

2.0 was unanimous, the composition of the core curriculum 

and the additional requirement of a minimum standardized 

test score were disputed. Since the quality of a 2.0 HSGPA 

can vary widely among schools, many felt that a 

standardized test requirement was essential (Toner, 1984). 

Proponents' arguments were based mainly on academic 

integrity issues. "The adoption of Proposition 48 will 

effect an understanding that if freshmen are to be used for 

varsity competition, efforts are needed to encourage 

academic preparation at the secondary level" ("1983 NCAA 

Convention Proceedings," NCAA Manual, 1989, p. 103). 

Donald Shields of Southern Methodist University agreed: 

It seems clear to many of us in these days of 
increasing national concern about inadequate 
academic standards in our secondary schools and 
colleges that this legislation is not only 
appropriate but indeed is necessary to preserve the 
organizational integrity of the NCAA as well as the 
institutional integrity of our member institutions 
("1983 NCAA Convention Proceedings," NCAA Manual, 
1989, p. 105). 
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opponents of Proposition 48 argued that 

standardized tests are discriminatory and that legislation 

should not infringe on an institution's right to set its 

own admission standards. Joseph B. Johnson of Grambling 

state University spoke on behalf of the historically black 

institutions: This proposal "discriminates against student 

athletes from low-income families by introducing arbitrary 

SAT and ACT cutoff scores as academic criteria for 

admission, scholarships, and eligibility" (NCAA Convention 

proceedings, 1983, p. 104). Johnson argued that the 

proposal was also impaired by setting standards for only 

Division I NCAA members (NCAA Convention Proceedings, 

1983). 

The majority of delegates felt that strong measures 

were needed, and proposals to soften the proposed 

amendments were not accepted. Proposition 48 was adopted, 

reaffirming the NCAA's ability to set eligibility standards 

in collegiate athletics ("1983 NCAA Convention 

Proceedings," NCAA Manual, 1989). 

In an effort to assess the effects of proposition 

48, the NCAA Research Committee collected comprehensive 

data on the academic preparation and performance of student 

athletes (NCAA, 1988). A primary focus was the predictive 

value of standardized test scores and core HSGPA. The 

triad of college admission, academic integrity, and 

academic eligibility was also considered in an effort to 
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avoid neglecting any particular domain. This research 

paved the way for the new legislation in Proposition 42. 

Proposition 42 was adopted by NCAA Division I 

schools by a vote of 162 to 155 at the 1989 Convention. It 

dictates that a proposition 48 nonqualifier is not only 

ineligible to participate in athletic competition during 

the freshman year but may not receive an athletic 

scholarship. This Proposition conveys the message that 

colleges are not professional "minor league" systems but 

are dedicated instead to academic integrity (Cox, 1989). 

During the 1987-88 season, a total of 274 freshmen 

at Division IA and IAA levels of basketball and football 

were ruled ineligible. Alcorn state and Bethune-Cookman, 

each with twelve ineligible freshman, led the list. They 

were following by Alabama and Grambling with eight each. 

Southwestern Louisiana, Mississippi, and Southern 

Mississippi each admitted seven ineligible freshmen. 

Clemson and Oklahoma, with five each, led the list of teams 

ranked in the top twenty athletically (Culpepper and 

Keisser, 1989). Although the NCAA maintains that the 

competitive equity level will not be compromised by 

Propositions 48 and 42, admission of these students makes 

it evident that academic excellence must continue to 

compete with the administrative and alumni support of and 

revenue provided by athletic excellence. 
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The current trend in higher education institutions 

has been to work toward creating criteria which would 

better predict the potential of candidates for admission. 

These include 

1. requiring student athletes to maintain a grade 

point average of 2.0 in college core courses, 

2. making all freshmen ineligible to participate 

in varsity sports, 

3. raising high school performance standards for 

incoming student athletes, and 

4. creating a culturally neutral test to predict 

college success (Culpepper and Keisser, 1989). 

49 



CHAPTER 3 

METHODS 

This chap~er describes the methodology utilized in 

investigating the perceptions among athletic department 

administrators at Division IA and lAA institutions of 

student athletes' academic standings and athletic 

eligibility. 

population 

The Division IA and lAA institutions which employ a 

head basketball coach, head football coach, and athletic 

director and have an elected faculty representative for 

athletics were eligible to participate in this study. 

Various types of institutions were represented (state

financed schools; private institutions; liberal arts 

colleges; professional schools, e.g., medical, law, 

engineering; and church-affiliated colleges), and student 

enrollments in eligible schools ranged from 1,500 to 45,000 

(NCAA Manual, 1989). Institutions selected were all NCAA 

members; however, affiliation with a particular conference 

(e.g., Pac 10, Big 10, Western Athletics Conference) was 

not required. Therefore, some qualified institutions, 

e.g., Notre Dame University, were considered to be 

independent. 
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In order to qualify as a member of the NCAA, 

colleges must be accredited by the NCAA regional agency; 

maintain at least four intercollegiate sports (three in the 

traditional areas of football, basketball, and baseball) ; 

comply with all NCAA legislation dealing with financial 

aid, recruiting, playing seasons, post-season cvmpetition, 

and other areas of administration; and agree to cooperate 

fully with the NCAA enforcement program and respect 

penalties imposed by the program (NCAA Manual, 1989). 

Active NCAA members are determined to be Division 

IA or IAA if their programs include minimum criteria for 

sports sponsorship, football and basketball competition, 

scheduling requirements, academic and eligibility 

standards, and financial aid limitations. Division IA 

members are also required to meet minimum paid football and 

basketball attendance criteria (NCAA Rules, 1986). 

Sample 

The research sample consisted of all eligible 

Division IA and IAA schools for which questionnaires were 

completed and returned by head football coaches, head 

basketball coaches, athletic directors, and faculty 

representatives. 

Measurement 

A questionnaire was developed to assess the 

attitudes of college athletic department administrators 
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toward student athletes' academic and athletic success (see 

Appendix A). The questionnaire was modeled after the 

recently completed NCAA study (1988) measuring the 

attitudes of student athletes in the areas of academics and 

athletics. 

Initially, efforts were targeted toward selecting 

approximately 40 relevant questions for athletic directors 

and football and basketball coaches. Survey questions were 

then reviewed and modified. Following this revision, a 

test survey was distributed to a panel of experts 

consisting of three coaches, one athletic director, one 

faculty representative, one admission director, and one 

athlete. The panel was selected according to school size, 

geographic location, level of athletic success, and 

academic standards. Test responses were reviewed by a 

statistician, and final revisions to the College 

Administrator/Coach Questionnaire (CACQ) were completed. 

This survey instrument differs from the NCAA (1988) 

study in that it measures the degree of importance of items 

to athletic department administrators. The NCAA study 

provided for a yes or no response to each survey item, 

whereas this research used a 5-point Likert scale. A 

statement of purpose and directions for responding were 

included as part of the 26-item questionnaire. 
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Procedures 

A packet containing an introductory letter 

(Appendix B), the questionnaire, and a self-addressed, 

stamped envelope was personally addressed and mail~d to 

each head football coach, head basketball coach, athletic 

director, and faculty representative at eligible 

institutions. Color coding facilitated identification of 

respondents while ensuring confidentiality. A targeted 

return date was identified, and no follow-up letters were 

sent. Survey results were made available to participants 

at their request. 

Data Analysis 

The analyses of variance method was chosen to 

analyze the data because it was assumed that data scores 

were normally distributed and that respondents did not 

differ from nonrespondents. Therefore, inferential 

statistics were employed to generalize to the population. 

Tests for homogeneity of variance were also conducted to 

ensure that the homogeneity of variance assumption was not 

threatened. Meeting most of the assumptions of a~alyses of 

variance, this statistic was deemed relatively robust. 

Thus, a series of analyses of variance were calculated to 

determine whether differences existed among the perceptions 

of coaches, athletic directors, and faculty representatives 

regarding the attitUdes of student athletes toward their 

academic and athletic success in college. Group membership 
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(coaches, athletic directors, faculty representatives) 

constituted the independent variable, while questionnaire 

items comprise the dependent variables. Where significant 

differences (alpha < .05) emerged, post-hoc analysis (using 

alpha < .05) were calculated to isolate differences in the 

four groups. Because many separate but identical 

univariate comparisons were calculated, alpha inflation was 

a potential threat to the validity of findings. Therefore, 

the formula 1 - (1 - alpha)c was utilized to control 

multiple univariate comparisons. 

The second issue addressed by this study involved a 

comparison of student athletes' attitudes toward academic 

and athletic success (as measured by the NCAA, 1988, study) 

to the attitudes of athletic department administrators on 

the same issues. Originally, t-tests were considered for 

calculating these comparisons; however, the NCAA study 

lacked sufficient data, i.e., standard deviations, to use 

this method. Instead, Fisher's probabilities were 

calculated to determine differences between attitudes of 

student athletes and those of athletic department 

administrators. 
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CHAPTER 4 

FINDINGS 

The purpose of this study was to examine the 

attitudes of college athletic directors, faculty 

representatives, and football and basketball coaches toward 

new admission requirements and their perceptions of whether 

these requirements will result in higher academic and 

athletic success rates for student athletes. In addition, 

the attitudes of these institutional representatives are 

compared to those of student athletes (NCAA, 1988). 

Findings which emerged from the methods and procedures 

described in Chapter 3 are presented. To enhance the 

meaningfulness of this discussion, several analyses were 

conducted, and graphic illustrations were developed. These 

illustrations (Tables 1 and 2) will be discussed and their 

contributions to the study examined. 

Survey Responses 

Of the 1,196 qualified respondents, 789 returned 

the completed survey instrument, a return rate of 65.96 

percent. Of those responding, 189 were athletic directors 

(hereafter referred to as directors), 147 were faculty 

representatives (hereafter referred to as faculty), 211 

were football coaches, and 242 were basketball coaches. 

This indicates responses from 64 percent of directors 
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contacted, 50 percent of faculty, 71.8 percent of football 

coaches, and 82.3 percent of basketball coaches. Of the 

789 responses received, 24 percent were from directors, 

18.6 were from faculty, 26.7 percent were from football 

coaches, and 30.7 percent were from basketball coaches. 

The following review of statistical data relates to the 

findings shown in Table 1 (see pages 68-71). 

Question 1 of the College Administrator/Coach 

Questionnaire (CACQ) (Appendix A), which attempted to 

determine how strongly each group agreed with the 

requirements of Proposition 48, showed significant 

differences among the groups (F = 34.3). Scheffe post-hoc 

tests (1953) revealed that opinions of football and 

basketball coaches differed significantly from those of 

directors and faculty. On a five-point Likert scale (1 = 

strongly agree, 5 = strongly disagree), all groups agreed 

with Proposition 48 requirements; however, directors agreed 

most strongly (x = 1.3), followed by faculty (x = 1.6), 

with coaches indicating the least support (x = 2.2). 

Question 2 analyzed support for the NCAA 

legislation proposed in proposition 42. Again, significant 

differences were found (F = 55.5). Responses by directors 

(x = 2.5) were significantly different from those of 

faculty and coaches, and basketball coaches' opinions (x ~ 

4.2) differed significantly from those of faculty (x = 3.2) 

and football coaches (x = 3.5). Only directors agreed with 
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proposition 42 requirements, and basketball coaches 

disagreed most strongly. The contrast between basketball 

and football coaches may be due to the limited number of 

student athletes who may actively participate in basketball 

(15) as opposed to football (100+). 

Degree of institutional control over admission 

requirements was addressed in Question 3. The analysis of 

variance (F = 20.8) indicated a significant difference 

among the four groups. Scheffe post-hoc tests (1953) 

revealed that faculty opinions (x = 1.96) differed from 

those of other groups and that significant differences 

occurred between basketball (x = 2.73) and football (x = 

3.25) coaches. Opinions of directors (x = 2.77) coincided 

with those of basketball coaches. Faculty agreed most 

strongly that institutions should control admission 

requirements, and only football coaches disagreed. 

Question 4, which was designed to determine the 

strength of high school grade-point average (GPA) in 

predicting college success for student athletes, revealed a 

significant difference (F = 9.3) among the four groups, 

with coaches' opinions diverging from those of directors 

and faculty. Football coaches felt most strongly that high 

school GPA is an accurate predictor of college success (x = 

2.2), followed by basketball coaches (x = 2.5). Directors 

(x = 2.8) and faculty (x = 2.7) agreed; however, their 

responses approached a neutral rating. 
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Question 5 examined the perceived value of 

standardized test scores in predicting academic success. 

Results showed definitive differences (F = 49.1) in that 

coaches' opinions were far less positive than those of 

directors and faculty. Directors showed the highest rate 

of support for standardized tests (x = 2.6), followed by 

faculty (x = 2.8). Coaches did not agree that SAT or ACT 

test scores predict college success, with basketball 

coaches (x = 3.7) disagreeing to a somewhat higher degree 

than football coaches (x = 3.3). 

The institution's responsibility for providing 

academic support, e.g., tutors, to student athletes was 

addressed in Question 6. The analysis of variance (F = 

9.3) confirmed a significant difference between faculty and 

other groups. All groups agreed that support should be 

provided. Football coaches showed the strongest support 

(x = 1.1), followed by directors (x = 1.2) and basketball 

coaches (x = 1.3). Faculty expressed the least support for 

providing academic assistance to student athletes (x = 

1. 4) • 

Item 7 questioned the obligation of coaches to 

monitor the progress of student athletes toward a college 

degree. Analysis of variance showed no significant 

differences among the four groups (F = 3.2); however, 

Scheffe post-hoc tests (1953) revealed that responses from 

basketball coaches differed significantly from those of 
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football coaches. All groups agreed that coaches should 

monitor progress toward a degree. Football coaches 

demonstrated the most support (x = 1.38), closely followed 

by directors (x = 1.4) and faculty (x = 1.5). Basketball 

coaches agreed only moderately (x = 1.6) that coaches 

should monitor the progress of student athletes. This is 

surprising since basketball coaches would be responsible 

for monitoring the smallest number of students. 

Responses to Question 8 revealed a significant 

difference (F = 13.0) between directors and other groups. 

Question 8 solicited opinions about minimum GPA 

requirements by grade level. Basketball coaches showed the 

most support (x = 2.2), followed by football coaches (x = 

2.3) and faculty (x = 2.4). Directors were very close to a 

neutral rating on this issue (x = 2.95). 

The appropriateness of requiring completion of 24 

units per academic year to retain athletic eligibility was 

examined in Question 9. Analysis of variance (F = 1.8) 

revealed no significant differences among groups, although 

football coaches (x = 1.5) showed slightly more support 

than other groups (x = 1.7). 

Question 10 inquired whether coaches should have 

the authority to assign student athletes to required study 

sessions. Significant differences existed (F = 18.0) among 

the four groups. All agreed that coaches should maintain 

this authority; however, football coaches' opinions (x = 
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1.2) differed from those of other groups. Significant 

differences also existed between faculty (x = 1.8) and 

directors (x = 1.4). Football coaches were most 

supportive, followed by directors. Surprisingly, 

basketball coaches (x = 1.6) supported authority to assign 

athletes to study sessions less strongly than directors. 

The requirement for completion of 24 units per 

academic year was examined in Question 9. Question 11 was 

designed to determine whether student athletes should have 

the flexibility to complete fewer than half of required 

units in a given semester. Respondents did not favor 

allowing student athletes this flexibility. Analysis of 

variance (F = 4.8) and Scheffe post-hoc tests (1953) 

demonstrated a significant difference between directors (x 

= 3.7) and football coaches (x = 3.2), while basketball 

coaches (x = 3.3) and faculty (3.6) were more moderate in 

their responses. All groups agreed that accountability for 

12 units per semester would assist in directing student 

athletes toward completing college degree requirements. 

Question 12 investigated support for grouping 

student athletes in the same courses. Opinions of 

directors and faculty differed significantly from those of . 

coaches, a clustering similar to that found in Questions 1, 

4, and 5. Additionally, analysis of variance (F = 24.9) 

found significant differences between faculty and 

directors. Basketball coaches (x = 2.1) most strongly 
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supported grouping student athletes, followed by football 

coaches (x = 2.3) and directors (x = 2.7). Only faculty 

(x = 3.2) disagreed with this concept. 

Question 13 explored the issue of whether student 

athletes are as likely as nonathletes to reach their full 

academic potential. It was designed to determine whether 

athletic participation is a higher priority for student 

athletes than academic success. Responses were similar, 

but a significant difference (F = 7.3) did exist between 

directors and two other groups, faculty and basketball 

coaches. Faculty (x = 2.3) felt most strongly that student 

athletes place a higher priority on athletic participation 

than academic success, followed by coaches (x = 2.6). 

These responses were anticipated; however, it is surprising 

that directors (x = 2.9) were virtually neutral on this 

issue. 

The importance of student athletes obtaining a 

degree was examined in Question 14. Predictably, all 

groups agreed regarding the value of acquiring a college 

degree. However, it was not anticipated that faculty would 

differ significant~y from other groups (F = 6.8). 

Responses from directors (x = 1.30), football coaches (x = 

1.20), and basketball coaches (x = 1.26) were quite 

similar. Faculty also agreed (x = 1.54), though less 

strongly. 
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Survey item 15 questioned whether athletic 

departments should be an influencing agent in keeping 

student athletes on track to graduate. It was anticipated 

that faculty would not support athletic department 

intervention: however, no significant differences were 

identified among the four groups (F = 1.4). Directors (x = 

1.6), faculty (x = 1.7), football coaches (x = 1.6), and 

basketball coaches (x = 1.7) all supported athletic 

department mediation. 

If a student athlete requires more than five years 

to complete a degree, the college or university should 

continue to provide financial aid to the student athlete. 

This item constituted Question 16 of the CACQ. Responses 

followed a consistent pattern, with football coaches' 

opinions differing significantly from those of directors 

and the opinions of faculty and basketball coaches 

differing significantly from those of directors (F = 8.8). 

Continued financial aid was most strongly supported by 

football (x = 2.2) and basketball (x = 2.4) coaches, 

followed by faculty (x = 2.76). Directors, who would be 

responsible for providing additional fundin~. nonetheless 

agreed (x = 2.79) that student athletes should be provided 

continued support to receive a degree. 

Question 17 asked whether colleges work with 

student athletes to help them achieve the academic success 

necessary to complete a degree. Analysis of variance 
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showed a significant difference (F = 13.0) between football 

coaches and other categories of respondents. Directors (x 

= 1.9), faculty (x = 2.0), and basketball coaches (x = 1.8) 

all agreed that institutions provide academic support for 

student athletes. Football coaches may have agreed less 

strongly (x = 2.4) because of the large number of student 

athletes participating in the football program. 

For Question 18, which considered whether incoming 

freshmen should be eligible to participate in athletic 

competition, the results were not anticipated in that 

basketball coaches differed significantly from other 

respondents (F = 16.4). Directors (x = 2.3) most strongly 

favored eligibility for freshmen, followed by football 

coaches (x = 2.6), and faculty (x = 2.7). Only basketball 

coaches opposed eligibility for freshmen (x = 3.2). 

However, their responses were only slightly beyond the 

neutral position. 

Question 19 addressed the issue of whether all 

colleges and universities should have identical admission 

requirements. Opinions of faculty differed significantly 

from those of other groups, and basketball coaches differed 

significantly from directors (F = 13.6). Faculty disagreed 

most strongly (x = 4.2), followed by basketball coaches (x 

= 3.7), football coaches (x = 3.5), and directors (x = 

3.3). All respondents agreed that individual standards 

should be reflected in institutional admission criteria. 

63 



The effects of the duration of the athletic season 

on student athletes' academic performance were examined in 

Question 20. Predictably, opinions of coaches differed 

from those of faculty and directors (F = 11.4). still, all 

respondents agreed that some negative effects exist. 

Faculty agreed most strongly (x = 2.1), followed by 

directors (x = 2.3), basketball coaches (x = 2.65), and 

football coaches (x = 2.71). 

Question 21 inquired whether incoming student 

athletes had been provided adequate educational skills at 

the high-school level. None of the respondents judged that 

sufficient preparation had been provided; however, faculty 

responses differed significantly from those of directors 

and basketball coaches (F = 6.5). Faculty disagreed most 

strongly (x = 4.3), followed closely by football coaches 

(x = 4.0) and basketball coaches (x = 3.9). Directors 

disagreed least strongly (x = 3.7). 

Proposed "no pass/nQ play" requirements at the 

high-school level have precipitated heated debates. 

Question 22 investigated opinions on this policy. Perhaps 

surprisingly, responses of football coaches were 

significantly different from those of directors and 

basketball coaches (F = 4.8). All categories of 

respondents agreed that "no pass/no play" requirements 

should be implemented in high schools, yet strongest 

support was indicated by directors and basketball coaches 
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(x = 1.9). Faculty responses were very similar (x = 2.0), 

with football coaches indicating a smaller degree of 

support (x = 2.2). 

The alliance of coaches against faculty and 

directors was again apparent in Question 23, which 

suggested that raising minimum academic standards in high 

schools would improve the academic skills necessary for 

college admission. Analysis revealed significant 

differences between coaches and directors and between 

faculty and basketball coaches (F = 8.4). still, the means 

for football (x = 1.8) and basketball (x = 1.9) coaches did 

not fall far behind those for directors (x = 1.6) and 

faculty (x = 1.7). 

Survey item 24 questioned whether the grades of 

student athletes are lower than those of nonathletes 

because of the time commitment involved in sports 

participation. Faculty would be expected to assume a 

different view on this issue, and analysis of variance 

supported this expectation (F = 10.1). Directors and 

basketball coaches (x = 3.1) were basically neutral on this 

issue, with football coaches (x- 3.3) disagreeing somewhat 

more strongly. Only faculty (x = 2.6) agreed that time 

commitments to sports participation were likely to result 

in lower grades. 

Question 25 examined the correlation between 

freshman ineligibility and academic success, and a 
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significant difference was found between basketball coaches 

and other categories of respondents. Directors (x = 3.3), 

faculty (x = 3.2), and football coaches (x = 3.3) did not 

feel that academic success and college graduation rates 

would increase if student athletes were ineligible to 

participate in athletics during their freshman year. Only 

basketball coaches agreed (x = 2.6). This result is 

consistent with the findings in Question 18, which examined 

support for freshman eligibility. 

The last question of the CACQ sought opinions on 

whether raising admission standards for student athletes 

would result in higher graduation rates. Anticipated 

differences between coaches and other respondents were 

verified (F = 35.6). Directors (x = 2.5) and faculty (x = 

2.4) agreed, football coaches appeared to be neutral (x = 

3.0), and basketball coaches disagreed (x = 3.5). 

Anticipated difficulties in recruiting qualified student 

athletes no doubt influenced the opinions of coaches. 

Overall, responses to the College Administrator/ 

Coach Questionnaire were anticipated. In illost cases, 

coaches' opinions were similar, as were those of directors 

and faculty. Academic issues were strongly supported by 

faculty, and coaches were generally in agreement on issues 

dealing with athleti~ eligibility. All groups strongly 

supported academic success issues, with faculty being the 

most supportive. Despite differences, all respondents 
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appeared supportive on issues directly affecting the 

academic and athletic success of student athletes. 

Initially, t-tests were considered for calculating 

comparisons between the survey instrument utilized in this 

study and the NCAA (1988) study. However, standard 

deviations were not provided in the NCAA study, so 

insufficient data were available to use this method of 

comparison. Instead, Fisher's probabilities were 

determined. The results of these calculations are 

summarized in Table 2 (see pages 80-83). Table 2 compares 

the opinions of college athletic department administrators 

(athletic directors, faculty representatives, and football 

and basketball coaches) to those of NCAA college student 

athletes (NCAA, 1988). "Agree" and "strongly agree" 

responses from the CACQ were combined to compute the 

percentage of college athletic department administrators 

(hereafter referred to as administrators) supporting the 

questionnaire statements. For actual response frequencies, 

see Appendix C. Opinions of administrators were then 

compared to those of NCAA college student athletes 

(hereafter referred to as athletes) for the 21 questions 

that were common to both studies. As shown in Table 2, 

significant differences (p < .05) were found in 15 of the 

21 questions. 

Question 1 examined agreement with Proposition 48 

requirements. Administrators were far more supportive 

67 



68 

Table 1. Means and analysis of variance results 
depicting the relationship between 
attitudes and position. 

Que.tion Athletic 
Direitor. 

1. How stronqly do you agree 
with Propo.ition 48 
requir_.nt.? 

2. How stronqly do you agree 
with the propo.ed legi.
lation ot Propo.ition 42? 

3. Row .tronqly do you think 
the college/univer.ity 
should have inatitutional 
control over a~i •• ion 
require .. nt. and not the 

1.29 

2.54 

NCAA? 2.77 

4. Row stronqly do you tee I 
that the .tudent athlete's 
hiqh .chool CPA i. the be.t 
acade.ie predictor tor 
succe •• in college? 2.75 

5. How stronqly do you 
believe the SAT/ACT i. 
a stronq predictor ot 
college succe •• ? 2.56 

6. How strongly do you 
believe the college/ 
univer.ity .hould be 
responsible tor providinq 
an acade.ie support 
statt tor the .tudent 
athlete? 1.23 

7. How strongly do you 
teel it i. the coaches 
obliqation to aonitor 
the student athlete'. 
proqres. toward a 
college degree? 1.44 

8. Should there be a CPA 
requir_ent per qrade 
level in colleqe tor 
the .tudent athlete? 2.95 

9. How .tronqly do you 
teel the yearly 24 
unit proqres. 
eliqibility rule i. 
appropriate? 1.69 

10. Should a coach have 
the authority to 
author i.e .tudy table 
tor any student 
athlete? 1.43 

Faculty 
ReRs. 

X 

1.64 

3.15 

1.96 

2.71 

2.76 

1.41 

1.50 

2.40 

1.73 

1.7' 

Football 
Coa£he. 

X 

3.U 

3.25 

2.19 

3.31 

1.14 

1.38 

2.33 

1.54 

1.20 

Basketball 
Coa£he. 

X F 

2.22 34.32** 

4.21 55.47** 

2.73 20.75** 

2.45 9.ll** 

3.73 49.05** 

1.26 9.25** 

1.58 3.16* 

2.18 12.97** 

1.65 1.81* 

1.57 18.03** 



" QuuUon 

11. A •• uainq 24 ••••• t.r 
hour. i. r.quired tor 
a y.ar •• hould the 
.tud.nt athl.t. have 
the tl.xibility to 
drop b.low the nuab.r 
ot unit. required 

Athl.Uo 
Dir.ctor. 

r 

per ••••• t.r? 3.66 

12. Should .tud.nt athl.t •• 
be allowed to be in the 
.... cour.. (qrouped 
toq.th.r) a. f.llow 
.tUdent athl.t •• ? 2.68 

13. How .tronqly do you f •• l 
th.t .tUd.nt athl.t ••• 
wh.n coap.red to non
.tUd.nt athl.t... tind 
it h.rd.r to _It. 
acad •• ic worlt th.ir top 
priority and q.t the 
qrad.. th.y .r. 
capabl. of? 2.94 

14. At the pr ••• nt ti ••• do 
you t •• l it 18 iaportant 
tor .ach on. ot your 
athl.t.. to q.t a 
d.qr •• ? 1.30 

15. How .tronqly do you 
f •• l the athl.tic 
d.partaent .hould b. 
the influ.ncinq .q.noy 
in It •• pinq .tUd.nt 
athl.t.. on traclt in 
th.ir .duc.tion .nd 
c.r •• r pl.n.? 1.55 

16. It a .tud.nt .thl.t. 
n.ed. acr. than the 
tiv. (5) y.ar. to 
co.pl.t. a d.;r •• 
8hould the coll.;./ 
univ.r.ity .thl.tic 
d.part •• nt provide 
tinanci.l aid? 2.79 

17. How .tronqly do you 
f •• l the coll.;. a. a 
whole worlt8 with the 
.tUd.nt athl.t.. to 
h.lp th.. .chi.v. the 
ac.d .. ic .ucc ••• 
n.c •••• ry to co.pl.t. 
a d.;r •• ? 1.92 

18. How .tronqly do you t •• l 
th.t inco.inq fr •• ha.n 
.hould b. .liqibl. to 
p.rticipat. th.ir 
tr •• ~n y •• r in 
athl.tic.? 2.27 

3.61 

2.34 

1.54 

1.73 

2.76 

1.97 

2.70 

FoOtb.ll 
Coach •• 

1 

3.22 

2.32 

2.62 

1.20 

1.64 

2.17 

2.40 

2.58 

... It.tb.ll 
Co.ch •• 
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3.31 4.80** 

2.14 24.91 •• 

2.61 7.30 •• 

1.26 6.75** 

1.71 1.37· 

2.38 8.82** 

1.82 12.96** 

3.22 16.41** 



"QUe.t1on Athletic 
Director. 

1~. Should .11 co11eq./ 
univ.r.iti •• h.v. the 
•••• .dlli •• ion 
r.quir ... nt. (1 ••• , 
3.0 GPA-hiqh .chool, 
r.coa..ndation., t •• t 

I 

.cor •• )? 3.25 

20. Hov .tronqly do you t •• l 
the curr.ut l.nqth ot 
•••• on could .tt.ct 
the .tud.nt .thl.t.' • 
• c.d •• ic pertoraanc • 
• nd th.n .ttect th.ir 
ch.nc. ot • coll89. 
deqr •• ? 2.32 

21. Hov .tronqly do you 
t •• l th.t .11 the 
incoainq .tud.nt 
.thl.t.. h.v. be.n 
qiv.n the .ppropri.t. 
hiqh .chool educ.tion.l 
.kill. n.c •••• ry to 
.chiev. coll89. .c.d •• ie 
.ucc ••• ? J. 73 

22. Mo.t r.c.ntly, th.r. i •• 
aov. to •• tabli.h .t.t • 
• c.d .. ic .t.nd.rd. tor 
tho.. .tud.nt. who 
p.rticipat. in hiqh .chool 
.thl.tic.-NO PASS/NO PLAY. 
Ar. you in .qr .... nt with 
thi. .t.nd.rd tor hiqh 
.chool .thl.t •• ? 1.87 

23. Would r.i.inq .iniaua 
.c.d •• ic .t.nd.rd. in the 
hiqh .chool i.prov • 
• c.d .. ic .kill. n.ed.d to 
.chi.v. the n.c •••• ry 
coll89. .dlli •• ion 
r.quir ... nt. tor the 
pot.nti.l .tud.nt 
.thl.t.? 1.57 

24. Hov .tronqly do you 
t •• l th.t coll89. qrad •• 
r.c.ived by the .tud.nt 
.thl.t. particip.tinq in 
.thl.tic. .r. lov.r th.n 
the non-.thl.t. bec.u •• 
ot the ti .. co .. it .. nt? 3.10 

25. Hov .tronqly do you t •• l 
.c.d .. ic .ucc... .nd 
coll89. qr.du.tion would 
incr.... it .tud.nt 
.thl.t.. w.r. in.liqibl. 
to p.rticip.t. in 
.thl.tic. th.ir fr •• ba.n 
y •• r? 3.32 

4.17 

2.05 

4.30 

2.01 

1. 67 

2.59 

3.18 

Footb.ll 
Coach •• 

X 

3.50 

3.99 

2.24 

1.83 

3.28 

3.30 
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... ketb.ll 
Co.che. 

f' F 

3.72 13.63** 

2.65 11.43** 

3.86 6.45** 

1.89 4.78** 

1.91 8.37** 

3.10 10.11** 

2.57 15.89** 



QIlUtion Athletic raculty rootball 
Direstor. ReRa. Coa¥hea 

X X X 

26. How atronqly do you feel 
that raiainC) the 
adaiaaion atandarda and 
1l81n1j the accepted cut
off aeon. of the SAT/ACT 
viii provide a practicable 
vay of predlctinq colleqe 
acad .. ic aucce •• , and 
colleqe qradll8tion ratea 
for the atudent athlete? 2.49 2.41 

.indicat .. atatlatical aiqnificancel P < .05 
•• indicatea atatiatical aiqnificancel P < .01 

2.99 

aaaJtetball 
Coa£hea 

71 

X r 

3.50 35."** 



(84.2 percent) of these requirements than athletes (38.7 

percent). This indicates that while both groups may be 

concerned about academic success, athletes support the 

objectives of Proposition 48 significantly less (p = .001) 

than administrators. 

Questions 2 and 3 of the CACQ found no parallel 

items in the NCAA (1988) study and were not considered in 

this comparison. 

High school GPA as a predictor of academic success 

was addressed in Question 4. Neither administrators (62.2 

percent) nor athletes (52.2 percent) were in strong 

agreement, and no significant difference existed between 

the two groups (p = .099). It appears that both 

administrators and athletes agree that given adequate 

support, athletes can succeed in college regardless of 

their high-school grades. 

Question 5 explored support for standardized tests 

as an indicator of academic success. Responses were 

similar to those in Question 4. Administrators (41.7 

percent) and athletes (34.0 percent) agreed (p = .154) that 

the SAT and ACT are not strong predictors of academic 

success, and even less support was shown for standardized 

tests as predictors of success than for high school GPA. 

These opinions are supported by research on the validity, 

reliability, and possible bias of standardized tests. 
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Although responses to Question 6 differed 

significantly (p = .001), both groups showed strong support 

for colleges providing academic support for athletes. 

Support to achieve academic success was advocated by 99.5 

percent of administrators and 80.7 percent of athletes. 

Significant differences (p = .001) were again found 

in Question 7 which addressed the obligation of coaches to 

monitor athletes' progress toward a college degree. 

Coaches may show strong support (94.9 percent) based on the 

direct link between academic success and athletic 

eligibility. Athletes apparently feel that strict 

monitoring of their progress is less important since only 

72.5 percent agreed with Question 7. Negligible support by 

athletes may be a result of their desire for the autonomy 

expected by college students. 

Responses to Question 8, requiring a given GPA by 

grade level, were quite similar (p = .442). Administrators 

(63.8 percent) and athletes (62.2 percent) agreed that a 

GPA requirement by grade level is appropriate for promoting 

academic success. 

Question 9 examined the issue of requiring 

completion of 24 units per academic year to retain athletic 

eligibility. Administrators strongly supported this 

requirement (92.6 percent), while athletes' opinions 

differed significantly (p = 001). With only 49.5 percent 

of athletes showing support for this requirement, it 
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appears that they believe standards should be identical for 

athletes and nonathletes, who are not required to complete 

a minimum number of units per year. 

Significant differences also occurred in Question 

10 (p = .001), which was designed to determine whether 

coaches should have the authority to assign athletes to 

required study sessions. Coaches felt this authority 

contributed to academic success (92.4 percent), while 

athletes agreed much less strongly (65.5 percent). 

Question 11 is the first of only five issues on 

which percentages of agreement were higher for athletes 

than for administrators. It expanded on the issue 

addressed in Question 9 by considering whether athletes 

should be allowed the flexibility to complete fewer than 12 

units per semester of the required 24 units per academic 

year. Athletes' responses differed significantly from 

those of administrators (p = .001). Only 35 percent of 

administrators supported this flexibility, while 67.6 

percent of athletes agreed. As in Question 9, athletes 

apparently felt they should be allowed the same flexibility 

as nonathletes, e.g., the option of attending summer 

session classes to maintain adequate units of enrollment. 

Although a significant difference in responses (p = 

.001) was found in Question 12, neither group felt strongly 

about grouping athletes in the same courses. This concept 
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was supported by 60.3 percent of administrators and 33.4 

percent of athletes. 

Similar results were communicated in survey item 13 

(p = .044), which questioned whether athletes find it more 

difficult than nonathletes to make academic success their 

top priority. Administrators supported this notion more 

strongly (61.1 percent) than athletes (47.9 percent); 

however, moderate percentages indicated that it was 

generally believed that athletes could focus on academic 

success. 

In Question 14, the importance of obtaining a 

degree was strongly advocated by both groups (p = .626). 

Percentages were virtually identical for administrators 

(95.4 percent) and athletes (95.2 percent). 

Significant differences (p = .009) were identified 

in Question 15, which examined whether the athletic 

department should be an influencing agency in keeping 

athletes on track in their education and career plans. As 

in other questions (7, 9, 11) which measured the importance 

of keeping athletes on a path toward success, 

administrators showed a higher degree of support (90.5 

percent) than athletes (77.6 percent). Athletes may feel 

that it is inappropriate for athletic department 

administrators to be involved in their academic affairs. 

In response to Question 16, neither group showed 

strong support for providing financial aid to athletes for 
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more than five years (p = .195). Percentages were somewhat 

higher for administrators (61.9 percent) than for athletes 

(54.6 percent); however, both groups apparently feel it is 

the responsibility of the student athlete to graduate 

within five years. 

Responses to Question 17 showed significant 

differences between the two groups (p = .005). This 

question dealt with the issue of whether colleges work with 

student athletes to help them achieve academic success. 

Administrators (78.2 percent) were fairly confident that 

adequate assistance was being provided, whereas athletes 

(59.8 percent) did not share this perception. Athletes' 

opinions may be based on difficulties encountered in 

keeping pace with other students despite extensive absenses 

in connection with athletic participation. 

As in Question 11, responses to Question 18 were 

supported more strongly by athletes (87.9 percent) than by 

administrators (56.0 percent). Question 18 asked whether 

incoming freshmen should be eligible to participate in 

athletics. Although differences were not significant at 

the .05 level (p = .054), athletes supported freshman 

eligibility to a greater degree than administrators. 

For Question 19 of the CACQ, no parallel question 

existed in the NCAA (1988) study. 

Question 20 was designed to determine the eff~~ts 

of length of athletic season on the academic performance of 
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athletes. Differences between the two groups were 

significant (p = .010), with athletes concurring more 

strongly (78.9 percent) than administrators (63.2 percent) 

that academic performance is negatively affected by length 

of athletic season. 

Question 21 investigated perceptions of whether 

high schools provided athletes with the skills necessary to 

achieve success in college, and responses showed less 

positive consensus on this issue than any other survey 

item. Opinions differed significantly (p = .001); however, 

neither group agreed that appropriate educational skills 

had been provided at the high-school level. Only 16.9 

percent of administrators felt that incoming student 

athletes were adequately prepared, while 46.6 percent of 

athletes agreed. 

Question 22 endorsed establishment of "No Pass, No 

Play" regulations at the high-school level. As in previous 

questions supporting academic requirements, athletes were 

less likely to agree (64.4 percent) than administrators 

(80.0 percent). Differences were significant at the .009 

level. 

Raising minimum academic standards in high schools 

as a method for improving academic skills and college 

admission potential was addressed in Question 23. Despite 

statistical differences (p = .003), both groups supported 

this concept, with administrators (91.4 percent) favoring 
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higher academic standards more strongly than athletes (76.0 

percent) . 

Question 24 is the final item of the CACQ which 

finds a parallel in the NCAA (1988) study. It explored the 

degree to which athletes' grades are negatively impacted by 

the time committed to athletic participation. As in 

Questions 11, 18, 20, and 21, athletes' responses supported 

the survey item more strongly than administrators' 

responses (p = .001). Only 42.9 percent of administrators 

felt that time devoted to athletic participation negatively 

impacted grades, while 69.6 percent of athletes supported 

this position. 

Clearly, college athletic department administrators 

supported items in the CACQ more strongly than NCAA college 

student athletes. In part, this may the result of 

administrators' belief that student athletes have only two 

responsibilities--academics and athletics. However, this 

does take into consideration the wide variety of 

educational, cultural, and socioeconomic backgrounds of 

student athletes or social activities which may affect 

their goals and opinions. Nonetheless, the statistics 

sup~vrted the hypothesis that the opinions of student 

athletes would differ from those of college athletic 

department administrators. 
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Summary 

The analyses conducted to address the differences 

in attitudes among athletic directors, faculty 

representatives, football coaches, and basketball coaches 

found significant differences on 24 of 26 survey items 

(excluding Questions 9 and 15). Generally, these 

differences were consistent with those anticipated. With 

few exceptions, football and basketball coaches shared 

comparable perceptions, as did athletic directors and 

faculty representatives. Similarly, opinions of NCAA 

college student athletes differed predictably from those of 

college athletic department administrators. 
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Table 2 • Percentage of agreement with survey items by 
position. 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
NCAA colleqe 
Colleqe Athletic 
Student Ath. raculty Dept. 
Athlete. Dir •• Rep •• coache. l Ad.in •• 2 ri.her'. 

Que.tion (t, (t, ct, (t, (t, Probability 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
1. How .trongly do you aqree 

with Propoeition 48 
require_nt.? 38.7 94.7 93.2 76.8 84.2 .001 

2. How .trongly do you aqree 
with the propo.ed leqie-
lation ot Propo.ition 42? • 63.5 42.2 25.6 37.8 

3. How .trongly do you think 
the colleqe/univer.ity 
ehould have in.titutional 
control over adai •• ion 
requir ... nt. and not the 
NCAA? • 53.2 73.3 48.1 54.0 

4. How .tronqly do you tee I 
that the .tudent athlete'. 
hiqh .chool GPA i. the be.t 
acade.ic predictor tor 
.ucce.. in colleqe? 52.2 48.1 55.1 70.4 62.2 .099 

5. How .tronqly do you 
believe the SAT/ACT ie 
a .trunq predictor ot 
colleqe .ucce •• ? 34.0 65.6 50.3 28.9 41.7 . 154 

6. How .tronqly do you 
believe the colleqe/ 
univer.ity .hould be 
re.poneible tor providinq 
an acad_ic .upport 
.tatt tor the .tudent 

100.0 99.3 99.5 .001 athlete? 80.7 99.5 

7. How .tronqly do you 
feel it i. the coaches 
obliqation to .onitor 
the .tudent athlete'. 
proqre.. toward a 
colleqe deqree? 72.5 93.1 93.9 96.0 94.9 .001 

8. Should ther* be a GPA 
requir ... nt per qrade 
level in colleqe tor 
the .tudent athlete? 62.2 44.4 59.6 73.3 63.8 .442 

9. How .tronqly do you 
tee I the yearly 24 
unit prc.qre •• 
• liqibility rule i • 

95.8 92.6 .001 appropriate? 49.5 17.3 89.8 

1Coach •• includft football coach •• and basketball coach~s. 

2Colleqe athletic depart.ent adaini.trator. ~nclude athletic di t 
repre.entativee, football coache., and ba.ketball coache.. rec ora, faculty 
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------- -------------------------NCAA Coll.,. 
Coll.,. Athl.tio 
student Ath. r.culty Dept. 
Athl.t .. Din. R.p •• Coach •• AdaJ. ... 1 ri.h.r'. 

au .. tion (t, (t, (t, (t, (t, Probability ------------------
10. Should • coach h.ve 

the .uthority to 
.uthoriz. .tudy table 
for .ny .tud.nt 
.thl.t.? 65.5 93.1 81.6 95.6 92.4 .001 

11. uauainq 24 ..... t.r 
hours i. required for 
• y •• r, .hould the 
.tud.nt .thl.t. h.v. 
the fl.xibility to 
drop below the nuaber 
of unit. r.quired 
peJ.' ..... t.r (12)1 67.6 25.4 34.0 39.3 35.0 .001 

12. Should .tud.nt .thl.t •• 
be .llowed to be 1.n the 
.... courae (CJ1"OUped 
tOCJ·th.r) a. fellow 
.tudent athl.t •• ? 33.4 58.6 33.6 69.5 60.3 .001 

13. How .tronqly do you f •• l 
th.t .tud.nt .thl.te., 
wh.n co.parad to non-
.tud.nt athl.t •• , find 
it hard.r to _k. 
acad .. ic verA th.ir top 
priority and g.t the 
CJrad.. they ar. 
c.pabl. of? 47.9 49.5 70.1 63.1 61.1 .044 

14. At the pre .. nt ti •• , do 
you f .. l it i. iaportant 
for •• ch on. of your 
.thl.t.. to qet a 
d.,ree? 95.2 96.8 93.2 95.6 95.4 .626 

15. How etronqly do you 
f •• l the .thl.tic 
d.part:aent Mould be 
the influencinq agency 
in keepinq .tud.nt 
.thl.tu on tr.ck 1n 
th.ir aducation and 
career pl ... ? 77.6 86.2 89.8 92.5 90.5 .009 

16. If • .tudent .thl.t. 
n.ad. acr. than the 
tiv. (5) y .. n to 
coaplete • decJre • 
• hould the college/ 
univ.reity .thl.tic 
d.part:aent provide 
U .. no1al aid? 54.6 53.2 53.7 68.1 61.9 .195 

17. How .tronqly do you 
f •• 1 the col leg. a. a 
whol. wort. with the 
.tudent .thl.t.. to 
h.lp th.. .chi.v. the 
.c.d .. ic .ucc ••• 
n.c •••• ry to coapl.te 
• d.,r •• ? 59.8 81.2 76.7 77.4 78.2 .005 
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--------------------------------------------------------------------------NCAA ColleIJ. 
COlleIJ· Athl.tio 
Student Ath. r.culty Dept. 
Athl.t •• Din. R.p •• Coach •• AdIai.,..l ri.h.r'. 

au .. tion (t, (t, (t, (t, (t, Probebil1ty --_ ..... ... _--------------------------------------
18. How .tronqly do you r •• l 

th.t incoa1nq rr •• ba.n 
.hould be .liqibl. to 
partic1pat. th.1r 
rr •• baan y •• r 1n 
.thl.tic.? 87.9 66.3 55.1 52.1 56.0 .054 

19. Should .11 colleq./ 
univ.r.iti •• have the 
•• _ .dai •• ion 
r.quir_nts (i. •• , 
3.0 GPA-hiqh .chool, 
r.co.aendation., t •• t 
.cor •• )? • 35.8 12.3 23.0 24.0 

20. How .tronqly do you r •• l 
the current lenqth or 
•••• on could .ffect 
the .tud.nt .thl.t.' • 
• c.dea1c perforaanc. 
and th.n .rr.ct th.1r 
chanc. or • colleq. 
d.qr •• ? 78.9 66.3 74.8 58.1 63.2 .010 

21. How .tronqly do you 
r •• l that .11 the 
1ncoainq .tud.nt 
.thlete. have be.n 
q1v.n the .ppropriate 
h1qh school educ.tional 
ekill. nec .... ry to 
.chi.". cOlleIJ •• cad .. ic 
.ucc ... ? 46.6 20.9 8.8 17.9 16.9 .001 

22. Mo.t recently, th.r. is a 
.av. to e.tebl1.h .tate 
acadealc .tandards for 
tho.. .tudent. who 
participat. 1n hiqh .chool 
.thl.tic.-NO PASS/NO PLAY. 
Ar. you 1n .qr._nt w1th 
th1. .tandard ror hiqh 
.chool athl.t •• ? 64.4 84.5 78.2 78.8 80.0 .009 

23. Would ra1.1nq ainiaua 
.cad .. 1c .tand.rd. 1n the 
h1qh school 1aprove 
acad .. 1c .kill. n.eded to 
.chi.v. the n.c •••• ry 
cOlleIJ. adai •• ion 
requ1~nt. ror the 
pot.ntial .tudent 
.thl.t.? 76.0 95.7 89.8 90.1 91.4 .003 

24. How .tronqly do you 
t •• l that colleIJ. qr.d •• 
rec.ived by the .tudent 
.thl.t. partic1pat1nq 1n 
athl.tic. ar. low.r than 
the non-athl.t. becau •• 
ot the t1 .. coaa1taent? 69.6 38.5 50.3 42.4 42.9 .001 
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-------------------------------._._--------------------------------------------

Quution 

NCAA 
COllecJe 
Student 
Athlete. 

(t, 

Ath. 
Din. 

(t, 

COllecJe 
Athletio 

raculty Dept. 
Rep.. Coache. Adaina.1 

(t, (t, (t, 
rbber'. 

Probability ---------------_._------------_._----_._--------------------------_._-------------_._ .. 

25. How atronqly do you reel 
acade.ic aucce.. and 
colleqe qraduation would 
incru.. it atudent 
athlet .. were ineliqible 
to participate in 
athletica their rrea~n 
year? * 

26. Row atronqly do you reel 
that niainq the 
adai •• ion atendard. and 
uainq the accepted cut
orr acore. or the SAT/Ac:t 
will provide a practicable 
way or predictinq colleqe 
acad .. ic .ucce •• , and 
colleqe qraduation ratea 
ror the atUdent athlete? * 

36.4 34.0 47.2 

58.3 65.1 38.9 

*indicate. lack or a co.parable queation in the NCAA (1988, atudy 

42.2 

48.4 



CHAPTER 5 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Despite the volumes of work espousing the virtues 

of college athletics, little research has been done on the 

effects of athletic department administrators on student 

athletes. without empirical data, the credibility of this 

effect as a vital component in achieving academic success 

for student athletes is questionable. 

Student athletes rely heavily on the opinions of 

athletic department administrators in forming their own 

attitudes toward academic success. Determining specific 

effects will aid administrators and coaches in assessing 

and improving academic success for student athletes. 

Purpose 

The purpose of this study was to investigate the 

attitudes of college athletic department administrators 

toward the academic success of student athletes. 

Sample 

The survey sample consisted of 189 athletic 

directors, 147 faculty representatives, 211 football 

coaches, and 242 basketball coaches from NCAA Division I 

institutions nationwide. This represents a response rate 

of 65.96 percent. 
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Procedures 

A packet containing an introductory letter and 

questionnaire was sent to all athletic department 

administrators in eligible institutions. Participants were 

requested to respond to the 26-question survey instrument 

and return it by the identified date. 

Measurement 

The CACQ was composed of 26 questions designed to 

assess the attitudes of college athletic department 

administrators toward the academic and athletic success of 

student athletes. It was modeled after the 1988 NCAA study 

measuring the attitudes of student athletes in these areas. 

Treatment of Data 

A series of data analyses were conducted to examine 

whether differences existed among the perceptions of 

football coaches, basketball coaches, athletic directors, 

and faculty representatives toward the academic and 

athletic success of student athletes. All in but two 

cases, significant differences were found among the four 

groups (see Table 1). Secondly, using Fisher's probability 

scores, the attitudes of athletic department administrators 

were compared with those of student athletes (NCAA, 1988). 

Findings 

Statistical analyses identified both similarities 

and differences among the four categories of athletic 
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department administrators. In most cases, however, 

basketball and football coaches concurred, as did athletic 

directors and faculty representatives. On academic issues, 

athletic directors and faculty representatives were most 

supportive, and coaches agreed most strongly with 'issues 

sanctioning athletic eligibility. All groups showed 

various degrees of support for ideas promoting academic 

success for student athletes. 

Table 2 collapsed the CACQ categories into a 

percentage of athletic department administrators supporting 

issues identified in the questionnaire. This combined 

percentage was compared with that of student athletes 

(NCAA, 1988) on identical issues. Athletic department 

administrators were consistently more supportive of CACQ 

issues than student athletes. As discussed in Chapter 4, 

these differences are attributed to the age and background 

of the student athletes. 

Finally, collective analyses conducted to determine 

the attitudes of athletic department administrators toward 

new eligibility requirements for student athletes yielded 

significant differences for 24 of 26 comparisons. 

Predictably, coaches' perceptions differed from those of 

athletic directors and faculty representatives and 

attitudes of students athletes differed from those of 

athletic department administrators. These variances may be 

the result of effectiveness of instructional preparation, 
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strength of the academic support system, or the level of 

maturity of the student athlete. 

Conclusions of the study 

The CACQ identified issues upon which both groups 

(athletes and administrators) agreed, those with which both 

groups disagreed, and those where a difference of opinion 

was found. This section will discuss the responses in 

these three categories. 

Six questions (6, 8, 10, 14, 15, 23) were strongly 

supported by both administrators and athletes. Question 6 

addressed the issue of providing an academic support staff 

for student athletes. Based on this universal support, 

colleges and universities should investigate methods of 

successfully providing this assistance. Question 8 found 

consensus on the subject of requiring a GPA by level, e.g., 

2.0 for freshmen, 2.2 for sophomores, and 2.4 for juniors, 

to maintain athletic eligibility. Both groups agreed that 

an emphasis on academic goals which is tied to athletic 

participation will improve chances for academic success and 

college graduation. Question 10 expanded on the accord for 

academic support found in Question 6 by acknowledging that 

coaches should monitor student athletes and have the 

authority to assign mandatory study sessions. Questions 6 

and 10 address means of accomplishing the definitive goal 

supported in Question 14--obtaining a degree. Given the 

strong agreement on the importance of receiving a degree, 
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support for athletic department personnel as influencing 

agents for keeping student athletes on track to graduate 

(Question 15) is not surprising. Finally, in Question 23, 

both groups agreed on the value of raising minimum academic 

standards in high schools to improve academic skills and 

assist in meeting college admission criteria. 

Two questions of the CACQ (5, 21) evoked strong 

disagreement from both groups. First, Question 5, which 

supported standardized tests as strong predictors of 

college success, met with unanimous disapproval. This was 

anticipated based on concerns about the validity, 

reliability, and possible bias of these tests. Second, 

Question 21 hypothesized that incoming student athletes had 

been provided by high schools with adequate educational 

skills to succeed in college. As expected based on the 

support for Question 23, which suggested ra~sing minimum 

high-school standards, no support was found for the notion 

that high schools are competently preparing students for 

college. 

Finally, strong opposing opinions were expressed in 

Questions 1, 9, and 18. Support for Proposition 48 was 

examined in Question 1, with administrators showing strong 

support and athletes' fervently disagreeing. This suggests 

that examination of individual cases may be relevant 

alternative and that further research is certainly 

appropriate. Completion of 24 units per academic year as a 
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requirement for athletic eligibility was examined in 

Question 9. Again, administrators showed approximately 

twice as much support as student athletes. Athletes may 

view athletic participation as their ultimate goal, whereas 

athletic department administrators apparently feel a period 

of adjustment to college during the freshman year is 

beneficial. This concept is reiterated in Question 18, 

wherein athletic department administrators more strongly 

favor freshman ineligibility than student athletes. 

Recommendations for Athletic Department Administrators 

Based upon the results of this study, the following 

recommendations are suggested. 

1. Athletic department administrators should 

continue to be involved in monitoring student 

athletes' progress toward obtaining a degree, 

while at the same time realizing that as 

adults, student athletes must be responsible 

for their own futures. 

2. The NCAA should consider revising the mandatory 

class load requirements for student athletes, 

thereby standardizing criteria for athletes and 

nonathletes. 

3. Colleges and universities should implement or 

continue programs designed to provide tutorial 

assistance and monitored study sessions for 

student athletes. 
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4. Mandatory responsibilities for student athletes 

which may conflict with academic pursuits, 

e.g., film sessions, community contact, 

nonseason practices, etc., should be adjusted. 

5. Colleges and universities must consider the 

ramifications of Propositions 42 and 48, and 

controls must be implemented to ensure 

compliance with NCAA regulations. 

6. School districts should strengthen the 

curriculum for secondary students to prepare 

college-bound athletes academically. 

7. To provide an environment for academic success, 

athletic department administrators must 

consider the diversity in education, culture, 

and socioeconomic status of student athletes. 

8. The NCAA should monitor the effects of 

Proposition 48 to determine whether admission 

criteria, e.g., standardized tests, are valid, 

unbiased predictors of academic success. 

9. Freshman eligibility should be studied to reach 

a consensus on whether students in their first 

year of college (or high school) should be 

allowed to participate in athletic competition. 

10. Athletic department administrators and student 

athletes should view obtaining a degree as the 

primary goal for student athletes. 
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Recommendations for Future Research 

Future research within individual institutions is 

recommended to determine the opinions of administrators and 

athletes and the effects of the opinions of one group upon 

the other. In addition, the efforts of this study should 

be replicated to include all sports programs affected by 

Propositions 48 and 42, including those for women. 

A comparison of college admission and graduation 

rates for student athletes before and after implementation 

of Propositions 48 and 42 is needed to determine the impact 

of NCAA legislation on academic success. This type of 

comparison would assist in identifying specific 

requirements which meet the needs of both student athletes 

and academic institutions. 
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APPENDIX A 

COLLEGE ADMINISTRATOR/COACH QUESTIONNAIRE 
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College Administrator/Coach Questionnaire 

PurDOse: The purpose of this study is to learn more about measuring the attitude of 
college administrators, coaches (basketball, football), and faculty representatives 
toward the student athlete's academic admission to college and his academic standing 
(eligibility) while participating in athletics. Your opinions and attitudes are of 
vital importance to this study. The answers you give will be completely confidential. 
It is important that you return this survey by April 25 because you are one of the 
randomly selected participants to participate in the assessment. 

Directions: Please read each of the following 
statements carefully and circle the best answer 
that represents your response to the statement as 
it pertains to your attitude. When you have com
pleted this form, please return it to me in the 
self-addressed, stamped envelope. Thank you for 
your cooperation. 

SA = STRONGLY AGREE A AGREE o = DISAGREE SO STRONGLY DISAGREE 

NO = NO OPINION 

1. How strongly do you agree with Proposition 48 requirements? SA A NO 0 SO 

2. How strongly do you agree wit~ the proposed legislation of 
Proposition 42? 

3. How strongly do you think the college/university should have 
institutional control over admission requirements and not 
the NCAA? 

4. How strongly do you feel that the student athlete's high 
school GPA is the best academic predictor for success in 
college? 

5. How strongly do you believe the SAT/ACT is a strong 
prejictor of college success? 

6. How strongly do you believe the college/university should 
be responsible for providing an academic support staff 
for the student athlete? 

7. How strongly do you feel it is the coach's obligation to 
monitor the student athlete's progress toward a college 
degree? 

8. Should there be a GPA requirement per grade level in college 

SA A NO 0 SO 

SA A NO 0 SO 

SA A NO 0 SO 

SA A NO 0 SO 

SA A NO 0 SO 

SA A NO 0 SO 

for the student athlete? . SA A NO 0 SO 



9. How strongly do you feel the yearly 24-unit progress 
eligibility rule is appropriate? 

10. Should a coach hive the authority to luthorize study tables 
for any student athlete? 

11. Assuming 24 semester hours are required for a year, should 
the student athlete have the flexibility to drop below the 
number of units required per semester (12)? 

12. Should student athletes be allowed to be in the same course 
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SA A ~O 0 SO 

SA A NO 0 SO 

SA A NO 0 SO 

(grouped together) as fellow student athletes? SA A NO 0 SO 

13. How strongly do you feel that student athletes, when 
compared to non student achletes, find it ha oer to make 
academic work their top priority and get the grades they 
are clpable of? 

14. At the present time, do you feel it is important for 
each one of your athletes to get a degree? 

15. How strongly do you feel the athletic department should be 
the influencing agency in keeping student athletes on track 
in their education and career plans? 

16. If a student athlete needs more than five (5) years to 
complete a degree, should the college/university athletic 
department provide financial aid? 

17. How strongly do you feel the college as a whole works with 
the student athletes to help them achieve the academic 
success necessary to complete a degree? 

18. How strongly do you feel that incoming freshmen should be 

SA A NO 0 SO 

SA A NO 0 SO 

SA A NO 0 SO 

SA A NO 0 SO 

SA A NO 0 SO 

eligible to participate their freshman year in athletics? SA A NO 0 SO 

19. Should all colleGes/universities have the same admission 
requirements (i.e., 3.0 high school GPA, recommendations, 
test scores)? 

20. How strongly do you feel the current length of season 
could affect the student athlete's academic performance 

SA A NO 0 SO 

and then affect their chlnce of a college degree? SA A NO 0 SO 

21. How strongly do you feel that all the incoming student 
athletes have been given the appropriate high school 
educational skills necessary to achieve college 
aCldemic success? SA A NO 0 SO 



22. Most recently, there is a move to establish state 
academic standards for those students who participate 
in high school Mthletics--.O PASS/.O PLAY. Are you in 
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agreement with this standard for high school athletes? SA A NO 0 SO 

23. Would raising minimum academic standards in the high 
school improve academic skills needed to achieve the 
necessary college admission requirements for the 
potential student athlete? 

24. How strongly do you feel that college grades received 
by the student athlete participating in athletics are lower 
than the non athlete because of the time commitment? 

25. How strongly do you feel academic success and college 
graduation would increase if student athletes were 
ineligible to participate in athletics their freshman 
year? 

26. How strongly do you feel that raising the admission 
standards and using the accepted cutoff scores of the 
SAT/ACT will provide a practicable way of predicting 
college academic success and college graduation rates 

SA A NO 0 SO 

SA A NO 0 SO 

SA A NO 0 SO 

for the student athletes? SA A NO D SO 
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Dear College Athletic Administrator: 

Cal Wulfsberg is a former player of mine from the Univer
sity of Iowa and graduate assistant at The University of 
Arizona. He is ~ompleting his Ed.D. in secondary educa
tion/educational administration. The final process for Cal 
is to gather data for his study on attitudes of coaches and 
administrators toward student athletes and their academic 
standings in college. The questions in Cal's questionnaire 
are similar to those that the NCAA asked of the athletes in 
completing the study that you may have read about in a 
recent issue of the NCAA News. 

As a personal favor to me, could you fill out the enclosed 
questionnaire and mail it back to Cal in the self
addressed, stamped envelope provided. It should not take a 
great deal of your time in that it took me only about 10 
minutes to complete mine. 

The questionnaire will be completely confidential. If you 
could get the questionnaire back to cal by April 25, it 
would enable him to process the data and complete his 
dissertation. 

I truly appreciate your assistance in helping Cal complete 
his Ed.D. Thanks again. 

~~ 
Lute Olson 
Head Basketball Coach 

H2t§: If you are interested in seeing the results of the 
study, please send a postcard with your name and 
address to me. Thanks. 
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APPENDIX C 

RESPONSE FREQUENCIES FOR TOTAL SAMPLE 
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Response Frequencies for Total Sample 

Ko 8tron1Jly A9ne Ko Di .. ~e StronlJly 
QuaUon b8ponM A9ne OpiA1on Di .. ~ 

1. Bow atronIJ1I do yaa aqree 
vitll ~ Uon 41 
nqa1raenta? 

0 .1.5 35.' .3 ,., '.0 

2. Bow atronIJly do yoa a4Jne 
vitll tu pEOpOHd leg18-
lat10n of ~lUon 42? 0 14.' 23.2 1.' 27.1 32.1 

3. Row atronIJly do yoa tIl1nk 
tu colleve/an1yu-.lty 
8boal.d bave 1ut1tut1onal. 
oontrol OYU' ada1aalon 
nqa1raenta and not tile 
KCAA? 1.0 33.7 1'.1 2.0 25.3 11.1 

4. Row atronIJly do yoa feel 
tut tIM IItadent atlllete'. hi_ .cbool GPA 18 tile beat 
acadea1a pnd1ator for 
....... in collep? .4 21..4 40.' 7.' 2'.1 3.' 

5. Row Rronfly do JOU 
bell ... tile 8H/1Cl i. 
a R.ronIJ pnd1c:tor of 
coll..,e _7 0 4.7 37.0 8.6 "" • 1 12.5 

,. Row atronIJly do yaa 
beli ... tu call..,e/ 
an1vu-.ity Uoald be 
re.ponaible for prvvid1n9 
an acadea1c -wort 
.taff for tile .tudant 
atbl.ete7 0 76.3 23.2 0 .3 .3 

7. How .tronqly do you 
f .. l it b the coache. 
obli9ation to .onitor 
the .tudent athlete'. 
PrG9re.. toward a 
co11..,e d..,r"? 0 U.7 33.2 1.0 3.7 .41 

8. Sbould there be a GPA 
requir..ent per ~ade 
level in coll..,e for 
the .tudent atbl.ete7 .1 30.0 33.7 I.' 16.3 10.' 

,. Row .tronqly do you 
feel the yearly 24 
unit pr~e •• 
• li9ibility rule i. 
appropriat.? 0 50.6 U.1 1.9 3.4 2.0 

10. Sbould a coach have 
th. authority to 
authorize .tudy table 
for any .tudant 
athlete? .1 65.0 27.2 4.1 1.9 1.6 

11. u.uainq 24 ..... t.r 
bour. i. r.quired for 
a y.er, .hould the 
.tudent athl.te have 
the fl.xibility to 
drop below the nuaber 
of unit. required 
per .e_.ter? 0 9.6 25.3 6.1 30.8 28.1 
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---
KO Stronqly AcJn· Ko Diaaqr_ Stronqly 

QI,a.8tion ReaponH AqrM Opinion DiNC)ne 

12. Should .tud.nt .thl.te. 
be .llowed to be in the 
.... cour.. (qrouped 
toq.th.r) •• tellow 
.tudent .thlete.? .5 26.4 33.6 12.7 15.0 11.9 

13. How .tronqly do you te.l 
th.t .tudent .thlete., 
Wh.n c~red to non-
.tuclent .thletes, find 
it hard.r to ..u 
.cadea1c work th.ir top 
priority .nd q.t the 
qr.de. th.y .n 
capabl. ot? .3 14.1 46.9 6.0 26.4 6.5 

14. At the pr •• ent tt.., do 
you t_l it i. iJIportant 
tor .ach on. of your 
.thl.t.. to q.t • 
decJ%'_? .3 71.1 16.3 1.4 1.4 1.1 

15. How .tronqly do you 
t •• l the .thl.tic 
d.partJlent .hould be 
the influ.ncinq .qency 
in ke.pinq .tudent 
.thlet.. on track in 
th.ir education .nd 
car_r pl.n.? .3 53.9 36.4 1.5 6.0 2.0 

16. If a .tud.nt .thl.te 
n.eda IIOre than the 
fiv. (5) yean to 
ca.pl.t. a deqr_ 
.hould the colleq./ 
univ.r.ity .thl.tic 
d.part1aent provide 
financial aid? .3 33.1 28.6 6.8 18.1 1.' .1 

17. How .tronqly do you 
t •• l the colleqe •• • 
whole worka with the 
.tudent athl.te. to 
h.lp th.. .chiev. the 
.cad .. ic .ucc ••• 
n.c •••• ry to co.plete 
a deqree? .6 35.4 42.3 8.4 10.0 3.3 

11. How .tronqly do you teel 
that inca.inq tre~en 
ahould be .liqible to 
participat. th.ir 
freaba&n year in 

5.3 21.3 17.2 athl.tic.? .3 27.1 28.8 

19. Should .11 colleqe/ 
univ.niti.. hav. the 
.... adlai •• ion 
requir..enta (1. •• , 
3.0 GPA-hiqh .choal, 
r~ation., t •• t 
.core.)? .4 12.9 11.0 10.9 :z9.7 35.1 
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--------------------------------;;------;~;;;;i;----~;;::----;;-----~i;;;;;:----;~;;;;~;-

~:~~~~----------------------~:~~~~:----~~::------------~~~~~--------------~~~~!:::--
20. How .trongly do you feel 

the current length of 
... eon could affect 
the atudent athlete'. 
acadea1c parfonance 
and then affect their 
chanee of a collac)e 
d8CJr_? 

21. HOW .trongly do you 
feel that all the 
incaa1nq .tudent 
athlete. have been 
qiven the appropriate 
hiqh achool educational 
.kill. naces .. ry to 
achieve oollac)e acade.ic 
succe •• ? 

22. Nost recently, there i. a 
.ove to establish state 
acad_ic IltancSarda for 
thoae studenta vho 
participate in hiqh achool 
athletie.-NO PABC/NO PLAY. 
Are you in aqre_nt vith 
this standard for hiqh 
achool athletes? 

23. Would raising .inilNa 
acadaaic atanclard. in the 
hiqb acbool iJlprove 
acadea1c skills needed to 
achieve the necessary 
eollac)e adai •• ion 
raquir_nta for the 
potential student 
athlete? 

24. How strongly do you 
f_l that collac)e qrade. 
received by the .tudent 
athlete participating in 
athletica are lower than 
the non-athleta becauae 
of the ti .. ca.aitaant? 

25. How atrongly do you feel 
acad_ic auccaaa and 
oollaqe qraduation would 
1nc:rea.e if atudent 
athlete. vere ineliq1ble 
to participate in 
athletic. their fre.baan 
y_r? 

26. How .trongly do you feel 
that raising the 
ad.ia.ion atancSarda and 
uain; the accepted cut
off acorea of the SAT/ACT 
vill provide a practicable 
vay of predictin; collac)e 
acad_ic auece •• , and 
collac)e qraduation rate. 
for the student athlete? 

.5 23.1 

.3 8.4 

.4 39.2 

.3 37.6 

.3 8.4 

.3 16.1 

.5 11.8 

39.8 9.1 21.2 6.3 

9.5 3.8 39.8 39.3 

40.6 5.6 9.4 4.9 

53.5 4.2 3.5 .9 

34.5 13.9 29.9 13.1 

26.0 10.4 16.1 

36.4 13.2 13.6 

-----------------------------------------------------,---------------------------------
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