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This study investigated student-athlete perceptions of wellbeing, delimited to satisfaction 

regarding Athletic Departmental Policies and Practices, Educational Characteristics, 

Institutional Facilities and Services, and intent to academically persist. The participants were 99 

freshmen and sophomore student-athletes who were enrolled in their second or fourth semesters 

at an NCAA Division I school in the intermountain West. The response rate was 92.5%. The 

broader study employed mixed methods, which combined quantitative (questionnaire) and 

qualitative (interview) data queries. This paper reports findings specific to the quantitative 

inquiry. Findings revealed that (a) the freshmen and sophomore student-athletes surveyed were 

generally satisfied with the wellbeing-associated components delimited in this study, valued 

academics over athletics, and planned to persist through completion of their undergraduate 

degrees; and (b) significant differences, in terms of student-athlete wellbeing and persistence 

intentions were associated with gender and sport played.  

 

 Introduction 

 

                       istorically, college sports have evolved from student-run athletic clubs to 

institution-led intercollegiate sports programs associated with national-level sport governance 

organizations (e.g., the National Collegiate Athletic Association [NCAA], the National 

Association of Intercollegiate Athletics [NAIA], the National Junior College Athletic 

Association [NJCAA], etc.) (Schulman & Bowen, 2001). Over time, the NCAA developed from 

an exclusively men’s sport organization concerned with establishing rules to minimize violent 

behavior, to a multi-division (D-I, D-II, and D-III) sport governance organization that has 

assumed fiscal management, certification, and administrative control of most college sports 

(Maxcy, 2004). This paper focuses on a study that explored NCAA D-I student-athlete 

perceptions of wellbeing and academic persistence intentions. For the purpose of this study 

persistence was delimited to respondent self-report intentions to enroll the next semester and 

complete a bachelor’s degree at the institution, even if her/his intercollegiate athletic eligibility 

expired. 

 

 

H 
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Athletics, Academics and NCAA Reforms 
 

Intercollegiate athletics has gone through a number of restructuring periods associated 

with the challenges encountered by student-athletes trying to balance athletic and academic 

performance (Ferris, Finster, & McDonald, 2004; Sack & Staurowsky, 1998; Thelin, 1994; 

Zimbalist, 1999). Issues and concerns related to competing priorities associated with athletics 

and academics have been manifest in a variety of ways. The 1920’s were characterized by 

numerous media reports conveying the deplorable nature of intercollegiate games (Thelin, 1994). 

This was a period marked by a number of irregularities that challenged the running of 

intercollegiate athletics due to increased and out-of-control sport commercialization and 

professionalism, emphasizing maximizing profits and the consequent exploitation of student-

athletes (Thelin, 1994). These irregularities led the Carnegie Foundation of Advancement of 

Teachers (CFAT) to appoint Howard Savage and Associates to embark on a nationwide study in 

1929. Savage’s study confirmed anomalies and inconsistencies associated with intercollegiate 

athletics and the role and mission of colleges/universities in terms of the demands associated 

with their core business, that is, educating students (Thelin, 1994).  

 The problems student-athletes faced continued to escalate over the next two and a half 

decades leading to the formation of the 1952 Presidential Committee by the American Council of 

Education (ACE) (Thelin, 1994). This committee investigated ethics in collegiate sport. The 

1999 and the 2001 Knight Foundation Commission on Intercollegiate Athletics (KFCIA) reports 

revealed and substantiated ongoing conflicts between academic and athletic goals, such as 

admission practices for intercollegiate athletes at odds with institutional education goals 

(KFCIA, 1991, 2001). More recently, the 2010 KFCIA report noted that the conflicts identified 

in the earlier reports have escalated, particularly among schools in prestigious conferences. 

According to this report, not only has the gap in expenditures between athletics and academics 

continued to widen, it has reached intolerable levels. The Commission attributed this to the 

“business model of intercollegiate athletics” that has led to unattainable economic demands for 

most institutions, thereby compromising core academic values (KFCIA ,2010, p. 16). Further, 

the 2010 KFCIA report noted that meaningful reform can be realized only through (a) “fiscal 

discipline in athletic programs,” (b) limiting the focus of intercollegiate athletics towards 

professionalism by rewarding institutions that prioritize academics, and (c) treating  athletes as 

students (KFCIA 2010, p. 17).    

During the latter 20
th

 century the NCAA instituted a number of reforms to strengthen 

admission standards for prospective student-athletes (i.e., Propositions 48 and 16). Proposition 

48, passed in 1986, represented efforts to improve the academic success of potential student-

athletes in basketball and football, the key income-generating sports (Pound, 2008). Proposition 

48 required student-athletes to have a high school GPA of at least 2.0 in 11 core courses and 

achieve a combined 700 score on the SAT. Failure to meet these requirements disqualified 

student-athletes from participating in athletics and from receiving athletic-related financial aid 

during their first year of collegiate enrollment. NCAA eligibility became even more stringent 

when Proposition 16 was passed in 1992 (Pound, 2008). Proposition 16’s implementation 

occurred in two phases. The first phase increased the number of core high school classes from 11 

to13 and added two elective courses, with SAT/ACT and minimum GPA conditions remaining 

the same as those in Proposition 48. The second phase eliminated the electives and incorporated 

an extra year of English. In 1996, the NCAA instituted a sliding scale that combined SAT/ACT 

and GPA in a minimum of 13 core classes.  
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 At each stage of reform the NCAA hoped that the standards used to admit student-

athletes would become more consistent with those used by the institution for non athletes. The 

intent of the proposals was to facilitate academic preparation among high school athletes so that 

when they arrived on a college campus they would be better able to meet athletic and academic 

demands. This ideal was consistent with the KFCIA report that stated, “student-athletes will be 

student as well as athletes” (1991, p. 62). Despite NCAA legislative measures and requirements 

recent literature confirms that student-athletes still confront conflicting roles associated with 

education and athletics (Hyatt, 2003; Nordeen, 2005; Suggs, 2003; Suggs, 2005; Wolverton, 

2008). In addition, cases of academic fraud, in the form of altering athlete transcripts, acceptance 

of lower admission standards, awarding grades for classes that athletes had not attended, 

dishonesty, unethical practices, use of improper incentives from alumni, smear campaigns and 

attacking programs at other institutions persist (Ferris, Finster, & McDonald, 2004; Kelo, 2005; 

KFCIA, 1991, 2001, 2010; Maxcy, 2004; Thelin, 2004; Zimbalist, 1999).  

  The NCAA’s mission is to maintain college sport as a primary component of the 

academic process. In response, efforts to shift control of intercollegiate athletics to university 

presidents have been enacted to regulate and improve the academic and financial integrity of 

athletic programs. According to Unruh (1999) intercollegiate athletic departments need to better 

prepare and support student-athletes as they transition to collegiate life by providing academic 

support and NCAA eligibility compliance information, and working to ensure that student-

athletes interact with peers and faculty external to athletics. Unruh concluded that student-

athletes, like other students, must keep up their grades, have opportunities to meet new friends, 

select majors, make career choices, follow institutional rules, and meet the demands of their 

coaches. Unruh  advocated for a good rapport between athletic departments and institutions to 

enrich the campus experiences of student-athletes. Hill, Burch-Ragan, and Yates (2001) noted 

that the success of an intercollegiate athletic program depends on combined efforts made by the 

whole institution to make the overall college experience for student-athletes a success.  

 

Student and Student-Athlete Persistence  
  

In a 2006 report titled: What Matters to Student Success: A Review of the Literature,  

Kuh, Kinzie, Buckley, Bridges and Hayek presented a conceptual framework for student success 

wherein student engagement was portrayed as a college experience nexus of student behaviors 

(e.g., student academic time and effort, faculty and peer interactions and involvement) and 

institutional conditions (e.g., resources, educational policies, practices and programs, and 

structural features). In terms of behaviors, purposeful engagement in academic and 

extracurricular activities has been shown to positively influence academic performance (Astin 

1993; Crawford, 2007; Gayles & Hu, 2009; Hathaway, 2005; Ishler & Upcraft, 2005; Pascarella 

& Terenzini, 1991). Academic achievement has been shown to be positively correlated to 

persistence (Astin, 1993; DeBerard, Speilmans, & Julka, 2004).  

Astin (1993) asserted that frequent interactions with faculty and peers increased student 

satisfaction; with faculty interactions being particularly important when faculty demonstrated 

interest not only in students’ academic progress but wellbeing. Similarly, peer-to-peer 

interactions had a significant positive impact on the way students perceived their connection to 

and integration into campus life. Comeaux, (2005) and Comeaux and Harrision (2007) noted that 

the nature and content of faculty to student-athlete communication mattered. As an example, 

among male revenue sport student-athletes, Comeaux found “…faculty who provided help in 
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achieving professional goals [made] a relatively strong contribution to student success whereas 

faculty who provided encouragement for graduate school did not …” (2005, Conclusion ¶1).  

 Specific to student-athletes Crawford (2007) noted that like their non athlete peers, the 

level of student-athlete purposeful involvement in campus life and associations with faculty and 

peers enhanced their academic experiences. According to Crawford, student-athletes 

acknowledged that positive associations (with faculty and peers) were instrumental in enhancing 

both their academic and athletic experiences. Further analysis revealed gender differences within 

the student-athlete population, with females being more engaged in interactions than their male 

counterparts. Differences were also noted between upper- and lower-class student-athletes and 

revenue and non-revenue sports, with the former in both instances indicating more involvement.  

In a study examining factors related to NCAA Division I student-athlete engagement and 

academic outcomes, Gayles and Hu (2009) identified four areas of student engagement and 

examined the extent to which engaging student-athletes in these areas impacted academic 

success. These areas included interactions with faculty and non athletes, participation in 

organizations outside athletics, and academic-related activities. Gayles and Hu found that while 

student background characteristics had limited influence on student engagement, student-athletes 

benefited in ways similar to their non athlete peers and experienced a significant positive impact 

on college outcomes as a result of engagement in educationally purposeful activities.  

Hathaway (2005) explored collegiate levels of engagement of both athletes and non 

athletes and the impact of engagement on academic development. Hathaway’s study considered 

the areas of academic challenge, active and collaboration learning, student and faculty 

interactions, and engaging educational experiences, and utilized grade point average as a 

measure of level of academic development. Results indicated more intense levels of engagement 

in academic activities, interactions with faculty and peers, as well as the application of critical 

concepts learned during group discussions held outside of class among non athletes; while 

athletes were more involved in non-academic activities and efforts associated with professed 

future athletic careers. Interestingly, the study established that athlete status was not predictive in 

terms of positive or negative academic development.   

Relative to institutional conditions, Umbach, Palmer, Kuhn, and Hannah (2006) 

compared academic support programs designed for student-athletes to those available more 

broadly across the institution (i.e., available to athletes and non athletes). Findings indicated that 

despite heavy sport-related demands, pressures and expectations, student-athletes did not differ 

much from non athletes in terms of academic support use. However, relative to attendance at 

and/or participation in non-athletic campus organizations and events student-athletes exhibited 

limited engagement. Engagement fosters a sense of university and community connection, and 

thereby positively impacts wellbeing, academic achievement and persistence (Astin 1993; 

Crawford, 2007; Gayles & Hu, 2009; Hathaway, 2005; Ishler & Upcraft, 2005; Pascarella & 

Terenzini, 1991).  

While undoubtedly student-athletes are distinct from their non athlete peers, at the least in 

terms of practice- and competition-related time constraints, demands, pressures and expectations, 

research demonstrates numerous similarities in terms of student engagement and college 

experience—What Matters to Student Success (Astin 1993; Crawford, 2007; Gayles & Hu, 2009; 

Hathaway, 2005; Ishler & Upcraft, 2005; Kuh et al., 2006; Pascarella & Terenzini,1991). With 

this in mind, for this study Astin’s (1993) Input-Environment-Outcome model (IEO) was used to 

frame an understanding of student persistence; and Tinto’s (1993) Theory of Student Departure 
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was used to shed light on measures institutions could pursue to retain students. Both models 

focus on the general student body, but were assumed to be applicable to student-athletes.  

Astin’s (1993) IEO model put forward the notion that when students start college they 

have defined expectations (inputs) and these expectations influence their willingness to persist. 

In addition, institutional characteristics such as size, type, characteristics of peers and faculty, 

curriculum, and student involvement, all influence student success. Moreover, if students are 

satisfied with these characteristics, they are more likely to stay at the institution. Astin’s model 

predicts that the closer the match between student expectations and institutional characteristics, 

the higher the persistent rate (output).  

Astin (1993) used the following as outcome measures of the college experience: students’ 

political identity, personality self-concept, attitudes and beliefs, patterns of behavior, academic 

and cognitive behavior, career development, and satisfaction with college environment. Astin’s 

satisfaction measures examined contentment with the various undergraduate characteristics and 

experiences. Characteristics included contacts with faculty, interactions with peers and 

administration, curriculum and instruction, student life, individual support services, and 

facilities. Experiences included overall college experience, willingness to re-enroll in one’s first 

college, faculty, curriculum instruction, student-life, and individual support services. According 

to Astin, “[t]here is a positive association between student satisfaction, undergraduate GPA, and 

retention” (p. 311). Astin contended that debates in higher education have given precedence to 

educational evaluation outcomes and neglected student insights on educational experiences. 

Astin emphasized that student perceptions should be taken into consideration when such 

discussions take place; and that perceptions of students can be measured by ascertaining 

students’ level of satisfaction and ratings of selected aspects of the college environment.  

Tinto (1993) put forward a theory of retention that has become one of the most widely 

accepted in terms of college attrition. Tinto’s model suggests that students enter college with a 

variety of backgrounds and characteristics that influence their achievement. Tinto identified 

these characteristics as follows: educational aspirations, socioeconomic status, high school 

grades, ability, gender, and race. Tinto hypothesized that these characteristics influence student 

success, and that success is realized when a compatible relationship exists between the 

university’s institutional goals and the students’ aspirations. Despite somewhat modest empirical 

support and concern specific to the applicability of Tinto’s model to “…all students” (Kuh et al., 

2006, p. 12) the concepts of academic and social integration, particularly as they relate to the 

elements of student engagement identified, as well as the definition of student-athlete wellbeing 

used in this study, substantiated the use of Tinto’s model to supplement and complement the 

framework provided by Astin’s (1993) Input-Environment-Outcome model (IEO).  

 

Purpose of the Study 
 

The purpose of the study was: (a) to investigate student-athlete perceptions of wellbeing, 

delimited to satisfaction regarding Athletic Departmental Policies and Practices, Educational 

Characteristics, Institutional Facilities and Services, as well as their academic persistence 

intentions; and (b) to identify differences in wellbeing perceptions and persistence intentions 

based on student-athlete demographics (i.e., student-status, gender and sport played). While the 

broader study explored these perceptions using a mixed method approach (i.e., generating both 

quantitative and qualitative data) this paper is limited to the quantitative student-athlete data. The 

first three research questions addressed this focus in terms of the level of student-athlete 
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perceived satisfaction related to wellbeing specific to Athletic Departmental Policies and 

Practices, Educational Characteristics, and Institutional Services and Facilities, and student-

athletes’ intent to persist. The fourth research question explored differences based on student-

athlete demographics. 

 

Methodology 
 

Participants and Sampling 
 

Participants for this study were delimited to first- and second-year student-athletes 

enrolled in their second and fourth semesters respectively during the spring 2010 academic year, 

who were in good academic standing. Student-athletes in good academic standing were those 

enrolled in a full-time course of study, and advancing toward a baccalaureate or equivalent 

degree (NCAA 2009-2010 Division I Manual, 2009). In addition, student-athletes considered for 

this study were those eligible to (a) practice, compete, and receive financial aid; (b) practice and 

receive aid; (c) received aid only; and (d) walk-ons. Purposive sampling was employed (Patten, 

2007). Using sport rosters provided by the coaches 107 student-athletes were identified and 

deemed eligible to participate in this study.  

 

Instrumentation 
 

 The broader study employed two instruments, a survey questionnaire (quantitative) and 

an interview protocol (qualitative). As stated, this paper focuses on the quantitative survey data.  

The conceptual framework for the survey development was grounded in the work of Astin 

(1993) and Tinto (1993). From this conceptual foundation the survey was developed using 

elements of Astin’s (1993) Summary on Satisfaction with College Environment and 

Undergraduate Experiences; Unruh’s (1999) Student-athlete Academic Performance and 

Persistence Student Survey; Ridpath’s (2002) Intercollegiate Graduation Survey Mid-American 

Conference; Marx’s (2006) College Athlete Academic Experience Assessment; and the Noel-

Levitz’s Student Satisfaction Inventory (2001).  

Astin’s (1993) Summary on Satisfaction with College Environment and Undergraduate 

Experiences measured “students’ subjective experience during the college years and perceptions 

of the value of the educational experience” (p. 273). The purpose of using satisfaction factors 

from Astin’s model was to explore the influence these measures were likely to have on student-

athlete intent to persist. Astin (1993) hypothesized that students entered college with their own 

perceptions and expectations of what the overall college experience was supposed to be like and 

how these expectations were likely to influence their decisions to stay at, or leave an institution. 

Unruh (1999) surveyed junior and senior student-athletes who had progressed towards 

degree accomplishment and been more affected by athletic department policies and practices, 

than their freshman and sophomore counterparts. Unruh designed four survey instruments for 

student-athletes, administrators, coaches, and faculty representatives. Unruh’s Student-athlete 

survey instrument was the most relevant for this study. The survey items included a series of 

questions on personal and departmental characteristics, practices, and relationships relevant to 

persistence and academic achievement consistent with Astin (1993) and Pascarella and Terenzini 

(1991).  
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Ridpath (2002) used the Graduation Survey in the Mid-American Conference to 

determine prominent predictors that lead to graduation based on a review of related literature. 

Ridpath’s sample was made up of senior undergraduate student-athletes from 13 schools. The 

study came up with seven prominent characteristics that could be generalized predictors of 

graduation.  

Marx (2006) used the College Athlete Academic Experience Assessment (CAAEA) to 

study social, educational, and commitment aspects related to student persistence. Marx applied 

Tinto’s (1975, 1987, 1993) student integration model to college athletes. Marx’s study was based 

on Tinto’s assumption that an individual’s institutional commitment influences her/his choice to 

persist or withdraw. Marx’s CAAEA was based on past research (Munro, 1981; Pascarella & 

Terenzini, 1976; Smith, 2004; Terenzini & Pascarella, 1977).  

The Noel-Levitz Student Satisfaction Inventory (SSI) (2001) measures student 

satisfaction with a variety of institutional programs. “Noel-Levitz SSI has approximately 100 

questions which ask the students to rate both the importance of their specific expectations … as 

well as their satisfaction with how well those expectations are being met” (Student Satisfactory 

Inventory, 2001, ¶ 2). The Noel-Levitz SSI offers an added advantage of rating the sense of 

importance of a factor. For this study, items were adapted to solicit satisfaction perceptions 

relative to perceived wellbeing.  

Survey items were developed in reference to these existing instruments with item content 

alignment regarding the research questions verified using a content alignment matrix activity 

(Ary, Jacobs, Razavieh, & Sorensen, 2006). The final instrument was then subject to expert 

review and pilot testing. Experts were drawn from the field of Sport Science and Physical 

Education, Educational Leadership, and Intercollegiate athletics. Following review and 

instrument revision, a pilot study was conducted during the fall 2009 semester. Piloting the 

instrument allowed questions to be modified, restructured, and clarified as well as establishing 

the time it would take to complete the survey (Patten, 2007).  

Pilot study participants were recruited, by the researcher, from among junior and senior 

student-athletes who met the study inclusion criteria in terms of academic eligibility. The 

researcher employed a snowball sampling technique, which allowed for the identification of a 

small and accessible pilot sample (Singleton & Straits, 2002). The researcher located one junior 

and one senior student-athlete and relied on these two to identify others. 

  The pilot study survey was distributed in person by the researcher. Participants were 

asked to respond to the survey, give feedback on items regarding clarity and meaning, and 

provide comments. Cronbach’s alpha was employed to verify inter-item reliability among 

thematically grouped survey items. An alpha value of α ≥ .60 was considered acceptable in terms 

of validating inter-item reliability among thematically grouped survey items (Gall, Gall, & Borg 

2003; Leedy 1977). Patten (2007) added that a score of .80 or more denotes a high level of 

internal consistency. The alpha coefficients for the thematically grouped survey items for the 

pilot and actual survey data were above these thresholds.  

 

Design and Analysis 
  

  Quantitative data analysis was twofold. First, quantitative data were analyzed 

descriptively using response frequencies, corresponding percentages, and measures of central 

tendency. Second, the t and Mann Whitney U tests were used to explore differences in student-
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athletes’ perceptions. A Chi Square analysis was employed for individual survey item 

comparisons.  

 

Findings & Discussion 
 

Survey Setting and Respondent Demographics 
 

One hundred and seven student-athletes met the study inclusion criteria. The researcher 

worked with and through team coaches to distribute surveys either during team meetings or in a 

team practice setting. Team meeting settings varied and typically took place in the sport practice 

facility. Student-athletes who were not in attendance during the survey distribution team meeting 

were surveyed study hall sessions during the first month of the spring 2010 semester.  

Although the researcher was present for the survey distribution, no personally identifying 

information was included on the surveys to ensure confidentiality. A total of 99 surveys were 

returned, resulting in a response rate of 92.5%. Table 1 summarizes respondent demographics in 

terms of gender, age, race/ethnicity, high school GPA, current college cumulative GPA, and 

major.  

 

Table 1 - Respondents’ Personal Demographics 

 

Demographic items 

 

Respondents N = 99 

 

Frequency/Percent 

 

 

Gender 

  

  Male 50 50.5% 

  Female 49 49.4% 

 

Age 

  

  Under 18   0   0.0% 

  18 years 39 39.4% 

  19 years 42 42.0% 

  20 years 15 15.2% 

  21 years   2   2.0% 

  22  years   1   1.0% 

  Over 22 years    0.0% 

 

Race/Ethnicity 
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  Asian/Asian American  1 01.0% 

  Mexican American/Chicano  4  04.0% 

  Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander  3 03.0% 

  African/African American 11                    11.1% 

  Latino   1 1.0% 

  Caucasian/White (non Hispanic) 79                   79.8% 

  Native American/Alaska Native   0  0.0% 

  Puerto Rican   0  0.0% 

  Other   0                      0.0% 

 

High School GPA range 

  

  Under 2.0   0  0.0% 

  2.0 to 2.4   1  1.0% 

  2.5 to 2.9 15 15.2% 

  3.0 to 3.4 34 34.3% 

  3.5 and above 48 48.5% 

Current Cumulative College GPA   

  Under 2.0   3    3.0% 

  2.0 to 2.4   6    6.1% 

  2.5 to 2.9 28 28.3% 

  3.0 to 3.4 38 39.4% 

  3.5 and above 23 23.2% 

 

Major (at least as planned right now) 

  

  Arts Majors 34 34.3% 

  Sciences    7   7.1% 

  Business    8  8.1% 

  Education  11 11.1% 



Kamusoko & Pemberton  216 

Downloaded from http://csri-jiia.org ©2011 College Sport Research Institute. All rights reserved. Not for 

commercial use or unauthorized distribution. 

  Engineering    4   4.0% 

  Health  21 21.2% 

  Pre-pharmacy    2    2.0% 

  Undecided 12 12.1% 

 

 

Respondents’ gender distribution was almost evenly matched, 50.5% males and 49.5% 

females, with nearly 97% of respondents reporting ages between 18 and 20 years. While it was 

hoped that student-athletes would be a more diverse group, nearly 80%, were Caucasian/White 

(non-Hispanic). The next largest respondent group was African Americans, with just over 11%. 

It was interesting—but not surprising, that the percentage of male and female respondents was 

almost evenly matched given the institution’s sport menu options, including four co-ed sports 

(i.e., cross country, track and field, basketball, and tennis) four women’s only sports (i.e., 

volleyball, softball, soccer, and golf) and just one men’s only sport (i.e., football). These findings 

were reflective of the institution’s gender equity compliance strategy in terms of participation 

opportunities (Idaho State University, 2009). 

 Relative to GPA, nearly half of the respondents indicated their high school GPA was a 

3.5 or higher, with almost 80% noting their high school GPA was above a 3.0. In contrast, just 

over 23% noted their current college GPA was over 3.5, with 60% indicating their current 

college GPA was a 3.0 or higher. The drop in college GPAs as compared to respondents’ 

entering high school GPAs, while perhaps not surprising, certainly should be considered in terms 

of alerting student-athlete academic advisors of a precipitous decline in academic performance. 

Alder and Alder (1985) attributed such declines to the challenges that athletes face when they 

transition from high school to college.  

 Table 2 displays student-athlete demographics in terms of number of semesters enrolled, 

eligibility status, affirmation of scholarship aid received, declaration of intention to graduate, 

sport played (approximately one third of the respondents indicated they participated in football 

or basketball—traditional revenue sports), and redshirt status. 

 

Table 2 - Respondents’ Student-Athlete Demographics  

 

 

Demographic items 

  

 

Respondents N = 99   

 

Frequency/Percent 

 

Semester 

  

  1 68  68.7% 

  2   6    6.0% 

  3 22  22.2% 
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  4   3     3.0% 

 

Athlete Status 
  

  Freshman 68  68.7% 

  Sophomore 31  31.3% 

 

Eligibility Status 

  

  Practice, Compete & Aid 92   92.9% 

  Practice & Aid  6     6.1% 

  Aid Only  1     1.0% 

 

Aid Support 

 

 

  Full Aid 35   35.4% 

  Part Aid 43    43.4% 

  No Aid 20    20.2% 

 

Intent to Graduate 

  

  Yes 82    82.8% 

  No   3      3.0% 

  Unsure 14   14.1% 

 

Sport Played 

  

  Cross Country    2     2.0% 

  Volleyball   6     6.1% 

  Basketball   8     8.1% 

  Track & Field 27   27.3% 

  Softball   7    7.1% 

  Soccer   9     9.1% 

  Football 23  23.2% 

  Tennis   8    8.1% 

  Golf   5    5.1% 
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  Comb CC & TF   4    4.0% 

 

Red shirt 
  

  Yes 24    24.2% 

   No 

 

74 

   74.7% 

 

The majority of respondents, 68.7%, were freshmen in their second semester. Sophomore 

respondents, 31.3%, were in either their third or fourth semester. Given the study inclusion 

criteria these numbers were as anticipated. It may, however, be important to note that these 

numbers could reflect negative persistence trends—that is, there were less than half as many 

sophomore as freshmen respondents. This may in itself be an affirmation of Ishler and Upcraft’s 

(2005) assertion that “the largest proportion of institutional leaving occurs in the first-year and 

prior to second year” (p. 28). The division according to sport played was reflective of the relative 

roster sizes of the various sports represented (i.e., football and track and field made up just over 

half the respondents). 

Over 90% of respondents indicated they were eligible to practice, compete, and receive 

athletic-related financial aid, with over a third noting they received full aid—were on full athletic 

scholarships. Over 80%, confirmed their intention to graduate, three 3.0% indicated they had no 

intention of graduating, and 14.1% were unsure at this stage. These demographics were 

consistent with the persistence data reported later in this paper.  

 

Student-Athlete Wellbeing: Athletic Departmental Policies and Practices 
 

These survey items sought to explore student-athlete perceptions regarding departmental 

policies and practices in relation student-athlete preparation, athletic academic support services, 

relationship with academe, coaches and athletic academic advisors.  

 

Student-athlete preparation & academic support services. Nearly 86% of 

respondents indicated that they were satisfied or very satisfied with the student preparation 

processes provided by intercollegiate athletic academic support personnel associated with pre-

registration, course selection, and scheduling. Similarly, approximately 80% indicated that they 

were satisfied or very satisfied with the academic support and athletic-specific orientation 

information; and, nearly 82% were satisfied with the guidance they received relative to academic 

goal setting, while 77.8% said that they were satisfied or very satisfied with time management 

advice. In relation to NCAA eligibility and compliance, nearly 90% were satisfied or very 

satisfied with the associated education and advisement processes they were involved in. Nearly 

84% of respondents were satisfied or very satisfied with the information that they received from 

intercollegiate athletic academic support personnel regarding faculty academic expectations.  

 

Relationship with academe, coaches & athletic department academic advising 
staff. These survey items explored the role played by the athletic department in helping student-

athletes establish a relationship with academe in terms of campus-wide services (defined to 

include academic advising outside of athletics and student support services associated with 
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career development counseling, campus tutoring programs, and seminars/workshops on nutrition, 

alcoholism and drug use) their coaches, and the athletic department academic advising staff. 

Respondents’ perceptions of the relationship between the athletic department and the academe 

varied. Relative to academic advising outside athletics, consistent with the findings presented by 

Umbach et al. (2006) 84.8% indicated that they were satisfied or very satisfied with external 

advising. Satisfaction levels relative to student support services’ efforts to guide respondents in 

terms of career development opportunities indicated that 68.7% were satisfied or very satisfied. 

Likewise, relative to perceptions about exposure to and support from tutoring programs outside 

athletics, 78.8% indicated that they were satisfied or very satisfied. Respondents’ perceptions of 

access to seminars/workshops on nutrition, alcoholism and drug abuse varied; and, relative to 

attendance at seminars/workshops on sports nutrition, responses were relatively evenly split 

between those satisfied and dissatisfied. Similarly, respondents’ perceptions about exposure to 

seminars on alcoholism and drug abuse indicated that approximately 43% were dissatisfied or 

very dissatisfied.  

The percentage of respondents who perceived their relationship with coaches as positive 

was exceptionally high. Over 90% of respondents indicated they believed their coaches were 

interested in them as students. Similarly, regarding perceptions about their coaches’ interest in 

them as athletes approximately 88% reported that they were satisfied or very satisfied. Overall, 

regarding the role of the athletic department academic advising staff in helping respondents to 

reach their academic goals 84.9% indicated that they were satisfied or very satisfied. 

Respondents were similarly satisfied regarding the importance they perceived the athletic 

department placed on helping them set goals targeted towards degree completion, with 82% of 

respondents noting they were satisfied or very satisfied. 

The survey item mean ratings, medians, and minimum and maximum distribution of the 

student-athletes’ perceptions associated with the Athletic Departmental Policies and Practices are 

displayed in Table 3. 

 

Table 3 - Student-Athlete Athletic Departmental Policies and Practices Perceptions 

Descriptive Analysis 

 

Policies and practices 

N 

valid  

N 

missing 

 

Mean  

 

 

 

Median  

 

Minimum  

 

Maximum 

 

Student Preparation 

      

   Pre-registration/ 

     course selection 

 

99 

 

0 

 

3.02 

 

3.00 

 

1 

 

4 

   SSS advi/scheduling   99 0 2.99 3.00 1 4 

   Orientation info 99 0 2.94 3.00 1 4 

   Goal setting 99 0 2.96 3.00 1 4 

 

Athletic Acad Support 

      

  Time management 99 0 2.87 3.00 1 4 

   NCAA eligibility/ 

     compliance 

 

99 

 

0 

 

3.07 

 

3.00 

 

1 

 

4 

   Faculty expectations 99 0 3.00 3.00 1 4 
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Relationship with Academe 

      

   Academic advising   

     outside of athletics 

 

99 

 

0 

 

3.07 

 

3.00 

 

1 

 

4 

   Advice received from SSS          

     towards career  

     develop/opportunity 

 

 

99 

 

 

0 

 

 

2.79 

 

 

3.00 

 

 

1 

 

 

4 

   Tutoring support  

     outside athletics  

 

99 

 

0 

 

2.98 

 

3.00 

 

1 

 

4 

   Attend semin/wkshops 

     (nutrition)  

 

99 

 

0 

 

2.47 

 

3.00 

 

1 

 

4 

    Attend semin/wkshops  

     (drug/alcohol) 

 

98 

 

1 

 

2.58 

 

3.00 

 

1 

 

4 

       

 Relationship with coaches  

   Interest as student 

99 0 3.38 3.00 1 4 

   Interest as athlete 99 0 3.29 3.00 1 4 

   Meeting goals 99 0 3.00 3.00 1 4 

   Progress to degree 99 0 2.99 3.00 1 4 

 

 

Seven item means (preregistration, NCAA compliance, and faculty expectations, campus 

services academic advising, interest in respondents as students and athletes, as well as meeting 

goals) were above M=3.0 indicating respondent satisfaction. Seven item means (i.e., satisfaction 

with advising, orientation, goal setting, time management, career development, tutoring, and 

degree progress) were slightly lower M=2.8 and M=2.9, indicating marginally less satisfaction; 

and two (nutrition and drug/alcohol seminars/workshops) averaged approximately M=2.5, 

indicating relatively low levels of satisfaction. These data were consistent with findings reported 

by Umbach et al. (2006) in terms of the more removed the connection and support services were 

from the athletic department the less student-athlete satisfaction was evidenced.  

These findings were further substantiated when student-athlete awareness and use of 

student support services were queried. These services included campus-wide/institution-based 

and athletic-specific programs designed to meet the needs of student-athletes. Table 4 displays 

findings specific to student-athlete awareness and use of these support services. 

 

Table 4 - Student-Athlete Academic Support Services Perceptions 

 

 

Service 

 

Aware and use 

Frequency/Percent 

 

Aware do not use 

Frequency/Percent 

 

Unaware 

Frequency/Percent 

 

 

Academic advising 

 

74 (74.4%) 

 

23 (23.2%) 

 

2 (02.00%) 

 

Class Registration help 

 

71 (71.7%) 

 

24 (24.2%) 

 

4 (04.00%) 

 

Academic counseling 

 

45 (45.5%) 

 

44 (44.4%) 

 

10 (10.1%) 
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Tutoring 

 

48 (48.5%) 

 

50 (50.5%) 

 

1 (01.00%) 

 

Study Hall  

 

54 (54.5%) 

 

37 (37.4%) 

 

8 (08.10%) 

 

Study Skills Classes 

 

36 (36.4%) 

 

47 (47.5%) 

 

8 (08.1%) 

 

Freshman Seminar 

 

57 (57.6%) 

 

35 (35.4%) 

 

7 (07.1%) 

 

Technology Assistance 

 

20 (20.2%) 

 

53 (53.5%) 

 

26 (26.3%) 

 

Computer Labs 

 

76 (76.8%) 

 

21 (21.2%) 

 

2 (02.0%) 

 

Mentoring 

 

15 (15.2%) 

 

62 (62.6%) 

 

22 (22.2%) 

 

 

As shown in Table 4, the respondents identified their awareness and use of academic 

advising as follows: Nearly three-quarters were aware and used these support services; while 

nearly a quarter were aware but did not use them. Almost all the respondents, 98%, reported they 

were aware of athletic-specific academic advising, even though some indicated they did not use 

these services. Regarding support with class registration, 71.7% were aware and used these 

services. Again, almost all, respondents, 96%, pointed out that they were aware of class 

registration help even though some of them did not use the available help. The combined 

percentage of respondents indicated that nearly all, 90%, were aware of academic counseling 

services. Pertaining to tutoring services, respondents did not fully utilize these services. Slightly 

more than half admitted they were aware and did not use these services. A slight majority, 

54.5%, was aware and attended scheduled athletic study hall sessions. In contrast, just over a 

third were aware and used study skills classes.  

In terms of campus-wide/institution-based services respondents’ awareness and use were 

noted as follows: relative to freshmen seminars 57.6% were aware and attended; while just over 

a third were aware but did not attend. Relative to technology assistance 20.2% were aware and 

used these services, while a slight majority, 53.5%, were aware and did not avail themselves this 

assistance. Over a quarter indicated they were unaware that these services and assistance were 

available. In contrast, 98%, indicated they were aware of available computer labs. Nearly a 

quarter indicated they were not aware of the availability of mentoring support services. 

The crucial role of the Athletic Department was illustrated by Unruh (1999) who asserted 

that there is a need for athletic departments to prepare and support student-athletes as they make 

the transition to collegiate life. Unruh’s study determined criteria that institutions can adopt in 

order to promote academic success and persistence. According to Unruh, these policies are 

created by departments and reflect the institutional mission. The athletic department’s obligation, 

therefore, is to ensure that faculty, coaches and administrators assume at least some 

responsibility and concern for the academic success of student-athletes. Additionally, the athletic 

department is expected to organize and implement effective academic support services that equip 

student-athletes to be successful in their studies.  

The survey responses indicated that, overall, respondents’ perceived satisfaction ranged 

from satisfied to very satisfied relative to student-athlete preparation, athletic academic support 

services, relationship with academe, coaches and athletic academic advisors. However, they were 
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less enthusiastic about access to nutrition and drug/alcohol seminars/workshops, and more 

needed to be done to promote access, awareness and use of these and other programs designed to 

stimulate student engagement and enrich the lives of student-athletes (Crawford, 2007; Gayles & 

Hu, 2009; Kuh et al., 2006). Unruh (1999) noted the importance of a good rapport between the 

athletic department and the academe as key to promoting student engagement and thereby 

enriching the campus experiences of student-athletes. Similarly, Hill et al. (2001) advocated 

institutionally-based programs that address the needs and issues affecting student-athletes aimed 

at equipping them with life skills (e.g., freshmen seminars, technology/computer access and skill 

development and mentoring) as ideal vehicles and venues for enhancing student engagement 

options and opportunities. 

 

Student-Athlete Wellbeing: Educational Characteristics 
 

These survey items sought to establish student-athlete perceived satisfaction relative to 

interactions with faculty, quality of instruction, campus environment, interactions with peers, and 

involvement in co-curricular activities. Student-athletes’ perceptions associated with these 

educational characteristics are discussed below. 

 

Interactions with faculty & quality of instruction. Relative to faculty contact time out 

of class nearly three-quarters of respondents indicated that they were satisfied or very satisfied 

with the contact opportunities they had with their instructors. Respondents’ perceptions of 

faculty interest in them as students, as well as athletes, were similarly positive. Over 81% were 

satisfied or very satisfied with the level of interest faculty expressed toward them as students, 

while a slightly lower percentage, 72%, indicated that they were satisfied or very satisfied with 

faculty interest in them as athletes. In terms of quality of instruction, over 94% indicated that 

they were very satisfied or satisfied with class size and the student-instructor ratios they 

experienced. The percentage of respondents who felt they were satisfied with the support they 

received from instructors towards meeting their academic goals was also high at 81.9%, as were 

their perceptions about faculty support in terms of helping them meet their general education 

goals (82.8% were satisfied or very satisfied). Relative to the quality of instruction respondents 

received in general education classes, nearly 86% said they were satisfied or very satisfied. The 

percentage of respondents satisfied with non-athletic faculty support within their potential major 

was somewhat lower at 75%. In regard to grading policies, nearly 83% indicated that they were 

satisfied or very satisfied with the grading system as they experienced it.  

 

Campus environment, interactions & involvement. Perceptions of respondents were 

sought relative to campus safety, overall college experience, and fit with the campus 

environment. Respondents’ perceptions of campus safety revealed that nearly 87% were satisfied 

or very satisfied with campus safety; and nearly 86% were satisfied or very satisfied with their 

overall college experiences. Similarly, 91% indicated they believed they fit in.  

In terms of academic interactions with non athlete peers, friendly relationships and being 

included in course-related group discussions, nearly 82% indicated they were satisfied or very 

satisfied. Relative to time available to interact on a personal level and build friendships, nearly 

75% were satisfied or very satisfied with their interactions. Respondents’ perceived satisfaction 

regarding being included in group sessions outside of class time with non athletes was also 

positive, with nearly 80% indicating that they were satisfied or very satisfied.  
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Specific to community involvement nearly three-quarters of respondents indicated that 

they were satisfied or very satisfied. Similarly, student-athletes’ involvement in non-athletic 

organizations indicated that nearly the same percentage were satisfied with their involvement. 

Table 5 displays the survey’s item means, medians, and minimum and maximum distribution 

relative to these educational characteristics.  

 

Table 5 - Student-Athlete Educational Characteristics Perceptions Descriptive Analysis 

 

Educational practices 

 

 

N 

valid 

 

N 

Missing 

 

 

Mean  

 

Median  

 

Minimum 

 

Maximum 

Interactions with faculty 

   Contact time out of class     

 

99 

 

0 

 

2.91 

 

3.00 

 

1 

 

4 

   Interest as student 99 0 2.97 3.00 1 4 

   Interest as athlete 99 0 2.78 3.00 1 4 

Quality of instruction       

   Student instr/ratio 99 0 3.25 3.00 1 4 

   Support acad goals 99 0 2.92 3.00 1 4 

   Guide gen ed goals 99 0 2.99 3.00 1 4 

   Quality gen ed goals 99 0 3.00 3.00 1 4 

   Non-athl fac supp with 

      potential major        

99 0 2.95 3.00 1 4 

   Grading policies 99 0 3.02 3.00 1 4 

 

Campus environment       

   Campus safety 99 0 3.19 3.00 1 4 

   Overall coll experience 98 1 3.13 3.00 1 4 

   Fitting into ISU 99 0 3.15 3.00 1 4 

 

Interactions with non-ath 

      

  Academic 99 0 2.89 3.00 1 4 

  Build friendly relations 99 0 2.87 3.00 1 4 

  Involvement (group) 99 0 2.91 3.00 1 4 

  Community  

     involvement (PAWS 

99 0 2.86 3.00 1 4 

  Non-athletic student  

    organizations  

99 0 2.81 3.00 1 4 
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Based on the mean ratings displayed in Table 5, seven item means (general education 

goals, student-instructor ratios, grading, campus safety, overall college experience, and fit) were 

reported as at or above M=3.0, indicating respondent satisfaction. All other items, except 

perceptions of satisfaction relative to expressed interest in respondents as student-athletes 

(M=2.78) were M=2.8 and above, indicating marginally less satisfaction with these educational 

characteristics.  

While overall respondents were satisfied with the student-athlete wellbeing educational 

characteristics delimited in this study to interactions with faculty, quality of instruction, campus 

environment, interactions with peers, and involvement in co-curricular activities; respondents 

indicated somewhat less satisfaction regarding interactions with non athlete peers. These findings 

were consistent with those of Simons, Bosworth, Fujita, and Jensen (2007) who found that 59% 

of the student-athletes they surveyed confirmed that they had negative experiences in terms of 

treatment by non athlete peers. Hyatt (2003) stressed the need for student-athletes to engage with 

non athlete peers, and pointed out that student-athletes who were isolated from non athletes were 

disadvantaged in their ability to perform well socially and academically. Similarly, Crawford 

(2007), Gayles and Hu (2009) and Lyons’ (2007) affirmed the value of social and academic 

integration, which appears, from these findings, to have not been fully experienced by these 

student-athletes.  

Research has shown that faculty and peers can make significant positive differences for 

student-athletes in terms of persistence and academic success (Astin, 1993; Comeaux, 2005; 

Comeaux & Harrision, 2007; Crawford, 2007; Gaylels & Hu, 2009; Ishler & Upcraft, 2005; Kuh 

et al., 2006; Pascarella & Terenzini, 1991). Astin (1993) asserted that frequent interactions with 

both faculty and peers increased student satisfaction. Interactions with faculty proved to be 

particularly relevant to student satisfaction when faculty took an interest not only in student 

academic progress, but also showed a genuine interest in student wellbeing (Comeaux, 2005). 

Similarly, peer-to-peer interactions had an impact on the way students viewed and engaged 

campus life, which impacts academic persistence and success (Crawford, 2007; Gayles & Hu, 

2009; Kuh et al., 2005). Given these positive links, based on the findings of this study, it seems 

clear that more can and should be done to proactively enhance positive student-athlete—student 

(peer-to-peer) connections. Student-athlete leaders and mentors, such as coaches, may be 

particularly well situated, given their relationship with the student-athletes they coach, to 

promote and/or support enhanced development in this area. 

 

Student-Athlete Wellbeing: Institutional Services and Facilities 
 

Survey items sought to establish student-athlete perceived satisfaction relative to Services 

and Facilities delimited to campus support services (career counseling, health, computer labs, 

library, tutoring, and academic services) and intercollegiate facilities (team training, competition, 

locker room, and weight training room). Student athletes’ perceptions regarding these services 

and facilities are discussed below.  

 

Campus support services. Just over 61% of respondents indicated that they were 

satisfied or very satisfied with career counseling services, while nearly a third declared this was 

not applicable to them. Relative to health, nearly 89% of respondents indicated that they were 

satisfied or very satisfied with available health care services, and only 3.0% noted this was non-

applicable to them. Concerning access to computer labs outside of athletics the responses were 
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positive and consistent with services awareness data reported earlier in this paper, with 96.0% 

affirming that they were satisfied or very satisfied. Similarly, regarding library services, while 

not rated as highly as computer labs, 82.8% of respondents noted that they were satisfied or very 

satisfied with their access to and support from the library.  

Respondents’ perceptions were sought relative to the availability of tutoring services 

offered by the campus-wide/institution-based academic support center. The assumption was that 

these services might be perceived as less available to student-athletes because of conflicts with 

class or practice times. Contrary to this perception, 86% of respondents indicated that they were 

satisfied or very satisfied with their access to these services, whereas 8.1% checked the not 

applicable option. Similarly, regarding academic advising outside of athletics, nearly 76% 

indicated that they were satisfied or very satisfied with accessing these services, while seven 

7.1% checked the not applicable/missing option.  

 

Intercollegiate athletic facilities. Responses relative to intercollegiate athletic facilities 

varied by gender and sport. Regarding team training facilities nearly three-quarters of 

respondents indicated that they were satisfied or very satisfied with their sport training facilities, 

while just under 70% indicated they were satisfied or very satisfied with their competition 

facilities. This was interesting, as many of the sports used the same facilities for practice and 

competition. Respondents’ perceptions of locker room facilities differed according to gender and 

sport. Approximately 59% of the respondents were satisfied or very satisfied with these facilities. 

Notably, nearly 41% of the respondents indicated that they were dissatisfied or very dissatisfied 

(the majority of which were female and/or utilized “off campus” facilities). In contrast, the 

weight room was rated more favorably, with 85.8% of the respondents stating that they were 

satisfied with their weight room facilities. Table 6 displays the survey’s item means, medians, 

and minimum and maximum distribution relative to respondents’ perceptions of services and 

facilities.  

 

Table 6 - Student-Athlete Services and Facilities Perceptions Descriptive Analysis 

 

Services and facilities 

 

N 

valid 

 

N 

missing 

 

 

Mean  

 

Median  

 

Minimum  

 

Maximum 

Campus Support Services 

 

      

   Career counseling 

 

70     29 3.10 3.00 1 4 

   Health center 

  

96 3 3.31 3.00 1 4 

   Computer labs 

  

99 0 3.56 4.00 1 4 

   Library services 

 

99 0 3.18 3.00 1 4 

   Tutoring  

 

91 8 3.21 3.00 1 4 

   Academic advising 92 7 2.97 3.00 1 4 
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Intercollegiate Ath facilities 

 

      

   Team training 

  

98 1 2.88 3.00 1 4 

   Sport competition 

  

99 0 2.74 3.00 1 4 

   Locker room 

 

93 6 2.75 3.00 1 4 

   Weight training 

 

99 0 3.33 4.00 1 4 

 

The mean data revealed that respondents were satisfied with support services in terms of 

computer labs (M=3.56), weight training (M=3.33) and the student health center (M=3.31). 

Tutoring, library services and career counseling means (ranging from M=3.10 to M=3.21) also 

indicated that respondents were satisfied with these services. Academic advising, team training 

and competition facilities were rated as somewhat less satisfactory (ranging from M=2.74 to 

M=2.95). The respondents’ perceptions indicated relatively low satisfaction regarding locker 

room and sport competition facilities (M=2.74 and M=2.75).  

Respondents expressed satisfaction regarding support services and campus facilities in 

terms of counseling, student health services, computer labs, library services, tutoring—academic 

advising, and weight training. Regarding sport practice and competition facilities, respondents 

were less satisfied, with females reporting less satisfaction than males, specifically in terms of 

locker room facilities. Respondents’ perceptions of locker room facilities differed according to 

gender and sport. When data were disaggregated by gender using a cross tabulation and 

associated Chi Square analysis statistically significant differences were found relative to level of 

satisfaction and locker room facilities, with female respondents indicating they were significantly 

less satisfied (Chi Square 19.89 (3, 1) p = .00). 

Findings specific to equitable services and facilities, besides being associated with gender 

equity, were consistent with the literature (Kuh et al., 2006) in terms of student-athlete 

satisfaction and wellbeing. Satisfaction discrepancies were also noted between facilities on and 

off campus. The women’s softball team uses off-campus facilities, and according to the 

institution’s Gender Issues Self-Study Report (2009) “the on-site locker, practice, and 

competition facilities are poor to non-existent” (p. 23). While the facilities for the women’s 

basketball team are better, and also located on campus, they are relatively smaller than those 

used by men’s basketball team. These findings revealed that the respondents in this study did not 

perceive their intercollegiate facilities as equitable in terms of size, structure, and availability on 

campus. Given this, efforts to upgrade facilities would likely contribute to increased student-

athlete satisfaction and associated wellbeing—thereby positively contributing to student-athlete 

persistence. It should be noted, that as of late fall 2010 new locker room facilities have been 

completed for two women’s sport teams. 

 

Student-Athlete Persistence Perceptions & Intentions 
 

Specific questions relative to student-athletes’ intentions to persist were asked regarding 

re-enrollment and intentions to complete their degrees, priorities in terms of athletics and 

academics, and individual and team athletic performance experiences and expectations. Relative 
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to re-enrollment almost all the respondents, 95%, agreed or strongly agreed that they planned to 

re-enroll the following semester. When asked their intentions to complete a bachelor’s degree at 

the institution, nearly 89% agreed or strongly agreed that they planned to do so. When asked 

whether they had intentions of completing a degree even if it was somewhere else, all agreed or 

strongly agreed that they intended to complete a bachelor’s degree. A similar question sought to 

establish whether respondents had intentions of completing their degree after their eligibility 

expired, nearly 95% agreed or strongly agreed that they intended to complete their degree even if 

their eligibility expired. 

Relative to athletics as their first priority, while over 40% agreed with this statement, a 

third disagreed, and 15.2% strongly agreed. Regarding academics as their first priority, nearly 

55% strongly agreed, while just over 37.4% agreed.  

In terms of athletic experiences and individual and team athletic performance 

expectations, responses were varied. While just over a quarter of respondents strongly agreed 

and over 40% agreed that their athletic experience was what they expected, almost 20% 

disagreed, and over 10% strongly disagreed with this statement. Almost three-quarters agreed or 

strongly agreed that they were satisfied with their athletic performance, while almost a quarter 

disagreed. Relative to perceptions of satisfaction with their team performance, findings were 

similar, with just over 70% indicating they agreed or strongly agreed, and just over 17% 

disagreeing.  

When respondents were asked whether they intended to compete as a student-athlete for 

their team the following season, over 90% agreed or strongly agreed that they did. Concerning 

starting all over again at the institution, approximately 70% agreed or strongly agreed that they 

would be willing to do so. When asked if the institution measured up to their expectations, nearly 

73% agreed or strongly agreed that their college experience was what they expected it to be. 

Table 7 displays survey item means, medians, and minimum and maximum distribution on the 

student-athletes’ perceptions of persistence.  

 

Table 7 - Student-Athlete Persistence at ISU Perceptions Descriptive Analysis 

 

Willingness to re-enroll or 

persist at ISU 

 

 

N 

valid 

 

N 

Missing 

 

Mean  

 

Median 

 

Minimum  

 

Maximum 

  

Re-enroll next semester      

 

99 

 

0 

 

3.71 

 

4.00 

 

3 

 

4 

 

Complete my Bachelor’s 

  degree at ISU  

 

 

99 

 

 

0 

 

 

3.59 

 

 

4.00 

 

 

1 

 

 

4 

  

Important to get my college 

  degree     

 

 

99 

 

 

0 

 

 

3.92 

 

 

4.00 

 

 

1 

 

 

4 

 

 Important to get my college 

  degree, even if eligibility 

   expires         

 

 

 

99 

 

 

 

0 

 

 

 

3.72 

 

 

 

4.00 

 

 

 

1 

 

 

 

4 

 

 Athletics first priority 

 

99 

 

0 

 

2.64 

 

3.00 

 

1 

 

4 
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 Academics are my first  

  priority 

 

 

99 

 

 

0 

 

 

3.46 

 

 

4.00 

 

 

2 

 

 

4 

 

 Athletic experience is    

  what I expected it to be 

 

 

99 

 

 

0 

 

 

2.88 

 

 

3.00 

 

 

1 

 

 

4 

 

Satisfied with my athletic   

  performance 

 

 

99 

 

 

0 

 

 

3.02 

 

 

3.00 

 

 

1 

 

 

4 

 

 Satisfied with my team’s  

  athletic performance 

 

 

99 

 

 

0 

 

 

2.89 

 

 

3.00 

 

 

1 

 

 

4 

  

Intend to compete as a 

  Student-athlete at ISU next 

   Season 

 

 

 

99 

 

 

 

0 

 

 

 

3.53 

 

 

 

4.00 

 

 

 

1 

 

 

 

4 

 

This college is what I  

  expected it to be 

 

 

99 

 

 

 

0 

 

 

2.91 

 

 

3.00 

 

 

1 

 

 

4 

  

Start all over again, I       

  would start at ISU 

 

97 

 

2 

 

2.94 

 

3.00 

 

1 

 

4 

  

Student-athlete    

  concept KFCIA 

 

 

99 

 

 

0 

 

 

3.29 

 

 

3.00 

 

 

1 

 

 

4 

 

 

Student-athlete    

  concept ISU 

 

99 

 

0 

 

3.29 

 

3.00 

 

1 

 

4 

 

 

 

 Based on the means displayed in Table 7 it is clear that respondents’ viewed getting their 

college degree as important, even if they had to continue after their athletic eligibility expired; 

and planned to re-enroll the next semester. Respondents also felt strongly in terms of their 

intentions to complete their bachelor’s degree (M=3.59), compete as a student-athlete the next 

season (M=3.53) and viewing academics as their top priority (M=3.46). Respondents expressed 

agreement relative to the concept of the student-athlete (KFCIA M=3.29, ISU M=3.12), their 

satisfaction with their personal (M=3.02), team athletic performance (M=2.89), their 

expectations of their athletic (M=2.88) and college (M=2.91) experiences, and intentions relative 

to starting over (M=2.94) and/or enrolling again at the institution (M=2.91). Respondents did not 

express agreement as strongly relative to the notion that athletics was their first priority 

(M=2.64). 

As noted, survey responses clearly indicated that student-athletes expressed strong 

intentions to persist and valued the importance of academics and athletics. Respondents viewed 

getting their college degree as important, even if they had to continue after their athletic 

eligibility expired. Respondents also felt strongly, in terms of level of agreement and their 
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intentions to complete their bachelor’s degree, compete as a student-athlete the next season, and 

declaring that they would be willing to start all over again at the institution. These findings are 

consistent with the literature (i.e., Astin, 1993; Crawford, 2005, 2007; Galyes & Hu, 2009; 

Hathaway, 2005; Ishler & Upcraft, 2005; Pascarella & Terenzini, 1991; Umbach et al., 2006) 

and can be interpreted to validate the link between student-athlete well-being, as delimited in this 

study and largely perceived and expressed positively by respondents, and persistence. 

 

Differences in Wellbeing Perceptions based on Student-Athlete Demographics 
 

Research Question 4 employed inferential analysis, and compared respondents’ 

perceptions based on demographic variables according to status (freshman and sophomore), 

gender and sport played (team versus individual sports) across three total variables derived from 

survey item scales associated with Athletic Departmental Policies and Practices (16 item scale), 

Educational Characteristics (17 item scale) and Institutional Services and Facilities (10 item 

scale). A t-test analysis was performed for the two group comparisons.  

Based on respondent status (freshman or sophomore) relative to Athletic Departmental 

Policies and Practices the mean for freshmen was M=2.97, indicating general satisfaction. 

Similarly the mean for sophomores was M=2.95. The t-test revealed no statistically significant 

difference between freshmen and sophomore respondents (t= .269, p= .79). Similar findings 

were reported relative to Educational Characteristics (freshmen M=2.97, sophomore M=3.03) 

and respondents’ perceptions relative to Institutional Services and Facilities (freshmen M=3.67, 

sophomore M=3.56). Like Athletic Departmental Policies and Practices, these t-test analyses 

revealed that there were no statistically significant differences based on student status relative to 

Educational Characteristics (t = -.626, p=.53) or Services and Facilities (t=.748, p=.46). 

It was interesting to note that there were no statistically significant differences based on 

student status (i.e., freshmen/sophomore) because the literature reviewed (e.g., Crawford, 

2007)—and purpose of this study, indicated that such differences might have been anticipated. 

According to Ishler and Upcraft (2005) “[t]he largest proportion of institutional leaving occurs in 

the first-year and prior to second year” (p. 28). Although statistically significant findings were 

not revealed regarding student status, the number and relative sample percentages of freshmen 

student-athletes in this study was more than nearly double that of sophomore student-athletes; 

which may in and of itself be an affirmation of Ishler and Upcraft’s assertions.  

 In terms of gender the means for males were slightly higher than for females across all 

three total variables, with no statistically significant differences noted: Athletic Departmental 

Policies and Practices (males: M=3.02, females: M=2.91, t=1.381, p=.17 ), Educational 

Characteristics (males: M=3.05, females: M=2.92, t=1.44, p=.15), Institutional Services and 

Facilities (males: M=3.66, females: M=3.59, t=.501, p=.62).  

Relative to individual versus team sport athletes, the mean for Athletic Departmental 

Policies and Practices for individual sport student-athletes’ (M=3.04) was higher than that for 

team sport student-athletes (M=2.90). However, the t-test, revealed no statistically significant 

difference (t= 1.70, p=.09). In contrast, the means for Educational Characteristics (individual 

sport student-athletes: M=3.13, team sport student-athletes: M=2.86) were significantly different 

(t=3.22, p=.00). Likewise, regarding Institutional Services and Facilities, the mean for individual 

sport student-athletes (M=3.90) was higher than that for team sport student-athletes (M=3.44). 

The t test revealed a statistically significant difference (t=3.35, p=.00). These statistically 

significant findings indicate that team sport student-athletes were less satisfied than individual 
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sport student-athletes regarding student-athlete wellbeing associated with Educational 

Characteristics and Institutional Services and Facilities.  

Willingness to re-enroll or persist. Respondent perceptions relative student status 

(freshmen/sophomore), gender and sport played (team/individual) and their willingness to re-

enroll or persist were analyzed using the Mann-Whitney U test. The Mann Whitney U test is a 

test for statistical significance used when the dependent variable is ranked data (Ary, et al., 

2006). There were no statistically significant differences in terms of respondent perceptions and 

intent to persist based on student status. In contrast, regarding gender, there were statistically 

significant differences in terms of respondents’ perceptions relative to (a) completing a college 

degree (z=-2.17, p=.03); (b) completing a degree when eligibility expires (z = -2.16, p=.03); and 

(c) satisfaction with team performance (z = -2.46, p=.01). In each case female respondents 

expressed significantly stronger levels of agreement and/or satisfaction.  

In terms of sport played there were statistically significant differences regarding 

respondents’ perceptions about intent to persist between individual and team sport student-

athletes relative to re-enrolling the following semester (z = -2.36, p=.02), expectations of athletic 

experience (z = -2.22, p=.03), satisfaction with personal and team athletic performance (z = -

2.06, p=.04), starting all over (z = -2.92, p=.00), and respondents’ college expectations (z = -3.55, 

p=.00). In each case, individual sport athlete respondents’ ranked means were higher than those 

of team sport athletes, indicating their level of agreement was significantly stronger.  

Relative to degree completion, these findings were consistent with what Astin’s (1993) 

assertions that comparatively, women were more likely than men to attain a bachelor’s degree 

regardless of the time spent in college. These findings further validate the underlying study 

assumption and applicability of general student body persistence models to student-athletes. 

Similarly, Eckard’s (2010) study NCAA Athlete Graduation Rates: Less Than Meets the Eye, 

attested “… the male graduation rates are generally about 6 percentage points less than female 

rates” (p. 48). The findings of this study concurred with Eckard’s assertions. Ridpath’s (2002) 

study also addressed the issue of gender and persistence. Ridpath set out to verify which 

characteristics (associated with graduation) discussed in the literature could be generalized to 

athletes in the Mid-American Conference. Gender was identified as a characteristic that 

positively influenced educational attainment and degree completion. The findings in this study 

were consistent with the broader literature in terms of females demonstrating higher academic 

achievement—at least in terms of persistence and degree attainment intentions (Astin, 1993; 

Benson, 1997; Eckard, 2010; Pascarella & Terenzini, 1991, Ridpath, 2002).  

 Regarding satisfaction with team performance, like Astin’s observation that if students 

are satisfied with their academic experiences they are more likely to persist, female respondents 

indicated they were more willing than male respondents to complete their bachelor’s degree, 

even if their eligibility expired. Given the win/loss records of some of the institution’s 

intercollegiate athletic teams at the time of this study, which demonstrated that in the main the 

women’s sport programs were more successful than the men’s, satisfaction with team 

performance and intent to complete their degree, may have been mutually reinforcing in both 

positive and negative directions for the male and female student-athletes in this study.  

As noted, differences were also found based on sport played (team/individual) in terms of 

re-enrolling the following semester, expectations of athletic experience, satisfaction with 

personal athletic performance, starting all over at the institution, and respondents’ college 

expectations—with individual sport athletes expressing significantly greater levels of agreement; 

and implying that they were significantly more likely to persist than the team sport student-
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athlete respondents. These findings too may be linked to the sport associated win/loss records at 

the time of this study, as well as perceptions associated with increased athletic demands 

flexibility that may be more typical of individual sport student-athletes experiences (i.e., practice 

schedules, etc.).  

 

Concluding Thoughts & Implications for Action 
 

These findings offer insights into current and future student-athlete perceptions about 

student engagement, collegiate quality of life and student-athlete wellbeing specific to Athletic 

Departmental Policies and Practices, Educational Characteristics, Institutional Facilities and 

Services, and intentions to persist. Freeman, Hall, and Bresciani (2007) saw value in examining 

current students’ perceptions because issues and concerns raised by current student-athletes can 

be addressed promptly and used to help improve student-athlete attrition. Upcraft et al. (2005) 

noted that successful outcomes from studies may “create change or confirm current 

practice…either way… (shaping) future policies, programs, and practice” (p. 486). Similarly, 

results of this study may be useful to those with decision-making control over academic and 

athletic programs, and/or are involved in the organization and administration of intercollegiate 

sport, to re-examine, amend, eliminate and/or establish policies and practices that better address 

student-athlete wellbeing/quality of life issues, and thereby potentially positively impact student-

athlete retention.  

The following conclusions and associated implications for action derive from the study 

findings.  

 

1. Relative to wellbeing and Athletic Departmental Policies and Practices: respondents were 

generally satisfied with the athletic department services and supports, but were less 

enthusiastic in terms of level of satisfaction regarding exposure to life-skill programs 

outside athletics (e.g., nutrition and drug/alcohol seminars/ workshops). Specifically, 

policies and practices should target increasing student-athlete awareness of  student 

engagement options and opportunities in terms of campus-wide/institution-based and 

department/discipline-specific services and supports, particularly those specific to life-

skill development. 

 

2. Relative to wellbeing and Educational Characteristics, while respondents’ expressed 

general satisfaction regarding their interactions with faculty and quality of instruction, it 

seems clear that more could be done to proactively enhance student engagement in terms 

of positive student-athlete to student (peer-to-peer) connections (Comeaux, 2005; 

Comeaux & Harrision, 2007; Gayles & Hu, 2009; Hathaway, 2005; Kuh et al., 2006). 

Student-athlete leaders and mentors, such as coaches, may be particularly well situated to 

promote and/or support enhanced development in this area. 

 

3. Relative to wellbeing and Institutional Services and Facilities, respondents expressed 

satisfaction regarding support services and campus facilities in terms of counseling, 

student health services, computer labs, library services, tutoring—academic advising, and 

weight training. However, regarding sport practice and competition facilities, respondents 

were less satisfied, with females reporting less satisfaction than males. These findings 
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should be used to guide intercollegiate athletic facility development decisions in terms 

size, structure, and availability on campus.  

 

4. Overall, student-athlete persistence intentions were overwhelmingly positive regarding 

academic priorities, degree completion, and alignment between what they expected in 

terms of their student-athlete experience and what they were receiving. These findings 

support the likelihood that these student-athletes will, in fact, persist through to degree 

completion.  

 

5. Significant differences were found based on gender and sport played, with female and 

individual sport student-athletes expressing greater levels of satisfaction and academic 

persistence—associated sentiments than their male and team sport student-athlete peers. 

These findings were consistent with the broader student body persistence literature 

(Astin, 1993; Tinto, 1993) and lend further support to the applicability of this literature 

and the associated persistence models to student-athletes.  

 

 In closing, these findings support the importance of “initiatives focusing on the [both] 

the individual student-athlete (personal/internal factors) and the external 

(institutional/environmental factors) that may impact student athletes’ dual mission on campus” 

(Simiyu, 2010, p. 23), and thereby enhance their overall educational experience, wellbeing and 

likelihood of persisting academically (Comeaux, 2005, Comeaux & Harrision, 2007; Gayles & 

Hu, 2009; Hathaway, 2005; Howard-Hamilton & Sina, 2001; Kuh et al., 2006). 
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