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This analysis examines faculty satisfaction with academic, financial, and governance 

aspects of intercollegiate athletics on their campuses and how views might vary according to 

individual attributes as well as athletics program and general campus characteristics. The data 

are drawn from a multi-campus study of Football Bowl Subdivision faculty sponsored by the 

Knight Commission on Intercollegiate Athletics (n=2,071).  Descriptive results indicated that the 

highest levels of satisfaction were observed for aspects of academics. Multivariate results 

suggested that individual characteristics accounted for more of the variance in faculty views 

than did campus and athletics program characteristics. Especially noteworthy were the 

consistent positive relationships between satisfaction and involvement in the governance of 

intercollegiate athletics and experience teaching student-athletes; the more meaningful contact 

that faculty had with athletes/athletics, the more satisfied they were with different dimensions of 

the program.  

 
Note: This study was undertaken with support from the Knight Commission on Intercollegiate Athletics, but the 

views contained herein are not necessarily those of the Commission. 

 

 

Introduction 

 

          alls for reform to intercollegiate athletics seem almost omnipresent.  Athletics is 

condemned for devaluing the core academic mission of colleges and universities, engaging in 

excessive commercially driven behavior, and permitting scandalous and unethical behavior on 

the part of coaches and students (e.g., Bok, 2003; Duderstadt, 2003; Shulman & Bowen, 2001; 

Sperber, 2000), but these criticisms rarely appear to resonate with university stakeholders 

positioned to affect the status quo.  Recently, however, concerns about the academic experiences 

of student-athletes are gaining traction with decision-makers.  After an August 2011 retreat, 

Division I presidents announced their intention to enact significant reforms, and the NCAA 

appears supportive (Grasgreen, 2011). Reflecting the presidents‟ dissatisfaction, Pennsylvania 

State University president Graham Spanier declared, “a lot of things have reached a boiling 

point…there‟s a unanimity of thinking of a very large number of presidents saying, „we‟ve 

reached a point where we must pay more attention to these academic issues, to these integrity 

issues‟” (Lederman, 2011, para. 2).   

Presidents are designated ultimate decision-making authority for intercollegiate athletics 

(Knight Commission, 1991) but academic issues on any given campus also fall squarely within 

C 
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the purview of faculty members, who have a collective governance responsibility for the 

institution‟s core educational mission (AAUP, 2002).  Most leaders in academics and athletics 

agree that faculty oversight of standards, policies, and practices should encompass those 

pertaining to athletics as well as the general student population (Brand, 2006; Lawrence, Ott, & 

Hendricks, 2009). In practice, however, athletics is often considered an auxiliary enterprise, “a 

part and apart in the American campus” (Thelin, 2008, p. 72).  As the discussion from the recent 

presidential retreat implies, concerns persist that athletes have a qualitatively different, and often 

substandard, educational experience compared to other students (Adler & Adler, 1991; Benford, 

2007).  Ridpath (2008) argues that many of the problems associated with intercollegiate athletics 

today such as illegal booster payments, cheating scandals, and other forms of student misconduct 

would be reduced if faculty governance groups were able to assert stronger control over the 

academic integrity of their campus‟ sports programs (see also Gerdy, 2006).  

Beyond their collective oversight role, many faculty members have individual 

relationships with students in the classroom.  The NCAA requires athletes to make steady 

progress towards their degrees, which currently includes passing a minimum of six course hours 

per term
1
. Individual professors, in the course instructor role, have important bearing on athletes‟ 

eligibility for competition as well as progress toward degree.  Moreover, there is evidence that 

meaningful faculty interactions benefit student-athletes in the form of higher grades, better 

chances of degree completion, and satisfaction with the college experience (Comeaux, 2005; 

Comeaux, 2008; Harrison & Comeaux, 2007; Harrison, Comeaux, & Plecha, 2006).  Faculty 

members are thus an important stakeholder group where athletics are concerned due to their 

relationships with individual students as well as their collective governance oversight of 

academic matters. 

While the recent meeting indicates that presidents are increasingly concerned and 

dissatisfied with the current state of intercollegiate athletics, what do faculty members think? 

Empirical consideration of this question is limited (Lawrence, Hendricks, & Ott, 2007), which is 

surprising given the regular calls by national reform efforts for faculty to take a more active role 

in athletics oversight (COIA, 2007; NCAA, 2006; Splitt, 2010). Most studies focus on the small 

proportion of faculty who hold formal athletics governance positions or constrain their samples 

to a single campus, a limitation of the literature identified by others as well (Trail & Chelladurai, 

2000).  Little is known about what the average professor thinks about intercollegiate athletics on 

his or her campus. Are they content with the academic standards and in-class performance of 

student-athletes on their campuses?  What about the governance of athletics?  Is faculty 

satisfaction consistent across individuals and across institutions? If not, what types of 

backgrounds and experiences are associated with higher (or lower) levels of approval? As the 

current academic reform efforts take shape, whether faculty members share the presidents‟ views 

is a timely question to explore. 

This analysis extends a descriptive study sponsored by the Knight Commission on 

Intercollegiate Athletics, which suggested that the majority of university faculty members had 

moderate views of their campus‟s athletics programs although they acknowledged being 

uninformed about athletics-specific policies and practices (Lawrence, Hendricks & Ott, 2007).  

The focus here is on understanding what contributes to faculty members‟ satisfaction with 

academic, financial, and governance aspects of athletics on NCAA Football Bowl Subdivision 

campuses (“FBS,” formerly Division 1-A).  This study also contributes to the wider conversation 

as to how views of athletics may differ across individuals and across different universities.  Thus 

the study addresses the following research questions:  
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1. How satisfied are faculty members with intercollegiate athletics on their campuses, and  

2. Does faculty members‟ satisfaction vary according to individual attributes as well as 

characteristics of their campuses and athletics programs? 

 
Conceptual Framework 

 
This study draws from prior research on academic faculty generally, as well as studies 

specific to faculty and athletics.  The outcome of interest here is satisfaction.  Conceptually, 

satisfaction captures the notion of contentment with or approval of a specific domain. The degree 

to which individual faculty members are personally satisfied with intercollegiate athletics has 

received little empirical attention, though scholars have studied various dimensions of faculty 

perceptions of athletics.  Several have considered faculty views about student-athletes: the 

students‟ academic competency, integrity, and classroom performance (Atwater, 2010; Harrison, 

2004; Norman, 1995) or whether faculty members hold stereotypes about the athletes and 

academic practices offered to athletes on their campuses (Baucom & Lantz, 2001; Engstrom, 

Sedlacek, & McEwen, 1995). Others have analyzed faculty views of their institution‟s athletics 

program more generally: policies and procedures (Cockley & Roswal, 1994; Noble, 2004), 

program goals, priorities, and issues (Friesen, 1992; Kuga, 1996; Norman, 1995; Putler & Wolfe, 

1999; Seidler, Gerdy & Cardinal, 1998; Trail & Chelladurai, 2000), external influences and 

pressures (Atwater, 2010; Weber, Sherman & Tegano, 1990), areas needing reform (Harrison, 

2004; Tucci, 2004), and the oversight role of faculty (Engstrand, 1995; Kennedy, 1998; Kuga, 

1996; Solow, 1998). 

Cockley and Roswal‟s (1994) survey of 810 faculty from 48 schools across the three 

NCAA divisions is one of the few peer-reviewed studies that explicitly focuses on satisfaction as 

an outcome.  The authors did not directly ask about personal satisfaction but rather represented it 

with respondents‟ average level of agreement (on a binary yes/no scale) with 21 athletics policies 

and practices. The focus of their analysis was on contrasting faculty satisfaction across divisions 

and according to governance involvement; Division I respondents were less satisfied, while 

athletics board members were more satisfied.  However, no other individual or campus 

antecedents of faculty satisfaction were analyzed.    

Cockley and Roswal used a single measure to represent global satisfaction. However, 

there is consensus among higher education scholars that faculty workplace satisfaction is a 

multidimensional construct, encompassing contentment with the institution, department, career, 

salary, etc. (Bozeman & Gaughan, 2011; Smart, 1990; Hagedorn, 2000), so it follows that 

satisfaction with athletics would be similarly complex.  Intercollegiate athletics is a large 

enterprise at many institutions, and a single global measure of satisfaction may not be adequate 

to capture the variation in views about different aspects of programs.  A more nuanced definition 

is suggested by the most recent research (Lawrence, Ott, & Hendricks, 2007), which parallels the 

NCAA‟s Presidential Task Force on the Future of Division I Intercollegiate Athletics (2006) and 

proposes that faculty satisfaction should be separated into the three areas of academics, finance, 

and governance.   

As discussed above, research into what might affect satisfaction with athletics is very 

limited, but more attention has been given to the factors that contribute to faculty job 

satisfaction. A substantial tradition of scholarship exists in industrial-organizational psychology 

exploring the influences on employee job satisfaction as well as the connections between 
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satisfaction and workplace performance (for a recent review of this literature, see Judge, 

Thoresen, Bono, & Patton, 2001). Henne and Locke (1985) noted that satisfaction may be 

associated with an array of psychological and behavioral consequences, and research specific to 

faculty indicates that it is in fact correlated with workplace outcomes such as organizational 

commitment, turnover intentions, and productivity (Daly & Dee, 2006; Hagedorn, 2000; 

Johnsrud, Heck, & Rosser, 2000; Rosser, 2004; Smart, 1990; Zhou & Volkwein, 2004).  

In terms of the factors that contribute to satisfaction, Hagedorn (2000) observed, 

“although job satisfaction is a topic of interest for business in general and labor relations in 

particular, it is truly surprising that so few theoretical models exist to try to explain, predict, or 

understand it” (p. 6). Most inquiries are framed using cognitive psychology (Lewin, 1935; 

Neisser, 1967), assuming that how people behave and react to different situations is a function of 

individual characteristics as well as the social and structural environment in which they are 

located. Where faculty members are concerned, Hagedorn (2000) theorized about three forms of 

mediating influences on their job satisfaction: demographics (e.g., gender, race, discipline), 

environment (e.g., working conditions), and motivators and hygienes (e.g., the nature of the 

work, salary, relationships with supervisors). The last group of constructs, motivators and 

hygienes, are specific to the job itself, but demographic and environmental influences may well 

impact satisfaction with other facets of the workplace (see also Bozeman & Gaughan, 2011).  

There is a preponderance of evidence demonstrating a connection between faculty job 

satisfaction and individual demographic variables such as gender, race, and tenure status (Astin, 

Antonio, Cress & Astin, 1997; August & Waltman, 2004; Blackburn & Lawrence, 1995; 

Blackwell, 1989; Hagedorn, 1994; Rosser, 2004; Seifert & Umbach, 2007; Turner, 2002; Zhou 

& Volkwein, 2004) and between faculty job satisfaction and environmental variables such as 

institution type, undergraduate student quality, school size and wealth (Ethington, Smart & 

Zelmann, 1989; Zhou & Volkwein, 2004).  

Applied to faculty satisfaction with intercollegiate athletics, the antecedents of job 

satisfaction are informative but incomplete. In addition to individual attributes and the general 

campus environment, the context specific to athletics likely impacts the degree to which a 

professor approves of the intercollegiate programs on campus.  The conceptual framework for 

this study, therefore, assumes that faculty members‟ satisfaction with athletics is directly affected 

by personal attributes and the surrounding context, both general campus and specific to athletics 

(see Figure One).  The next section summarizes what we know about how these variables affect 

faculty views of athletics.  
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Figure 1. Conceptual Framework 
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Note. This study tests the relationships denoted by solid lines. Those in dotted lines are hypothesized to exist but are 

not assessed here. 

 

Effects of Individual Attributes on Faculty Views 
 

An individual‟s demographics and experiences are associated with differing opinions of 

intercollegiate athletics.  Gender is a well-studied trait in the literature, although evidence is 

mixed as to whether male and female faculty share common views (Trail & Chelladurai, 2000). 

Men may be more “reform-oriented” (Kuga, 1996) and less inclined to believe that women‟s 

athletics programs are treated equitably at their schools (Feezell, 2005; Trail & Chelladurai, 

2000). However, Atwater (2010) did not find that gender affected faculty perceptions of student-

athletes‟ academic skills, interpersonal skills, academic engagement, or academic motivation, nor 

did Seidler, Gerdy and Cardinal (1998) observe differences in the views of male and female 

faculty about athletics program goals.  

Likewise, the findings on discipline are mixed. Several studies of intercollegiate athletics 

suggest that faculty from sports-related fields such as kinesiology and physical education have 

more positive views of the role that athletics plays at their institution and the image of their 
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campus‟s athletics program (Harrison, 2004; Noble, 2004), although others do not find 

disciplinary differences in faculty attitudes (Feezell, 2005).  

Tenure status, rank, and career longevity also shape faculty views, with less experienced 

faculty having more positive perceptions of athletics (Noble, 2004). For example, a case study of 

University of Minnesota faculty found that those who were employed at their institution between 

one and five years were more likely to agree that a winning athletic team unified their campus 

than faculty who were at the university longer (Engstrand, 1995).  

Another individual characteristic that may influence views is the degree to which a 

faculty member is involved in the governance of intercollegiate athletics at their institution, 

typically committee membership or the Faculty Athletics Representative (FAR) position.  

Faculty on athletic boards in both Division I and II express more satisfaction with the state of 

intercollegiate athletics on their campuses than their peers who do not serve on the boards 

(Cockley & Roswal, 1994).  Yet interestingly, FARs may have significantly more positive 

attitudes on academic, financial, gender, and social issues related to their campus‟s athletics 

program compared to revenue sport coaches and athletics directors (Friesen, 1992). 

 

Effects of Campus Context on Faculty Views 
 

Research on faculty suggests that the specific institution where they work has important 

influences on their opinions.  For example, the structural differences in public compared to 

private schools may translate to differences in satisfaction and knowledge, especially where 

governance and financial issues are concerned.  Solow (1998) found that faculty at private 

schools perceived they had stronger governance influence over athletics than their colleagues at 

public schools. However, Becker et al‟s (1986) results indicate that public university faculty may 

feel an increased sense of agency where athletics program financial decisions are concerned. 

Likewise, the size of a campus, proxied by undergraduate enrollment, may be important.  

Research shows that larger campuses are more likely to have disengaged faculty in institution-

wide activities and initiatives, including intercollegiate athletics (Armenta, 1986; Cockley & 

Roswal, 1994).  

While the effects of an institution‟s structural features on faculty have been analyzed to 

some extent as described above, the separate influence of campus climate has not been tested 

empirically.  Lawrence, Hendricks, and Ott (2007) proposed that a faculty member‟s views of 

the overall university would influence how he or she sees the athletics program. For instance, 

those who believe that faculty have substantial influence on decisions that are made on their 

campus generally will be more likely to see the faculty role in athletics oversight as strong.  

However, Lawrence, Hendricks, and Ott‟s work was limited to descriptive comparisons and did 

not control for the likely interrelationships among campus climate, campus structures, and 

individual attributes.   

 

Effects of Athletics Context on Faculty Views 
 

Scholars also suggest that characteristics of a campus‟s athletics program have a separate 

impact on faculty. Putler and Wolfe‟s (1999) interviews with faculty, students and administrators 

led them to conclude that,  
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seven factors are critical in determining these perceptions [of whether the campus programs were 

successful]” (1) success on the „field‟ (operationalized as win-loss records); (2) student athlete 

education (graduation rates); (3) athletic program ethics (NCAA violations); (4) interest in 

athletics (attendance); (5) gender equity (proportion of female athletes compared to the 

proportion of female undergraduates); (6) breadth of program offerings (number of teams); and 

(7) the extent to which an athletic program is self-supporting (financial surplus or deficit). (p. 

308).  

Several quantitative studies corroborate that the first two characteristics, teams‟ academic 

and on-field performance, are indeed associated with faculty views. Solow (1998) surveyed 

Faculty Athletics Representatives from all Division I-A schools and reported that those at 

schools with lower men‟s basketball graduation rates perceived less faculty oversight of 

intercollegiate athletics. Although Solow observed no relationship with football graduation rates, 

the entering SAT scores of football team players had a significant relationship with faculty 

opinions.   

Solow‟s results also suggested that on-field records, especially those of high-profile 

sports such as men‟s basketball and football, were associated with faculty perceptions. 

Moreover, Noble (2004) found that faculty at Division III schools with better records had more 

favorable views of athletics than do faculty at schools with less successful teams.  Yet this on-

field success likely comes with a cost to faculty governance. Becker et al (1986) observed that as 

football teams‟ records improved, respondents from Division I schools were less likely to believe 

that the faculty on their campuses had strong oversight of athletics policies. 

 

Methods 
 

Data 
 

The data used in this analysis were collected as part of a study funded by the Knight 

Commission on Intercollegiate Athletics to better understand faculty perceptions of and 

satisfaction with intercollegiate athletics at NCAA FBS campuses.  The survey instrument was 

constructed by researchers from the University of Michigan, advised by the Knight Commission 

as well as a group of faculty involved in national reform efforts. Also, to test basic assumptions 

about the survey direction, generate possible lines of questioning, and ensure the instrument was 

relevant across campus settings, 47 faculty interviews were conducted at five FBS schools.  The 

resulting instrument was pilot tested to a small group of faculty and modified accordingly before 

distribution to the full sample.  

The survey is organized around three distinct dimensions, governance, finance and 

academics, which are consistent with the foci of national athletics interest groups, previous 

empirical studies, and themes that emerged from the interviews. Governance includes items 

related to faculty involvement in general campus decision-making bodies such as faculty senates, 

faculty involvement in athletics-specific roles and responsibilities, and faculty views of campus 

leadership.  Finance includes items related to the institution‟s economic condition, institutional 

and athletics budgetary decisions, and commercialization activities. Academics includes items 

related to admissions, advising, and student academic performance.  

The instrument itself is divided into five sections
2
, but this analysis considers data from 

two sections only: 
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 34 questions designed to measure the respondent‟s satisfaction with general and athletics-

specific policies, practices, behaviors, and conditions on their campus.    

 20 demographic questions pertaining to the respondents‟ careers (e.g., tenure status, field, 

years at institution) as well as their experience with campus governance, intercollegiate 

athletics and athletes, their current investment of time in undergraduate teaching, research 

and service, commitment to their current institution, and their personal experiences as 

student-athletes.  

  

Additional data pertaining to organizational characteristics, including sector, control, 

admissions and enrollment figures, graduation rates, and number of faculty, were gathered from 

the U.S. Department of Education‟s Integrated Postsecondary Educational Data System (IPEDS) 

for Fall 2006. Information about student-athletes and program revenues is from the U.S. 

Department of Education‟s Office of Postsecondary Education Equity in Athletics Disclosure 

Act (EADA) reports. Data pertaining to team championships, bowl appearances, and NCAA 

tournament appearances are from the Official 2007 NCAA Men's Basketball Records Book and 

2006 NCAA Divisions I-A and I-AA Football Records Book.   

The survey was distributed to a sample of faculty at 23 schools selected to represent the 

119 FBS colleges and universities in 2007.  Two schools were randomly selected from each of 

the eleven FBS conferences and one independent school was selected as well.  Individual 

respondents were selected to include (a) all faculty currently involved in campus-level 

governance (e.g., senates, advisory groups) or in positions associated with the oversight of 

intercollegiate athletics (e.g., FARs, athletics advisory boards) and (b) faculty with tenure track 

appointments in fields that typically have larger undergraduate course enrollments
3
. The survey 

was administered to a sample of 13,604 faculty and a total of 3,005 completed the entire 

instrument, for a response rate of 22 percent. Adjusted for those with emeritus standing, non-

tenure track faculty, and administrators inadvertently included
4
 the final sample used in this 

analysis was 2,071 individuals.  

 

Measures 
 

This study was guided by two research questions: how satisfied are faculty members with 

intercollegiate athletics on their campuses, and does faculty satisfaction vary according to 

individual attributes as well as characteristics of their campuses and athletics programs?  

The outcomes of interest, therefore, represent faculty satisfaction with athletics-specific policies, 

practices, behaviors, and conditions on their own campuses
5
. Responses to the 24 survey items 

pertaining to athletics satisfaction were grouped into three separate composite variables: 

academics, finance, and governance
6
.  Academics includes nine questions about admissions, 

advising, integrity, and athletes‟ classroom performance; finance includes four questions about 

general fund subsidies, scholarships, and commercialization; and governance includes eleven 

items about faculty oversight and input as well as institutional control.  Each of the three 

measures was created by averaging the component items together
7
.   The complete list of items 

included in each variable is in the Appendix.  
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Table 1. Descriptive Statistics 
 

 N Min Max Mean SD 
Dependent Variables      
Satisfaction with Academics 1439 1.00 5.00 3.31 0.68 
Satisfaction with Finance 1764 1.00 5.00 2.80 0.93 
Satisfaction with Governance 1804 1.00 5.00 2.90 0.84 
Campus Context      
Public University

 a
 2071 0.00 1.00 0.89 0.31 

ACT Composite 50
th

 Percentile Score
 a
 2071 19.00 32.00 24.88 2.88 

Percent of Non-Tenure Track Faculty
 a
 2071 0.28 0.67 0.43 0.09 

Full-Time Undergraduate Enrollment (in 1,000)
 a
 2071 2.71 31.05 19.01 7.99 

Athletics Context      
NFL/NBA Team    2071 0.00 1.00 0.70 0.46 
Athletics Revenues (in $10mil)

b
 2071 1.01 7.89 4.43 2.07 

Men‟s Basketball Four-Class Graduation Rate
b
 2071 3.40 59.20 38.95 14.55 

Men‟s Basketball NCAA Tournament 

Appearances
c
 

2071 0.00 6.00 2.22 2.21 
Football Four-Class Graduation Rate

b
 2071 38.33 78.83 54.96 10.76 

Football Bowl Appearances
c
 2071 0.00 6.00 3.07 1.92 

NCAA Violations       2071 0.00 2.00 0.51 0.55 
Individual Attributes       
Teach Student-Athletes          2071 0.00 1.00 0.46 0.50 
Athletics Governance Involvement 2040 0.00 1.00 0.14 0.34 
General Governance Involvement   2033 0.00 1.00 0.78 0.41 
Female       2032 1.00 2.00 1.30 0.46 
White     2071 0.00 1.00 0.89 0.31 
Assistant Professor 2071 0.00 1.00 0.20 0.40 
Associate Professor 2071 0.00 1.00 0.30 0.46 
Full Professor 2071 0.00 1.00 0.47 0.50 
Other Rank 2071 0.00 1.00 0.03 0.16 
Professional Discipline 2071 0.00 1.00 0.33 0.47 
Natural Sciences Discipline 2071 0.00 1.00 0.13 0.34 
Mathematics Discipline 2071 0.00 1.00 0.05 0.21 
Humanities Discipline 2071 0.00 1.00 0.15 0.36 
Social Sciences Discipline 2071 0.00 1.00 0.16 0.37 
Music Discipline 2071 0.00 1.00 0.04 0.19 
Kinesiology Discipline 2071 0.00 1.00 0.02 0.15 
Natural Sciences Discipline 2071 0.00 1.00 0.13 0.34 
General Climate: Satisfaction with Academics 1792 1.14 5.00 3.58 0.66 
General Climate: Satisfaction with Governance 2024 1.00 5.00 2.75 1.27 
General Climate: Satisfaction with Finances 1994 1.00 5.00 2.89 1.1 

 
Note. Athletics governance involvement, general governance involvement, and gender are missing data because 

some respondents skipped items.  Post hoc analyses suggest no pattern exists in the items that were skipped or the 

individuals who chose to skip them.   
a
 Information is from IPEDS reports  

b
 Information is from EADA reports  

c
 Information is from 2007 NCAA Men‟s Basketball Records Book or 2006 NCAA Divisions I-A and I-AA Football 

Records Book and represent records for the six seasons from 01-02 through 06-07 

 

Guided by the study conceptual framework, a total of 21 independent variables were 

identified (see Table 1 for descriptive statistics).  Four variables represent different aspects of the 

campus context: control, size (i.e., total full-time undergraduate enrollment), selectivity (i.e., 
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average incoming student ACT score), and proportion of non-tenure track faculty.  This last 

measure is not discussed in the scholarship on faculty and athletics specifically, but the steady 

decrease in tenure track positions (Allen, 2004) has major implications for the faculty role in 

university governance writ large.  It stands to reason that this might influence how faculty see 

their place in athletics oversight.  

Seven variables capture the university‟s context specific to athletics including annual 

athletics program revenues, men‟s football and basketball four-class graduation rates, football 

bowl appearances, men‟s basketball NCAA tournament appearances, number of major NCAA 

infractions received between 2001 and 2006.  A final athletics context variable represents the 

presence of a professional sports franchise (i.e., NBA or NFL) in the same state as the university. 

Although this has not been tested in quantitative research of faculty and athletics, a pro team may 

moderate attention paid to the university‟s high profile teams by local/regional athletics 

enthusiasts, perhaps reducing the external pressures on the program compared to one in a 

location that is comparatively more isolated (Toma, 2003).  

 Eight variables represent attributes of the faculty members themselves, including gender, 

race/ethnicity, discipline, rank, current or past governance experience at the school, college or 

university level, athletics governance experience, whether or not the individual had experience 

teaching athletes, and the individual‟s perceptions of the general climate.  The final measure was 

constructed from a series of survey items pertaining to the academic, financial, and governance 

context on the campus in general.  For example, one question asked about faculty satisfaction 

with the academic performance in their classes of undergraduate students who were not student-

athletes, which parallels the two items measuring faculty satisfaction with the academic 

performance of football and basketball players and of other student-athletes in their classes.  Due 

to survey length constraints, however, there was not a one-to-one match of athletics and general 

items. Responses to these general climate items were averaged into composite measures the same 

way that the dependent variables were constructed
8
. The appropriate climate measure was 

included in the corresponding regression model, i.e., the academic measure was added to the 

regression with athletics-specific satisfaction as the outcome and likewise for governance and 

finance.  

 

Analytic Strategy 
 

This analysis focused on the relationship between faculty members‟ individual and 

campus characteristics and their satisfaction with intercollegiate athletics.  Ordinary Least 

Squares (OLS) regression is a statistical technique that isolates these relationships and indicates 

which characteristics, holding all others constant, might have influenced faculty satisfaction and 

which characteristics were not significant. In the survey, satisfaction was divided into academics, 

finance, and governance, so this analysis is based on three OLS models, one for each of the 

aforementioned dependent variables. The independent variables were entered into each 

regression in two blocks, the ten individual attributes alone followed by the eleven campus and 

athletics characteristics.   All coefficients were standardized and are interpreted as effect sizes. 

 An assumption of OLS regression is that each observation is independent from the others.  

One-way analyses of variance (ANOVA) for each of the dependent variables by school indicated 

that the intra-class correlations were modest in size and ranged from approximately four to eight 

percent.  To ensure that the nested data did not produce inaccurate estimates (i.e., faculty are 
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situated in universities and those in certain schools might be more satisfied due to this 

affiliation), I statistically adjusted for this clustering using Stata‟s robust errors correction. 

 
Results 

 
The results are separated into the three dimensions of faculty satisfaction with 

intercollegiate athletics on their campuses: academic, governance, and financial aspects. Each 

section begins by considering the descriptive results of the relevant dimension then shifts to a 

discussion of the regression model.  

  

Satisfaction with Academics 
 

For academics, faculty reported an average satisfaction level of 3.58 on a scale from one 

to five (see Table 1). More faculty were satisfied/very satisfied than dissatisfied/very dissatisfied 

with every item pertaining to academics (see Appendix, Table A1). They were especially pleased 

with the academic integrity of student-athletes in their classes (62.1% satisfied/very satisfied 

compared to 17% dissatisfied/very dissatisfied) and the level of responsibility that student-

athletes assumed to complete assignments or make up for missed courses (59.9% satisfied/very 

satisfied compared to 19% dissatisfied/very dissatisfied).   

Turning to the multivariate analyses, individual attributes alone explained 38.4 percent of 

the variation in faculty satisfaction with athletics.  When campus and athletic program 

characteristics were included, the full model R
2
 increased to 40.1 percent (see Table 2). The only 

two campus variables that were significant were school size and football team graduation rate; all 

else being equal, faculty were more satisfied with academic aspects of intercollegiate athletics at 

schools with smaller student enrollments (=-.093, p<.05) and with higher football team 

graduation rates (=.025, p<.001).   

In the full model, no significant differences existed in satisfaction with academics 

according to gender, race, or rank. However, those in professional disciplines were more 

satisfied compared to their colleagues in other fields (=.178, p<.001).  Faculty who taught 

student-athletes were also more satisfied with academic aspects of their campus‟s intercollegiate 

programs (=.065, p<.01), as were those who held athletics governance positions (=.140, 

p<.001).  Finally, the more that faculty were satisfied with general conditions pertaining to 

academics on their campuses, the more satisfied they were with dimensions specific to athletics 

(=.531, p<.001).  

 

Satisfaction with Governance 
 

Satisfaction with governance averaged 2.75 on a five-point scale, the lowest mean of the 

three areas considered here (see Table 1). A relatively larger number of faculty were satisfied (36 

percent) than dissatisfied (23 percent) with the willingness of their colleagues who served on 

governance groups to take positions at odds with those advocated by athletics administrators (see 

Appendix, Table A2). More faculty were satisfied than not with cooperation between athletics 

and faculty to uphold academic standards, attention given to student-athletes‟ educational 

experiences by governance groups, institutional control over athletics, presidential oversight of 

athletics, and handling of external constituencies such as boosters.   
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Respondents were less pleased with several aspects of faculty involvement in athletics 

governance.  Namely, fewer were satisfied/very satisfied (20.3%) than dissatisfied/very 

dissatisfied (43.3%) with the range of faculty perspectives considered by central administrators 

when institutional positions on intercollegiate athletics were formulated. More were 

dissatisfied/very dissatisfied than not with the types of roles that faculty play in governance of 

athletics and extent to which faculty input informs decisions about athletics.  

A notable proportion of respondents had “no opinion” about dimensions of athletics 

governance, ranging from 23 percent choosing this option to express their relative satisfaction 

with institutional control over athletics on their campus to 49 percent having no opinion about 

the practice of giving perks to faculty in governance positions.  Although respondents selected 

“no opinion” for academic and finance items as well, the highest average frequencies of this 

option was observed in the governance section.  

The multivariate analyses indicated that 36 percent of the variation in overall satisfaction 

with governance was explained by the individual variables, and when the campus block was 

added, the full model R
2
 increased to 36.9 percent.  The campus characteristics significantly 

associated with governance differed from those reported in the prior section for the academics 

model. Faculty were more satisfied with their school‟s athletics governance as the dollar value of 

reported revenues from the athletics program increased (=.116, p<.05) but less satisfied as the 

number of times the men‟s basketball team had appeared in the NCAA tournament increased 

(=-.099, p<.01) and as the proportion of non-tenure track faculty at the campus grew (=-.059, 

p<.01).   

The individual attributes associated with governance satisfaction were similar to those 

that predicted academic satisfaction.   Those in professional disciplines (=0.073, p<.001) and in 

athletics governance positions (=.161, p<.001) were more satisfied with the governance 

processes surrounding their campus‟ programs. Satisfaction with general governance conditions 

was positively associated with satisfaction with athletics governance conditions (=.529, 

p<.001). In contrast to the academic satisfaction results, where rank was not significant, full 

professors were less satisfied with the governance of athletics compared to assistant professors 

(=-.065 p<.05). 

 

Satisfaction with Finances 
 

 Respondents‟ satisfaction with finances averaged 2.89 on a five-point scale (see Table 

1). On balance, faculty were more satisfied than not with the practice of awarding scholarships 

and their athletics department‟s compliance with Title IX (see Appendix, Table A3). They were 

split in terms of satisfaction with the balance struck on their campus between commercialization 

and the ideals of amateur athletics. The majority of respondents were not pleased with the use of 

general funds to subsidize intercollegiate athletics on their campus; 36 percent were dissatisfied 

/very dissatisfied while 21 percent were satisfied/very satisfied.  

The proportion of variance in overall satisfaction with finances explained by the full 

model, 29 percent, was comparatively smaller than that for academics (40.1 percent) or 

governance (36.9 percent). Of the campus and athletics program characteristics, athletics 

revenues and football team graduation rates each had a positive relationship with satisfaction 

with finances (=.165 and = .079, both p<.01).  Postseason tournament appearances by the 

men‟s football and basketball teams were each negatively associated with satisfaction, however 

(=-.104 and =-.092, both p<.01).   
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As was the case with academics and governance, the individual block of variables accounted for 

more of the variance in satisfaction with finances than did the campus characteristics.  Faculty 

who taught athletes (=.055, p<.01), served in athletics governance positions (=.128, p<.001), 

and were in a professional discipline (=.134, p<.001) each had significantly higher levels of 

satisfaction. Also, those who were assistant professors were more likely to be satisfied than those 

in the associate (=-.073, p<.01) or full professor ranks (=-.112 p<.001).  Moreover, general 

satisfaction with campus financial conditions predicted satisfaction with athletics specific 

finances (=.440, p<.001).  

 

Table 2. Frequency Distributions: Satisfaction with Governance Items 

 
 Academics Governance Finance 

 
Individual 

Only Model 

Full 

Model 

Individual 

Only Model 

Full  

Model 

Individual 

Only Model 

Full  

Model 

Individual Attributes             

General Climate 0.525 *** 0.531 *** 0.530 *** 0.529 *** 0.447 *** 0.440 *** 

Teach Student-Athletes          0.072 ** 0.065 ** 0.003  -0.011  0.048 * 0.055 ** 

Athletics Governance Involvement 0.144 *** 0.140 *** 0.162 *** 0.161 *** 0.121 *** 0.128 *** 

General Governance Involvement   -0.006  -0.007  0.008  0.013  0.011  0.011  

Female       -0.043 * -0.036  -0.020  -0.015  0.034  0.036  

White     0.025  0.022  0.030  0.028  0.022  0.022  

Associate Professor
 a
 -0.007  -0.008  -0.030  -0.032  -0.072 ** -0.073 ** 

Full Professor
 a
 -0.008  -0.006  -0.064 * -0.065 * -0.103 *** -0.112 *** 

Other Rank
 a
 0.025  0.022  -0.007  -0.008  0.011  0.008  

Professional Discipline
 b

 0.182 *** 0.178 *** 0.080 *** 0.073 *** 0.137 *** 0.134 *** 

Campus Context             

Public University   0.077 

 

*   -0.045 

 

   0.037 

 

 

ACT Composite 50
th

 Percentile 

Score 

  -0.073    0.046    0.003  

Percent of Non-Tenure Track 

Faculty 

  0.004    -0.059 **   -0.006  

Full-Time Undergraduate 

Enrollment (in 1,000) 

  -0.093 *   0.012    0.034  

Athletics Context             

NFL/NBA Team      0.044 

 

   -0.018 

 

   -0.017 

 

 

Athletics Revenues (in $10mil)         -0.003    0.116 *   0.165 ** 

Men‟s Basketball Graduation Rate   0.015    0.035    -0.019  

Men‟s Basketball NCAA 

Tournament Appearances 

  0.117    -0.099 **   -0.092 ** 

Football Graduation Rate   0.025 ***   0.040    0.079 ** 

Football Bowl Appearances    -0.047    -0.052    -0.104 ** 

NCAA Violations   -0.003    -0.033    -0.032  

Constant 1.25 *** 1.09 *** 1.86 *** 1.59 *** 1.52 *** 0.99 *** 

R-Square 0.384  0.401  0.340  0.369  0.273  0.290  

F-Statistic 83.98 *** 42.71 *** 91.23 *** 49.13 *** 64.61-

.007 and 

b=-.039 

*** 33.17 *** 

N 1,439  1,439  1,804  1,804  1,764  1,764  

 

* p<.05; ** p<.01; *** p<.001 

Note. All coefficients are standardized.  Variance inflation tests for each model indicated that multicollinearity   

Athletics revenue approximate VIF=6.6 for each of the regressions.   
a
 Comparison group is Assistant Professor. 
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Study Limitations 
 

This study assesses faculty satisfaction with intercollegiate athletics on their own 

campuses.  Little to no information was collected about faculty satisfaction with conference or 

national level issues pertaining to intercollegiate athletics.
  
The sample was limited to faculty in 

NCAA FBS universities and created to maximize the chances that respondents had contact with 

student-athletes in class and/or currently serve in campus level and intercollegiate athletics 

governance roles
9
. Generalizations about the findings should take these sampling parameters, as 

well as the modest survey response rate, into account.   

All campus and athletics program variables were derived from publicly available data and 

as such, several characteristics that likely mediate faculty views were not represented in these 

models. For example, Becker et al (1986) found that the organization of faculty governance 

responsibilities for intercollegiate athletics (e.g., the number of faculty on athletics advisory 

committees) had a significant relationship with faculty perceptions of governance power.  A 

financial example is whether or not an athletics program‟s budget and/or fundraising efforts are a 

part of the overall university‟s processes or separately reported and managed entities, which is 

certainly a topic debated among national faculty reform organizations (COIA, 2007). These types 

of variables were omitted here, as they were not readily accessible, but likely vary across FBS 

schools.  

A related limitation pertains to the athletics-specific campus variables, such as men‟s 

basketball and football graduation rates and athletics department annual revenues. A great deal of 

discussion surrounds how to accurately and appropriately represent these in research (Hodge & 

Tanlu, 2009; NCAA, 2006; Suggs, 2009). The decision about which to use in this analysis was 

based on advice from experts affiliated with the Knight Commission. Conclusions about the 

relationship between these variables and faculty views should be made with caution, however, as 

they are imperfect measures likely subjected to inconsistencies across campuses.  

 Finally, a statistical limitation of the analysis is the positive skew of the governance and 

finance dependent variables.  OLS regression assumes that dependent variables are normally 

distributed, although the technique is relatively robust to violations of the assumption. 

Transformations did not improve the appearance of the distributions, but post hoc analyses 

suggested the residuals followed a normal curve.   

 

Discussion 
 

The purpose of this study was to investigate faculty satisfaction with academic, 

governance, and financial dimensions of intercollegiate athletics on their campuses. On average, 

the highest levels of satisfaction were observed for academics, an interesting finding in light of 

the president-led reform efforts focused on academics discussed in the introduction to this paper.  

Why might these results imply that faculty members are more satisfied with academics than 

presidents?  One explanation is that the presidents‟ focus is on institution level, division level, 

and NCAA-wide academic issues, policies, and practices (e.g., Academic Progress Rate 

standards).  In contrast, the average faculty member‟s experiences are localized to classroom 

jurisdiction. The focus of this study was therefore on individual experiences in the classroom and 

on campus. Respondents were not asked their opinions about intercollegiate athletics on a larger 

scale, though further inquiry into this is a direction for future research.  Also, compared to 
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financial and governance concerns, perhaps faculty members feel a stronger sense of agency over 

academics on their campuses, resulting in relatively higher levels of satisfaction. 

Another factor that distinguishes faculty from presidents is their awareness of athletic 

specific policies and practices.  The most common response to four of the nine academic items 

was “no opinion.”  This was also the case for seven of the eleven governance items and one of 

the four finances items. Unpacking why respondents had these high levels of “no opinion” and 

the implications for the management of intercollegiate athletics is an important direction for 

further research.  Perhaps faculty members prefer to avoid generalizations about athletics, 

especially when individual students and academic matters are concerned.  This was Atwater‟s 

(2010) conclusion after observing a range of views about student-athlete traits, abilities, 

preparation, and behaviors in a single campus study. Putler and Wolfe (1999) studied six 

stakeholder groups – faculty, student-athletes, prospective students, non-athlete current students, 

athletic department staff, and alumni – and also found that faculty had the most heterogeneous 

attitudes towards athletics on their campuses. Alternatively, this finding might reflect a lack of 

knowledge about specific policies, standards, and practices, causing faculty to be cautious in 

formulating their opinions. (Bates, Sperber, Smith, Harrison & Staurowsky, 2006; Lawrence, Ott 

& Hendricks, 2009).  National faculty reform efforts have raised concern about a lack of 

transparency around athletics practices related to academic matters (e.g., athletes‟ majors, 

course-taking patterns) as well as governance and finance (COIA, 2007).  How this lack of 

knowledge connects to athletics management is a related question; for instance, are cheating 

scandals and other problems with academic integrity less likely to arise on campuses where the 

faculty members are well-informed?    

Prior research suggests that most faculty members perceive of intercollegiate athletics as 

an auxiliary enterprise, separate from the rest of campus (Duderstadt, 2003; Lawrence, 

Hendricks & Ott, 2007).  However, as demonstrated in the regression analyses, the strong 

relationship between faculty satisfaction with their campus generally and with intercollegiate 

athletics specifically suggests these areas may not be as separate as often assumed.  For example, 

faculty who were pleased with the academic performance and integrity of the general student 

body, the level of faculty involvement in admissions and advising and the integrity demonstrated 

by advisers and admissions staff who serve all students were similarly satisfied with related 

items that pertain to intercollegiate athletics and athletes only.  The same relationship was 

observed for governance and finance.  While this finding might not come as a surprise, 

administrators concerned about faculty dissatisfaction with athletics would benefit from 

contextualizing these views within the larger environment.  In some cases, athletics might offer a 

high-profile target that in fact reflects broader discontent with campus conditions.   

Looking across the three regression models, individual attributes accounted for more of 

the variance in satisfaction than did the campus and athletics program characteristics block.  The 

latter added roughly two percent to the R
2
 statistic for each of the three dimensions of 

satisfaction. Though the changes in R
2
 were significant, the magnitude was minor. This suggests 

that while there are patterns in faculty satisfaction according to the specific FBS campus on 

which they work, there are larger patterns of difference within any given institution compared to 

across institutions.  In terms of specific contextual variables, comparatively more athletics than 

general context measures came into play, especially for satisfaction with finances, although none 

of the measures in this block were consistently significant across all three models.  Post-season 

tournament appearances of high profiles teams were associated with reduced satisfaction with 

governance and finances, as was lower annual athletics program revenues.   
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Though the effect sizes are modest, the negative relationship between satisfaction and on-

field success gives support to Sperber‟s (2000) contention that faculty desire recognition for their 

research and academic achievements, and athletics success can undermine these off-field 

accomplishments.  After his school won the men‟s NCAA basketball championship in 1996, a 

University of Kentucky faculty member explained to Sperber that “it just makes my professional 

life more difficult…I want to talk to people about my work, not the Wildcats…I‟m embarrassed 

and angry that this school is known more and more for sports and nothing academic gets any 

attention. It gets worse after every sports scandal and after every championship” (p. 254).   

 That athletics revenues were positively associated with finances and governance 

satisfaction is interesting in light of concerns about the escalating costs and commercialization of 

college sports (Bok, 2003; Sperber, 2000; Zimbalist, 1999).  Perhaps this finding reflects a 

perception gap between “rich” and “poor” athletics programs, such that faculty at schools with 

higher athletics revenues are not fully aware of the off-setting expenditures and assume their 

programs are self-sustaining without relying on general funds or other institutional subsidies. It 

might also be a function of the overall financial conditions on a campus.  For the universities in 

this sample, athletics revenues were strongly correlated with total core revenues (r=.612, 

p<.001). Alternatively, perhaps faculty members believe the investment pays off in the form of 

external prestige and donor relations (Brewer, Gates & Goldman, 2002; Fisher, 2009), or that it 

is an resource-worthy aspect of the institution‟s culture and identity (Toma, 2003). Delving 

further into the complexities of faculty views about athletics funding is an interesting direction 

for further research, especially as institutions face budget crises and frustrated faculty protest the 

expenses associated with major athletics enterprises (Lawrence & Ott, 2008). 

Athletic conference was not incorporated here as a variable because the sample was 

limited to two schools from each.  However, many studies of intercollegiate athletics use 

conference as a benchmark for comparing schools, and athletic policies are often set by 

conferences (Bowen & Levin, 2003; COIA, 2007). Whether this should be the primary school 

level variable in cross-campus analyses is an open question.  Are conferences primarily 

geographically convenient artifacts, or merely mechanisms to ensure competitive equity, or are 

they indicative of something else?  For example, Sweitzer (2009) suggests that conference 

membership decisions are often made to improve an institution‟s overall status, though the 

evidence is mixed as to whether this is a successful strategy in practice (Dwyer, Eddy, Havard & 

Braa, 2010).  Does the recent reorganization of FBS conferences have any bearing on what 

faculty (and other campus stakeholders) think about athletics and also, given Sweitzer‟s 

argument, are there any implications for schools‟ general teaching and research functions?  

Where individual characteristics are concerned, experience teaching student-athletes 

positively influenced satisfaction with academics and finance, though it did not emerge an 

important distinction for satisfaction with governance. Moreover, faculty who participated in 

athletics governance roles or who taught student-athletes were consistently more satisfied with 

each dimension of their campus‟s programs than their colleagues without such experience. 

Examined separately, faculty participation in general governance was not significantly related to 

any of the outcomes.   

The causal direction of the relationship between governance involvement and increased 

satisfaction is unclear.  Toma (2003) observed that historically, “faculty who served on athletics 

boards were often boosters themselves.  Dissenting faculty were effectively shut out of the 

process by the coalition of boosters and administrators who controlled not only athletics, but the 

university itself” (pp. 153-54).  It might still be the case that faculty who are passionate about 
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their institution‟s athletics program volunteer for, or are appointed to, governance positions.  

That is, pre-existing satisfaction might cause someone to be selected for an oversight role rather 

than vice versa.  

Nonetheless, the teaching and governance experience findings suggest that outreach to 

promote faculty-athletics interactions may create more knowledge of the department and its 

activities, translating into goodwill. Gerdy (1992) advocates for involvement in student-athlete 

advisory committees and certification efforts as well as the development of student-athlete exit 

interviews with faculty.  Involvement in recruiting or attendance at athletic banquets may also 

offer proactive opportunities for athletics departments to create positive rapport with campus 

faculty. While peer-reviewed research on the efficacy of such programs does not exist – nor were 

respondents to this survey asked about their knowledge of or participation in these – anecdotal 

evidence indicates they may hold value. For example, the Chronicle of Higher Education 

published reflections about a “guest coaching” experience by a University of Mississippi faculty 

member, whose previously uninformed assumptions about his institution‟s football team were 

changed for the positive (Galef, 2002). 

A final direction for further research would be to connect these opinions to individual 

behaviors and institutional practices. Are satisfied faculty members more likely to be involved in 

formal athletics governance positions?  Are dissatisfied faculty members more likely to actively 

protest their campus programs or engage in reform efforts?  On campuses where faculty 

members are especially satisfied, do athletes‟ academic outcomes, such as grades and completion 

rates, benefit? Are the policies and practices specific to faculty governance, for example, 

reporting of athlete majors and progress to degree, different at schools where the collective is 

mostly satisfied?  When average satisfaction with finances is lower, does this have any 

ramifications for athletics budgeting decisions, for instance, general fund or student fee 

subsidies?  Faculty are an often overlooked constituency where college sports is concerned.  

Given their academic and governance responsibilities, continued study of their beliefs about, 

experiences with, and behaviors toward intercollegiate athletics should be a priority for scholars 

in the field.   
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Footnotes 

 
1
Some individual conferences and schools have higher minimum requirements than those stipulated by 

the NCAA. 

 
2
 The full survey instrument is included in the final report to the Knight Commission, which may be 

found online at http://www.knightcommission.org/images/pdfs/faculty_perceptions_final.pdf .  The three 

sections not included in this analysis are: a set of items assessing faculty perceptions and beliefs about 

general and athletics-specific policies and practices on their campuses; a set of items requesting 

respondents to prioritize a range of areas, including intercollegiate athletics, as governance concerns; and 

an open-ended item asking faculty to identify the area pertaining to intercollegiate athletics on their 

campus that most concerns them and their likelihood of joining a reform effort to address this issue. 

 
3
 These disciplines are Biology, Business, Chemistry, Education, Engineering, English, History, 

Kinesiology, Mathematics, Music, Physical Education, Political Science, Psychology, Romance 

Languages, and Sociology. 

 
4
 Some campus senates include non-tenure track faculty, librarians, and administrators on their governing 

bodies. Attempts were made to exclude these individuals from the initial sample identification process, 

but some still received the survey inadvertently.  

 
5
 In addition to “Satisfied” and “Very Satisfied,” the other response categories to these items were “Very 

Dissatisfied,” “Dissatisfied,” “No Opinion,” and “Not Relevant.”  

 
6
 The three dependent variables are correlated with one another between .662 and .702 at p<.001. 

7
 Factor analysis indicates that the items in each dependent variable are conceptually consistent as 

grouped here. Each measure has strong reliability, with Cronbach alpha values of .901 for academics, 

.819 for finance, and .958 for governance.   

 
8
The general climate measures have Cronbach alpha values of .741 for academics and .824 for finance.  

The survey only included a single item pertaining to satisfaction with faculty governance generally, so the 

average response to that question alone is the general governance climate variable.  

 
9
 A clear direction for further research is to conduct similar analyses of the remaining Division I as well 

as Division II and III schools. Several prior studies compare faculty views across the divisions.  Division I 

faculty appear to be less satisfied with intercollegiate athletics than their colleagues at Divisions II and III 

schools (Cockley & Roswal, 1994) and Division II and III faculty have more consistently positive 

attitudes toward their campus‟s programs than do Division I faculty (Briody, 1997; Feezell, 2005). 

However, the studies from which these conclusions are drawn rely upon bivariate correlation and whether 

the same individual and institutional characteristics observed here are important – or whether they vary 

across the divisions – is unclear.  
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Appendix 

Table A1. Frequency Distributions: Satisfaction with Academic Items 

Item 
Very  

Dissatisfied 
Dissatisfied 

No  

Opinion 
Satisfied 

Very  

Satisfied 

Not  

Relevant 

The role coaches play in the undergraduate admissions 

process on my campus 

157  

(7.6%) 

247  

(11.9%) 

1090  

(52.6%) 

403  

(19.5%) 

78 

(3.8%) 

66 

(3.2%) 

Academic standards on my campus that guide 

admissions decisions for high school athletes in football 

and basketball 

214  

(10.3%) 

386 

(18.6%) 

818 

(39.5%) 

503 

(24.3%) 

92 

(4.4%) 

27 

(1.3%) 

Academic standards of academic advisors who have 

responsibilities for student-athletes on my campus 

137 

(6.6%) 

273 

(13.2%) 

846  

(40.8%) 

562 

(27.1%) 

201 

(9.7%) 

22  

(1.1%) 

Academic standards of individuals who tutor student-

athletes on my campus 

93 

(4.5%) 

211 

(10.2%) 

1071 

(51.7%) 

520 

(25.1%) 

126 

(6.1%) 

17  

(0.8%) 

Academic integrity of student-athletes in my classes 
55 

(2.7%) 

297 

(14.3%) 

208 

(10.0%) 

1068 

(51.6%) 

217 

(10.5%) 

194 

(9.4%) 

Academic performance of football and basketball 

student-athletes in my classes 

170  

(8.2%) 

378  

(18.3%) 

356 

(17.2%) 

592 

(28.6%) 

57 

(3.2%) 

471 

(22.7%) 

Academic performance of student-athletes in sports, 

other than football and basketball, in my classes 

35 

(1.7%) 

206 

(9.9%) 

197 

(9.5%) 

1008 

(48.7%) 

397 

(19.2%) 

197 

(9.5%) 
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Level of responsibility student-athletes take to complete 

assignments and acquire course materials for sessions 

they miss in my classes 

88 

(4.2%) 

307 

(14.8%) 

203 

(9.8%) 

953 

(46.0%) 

288 

(13.9%) 

197 

(9.5%) 

Efforts of faculty in my academic department to work 

with student-athletes and ensure the quality of their 

educational experiences 

32 

(1.5%) 

177 

(8.5%) 

476 

(23.0%) 

957 

(46.2%) 

258 

(12.5%) 

136 

(6.6%) 

 
Note. The survey item reads, “Please indicate how personally satisfied you are with each of the following on your campus.” 

Percents may not add up to 100% and frequencies may not add up to 2071 due to missing data because some respondents skipped items.  Post hoc analyses 

suggest no pattern exists in the items that were skipped or the individuals who chose to skip them. 

 

Table A2 - Frequency Distributions: Satisfaction with Governance Items 

Item 
Very  

Dissatisfied 
Dissatisfied 

No  

Opinion 
Satisfied 

Very  

Satisfied 

Not  

Relevant 

Level of cooperation between the athletic department and 

faculty groups responsible for ensuring that academic 

standards are upheld on my campus 

203 

(9.8%) 

377 

(18.2%) 

791 

(38.2%) 

521 

(25.2%) 

126 

(6.1%) 

18 

(0.9%) 

Attention given to the quality of student-athletes' 

educational experiences by faculty governance groups on 

my campus 

149 

(7.2%) 

397 

(19.2%) 

762 

(36.8%) 

564 

(27.2%) 

139 

(6.7%) 

21 

(1.0%) 

Types of roles faculty play in the governance of 

intercollegiate athletics on my campus 

270 

(13.0%) 

462 

(22.3%) 

714 

(34.5%) 

467 

(22.5%) 

101 

(4.9%) 

16 

(0.8%) 

Range of faculty perspectives considered by central 

administrators when institutional positions on 

intercollegiate athletics are formulated 

424 

(20.5%) 

473 

(22.8%) 

700 

(33.8%) 

363 

(17.5%) 

58 

(2.8%) 

16 

(0.8%) 
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Practice of giving perks (e.g., trips to bowl games) to 

faculty and administrators who serve on committees that 

oversee intercollegiate athletics on my campus 

253 

(12.2%) 

277 

(13.4%) 

1015 

(49.0%) 

292 

(14.1%) 

52 

(2.5%) 

142 

(6.9%) 

Institutional control over intercollegiate athletics on my 

campus 

260 

(12.6%) 

431 

(20.8%) 

474 

(22.9%) 

693 

(33.5%) 

161 

(7.8%) 

7 

(0.3%) 

President's oversight of intercollegiate athletics on my 

campus 

227 

(11.0%) 

336 

(16.2%) 

528 

(25.5%) 

742 

(35.8%) 

181 

(8.7%) 

9 

(0.4%) 

The way campus administrators handle external 

constituencies (e.g., boosters, media, vendors) with 

vested interests in intercollegiate athletics on my campus 

257 

(12.4%) 

404  

(19.5%) 

585 

(28.2%) 

650 

(31.4%) 

118 

(5.7%) 

10 

(0.5%) 

Willingness of faculty who serve on governance groups 

to take positions at odds with those advocated by 

athletics administrators on my campus 

151 

(7.3%) 

324 

(15.6%) 

778 

(37.6%) 

586 

(28.3%) 

162 

(7.8%) 

20 

(1.0%) 

Extent to which faculty input informs administrative 

decisions related to intercollegiate athletics 

354  

(17.1%) 

496 

(23.9%) 

664 

(32.1%) 

430  

(20.8%) 

66 

(3.2%) 

9 

(0.4%) 

 
Note. The survey item reads, “Please indicate how personally satisfied you are with each of the following on your campus.” 
Percents may not add up to 100% and frequencies may not add up to 2071 due to missing data because some respondents skipped items.  Post hoc analyses 
suggest no pattern exists in the items that were skipped or the individuals who chose to skip them. 
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Table A3 - Frequency Distributions: Satisfaction with Finance Items 

Item 
Very  

Dissatisfied 
Dissatisfied 

No  

Opinion 
Satisfied 

Very  

Satisfied 

Not  

Relevant 

The use of general funds to subsidize intercollegiate 

athletics on my campus 

420 

(20.3%) 

320 

(15.5%) 

638 

(30.8%) 

356 

(17.2%) 

74 

(3.6%) 

223 

(10.8%) 

The practice of awarding scholarships to 

individuals based on their athletic abilities and 

performance 

271 

(13.1%) 

358 

(17.3%) 

313 

(15.1%) 

929 

(44.9%) 

146 

(7.0%) 

15 

(0.7%) 

My athletic department's compliance with Title IX 
101 

(4.9%) 

197 

(9.5%) 

512 

(24.7%) 

881 

(42.5%) 

327 

(15.8%) 

11 

(0.5%) 

The balance struck on my campus between the 

commercialization of intercollegiate athletics and 

the ideals of amateur athletics 

360 

(17.4%) 

494 

(23.9%) 

324 

(15.6%) 

724 

(35.0%) 

119 

(5.7%) 

15 

(0.7%) 

 
Note. The survey item reads, “Please indicate how personally satisfied you are with each of the following on your campus.” 
Percents may not add up to 100% and frequencies may not add up to 2071 due to missing data because some respondents skipped items.  Post hoc analyses 
suggest no pattern exists in the items that were skipped or the individuals who chose to skip them. 


