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This quantitative study examines student-athlete perceptions of social media policies that 

monitor and/or ban use.  In addition, the study examines the frequency and intensity of student-

athlete social media use. The findings revealed student-athletes’ social media use and their level 

of acceptability towards monitoring and/or banning social media policies. Facebook and Twitter 

were the most popular types of social media used by student-athletes (N= 169). The majority of 

the student-athletes felt the following banning policies were unacceptable: a complete ban on 

social media use (93%), a ban of social media while in season (82%), and a ban during game 

day (59%).  The student-athletes were accepting of the following monitoring policies: coach 

(75%), athletic department staff (72%), athletics director (68%) and team captain (62%).  

Interestingly, the majority of student-athletes were not accepting of monitoring by a university 

professor or advisor (54%) or outsourced company (52%). No differences existed between male 

and female perceptions of monitoring and banning social media policies. However, an 

underclassman (Freshman/Sophomore) was less likely than an upperclassman 

(Junior/Senior/Post Baccalaureate) to find the following policies unacceptable: a complete ban 

on game day, ban on certain words, and complete ban while in season. Practical implications for 

athletic department administrators are discussed.  
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      ince the creation of the first social media platform, technological advances have 

permeated the athletic subculture and completely changed the way in which athletic departments 

function.  In particular, the use of social media by student-athletes has forever altered the way the 

National Collegiate Athletic Association (NCAA) and its 1,066 member institutions operate 

(NCAA, 2013).  

 Today, people in practically every age demographic are using social media to 

communicate. Social media has replaced traditional forms of communication by quickly 

connecting friends and foes with the swipe of a keyboard or touch screen. According to a 2013 

PEW Internet and American Life Survey, social media use continues to increase across all adult 

age groups.  From 2012-2013 social media use of adults ages 18-29 increased 4%, with 90% of 

18-29 year olds now participating on social media (Duggan & Smith, 2013). As of October 2013, 

Facebook, which is the largest social media platform, had registered over 1.19 billion accounts 

(Protalinkski, 2013). Of these, a percentage are Division I student-athletes.  

 With popularity growing rapidly, social media has become a tough opponent for both 

student-athletes and their intercollegiate athletic departments. Those student-athletes who 

represent the institution appropriately continue to participate in intercollegiate athletics without 

issue. The remaining infinitesimal few (i.e., of the 450,000 plus student-athletes) who 

irresponsibly use social media have captured the attention of the NCAA, athletic departments, 

and media outlets. In recent years, the following incidents have occurred involving student-

athletes and their inappropriate use of social media:   

  

 November 2011: UConn Men’s Basketball Coach Jim Calhoun removed his player 

Alex Oriakhi from the starting lineup for multiple games after he publically calls his 

benching “BS” on twitter (Porter, 2011); 

 November 2011: A university of Texas at El Paso varsity basketball player tweeted it 

wasn’t cool to be gay and later issued an apology. The university did not respond to 

pressure exerted by the public to address the issue. (Lopez, 2011);  

 November 2012: Penn State women’s soccer player removed from competition after 

derogatory remarks were made regarding the Jerry Sandusky Scandal (Moyer, 2012);  

 January 2012: Yuri Wright, one of the nation’s top cornerback prospects, was 

expelled from Don Bosco Prep School for sexually graphic tweets.  This sparked the 

University of Michigan to remove its scholarship offer (Richardson, 2012);  

 October 2012:  Backup Ohio State quarterback Cardale Jones sent this message to his 

followers, enraging fans throughout Ohio and reinforcing the stereotypical jock image 

held by many: “Why should we have to go to class if we came here to play 

FOOTBALL, we ain’t come to play SCHOOL, classes are POINTLESS” (Clayton, 

2012).  

 

While the examples provided showcase the potential negative consequences of social media in 

intercollegiate athletics, many student-athletes utilize the technology to market themselves as 

they prepare to enter the workforce. Regardless, it seems inevitable that the participation on 

social media sites by student-athletes has and will continue to have significant implications for 

athletic departments.  

Privacy and liability concerns involving drug and alcohol use, legal responsibility, 

freedom of speech, challenges in regulating posted information, and campus social disruption are 

just a few of the issues that surface when discussing the creation of social media policies for the 
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general student body (Hutchens, 2012; Lewis, 2009; Lipka, 2009; Pikalek, 2010; Seitz, 2011; 

Wandel, 2008). The current level of monitoring and/or banning policies by certain athletic 

departments throughout the country justifies the transfer of concerns listed above to the athletic 

subpopulation of students.  Currently, the University of Kentucky monitors what student-athletes 

post on social media via an outsourced company (Boxley, 2012). Other institutions, such as 

Florida State University, have completely banned the use of social media by football players 

while in-season (Machota, 2012).   

Research regarding student-athletes’ perceptions of social media policies like those at 

University of Kentucky and Florida State University is scarce. Social media use is a concern for 

student-athletes because they are expected to behave in ways defined by athletic departments and 

institutions.  When a student-athlete’s behavior on social media is in conflict with both written 

and unwritten policies, leaders in athletic administration are faced with enforcing sanctions and 

managing public relations nightmares.  

The purpose of this quantitative study is to provide the NCAA, athletic departments, and 

other constituents with support for understanding the frequency and intensity of social media use 

by NCAA Division I student-athletes as well as investigate their perceptions of monitoring 

and/or banning social media policies in intercollegiate athletic departments.  University officials 

who are concerned with creating and implementing social media policies will be able to utilize 

the information gathered from the survey instrument to better inform decision-making. The 

research questions provide a focus for data collection and reporting. 

 

RQ1: What was the frequency and intensity of social media use by NCAA Division I 

student-athletes? 

RQ2a: What are the perceptions (level of acceptability) of varying social media policies 

by Division I student-athletes?   

RQ2b: Is there a difference between genders and perceptions of varying social 

media policies by Division I student-athletes  

RQ2c: Is there a difference college classification and perceptions of varying 

social media policies by Division I student-athletes.  

 

Social Media Literature 
 

 Research pertaining to student-athletes and social media is limited. Three prominent 

studies have analyzed the student-athlete and their involvement on social media (Butts, 2008; 

Browning & Sanderson, 2012; Havard, Eddy, Reams, Stewart, & Ahmad, 2012). Butts (2008) 

examined college athletes’ usage of and attitudes toward Facebook using quantitative methods. 

The sample was gathered from six different NCAA Division I, II, and III universities.  The total 

number of subjects was 522.  There were 308 male and 214 female respondents. One-hundred 

and forty eight were Division I athletes, 146 Division II athletes, and 126 Division III athletes. 

NCAA Division II athletes portrayed the least positive image on Facebook. Female athletes 

reported they exhibited a better image on social media, whereas male athletes expressed the 

greatest resistance to being monitored (Butts, 2008).  

 An additional research study completed by Brown and Sanderson (2012) examined how 

student-athletes at an NCAA Division I university used Twitter and reacted to critical tweets 

from fans. This qualitative study included semi-structured interviews with 20 student-athletes.  

Student-athletes reacted to critical tweets in a variety of ways and utilized Twitter as a 
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communication medium in three ways: keeping in contact, communicating with followers, and 

accessing information (Brown & Sanderson, 2012).  The results suggested that student-athletes 

find Twitter to be an important communication tool; however, they realized the challenges that 

social media presents. Brown and Sanderson called for proactive education regarding proper 

responses to unruly or ignorant fans via social media.  

 Havard et al. (2012) investigated differences between student-athletes and non-student-

athletes types of social media use, perceptions of monitoring, and knowledge and perceptions of 

inappropriate online behavior. Participants were student-athletes and non-student-athletes at a 

mid-sized university in the western United States. This quantitative study revealed that student-

athletes in general were more knowledgeable of the dangers associated with social media than 

non-student-athletes (Havard et al., 2012).  An interesting finding was that student-athletes found 

posting provocative images online to be more acceptable than non-student-athletes.  The student-

athletes also found monitoring of online profiles by supervisory figures less acceptable than the 

general student body. However, both groups believed that monitoring by employers was more 

acceptable than monitoring by professors and advisors.  

 Additional research pertaining to intercollegiate athletics and legal issues with social 

media policies has been addressed (Epstein, 2011; Hopkins, Hopkins, & Whelton, 2013; 

Parkinson, 2011). Other scholars have investigated how professional athletes use social media 

(Hambrick, Simmons, Greenhalgh, & Greenwell, 2010; Kassing & Sanderson, 2010; Pegoraro, 

2010), the characteristics of professional athletes, and their social media followers (Clavio & 

Kian, 2010).  These studies have all contributed positively to closing the knowledge gap within 

the social media and sport world.  However, one key voice is underrepresented from this 

growing literature: that of the student-athlete.  As student-athletes are undoubtedly at the 

forefront of the universities’ image, their use and perceptions of social media policies are 

essential components that must be included in scholarly research. This research provides 

valuable information that will assist athletic department personnel in their quest to help student-

athletes harness the power of social media.   

 

Methods 

 The purpose of this study was to analyze the frequency and intensity of social media use 

among student-athletes and to investigate the student-athletes’ level of acceptability regarding 

social media policies in intercollegiate athletics departments.  The researcher investigated 

whether student-athletes’ levels of acceptability differed between genders and college 

classification. A student-athlete as defined in this study was a participant in an organized NCAA 

D-I competitive sport sponsored by the educational institution in which he or she was enrolled 

(Gerdy, 2000).  

 

Research Design  
 

 This study used a cross-sectional non-experimental quantitative research design.  Data 

from the independent variables of gender and college classification as well as the descriptive data 

from the Social Media Intensity Scale (SMIS) (Ellison, Steinfield, & Lampe, 2007) and the 

Perception of Social Media Policy Items (PSMPI) were described using measures of central 

tendency and dispersion.  A description of the sample demographics and the use of a variety of 

statistical measures portrayed the respondents and answered each research question.   
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 The format of the data collection was web-based in order to reach the student-athlete 

population. The researcher distributed the surveys with the prepared data entry (PDE) method.  

With the PDE method, respondents were sent an electronic survey or questionnaire, which they 

completed on their own computers. This method saved the researcher the expense involved in 

envelopes, paper, and postage.  In addition, the researcher used a free program offered through 

the university (i.e., Qualtrics), which had the capability to output the raw data into a variety of 

statistical programs for analysis.  

The survey was self-administered, using university-approved and firewall-protected 

software available through Qualtrics.com. Upon IRB approval, the student-athletes in the sample 

were sent an email invitation that stated the purpose of the study along with consent to 

participate. The email provided a link to the secure survey website.  The survey was distributed 

in January of 2013 and remained active for 30 days.  A reminder was sent after the first two 

weeks of data collection.  

 

Population, Sampling, and Setting 
 

Student-athletes from multiple NCAA Division I institutions were targeted. The Division 

I level was chosen because there is evidence to suggest that student-athletes at Division I 

institutions are held to more stringent policies than student-athletes at Division II and III schools 

(NCAA, 2012). The student-athletes in this study were enrolled at the institution at the time of 

the study and participated in an organized competitive NCAA D-I intercollegiate sport for the 

institution.  In addition, the student-athletes were at least 18 years of age, a condition required for 

participation.  

For this particular study, purposeful sampling was used (Babbie, 2001).  The researcher 

wanted to study a small subset of Division I student-athletes.  Currently, there are 120 Football 

Bowl Subdivision (FBS) institutions competing in Division I athletics (NCAA, 2013).  The 

enumeration of each student-athlete from these institutions would be nearly impossible to obtain.  

For our purposes, the sample gathered was not representative of the population from which it 

was selected.  

In order to collect the data, the researcher contacted 59 FBS NCAA Division I schools 

via email and telephone. Of the 59 FBS institutions, three agreed to participate in the study, 

which demonstrated the difficulty associated with obtaining data from the student-athlete. All 

institutions were public and offered post-baccalaureate study. The institutions were located in the 

West, South, and Northeast regions of the United States.  The undergraduate enrollments in 2011 

ranged from 8,009 to 14,591 with an average enrollment of 12,355. The athletic department 

expenses ranged from $21.5 million to $35 million (U.S. Department of Education, 2011). The 

institutions differed in size and on-field success of their intercollegiate athletics programs. 

According to the U.S. Department of Education (2011), the smallest number of varsity teams at a 

single institution was 14, and the largest was 20, and the number of student-athletes on campus 

ranged from 305 to 354.  

 

Instrumentation 
 

The survey instrument included three sections.  Section 1 included a modified Social 

Media Intensity Scale (Ellison et al., 2007), section 2 included the newly developed Perception 

of Social Media Policy Items (PSMPI), and section 3 requested demographic information.   
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 Section 1 of the survey presented modified questions from the Facebook Intensity Scale 

(Ellison et al., 2007), which was designed to determine the intensity of use by college students 

on Facebook. The self-reporting scale had strong reliability (Cronbach’s α=0.83).  For this study, 

the researcher replaced the term Facebook with the more holistic term “social media” and added 

two closed-ended questions regarding the type of social media used (e.g., Facebook, LinkedIn), 

and the frequency of use (i.e., amount of hours per week). The modification to section 1 was 

designed to measure or conceptualize the amount of daily active engagement with social media 

and the level of emotional connectedness the student-athletes had to social media.  Participants 

responded to six questions using a 5-point Likert-scale ranging from “strongly disagree” to 

“strongly agree” with “No opinion” provided as an option. The self-reporting scale in this study 

had strong reliability (Cronbach’s α= .87)  

Section 2 included questions regarding the student-athletes’ perceptions of social media 

policies. Section 2 included both closed-ended and dichotomous questions. The first questions 

within the PSMPI were closed-ended and related specifically to the student-athlete’s athletic 

department’s social media policy. A tool called “display logic” was incorporated from Qualtrics. 

If the student-athlete answered ‘my institution does not have a social media policy’ or ‘unsure’ to 

the question “What are the specific elements of your athletic department’s social media policy,” 

then they continued to the itemized portion of the PSMPI.  If the student-athlete responded by 

choosing any of the other answer choices, then additional questions related specifically to their 

athletic department’s social media policy were included. This portion of the survey requires self-

reported assessments of the athletics department’s social media policy. 

The dichotomous questions were constructed in three distinct stages.  The questions were 

designed to measure the student-athletes’ perceptions of policies that monitor and/or ban the use 

of social media in athletic departments. The field of policy research has recognized that, without 

considering the voice of the participant – the student-athlete – administrative needs to develop 

empirically based policies would be difficulty if not impossible to adequately create (Bernstein, 

1983). Providing the student-athlete with specific policies that are used throughout the United 

States to regulate social media behavior will allow administrators to consider the student-athletes 

perception.  

During the first stage of development, documentation of issues  stemming from social 

media policies were gathered from the literature (Brown & Sanderson, 2012; Butts, 2008; Chau, 

2012; Havard, et al, 2012; Louisiana State University, 2013; Richardson, 2012; Shear, 2012; 

Thamel, 2012; University of North Carolina, 2013). Additionally, a review of FBS student-

athlete handbooks for social media policies and professional websites for social media policies 

revealed the most commonly used policies included monitoring or banning of social media. 

Upon completion of the review of the literature, detailed conversations were conducted with 

professional colleagues.  Based upon the literature and professional commentary, the following 

policies were found to be important: (a) student-athletes’ perceptions of social media policies 

that monitor and (b) the student-athletes’ perceptions of social media policies that ban use. 

Because no research was available involving student-athletes’ perceptions of monitoring or 

banning social media policies, two surveys regarding perceptions of intercollegiate athletic were 

used for guidance (Havard et al, 2012; Knight Commission on Intercollegiate Athletics, 2007). 

The PSMPI questions were created and validated by the researcher. Different types of 

validity measurements included face validity and content validity. Face validity was 

accomplished through a focus group (N=12). The primary purpose of the focus group was to see 
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if the survey, on its face, captured the concepts to be addressed in this study.  According to the 

individuals, the survey did capture the student-athletes’ perceptions of social media policies.  

In addition to face validity, it was appropriate to establish content validity.  Content 

validity builds on face validity by asking whether the survey fully captured and represented the 

concept under study. This type of validity was typically established through a “review for 

relevance” by individuals with expertise in the subject matter (Lacy, 2011). Like face validity, 

content validity was not established using statistical procedures. Rather, it was established by 

agreement from experts.  

In order to establish content validity (i.e., a technique used to link questions to the content 

areas or subscales; Carmines & Zeller, 1991), items representing each of the themes were 

developed and randomized into a 16-question list, abstracted from both intercollegiate and 

professional sport literature and thought to assess student-athletes’ perceptions of social media 

policies.  The references to Major League Baseball (MLB), National Basketball Association 

(NBA), National Football League (NFL) and the National Hockey League (NHL) were included 

in the survey to indicate that these policies were banning use for a specific timeframe prior to 

game time.  The list was then distributed to doctoral-level graduate students whose research area 

involved intercollegiate athletics (N=3). The individuals were asked to sort items into the 

monitoring or banning content areas related to the social media policies in athletic departments.  

Items were considered to represent the perceptions of social media policies if all three of the 

raters linked them with a specific content area (i.e., banning and monitoring in this instance); 

items that were not linked to a specific content area were removed.  According to Lawshe 

(1975), items that receive more than 50% identification are acceptable. Thus, increased scrutiny 

existed when selecting the appropriate items.  In this instance, no items were removed.  

The resulting section of the survey included 16 items that measured student-athletes’ 

perceptions towards banning and monitoring social media policies in athletic departments. 

Choices for answers ranged from “unacceptable” to “acceptable.” The researcher also added a 

“no opinion” choice within the instrument because they did not want to force the athlete to 

respond to the question.  If the athlete chose “no opinion” it was decided by the researcher to 

omit the individual from the statistical analysis.   

 Section 3 of the survey asked participants to provide demographic information.  The 

questions asked student-athletes to reveal their gender, age, college classification (i.e., freshman, 

sophomore, junior, senior, post-baccalaureate), race, where they began their college career (i.e., 

at current institution or elsewhere), what intercollegiate sport they participated in, the scholarship 

they received (i.e., full, partial, or no athletic scholarship), and their cumulative academic GPA.  

 

Data Analysis  
 

 IBM SPSS Statistics, version 20.0, was used to conduct the statistical procedures and 

create the histograms and bar charts.  Reliability of the social media intensity scale was measured 

using Cronbach’s alpha coefficients because it was treated as a scale.  

Descriptive statistics from each section of the survey instrument were presented in tables. 

Sample means and standard deviations were assessed to gauge responses to the social media 

intensity scale. For the remaining questions referring to the PSMPI, median and mode were the 

best measures of central tendency and variability because the measure was viewed at the 

individual item level.  For the questions indicating a difference between the dichotomous 
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variables of gender and college classification (i.e., underclassmen (Fr/So) and upperclassmen 

(Jr/Sr/Post Bac), level of acceptability chi-square tests were performed.  

 

Findings 
 

Demographic and Descriptive Findings 
 

 Over a period of 30 days, 169 student-athletes out of 983 completed the survey 

instrument.  The 17% response rate was consistent with trends in online survey research of 

student-athletes and was acceptable because the researcher was gaining insight, not generalizing 

the study to the entire NCAA Division I student-athlete population (Nardi, 2006; Sheehan, 

2001). This response was also appropriate given that no incentive was provided to the student-

athlete to complete the survey.   

 The age of the respondents ranged from 18 to 26, with the average age being 20 years 

old. There were more female participants (73.8%) than male (26.2%) (See Table 1). One 

respondent did not provide their gender. More freshmen (27%) participated in the study than all 

other college classifications. The researcher divided the college classification into underclassman 

(Fr/So) and upperclassman (Jr/Sr/Post Bac) for data analysis.  

 Many of the student-athletes (85%) started their schooling at the institution in which they 

completed the survey.  More athletes were on partial scholarship or had no athletic scholarship 

(63%) than those who had full scholarships (37%).  Many of the athletes participated in non-

revenue-generating sports (N=150), and the remaining participated in revenue-generating sports 

(N=19). A surprising finding was the cumulative GPA of the student-athletes in consideration of 

other research on the academic performance of student-athletes (Comeaux, 2005; Simons & Van 

Rheenan, 2000). Many of the athletes reported having above a 3.0 GPA (79%) as opposed to 

those with below a 3.0 GPA (21%).  
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Table 1. Student Athlete Demographic Profiles 

 

 

 Frequency Percent 

 

Population 169 100 

Gender   

 Male 44   26 

 Female 124   74 

College Classification  

 Freshman 46   27 

 Sophomore 39   23 

 Junior 41   24 

 Senior 38   23 

 Post Baccalaureate 5     3 

Race   

 White/Caucasian  135   80 

 African American   15     9 

 Asian  4     2 

 Hispanic  3     2 

 Pacific Islander 5     3 

 Native American  2     1 

 Other 5     3 

 

Transfer  

 Started Here  143   85 

 Started Elsewhere 26   15 

Scholarship Status  

 Full Scholarship 61    37 

 Partial Scholarship 73   43 

 No Scholarship 35   20 

Participant Sport Status 

 Non-Revenue Sport  150   89  

 Revenue Sport 19   11 

Cumulative GPA 

 4.0-3.5  64    38 

 3.49-3.0  70    41 

 2.99-2.5  27     16 

 2.49-2.0    6         4 

 1.99-1.5    1         1 

 1.49-1.0  ---      ---  

 Below.99  ---      --- 

Note. One missing datum for both Gender and Cumulative GPA.  
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 In addition to discussing the demographics of the student-athletes, student-athletes’ 

responses to specific elements of social media policies were recorded.  The most common 

element within the student-athletes’ social media policies was a limit on what they could post 

(37%), followed by 24/7 monitoring by either an outside agency or athletic department employee 

(21%).  Nine of the student-athletes reported not having a social media policy, and an additional 

62 (37%) were unsure of the specific elements of their social media policy.   

 When asked who instituted the social media policy, more than half (51%) of the student-

athletes indicated the athletic department instituted it. Only 18% of the student-athletes had a 

policy implemented by their coach or individual sport team. The student-athletes (51%) felt the 

social media policy was created because there had been a public relations issue in the past. 

Others (21%) felt it was to reduce distractions for student-athletes. Of the respondents, 92% were 

not able to provide input to athletic departments regarding their social media policies.  

 The student-athletes in this study were informed of their social media policy in team 

meetings (61%) or by an athletic department employee (37%). More than three-fourths (77%) of 

the student-athletes agreed or strongly agreed with their current social media policy.  The 

implementation of a social media policy did not change the amount of time spent on social 

media. Eighty-eight percent of the student-athletes reported using social media the same amount 

as they did before a social media policy was implemented.   
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Table 2. Student-Athlete Responses to Social Media Policy Questions 
 

 

 Frequency Percent 

Population 169 100 

Specific Element of the Social Media Policy 

 Complete ban on use by SA ---      --- 

 Limitation on what a SA can post 62   37 

 24/7 monitoring by athletic depart 23   14  

 24/7 monitoring by outside person 12     7 

 My institution does not have a policy 9     5  

 Unsure 62   37 

Who created the social media policy?   

 The institution 8     8 

 The athletic department    49   51 

 Your individual sport team 3     3 

 Coach 14   15 

 Unsure 22   23 

Why do you think your institution implemented the SM policy? 

 To allow university to provide program 14   15 

 To reduce distractions for athletes 25   26 

 There has been a PR issue with SM 49   51 

 Other 8     8 

Were you able to provide input into the social media policy?  

 Yes 8     8 

 No 88   92 

How were you informed of the social media policy?  

 Training  1     1  

 Team Meeting  59   61  

 Athletic Department Employee  35   37 

 Other  1     1 

What level of agreement do you have with the social media policy?  

 Strongly Disagree  2     2 

 Disagree  9     9 

 Agree  52   54 

 Strongly Agree  22   23 

 No Opinion  11   11 

What level of agreement do your teammates have with the SM?  

 Strongly Disagree  2   2 

 Disagree  18 19 

 Agree  56 58 

 Strongly Agree  6   6 

 No Opinion  14 15 

How has the social media policy affected your social media use? 

 I use social media more  1   1 

 No change  84 88 

 I use social media less  11 11 

Note: If the student-athlete was “unsure” of the elements of their institutions social media policy, they skipped 

to the perception of social media policy items. Instagram, Viber, and Tumblr were all included in the “other” 

category. 
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Results of the Research Questions  
 

RQ1: What was the frequency and intensity of social media use by NCAA Division I student-

athletes? 

 

 Facebook (53%) and Twitter (20%) were the most popular types of social media used by 

student-athletes.  A portion of the student-athletes reported using other forms of social media, 

which included Instagram, Viber, and Tumblr (21%).  A large portion of the student-athletes 

reported using their social media account for 1 to 3 hours (24%) or 4 to 8 hours (37%) a week. 

Of the 169 athletes, only three reported using social media for more than 20 hours a week. As 

indicated in Table 3, five student-athletes did not use any form of social media, and they were 

therefore excluded from the social media intensity portion of the survey.   

 
Table 3. Student-Athlete Use and Type Frequencies 

 

 

 Frequency Percent 

 

Population 169 100 

Social Media Use (per week) 

 Less than 1 hour 11     6 

 1-3 hours 41   24 

 4-8 hours  62   37 

 9-15 hours 34   20 

 16-20 hours 13     8 

 20+ 3     2 

 No use of Social Media 5     3 

Social Media Type 

 Facebook 89   53 

 LinkedIn 2     1 

 Pinterest 6     4 

 Twitter 32   20 

 Other 35   21 

Note. If student-athlete did not use Social Media (SM) they skipped to policy portion of survey. 

Instagram, Viber, Tumblr, were all included in the other category. 

 

 Additional descriptive statistics were obtained to analyze the Social Media Intensity 

Scale (SMIS). Mean scores ranged from 1, indicating lower levels of emotional attachment to 

social media, to 4, indicating higher levels of emotional attachment. The distribution of the social 

media intensity scale was slightly negatively skewed. 



Snyder 

Downloaded from http://csri-jiia.org ©2014 College Sport Research Institute. All rights reserved. Not for 

commercial use or unauthorized distribution. 

144 

 
Figure 1. Histogram with distribution of mean scores for Social Media Intensity Scale.  

 

 The density curve indicates a relatively normal distribution because the curve was close 

to being symmetric, unimodal, and bell-shaped. The mean score of 2.83 and mode of 3 indicates 

the student-athletes tended towards a high intensity of social media use. They tended to enjoy 

using social media and had positive attitudes towards its role in their daily lives.   

 The mean scores for each SMIS item were close to the scales mean (see Table 4); 

however, the mean score for one of the items differed from those of the five other items. Unlike 

the other positive total responses, question 5 revealed student-athletes were more likely to 

disagree or strongly disagree that they felt out of touch when they did not use social media. The 

mode for this question was 2 (i.e., disagree response). The fact that both measures of central 

tendency differed from the other items may indicate that the question should be reworded or 

revisited in future studies.   
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Table 4. Student-Athlete Summary Statistics for the Social Media Intensity Scale  

 

 

  N M Mode SD 

 

Social Media Intensity of Use Scale (α =.87) 164 --- --- ---  

Social media is part of my daily life 163  3.20 3 .70 

I tell people I use social media  160 3.02 3 .77 

Social Media has become part of my routine 163 3.07 3 .74 

I feel out of touch when I haven’t used social media 160 2.39 2 .91 

I feel I am part of the social media community  153 2.71 3 .78 

I would be upset if I was banned from social media  160 2.56 3 .95 

  

Note. Five student-athletes did not use social media; therefore, they did not complete this portion 

of survey.  If a student responded with “no opinion”, they were excluded from the analysis 

because they were considered classified missing data.  This is not to say that a “no opinion” 

response is not a finding.   

  

RQ2a: What are the perceptions (level of acceptability) of varying social media policies by 

Division I student-athletes?   

 

In order to answer the second research question, additional analysis was completed. 

Figure 2 displays student-athletes’ reported levels of acceptability towards social media policies 

that ban use. The NCAA Division I student-athletes tend to be concerned about certain 

components of social media policies that ban use. The majority of student-athletes reported the 

following policies were unacceptable: (a) complete ban on social media use (93%); (b) a ban of 

social media while in season (82%); and (c) a ban during game-day (59%). However, the 

majority of student-athletes felt the following policies were acceptable: (a) banning use of certain 

words (86%); (b) banning use 30 minutes prior to game-time (73%) (MLB); (c) banning use 45 

minutes prior to game-time (70%) (NBA); (d) banning use 90 minutes prior to game-time (68%) 

(NFL); (e) banning use 120 minutes prior to game-time (65%) (NHL); and (f) no banning 

policies (83%).  The mode and median of each item can be found in Table 5. The mean score of 

this scale was not produced because the researcher analyzed the individual items, not the entire 

scale. 
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Figure 2. Levels of acceptability for social media banning items. 

 

 Descriptive statistics were run on the banning portion of the PSMPI. Scores ranged from 

1, indicating the student-athlete felt the policy was unacceptable, to 2, indicating the student-

athlete felt the policy was acceptable.   

 

Table 5. Student-Athlete Summary Statistics for Social Media Banning Items 

 

 

  N Mode Median  

Banning of Social Media (α = .82) 

Complete ban on use   144 1 1  

Complete ban during game day  146 1 1  

No banning  117 2 2  

Banning use of certain words  147 2 2  

Ban on use 30 minutes game-time (MLB)   137 2 2  

Ban on use 45 minutes game-time (NBA)  134 2 2      

Ban on use 90 minutes game-time (NFL)  134 2 2    

Ban on use 120 minutes game-time (NHL)  133 2 2    

Complete ban while in-season  142 1 1    

Note: unacceptable =1 acceptable =2 no opinion = 3.  If a student-athlete chose the “no opinion” 

option; they were excluded from the analysis because they were considered classified missing 

data.  

 

 Additionally, descriptive statistics were found for the monitoring portion of the PSMPI. 

Again, scores ranged from 1, indicating the student-athlete felt the monitoring policy was 

unacceptable, to 2, indicating the student-athlete felt the monitoring policy was acceptable (See 

Table 6). 



                                                                               Perceptions of Social Media Policies  

Downloaded from http://csri-jiia.org ©2014 College Sport Research Institute. All rights reserved. Not for 

commercial use or unauthorized distribution. 

147 

 
Figure 3: Levels of acceptability for monitoring social media items. 

 

 NCAA Division I student-athletes tend to be concerned about certain social media 

policies that monitor use. The student-athletes reported it was acceptable to have no monitoring 

of their social media accounts.  They were most acceptable of monitoring policies that allowed 

the following individuals to monitor their accounts: (a) coach (75%), (b) athletic department staff 

(72%), (c) athletics director (68%), and (d) team captain (62%).  Interestingly, the majority of 

student-athletes were not accepting of monitoring by a university professor or advisor (54%).  

Additionally, the majority of respondents also felt it was unacceptable for outsourced companies 

to monitoring their accounts (52%) (e.g.,UDiligence, Varsity Monitor). The mode and median of 

each item can be found in Table 6.  

 

Table 6. Student-Athlete Summary Statistics for Social Media Monitoring Items 

 

 

  N  Mode Median 

Monitoring of Social Media (α = .74) 

Monitoring by team captain 147 2 2 

Monitoring by coach  149 2 2 

Monitoring by athletics director  149 2 2 

Monitoring by athletic department staff  147 2 2 

Monitoring by institutional employee  140 1 1 

Monitoring by outsourced company  135 1 1 

No monitoring  119 2   2 

Note: unacceptable =1 acceptable =2 no opinion = 3. If a student-athlete chose the “no opinion” 

option; they were excluded from the analysis because they were considered classified missing 

data.  

  

RQ2b: Is there a difference between genders and perceptions of varying social media policies by 

Division I student-athletes  
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An additional component of the research was concerned with whether student-athlete 

perceptions of social media policies on monitoring and banning differed between male and 

female student-athletes. Chi-square analyses were conducted on each individual item for both the 

banning and monitoring portions of the PSMPI. The results are displayed in Table 7 and Table 8.  

 

Table 7. Cross Tabulation of Gender and Social Media Banning Policies Items 

 

      Gender              

Banning Policy   Females  Males   χ2  df p 

 

Complete ban on use:    

 Unacceptable 98 36  .065 1 *.799 

 Acceptable 7 3    

Complete ban during game day 

 Unacceptable 67 19  1.85 1 .174 

 Acceptable 20 40    

No banning  

 Unacceptable 14 6  .010 1 .919 

 Acceptable 69 28   

Banning of certain words 

 Unacceptable 15 6  .082 1 .774 

 Acceptable 93 33   

Ban 30 minutes game-time (MLB) 

 Unacceptable 28 9  .012 1 .911 

 Acceptable  74 26   

Ban 45 minutes game-time (NBA) 

 Unacceptable 31 9  .282 1 .595 

 Acceptable 68 26      

Ban 90 minutes game-time (NFL) 

 Unacceptable 43 9  .717 1 .397 

 Acceptable 65 26 

Ban 120 minutes game-time (NHL) 

 Unacceptable 39 9  1.57 1 .210 

 Acceptable 60 25    

Complete ban while in-season 

 Unacceptable 90 29 2.14 1 .143 

 Acceptable  14 9 

Note: The “complete ban on use” item had a cell with a count less than five, for this item we 

used Fisher’s exact test.  
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Table 8. Cross Tabulation of Gender and Social Media Monitoring Policies 

 

      Gender              

Monitoring Policy   Females  Males   χ2  df p 

 

Monitoring by team captain:    

 Unacceptable 44 12  .323 1 .570 

 Acceptable 67 23    

Monitoring by coach 

 Unacceptable 32 6  2.31 1 .128 

 Acceptable 79 31    

Monitoring by athletics director  

 Unacceptable 40 8  3.21 1 .082 

 Acceptable 70 30   

Monitoring by athletic department staff 

 Unacceptable 33 9  1.26 1 .262 

 Acceptable 30 75   

Monitoring by institutional employee 

 Unacceptable 58 17  .887 1 .346 

 Acceptable  45 19  

Monitoring by outsourced company 

 Unacceptable 48 22  1.07 1 .301 

 Acceptable 49 15      

No monitoring policy 

 Unacceptable 24 9  .011 1 .917 

 Acceptable 61 24 

Note: No cells had values less than 5.  

  

 The chi-square analyses revealed no significant differences between monitoring and 

banning social media policy items and the male and female student-athletes.   

RQ2c: Is there a difference college classification and perceptions of varying social media 

policies by Division I student-athletes.  

The final component of this research was whether student-athlete perceptions of 

monitoring and banning social media policies differed between college classifications. Chi-

square analyses were conducted on each individual item for both the banning and monitoring 

portions of the PSMPI. The results are displayed in Table 9 and Table 10.  
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Table 9. Cross Tabulation of College Classification and Social Media Banning Policies 

 

             Classification            

Banning Policy    Fr/So      Jr/Sr/Post Bac  χ2  df p 

 

Complete ban on use:    

 Unacceptable 63 71  .629 1 .520 

 Acceptable 6 4   

Complete ban during game day 

 Unacceptable 33 53  7.68 1 *.006 

 Acceptable 37 23    

No banning  

 Unacceptable 10 10  .302 1 .583 

 Acceptable 42 55   

Banning of certain words 

 Unacceptable 5 16  5.57 1 *.018 

 Acceptable 65 61   

Ban 30 minutes game-time (MLB) 

 Unacceptable 14 23  2.170 1 .141 

 Acceptable  52 48   

Ban 45 minutes game-time (NBA) 

 Unacceptable 16 24  1.13 1 .289 

 Acceptable 47 27      

Ban 90 minutes game-time (NFL) 

 Unacceptable 17 26  1.72 1 .190 

 Acceptable 47 44 

Ban 120 minutes game-time(NHL) 

 Unacceptable 19 29  1.49 1 .222 

 Acceptable 43 42    

Complete ban while in-season 

 Unacceptable 49 70 10.64 1 *.001 

 Acceptable  18 5 

* p < .05. 

Note: The “complete ban on use” item had a cell with an expected count less than 5.  For this cell 

we used Fishers exact test.  

 

The chi-square analyses revealed significant differences between three banning social 

media policy items and the college classification categories: (a) a complete ban on game day, (b) 

a ban on certain words, and (c) a complete ban while in season.  In terms of banning social media 

policies, underclassmen (freshman/sophomore) were less likely than upperclassmen 

(junior/senior/Post Baccalaureate) to find a complete ban on game day, a ban on certain words, 

and a complete ban while in season unacceptable.  
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Table 10. Cross Tabulation of College Classification and Social Media Monitoring Policies 

 

      Classification              

Monitoring Policy   Fr/So       Jr/Sr/Post Bac  χ2  df  p 

 

Monitoring by team captain:    

 Unacceptable 22 34  2.94 1 .086 

 Acceptable 49 42   

Monitoring by coach 

 Unacceptable 16 22  .629 1 .428 

 Acceptable 55 56    

Monitoring by athletics director  

 Unacceptable 19 29  2.51 1 .113 

 Acceptable 54 47   

Monitoring by athletic department staff member 

 Unacceptable 17 24  1.53 1 .216 

 Acceptable 56 50   

Monitoring by institutional employee 

 Unacceptable 34 41  .678 1 .410 

 Acceptable  34 31  

Monitoring by outsourced company 

 Unacceptable 31 39  .568 1 .461 

 Acceptable 33 32      

No monitoring policy 

 Unacceptable 14 20  .014 1 .906 

 Acceptable 36 49 

* p < .05. 

 

The chi-square analyses revealed no significant differences between the monitoring social 

media policy items and college classification. 

 

Discussion 
 

 The conclusions resulting from this study are discussed in this section.  The data 

presented were specific to the three NCAA D-I institutions and their student-athletes. The 

investigation was built upon previous studies and contributes to the overall limited body of 

knowledge regarding social media and student-athletes.  The conclusions carry implications for 

athletic department administrators and other constituents.   

 Student-athletes most commonly used Facebook (53%), illustrating that it was the most 

popular form of social media within the three institutions investigated.  This finding was 

consistent with studies completed by Butts (2008) and Havard et al. (2012). Twitter and 

Instagram were also popular among the student-athlete population.  A finding that was unique to 

this study was that no student-athlete reported using MySpace although it was still considered to 

be a top-five social media site (Barrow, 2012). Thus, it may be beneficial to remove MySpace as 

a response option and replace it with Instagram, Viber, or Tumblr in future studies.  
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Additionally, athletic departments should consider the rapid changes in social media technology 

and refrain from mentioning specific sites like MySpace within their social media policies.  

 Student-athletes commonly reported using social media from four to eight hours a week, 

illustrating that social media was in most instances part of a student-athlete’s life.  In general, the 

student-athletes felt it was important to use social media daily and reported having emotional 

attachment to social media (M= 2.98, SD=.63). Administrators should make note of these 

findings and realize that social media plays an important role in the life of student-athletes.  The 

result of monitoring or banning this form of communication could create angst between athletic 

departments and student-athletes because of their emotional attachment thereto.  

The majority of the student-athletes felt the following banning policies were 

unacceptable: a complete ban on social media use, a ban of social media while in-season, and a 

ban during game-day.  The following reasons may have affected why the student-athlete felt the 

banning policies were unacceptable: There exists a high level of emotional attachment to social 

media; therefore, any banning for more than a day could substantially affect the life of the 

student-athlete. This was supported by the findings of the SMIS. Given that many NCAA 

Division I student-athletes live away from home, removing this form of communication would 

undoubtedly alter their ability to interact with family and friends. There may exist a social 

phenomenon involving student-athletes’ egos and their longing to be in the social spotlight. The 

student-athletes may view social media as something that they have the most personal control 

over considering that many other areas of their life are influenced by athletic department 

requirements. Finally, the student-athletes may have felt the bans above were an invasion of their 

legal freedoms.  This issue is further analyzed by Epstein (2011); Hopkins, Hopkins, and 

Whelton (2013); and Parkinson (2011). 

 The following reasons may have affected why the student-athletes felt the banning 

policies were acceptable (see page 20 for official percentages): (a) The student-athletes realized 

inappropriate use of words on social media could affect not only their futures but also the athletic 

department brand; (b) The student-athletes identified with professional athletes; therefore, many 

assumed professional policies were appropriate for their own lives; and (c) The student-athletes 

were focused on performance and realized social media could be a distraction; therefore, many 

of the student-athletes already eliminated social media use while preparing for a game.   

 The student-athletes were most accepting of the following monitors for their social 

media: coach (75%), athletic department staff (72%), athletics director (68%) and team captain 

(62%).  Student-athletes are more tolerant of individuals from the athletic department monitoring 

their social media account than from an external agency.  The following reasons may have 

influenced student-athletes to be more accepting of athletic department personnel monitoring 

their social media accounts: (a) Student-athletes develop formal and informal relationships with 

members of the athletic department, which break down personal barriers and improves trust; (b) 

Student-athletes and athletic department personnel share common goals to perform on the field 

and in the classroom; and (c) The athletic department has created a culture that influences 

student-athletes to feel they have their best interests in mind; therefore, monitoring by anyone 

within that culture becomes acceptable.  

 Interestingly, the majority of student-athletes were not accepting of monitoring by a 

university professor or advisor (54%) or outsourced company (52%).  Contributing to that lack 

of acceptance was that many student-athletes do not develop informal relationships with their 

professors or academic advisors given the time constraints involved with participating in NCAA 

Division I athletics.  Wolverton (2008) surveyed student-athletes and found they spent on 
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average 44.8 hours a week on their sport.  Thus, it becomes difficult to find time to talk to faculty 

and advisors on campus.  In reference to the unacceptable responses for monitoring by 

outsourced companies, the student-athletes may have felt more like they were a part of the 

Truman Show than a member of an athletic department.  Given their high level of privacy 

management, student-athletes may also be concerned about who will have access to their social 

media accounts within the outsourced company. Additionally, the role identity of the student-

athlete could influence their level of acceptability regarding individuals outside the athletic 

bubble monitoring their account.  

 No differences existed between male and female student-athletes and their perceptions of 

policies on monitoring or banning social media. This was surprising considering that Butts 

(2008) reported male student-athletes were more resistant to monitoring by athletic department 

officials then females.  However, the study that Butts completed consisted of student-athletes in 

NCAA Division I, II, and III. The Division I student-athletes in our study were exposed to 

different rules and regulations from student-athletes in Division II and III.  

 The results of the chi-square analyses between banning social media policy items and 

college classification showed significant differences on three items: a complete ban on game day, 

a ban on certain words, and a complete ban while in-season.  The upperclass student-athletes 

were less accepting of each policy than underclass student-athletes. The following factors may 

contribute to the findings: (a) The upper-class students are at a different level of cognitive ability 

and (b) The underclass student-athletes are newcomers and want to conform to any and all 

athletic department policies. No differences existed between social media monitoring policy 

items and the college classification category.   

 It is evident when reviewing the results of this study that the student-athletes do have a 

vested interest in social media.  In addition, the perceptions of policies on monitoring and 

banning social media revealed strong feelings towards certain policies. Regardless of the avenue 

an institution chooses to pursue creating a social media policy, it must be cognizant of the 

student-athlete population. The fact that 88% of the student-athletes had no input into the 

creation of the social media policy is a concern. An overly strict policy (e.g., a complete ban on 

use) could affect recruiting, student-athlete morale, and in turn, athletic department operations.  

An overly relaxed or nonexistent policy could result in disciplinary issues for student-athletes 

within the athletic department. It is easy to imagine an athletic department with substantial 

problems because of the implementation of the wrong policy without providing student-athletes 

input.  In any case, social media will continue to affect athletic departments and their student-

athletes.  

 
Practical Implications Based on Conclusions 
 

 Over the last century, student-athlete involvement in intercollegiate athletic policy 

making has decreased as commercialization and the complexity of intercollegiate athletics have 

increased.  Given the current intercollegiate athletic landscape, the researcher suggests that 

athletic department administrators provide student-athletes an opportunity to voice their opinions 

prior to creating a new policy.  This study provides administrators at the three institutions with 

empirical evidence to support the creation of a social media policy that is appropriate for their 

athletic departments and student-athletes.   

 There are many practical implications from the current research that administrators 

within the three institutions can use.  First, the current study provides evidence suggesting 



Snyder 

Downloaded from http://csri-jiia.org ©2014 College Sport Research Institute. All rights reserved. Not for 

commercial use or unauthorized distribution. 

154 

student-athletes were emotionally attached to and used a variety of social media platforms in 

order to communicate. This was important because the adoption of certain policies (e.g., a ban on 

social media use) could negatively affect the student-athlete/athletic department relationship.  

For example, if an athletic department administrator decided to ban social media usage (93% of 

student-athletes in this study felt it was an unacceptable policy), then the athletic department and 

individual program performance and financial returns could suffer because student-athletes are 

now prohibited from using a form of communication that they value.  This could also hurt 

recruiting of future student-athletes because student-athletes often manage the campus visits of 

potential recruits and discuss these types of issues among their peers.    

 The results of this research can also assist coaches, team captains, and other athletic 

stakeholders when providing professional learning and guidance regarding the appropriate use of 

social media both individually and as athletic department representatives.  The media provides a 

plethora of examples of negative social media use by student-athletes.  These examples, along 

with the views of social media policies from fellow student-athletes, can be used as educational 

tools when informing student-athletes of proper social media practices. Administrators in other 

athletic departments can conduct an assessment of the professional learning needs in the area of 

online privacy management.  

 Athletic administrators should take into consideration the views of the student-athletes 

but be careful to generalize the findings of this particular study  when addressing the issue of 

banning social media for more than 120 minutes prior to game-time. As the current study 

indicated, the student-athletes tend to perceive banning of social media use, banning while in-

season, and banning on game-day as unacceptable policies. If administrators wish to ban student-

athletes’ use of social media, they have to ensure they have fully explained the need for such a 

measure. For this reason, it may be manageable to use a professional sport policy as a model for 

these specific athletic departments.  The results indicated student-athletes were more acceptable 

of professional policies (i.e., a ban 30, 60, 90, or 120 minutes prior to game-time), especially as 

the time limits decreased. 

 Athletic administrators should carefully address the issue of monitoring social media use 

by student-athletes. The current study revealed student-athletes were more accepting of 

monitoring by athletic department personnel (e.g., coach, athletic director, team captain, athletic 

staff) than any other individuals or companies (e.g., professor, academic counselor, or 

outsourced company). Thus, if administrators are concerned with student-athlete perceptions, 

then they should keep their monitoring social media policy within the athletic department. Again, 

it is suggested that if administrators wish to monitor social media profiles, then they have to 

ensure they explain the need for such measures and that they are not infringing upon the student-

athletes’ legal rights.  The responsibility to communicate this information with student-athletes 

could fall on the media relations or sport information staff.  

 Finally, there are many benefits for student-athletes’ use of social media sites.  As 

previously mentioned, having a social media profile is one way to build a student-athlete’s brand 

as well as the institution’s brand. Athletic administrators should combine these brands in order to 

provide an educational experience to the student-athlete and benefit the athletic department. It is 

the researcher’s opinion that athletic administrators should not deter student-athletes from social 

media use given their emotional attachment to social media, and perceptions of monitoring and 

banning social media policies; rather, they should develop a policy that stresses the appropriate 

use and potential consequences of inappropriate use while taking into consideration the student-

athletes’ perceptions of the policy.    
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Limitations 
 

This study was limited to the student-athletes within the three institutions surveyed.  The 

uniqueness of these institutions does not allow the study to be representative of all NCAA 

Division I athletes. Care must be exercised in interpreting the results and applying the findings to 

other institutions.   

An additional limitation is the inherent response bias in survey research. Voluntary 

participation can lead to extreme responses that may not reflect the general perception of the 

student-athlete. Due to the large amount of data provided through this study, further analysis 

could offer additional insights into student-athlete perceptions, which may be conducted in future 

studies.  Additional, the responses to the survey instrument were self-reported. Therefore it is 

possible for the student-athlete to provide false information.  Finally, it should be noted that this 

study was exploratory in nature and not used to validate the use of the PSMPI as a scale.    

 

Future Research 
 

 Based on the conclusions drawn, the researcher made the following recommendations for 

further study regarding social media and student-athletes.  This study focused on social media 

use and perceptions of policies for monitoring and banning the use of social media.   

 Conducting the study at more institutions of higher education would help to generalize 

the findings to the entire NCAA Division I student-athlete population.  Further, conducting the 

study at different levels of intercollegiate athletic competition (i.e., Division II, Division III, 

NAIA, etc.) could yield different results. The high-stakes culture of Division I athletics attracts 

much media attention, and thus the athletic department may treat student-athlete use of social 

media differently from how other institutions treat it.  In order to further our knowledge of 

student-athlete perceptions of social media policies, a qualitative study investigating why 

student-athletes felt certain social media policies were acceptable or unacceptable along with 

further investigation of use and privacy management practices is needed. Future research could 

investigate ways to educate student-athletes regarding appropriate social media use by creating a 

model for institutions.  Another area could be an investigation of athletic directors and 

departments who are implementing the social media policies and their opinions regarding new 

state and federal bills that prohibit certain monitoring or banning.  

 Conducting a research project comparing student-athletes’ perceptions to those of the 

general student population as well as athletic department employees may be beneficial.  

Investigating student-athlete social media profiles for content could also provide valuable insight 

regarding what issues student-athletes face in the virtual world.  An example would be a star 

basketball or football player being overwhelmed with friend requests after committing to an 

institution or after a terrible performance in an important game. It is suggested that research 

regarding specialized education services for student-athletes be conducted to identify the types of 

assistance that are most effective in improving social media behavior. Additional qualitative and 

quantitative studies targeting those individuals who have been punished by institutions for 

inappropriate actions on social media may provide valuable insight to all constituents involved in 

intercollegiate athletics. Further studies could also provide the higher education community with 

a description of various social media policies and a discussion of the legal risks. Finally, it is 

suggested that further statistical and measurement analysis could be completed on these data 

(e.g., t-tests, regression, Rasch modeling). 
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Appendix 
 

Orginial Facebook Intensity Scale Items  

1. Facebook is part of my everyday activity 

2. I am proud to tell people I'm on Facebook 

3. Facebook has become part of my daily routine 

4. I feel out of touch when I haven't logged onto Facebook for a while 

5. I feel I am part of the Facebook community 

6. I would be sorry if Facebook shut down 

 

Response categories range from 1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree, 

Ellison, N. B., Steinfield, C., & Lampe, C. (2007). The benefits of Facebook "friends:" Social 

capital and college students use of online social network sites. Journal of Computer-Mediated 

Communication, 12, 1143-1168. 

Perceptions of Social Media Policies Items (PSMPI)  

Questions in this section pertain to your general perception of athletic department social media 

policies. The questions may or may not be based upon your actual experiences or knowledge of a 

social media policy. Please indicate whether you feel the following components of an 

athletic departments social media policies are acceptable for student-athletes: 

 Unacceptable Acceptable No Opinion 

Complete ban on use. 
      

Complete ban during 

game-day.       

No banning. 
      

Banning use of certain 

words.       

Ban on use 30 minutes 

prior to game-time 

(MLB). 
      

Ban on use 45 minutes 

prior to game-time 

(NBA). 
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Ban on use 90 minutes 

prior to game-time 

(NFL). 
      

Ban on use 120 minutes 

prior to game-time 

(NHL). 
      

Complete ban while in-

season.       

 

Please indicate whether you feel the following components of an athletic departments 

social media policies are acceptable for student-athletes: 

 Unacceptable Acceptable No Opinion 

Monitoring by team 

captain.       

Monitoring by coach. 
      

Monitoring by athletics 

director.       

Monitoring by athletic 

department staff 

member (i.e., 

compliance officer, 

media director). 

      

Monitoring by 

institutional employee 

(i.e., professor, adviser). 
      

Monitoring by 

outsourced company 

(i.e., Udiligence, 

Varsity Monitor). 

      

No monitoring. 
      

 


