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Abstract

Division | intercollegiate student-athletes reprds@ unique population of
college students on college campuses today bedheseface competing demands
between the student and athlete roles. Withouptbper environment and motivation
for academic performance, some Division | studénletes are unable to obtain a
college degree and leave the college environmeptepared for life after college
athletics. The purpose of this study was to examhat motivates Division | student-
athletes to perform academically as well as attdéyi. A better understanding of the
influence of motivation on student-athletes upomdamnic performance will help
improve instruction and advising, as well as thadamic success of student-athletes.
Analysis of variance (ANOVA) was used to examingngficant means on each of the
variables and to examine significant differencemagnsubgroups of student-athletes.
Multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was uséd look for any effects.
Multiple correlation analysis was utilized to examithe relationships between the
motivational variables with academic and athleterfgrmance. Finally, multiple
regression was utilized to determine whether acadseif-efficacy and academic goal
orientation predicted the academic performancetudent-athletes. Findings indicate
that significant differences exist in the motivaib orientation of student-athletes when
examining gender, recruited status, and starttusstaAlso, academic self-efficacy was
the strongest single predictor of academic perfocea It was concluded however, that
academic self-efficacy and academic achievementvatan together, more so than
independently, could be used to predict the acaclparformance of Division | student-

athletes.



CHAPTER ONE
Introduction of the problem
“For an athlete to function properly, he must betent. There has to be a definite
purpose and goal if you are to progress. If yowearot intent about what you are
doing, you aren’t able to resist the temptationdo something else that might be
more fun at the moment.”
--John Wooden

I ntroduction

The National Collegiate Athletic Association’s (N&Aadvertising tag line
often boasts that, “just about every intercollegiatudent-athlete will go pro in
something other than sports.” However, the dilemfoa higher education
institutions is that this is not always the cadgespite the fact that intercollegiate
student-athletes graduate college at a higherthate non-student-athletes, not all
student-athletes are motivated to earn a meaninglidge degree or a degree at all
in some cases. Of the 426,770 intercollegiateesttidthletes competing in all three
divisions of the NCAA, 166,928 student-athletes peta at the highest level in

Division | (www.ncaa.orgretrieved October 25, 2010), which is seen asntlost

professionalized model of intercollegiate amatqars

As a result, Division | student-athletes are a uaigopulation of college
students, unlike their non-student-athlete peethrige specific ways. First, Division
| student-athletes are recruited for their athlabdity as opposed to their academic
ability. This may lead institutions to “specialigmit” those student-athletes who do
not meet the academic admission requirements of ils&tution. Although
institutions may use special admissions for oth&nted groups within the student

body, like music, art, or theater majors, those alteacademic programs usually



offered by the institution. Student-athletes & dnly group of students on campus
who are admitted to an institution for reasons otthen academics. Second,
Division | student-athletes are expected to devotesiderate time to their sport in
exchange for an athletic scholarship (Carodine, oklth & Gratto, 2001). The
NCAA limits playing and practice time for studerbi@tes to 20 hours per week, but
they also spend time on activities that do not taomward this 20 hour limit.
Although these activities are voluntary, many stuegshletes feel they must
participate in them in order to be successful mirtsport and therefore, it ends up
being a full-time job. As a result, these actasticompete with and often times take
precedence over their academic requirements asgeolstudents. Third, some
Division | student-athletes choose to pursue aerareprofessional athletics, which
does not require a college degree. As a resuhyrstdent-athletes leave college at
the conclusion of their athletic eligibility befograduating, or in some cases, are
even able to leave earlier. If they are unablgetmure a professional athletics career,
this group of student-athletes neither continuetheir sport nor earn a college
degree. Because Division | student-athletes recemxed messages about their
athletic goals taking precedence over their acadeuoals, it is not surprising that
not all Division | student-athletes are motivatedgraduate college. Therefore, it
has proven difficult for institutions to reconctlee balance between intercollegiate
athletics, in particular for Division | student-bdtes, and the goals of higher

education.



The basic purpose of athletics within higher edoecais outlined in the
2010-11 NCAA Division | Manuas one of its two most fundamental policies.
NCAA Constitution, Article 1, reads as follows:

1.3.1 Basic Purpose. The competitive athleticsgmamms of member

institutions are designed to be a vital part ofédacational system. A basic

purpose of this Association is to maintain intelegiate athletics as an
integral part of the educational program and tiete as an integral part of
the student body and, by so doing, retain a cleardf demarcation between
intercollegiate athletics and professional spof2910-11 National Collegiate

Athletic Association [NCAA] Manual, p. 1).

For athletics to be considered a viable componthigher education, it must
demonstrate that it is supporting the core primspf higher education. The NCAA
has implemented academic policies to provide gindsl for its intercollegiate
athletic programs and over time they have reforthede academic policies to keep
member institutions in line with the principles lmjher education. However, the
goals of higher education and the goals of Dividiamercollegiate athletics do not
always coincide. One unfortunate side effect af tHCAA academic reform
movement is a culture that prefers to find loophale the system as opposed to
providing student-athletes with a quality education
Background to the Problem

At first glance, it appears that intercollegiatéletics is meeting the core
principles of higher education. The most recerdefal graduation rate report

published by the NCAA in October 2010 indicatest tisdudent-athletes are



graduating one percentage point higher than thergéstudent body. The student-
athletes who entered college in 2003 graduated rateaof 64 percent, while the
general student body graduated at a rate of 63epercThe NCAA boasts that
improved graduation rates are a result of the anadeeform movement, which has
focused on increased academic requirements for lmwtlal and continuing
eligibility over the last 25 years. Although theident-athlete graduation rate has
increased and is higher than the general studedy lgpaduation rate, certain
subgroups within the student-athlete populationtiooe to graduate at lower rates
than other student-athletes, namely males, miesriand participants in high profile
sports. These student-athlete subgroups haveidraally graduated at lower rates
than other student-athlete populations and thisphagded much of the impetus for

research about them over the years.

Gender has been found to be a significant predaftacademic performance
with male student-athletes traditionally graduatiag lower rates than female
student-athletes (NCAA, 2009), having lower gratleen female student-athletes
(Simons & Van Rheenen, 2000), and been found te kaver academic motivation
than female student-athletes (Simons, Van Rheenebogington, 1999; Gaston,
2003; Gaston-Gayles, 2004). Ethnicity has had dchixesults as a predictor of
academic performance. Although minority studehtedés tend to graduate at lower
rates than their non-minority student-athlete cerparts (NCAA, 2009) and have
lower grades than non-minority student-athletesn{®is & Van Rheenen, 2000;
Gaston-Gayles, 2004), differences exist in regandacademic motivation. Some

studies have found minorities to have lower acadenotivation than non-minority



student-athletes (Snyder, 1996; Gaston-Gayles,)20@3le other studies have not
found a significant difference between minority amah-minority student-athletes in
regards to academic motivation (Simons, Van Rheé&n@ovington, 1999). Mixed

results also exist for type of sport. High profgport participants, namely in

football, baseball, men’s basketball, and womea@'skietball graduate at a lower rate
than low profile sport participants (NCAA, 2009 his has been studied as high
profile vs. low profile sport or revenue vs. nongaue sport. While Simons, Van
Rheenen & Covington (1999) found high profile spmatticipants had lower grades
than low profile sport participants and Simons & \M&heenen (2000) and Gaston
(2003) found high profile sport participants hawevér academic motivation than
low profile sport participants, Garrett (2000) dibt find type of sport as a

significant predictor of academic performance. &ee of the conflicting research
and differences in academic achievement that estibt within the student-athlete
population, it is important to further explore wland what contributes to the
differences among minority student-athletes and tpgpfile vs. low profile sport

participants.

National groups like the Knight Commission, the kx&roup, the Coalition
on Intercollegiate Athletics, the Association of v\@ming Boards, the National
Institute for Sports Reform and the College Athdeoalition, as well as campus
constituents (professors, advisors, administrafmessidents, and even some athletic
personnel) have criticized the NCAA for “gaming thygstem” (Gerdy, 2006). The
NCAA has responded over time by gradually incregasinademic requirements for

initial and continuing eligibility, including GPAstandardized test scores, hours



completed, and progress toward a degree. Howéverpnly treats the symptom
and not the problems of intercollegiate athletitsother words, although the NCAA
has taken a step in the right direction to impragademic requirements, the results
have created potentially questionable practiceduding special admission policies
for athletic ability, high school grade inflatioma advising student-athletes into
easier classes and majors. These practices pububden and motivation for
academic success on individuals other than theestwuathlete. Because the
NCAA'’s academic requirements focus on eligibilitr fintercollegiate competition
and not on providing student-athletes with a quadtiucation, they only serve as
external motivators, rather than on the internalivation to achieve academic goals.
When people think of athletes, motivation instardgmes to mind. Will,

determination, and perseverance describe theirvatain to succeed in their sport.
Therefore, one would think that student-athletesvaithout a doubt, confident and
motivated individuals. How else can one explairtievel of commitment, which
often requires numerous amounts of their time dteh#on? If someone is good at
something, they more than likely are confident heit abilities and motivated to
perform that task. Student-athletes are more guestion mark though when it
comes to their academic performance. There isxengive amount of research on
how pre-college academic variables, such as higloadcGPA, high school class
rank, and standardized tests scores positivelyelade with college students’
academic success (Lins, Abell & Hutchins, 1966; kead, Brenenstuhl &
Catalanello, 1980; Mathiasen, 1984; Waugh, Mic&eiiakalkar, 1994; Stumpf &

Stanley, 2002; Cohn, E., Cohn, S., Balch & Bradl2§04; Marsh, Vandehey &



Deikhoff, 2008). However, other studies have moinid standardized test scores to
predict college graduation for non-traditional snots, namely academically at-risk
and specially admitted students (Houston, 1980|a8el, 1991; Ting, 1997; White
& Sedlacek, 1986; Adebayo, 2008); low-income amst fgeneration students (Ting,
1998); international students (Boyer & Sedlacelg8)9and ethnic minority students
(Fuertes & Sedlacek, 1995; Fuertes, Sedlacek &1994; Hood, 1992 & Tracey &
Sedlacek, 1984; 1985; 1987; 1989; Ting, 2000; Na&wberts, Harrell & Young,
2005). In fact, pre-college academic variables cafy account for a small
proportion of the variance in explaining the acaneperformance of non-traditional
student groups. Due to these various resultsarelsers have questioned whether
pre-college academic variables are the best poedicof college academic
performance for non-traditional student groupsge liktudent-athletes (Sowa &
Gressard, 1983; Engstrom & Sedlacek, 1991; EngstiSedlacek & McEwen,

1995).

Understanding the variables affecting the acadgrarformance of student-
athletes is the first step in developing policy amdhelping student-athletes achieve
academically. Much has been written on the predsadf academic performance for
student-athletes (Adler & Adler, 1987; Sellers, 29%edlacek & Adams-Gaston,
1992; Young & Sowa, 1992; Pascarella, Bohr, Nor& &enzini, 1993; Petrie &
Russell, 1995; Garrett, 2000). While most resednels focused on academic
variables, there is growing evidence supporting ubke of motivational factors for
predicting the academic performance of studene#dhl(Sedlacek & Adams-Gaston,

1992; Snyder, 1996; Eiche, Sedlacek & Adams-Gagt®B87). Motivation has been



explored in recent years for its predictability afademic performance (Simons,
Van-Rheenen & Covington, 1999; Simons & Van-Rheerg800; Gaston, 2003;

Gaston-Gayles, 2004).

Motivation drives us and directs our behavior tavachieving our goals,
which can give meaning and purpose to one’s lifeld&g & Halavari, 2009).
According to Ames & Ames (1984) the following fitgpes of behavior patterns
related to motivation in education can be iderdifieat help us understand when we
say a person is either motivated or not motivated.

1. Direction— the apparent choice among a set of action pbsegis the
first indicator of motivation. When an individuattends to one thing and
not another, we infer that he or she is motivated certain way. It is the
direction of choices that infers motivation.

2. Persistence- persistence is the second behavior that formdbases for
motivational inferences. When an individual focu#ieeir attention on a
particular task or event for an extended periodirok, observers infer
varying degrees of motivation.

3. Continuing Motivation this is when an individual returns to a taskythe

have previously encountered without any outsidéuamice to do so.
Continuing motivation is different from persistenisecause there is an
interruption and then a spontaneous return to aéis&.t Maehr (1984)
coined the term and identified it as one of the tneogcial outcomes for

educators — getting a student to stay on and réduttme task at hand.



4. Activity — although a perhaps less reliable indicator tthen previous
three behavioral patterns, activity level spentaotask is important to
consider according to Ames & Ames (1984) becauseuainof activity
level on a task also infers motivation.

5. Performance- variation in performance level on a task caro alger
motivation. For example, when students who nowynp#rform at an
average or lower level in the classroom suddenfyrave their work, this
may be contributed to an increased amount of midiva However, it is
most likely not the only contributing factor. Iadt, choice, persistence,
continuing motivation, and activity level are akdly to be reflected in
performance.

We have both internal and external motives. Irgkemotives include needs,
cognition, and emotions. Needs serve the individarad motivate whatever
behaviors are necessary for the maintenance ofbeely and growth. This includes
psychological needs such as competence and betprega. Cognition involves
sources of motivation about the way individualskhand refer to mental activities
such as beliefs in one’s abilities, expectationsualthe outcome, and self-concept.
Emotions govern how we react to the events in masl Another way to describe
internal motives is as intrinsic motivation, in whithe motivation comes from
within and for inherent reward, interest, and emewnt in the activity itself
(Vansteenkiste, Lens, & Deci, 2006). External medi on the other hand, come
from the environment. These kinds of incentiveso anergize and direct behavior,

but an individual only takes action when there ithex a reward or punishment



involved. External motives can also be describe@drinsic motivation, in which
the motivation comes from outside the individud@xtrinsic motivators have been
found to undermine intrinsic motivation (Deci, Rya& Koestner, 1999).
Motivation, whether internally or externally driveis what guides our behavior to
achieve our goals.

Self-efficacy is considered primarily a cognitivevakiation of one’s
capabilities to perform a task and involve judgmsentreference to a specific goal
(Bandura, Barbaranelli, Caprara, & Pastorelli, 1996In other words, when
approaching a task, self-efficacy is the way oreavei their capability to accomplish
that task. Based upon this information, individudécide which tasks to approach
and low long to persist on a task. Individualsdtéo avoid tasks that they believe
they cannot complete successfully, but become ethay tasks that they believe
they can complete successfully (Schunk, 1996).f-&8#gtacy has been found to
relate to positive learning outcomes in educatettirgys (Pintrich & DeGroot, 1990;
Bandura, Barbaranelli, Caprara, & Pastorelli, 19862ene & Miller, 1996; Gaston,
2003; Linnenbrink & Pintrich, 2003; Choi, 2005) aimdyouth sport settings (Duda,
1993; Roberts, 1992; Steinberg, Singer & Murphy)®0

Achievement motivation theorists focus their reskaon the intrinsic need
for competence (Elliot & Harackiewicz, 1996). Igtal to competence is the issue
of valence, when individuals strive to either attaompetence or strive to avoid
incompetence. Valence can be either positive gative. Positive valence occurs
when an individual perceives a task as attractneé as a result chooses to approach

that task. Negative valence occurs when an indaligherceives a task as aversive

10



and as a result chooses to avoid that task (Feath&r, 1988). Personal values and
motives will also influence the type of valenceiadividual will adopt. Therefore,
an individual’'s internal or external motives witifluence whether they see a task as
desirable and worth approaching or as undesiraiidet@ be avoided or terminated.
This distinction between approach motivation andi@ance motivation is a
fundamental and basic concept of competence-reienativation (Elliot, 2005).
Achievement goal theory has emerged as an imporéomroach for
understanding how people define, approach, experjeand respond to achievement
situations like in school, work and sport (Van Yger2006). Achievement goal
theory defines two types of competence based goeaither mastery or performance.
A person with a mastery goal orientation focuseone’s own past attainment or
maximum potential attainment while a person witheaformance goal orientation
focuses on their attainment in relation to oth&kidt & McGregor, 2001). When
put into achievement situations, individuals wéhtl to adopt a mastery-approach
goal, mastery-avoidance goal, performance-approgcal, or performance-
avoidance goal. Goal orientation has been founctlette to learning outcomes in
educational settings (Nicholls, 1984; Maehr, 198%eck, 1986; Dweck & Legget,
1988; Ames & Archer, 1988; Greene & Miller, 199@li& & Church, 1997; Elliot,
1997, 1999; Elliot, McGregor & Gable, 1999; Pintrj2000; Elliot & McGregor,
2001; McGregor & Elliot, 2002; Midgley, 2002; Hakdewicz, Barron, Pintrich,
Elliot & Thrash, 2002) and in sport settings (DwetR86; Jagacinski & Nicholls,
1984; Halvari, 1990, 1991; Duda & Nicholls, 199hcmassen & Halvari, 1996;

Halvari & Kjormo, 1999; Jagacinski & Duda, 2001;9Rg, 2002; Standage, Duda, &

11



Ntoumanis, 2003; Ryska & Vestal, 2004; Leppel, 2006lberg & Halvari, 2009).
Because of their role in academic and athletic wattn, self-efficacy and
achievement goal theory can be used to providexplamation for the academic and
athletic performance of student-athletes. Speilfic by examining the academic
and athletic self-efficacy as well as the acadeand athletic achievement goal
orientation of student-athletes, we may better tstdad what motivates them
academically and athletically.

Problem Statement

Division | intercollegiate student-athletes représa unique population of
college students on college campuses today. Tdeeydompeting demands between
their role as a student and their role as an a&hldihe purpose of college athletics
within higher education is not to win sports cotges produce professional athletes,
but in fact is to “maintain intercollegiate athtsti as an integral part of the
educational program and the athlete as an intggralof the student body and, by so
doing, retain a clear line of demarcation betweptercollegiate athletics and
professional sports” (2010-11 NCAA Manual, p. In. an ideal world all Division |
student-athletes would want to earn a meaningfliege degree in order to go on
and become productive members of society. Intygalihile many student-athletes
strive to earn a college degree, others are nawatet to attend college to obtain an
education. This is especially true of those studdinietes in high profile sports with

the opportunity to pursue a career in professiaiadietics www.ncaa.orgetrieved

November, 23, 2009). The NCAA academic reform nnoaet has further created a

culture in which the goals of higher education a reinforced. Eligibility
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requirements serve as external motivators for anadeerformance, instead of
providing student-athletes with a quality educatiynfostering internal motivation.
Without the proper environment and motivation feaa@demic performance, some
Division | student-athletes are unable to obtatokkege degree and leave the college

environment unprepared for life after college &tbte

Purpose of the Study

High school performance and test scores are usexkdess the academic
potential of student-athletes by the NCAA when ad&sng initial eligibility and by
institutions when making admissions decisions. l&gel performance is used by the
NCAA for determining continuing eligibility. Howey, these factors account for
only a small proportion of the variance in collegeademic performance.
Motivation research suggests that factors relatecpdrceived self-efficacy and
achievement motivation are important to the acadegmerformance of all students.
Therefore, the purpose of this study was to examwhat motivates Division |
student-athletes to perform academically as welhtdetically. In particular, it
examined the relationship of academic and athkitefficacy and academic and
athletic goal orientation on the academic and #thleerformance of Division |
intercollegiate student-athletes. Due to the iogtions of the research on males,
minorities and high profile sport participants iasvalso important to investigate
athletic and academic motivational differences imiththe student-athlete
population’s subgroups of gender, ethnicity andetgb sport. Finally, the study
sought to determine if academic self-efficacy andda@mic goal orientation predict

the academic performance of student-athletes. #embeinderstanding of the
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influence of motivation on student-athletes upoadamic performance will help

improve instruction and advising, as well as thadamic success of student-athletes.

Resear ch Questions

1. What is the relationship between mastery goal taitean with academic and

athletic performance?

Hypotheses

a. There is no relationship between academic mastgmyeach goal

orientation and academic performance;

b. There is an inverse relationship between academastary-

avoidance goal orientation and academic performance

c. There is an inverse relationship between athletiastary-

approach goal orientation and academic performance,;

d. There is no relationship between athletic masteojelance goal

orientation and academic performance.

e. There is a positive relationship between athletastary-approach

goal orientation and athletic performance;

f. There is an inverse relationship between athletiastary-

avoidance goal orientation and athletic performance
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g. There is no relationship between academic mastgmyeach goal

orientation and athletic performance;

h. There is no relationship between academic mastarigance

goal orientation and athletic performance.

2. Second, what is the relationship between performayeal orientation and

academic performance?

Hypotheses

a. There is a positive relationship between acadeaiformance-

approach goal orientation and academic performance,;

b. There is an inverse relationship between acadeerfomance-

avoidance goal orientation and academic performance

c. There is an inverse relationship between athleédopmance-

approach goal orientation and academic performance;

d. There is no relationship between athletic perforceaavoidance

goal orientation and academic performance;

e. There is a positive relationship between athletecfggmance-

approach goal orientation and athletic performance;

f. There is an inverse relationship between athleddopmance-

avoidance goal orientation and athletic performance
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g. There is no relationship between academic perfocarapproach

goal orientation and athletic performance;

h. There is a positive relationship between acaderarfopmance-

avoidance goal orientation and athletic performance

3. Third, do self-efficacy and goal orientation vategcorrelate consistent with

theory?

Hypotheses

a. There is a positive relationship between acaderait:efficacy

and academic goal orientation;

b. There is a positive relationships between athkiéefficacy and

athletic goal orientation;

c. There is no relationship between academic sel€afff and

athletic goal orientation;

d. There is no relationship between athletic selfeaffy and

academic goal orientation;

4. Fourth, what is the relationship between academhietc self-efficacy and

academic/athletic performance?

Hypotheses
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a. There is a positive relationship between acaderait:efficacy

and academic performance;

b. There is no relationship between athletic selfeaffy and

academic performance;

c. There is a positive relationship between athletit-sfficacy and

athletic performance;

d. There is no relationship between academic sel¢afff and

athletic performance.

5. Fifth, because we are examining differences amaemder, ethnicity, and

type of sport, the following hypotheses were depetb

Gender Hypotheses

a. There are significant differences in academic perémce of male
and female student-athletes with female studenétaih

performing better academically;

b. There are significant differences in mastery goargation of
male and female student-athletes with more femalelest-

athletes adopting a mastery goal orientation;

c. There are no differences in performance goal cateat of male

and female student-athletes;
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d. There are significant differences between male &gchale
student-athletes in approach-avoidance motivatiwith more
female student-athletes adopting an approach mmivain

academics and athletics.

Ethnicity Hypotheses

a. There are significant differences in academic perémce of

minority and non-minority student-athletes;

b. There are no differences in mastery goal orientatad

minority and non-minority student-athletes;

c. There are significant differences in performancealgo

orientation of minority and non-minority studenhiates;

d. There are no significant differences between migoand
non-minority  student-athletes in  approach-avoidance

motivation in athletics;

e. There are significant differences between minoatyg non-
minority student-athletes in approach-avoidanceivabon in
academics, with more minority student-athletes &dgpan

avoidance motivation.

Type of Sport Hypotheses
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a. There are significant differences in academic perémce of

high profile and low profile sport participants;

b. There are significant differences in mastery goaration of

high profile and low profile sport participants;

c. There are significant differences in performancealgo

orientation of high profile and low profile spornicipants;

d. There are significant differences between highifgaind low
profile sport participants in approach-avoidancdivation in
academics, with more low profile sport participaat®pting
an approach motivation in academics, and with ntogh
profile sport participants adopting an avoidancdivation in

academics;

e. There are no significant differences between higifilp and
low profile sport participants in approach-avoidanc

motivation in athletics.

6. Sixth, do academic self-efficacy and academic gwantation predict the

academic performance of student-athletes?

Hypotheses
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a. Academic self-efficacy and academic goal orientafoedict the
academic performance of student-athletes, but hegehore so

than independently.

7. Seventh, what are the relationships between thentwecognitive variables
of college experiences and academic support withvatmdn and academic

performance?

Definition of Terms

The following definitions are listed in order tomain the concepts of the

variables used in this study:

Academic Performanceas defined by the student-athlete’s successeim tollege

courses. This was measured by their college cumelgrade point average at the
beginning of the fall 2011 semester as a self-tepm on a demographic

guestionnaire at the time of the initial survey.

Academic Self-Efficacywas the degree to which student-athletes beliaviheir

ability to carry out and complete academic taskanrefficient manner, understand
the ideas, skills, and material presented in clasd, confident that they did well in
their schoolwork according to the self-efficacy scdde of the Motivated Strategies

for Learning Questionnaire (MSLQ).

Academic Supporvas defined as a non-cognitive variable and tlggeseto which

student-athletes believed that academic supporvicesr offered in college

contributed to their academic performance. Acadegupport included services
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such as tutoring, mentoring, supplemental instomctiand assistance with

paper/presentation preparation, note-taking, amdlystkills.

Athletic Performanceavas defined in terms of being a starter or nontetdor one’s

college athletics team. Participants selected wérethey were a starter or non-

starter from a demographic questionnaire.

Athletic Self-Efficacy was the degree to which student-athletes belienetheir

ability to carry out and complete athletic taskamefficient manner, understand the
strategies and skills required in sport, and camnfidhat they did well in their sport

according to a revised athletic version of the MSLQ

College Experiencesvere defined as a non-cognitive variable and tegrek to

which student-athletes believed their college ewpees contributed to their
academic motivation. College experiences includeat, were not limited to,
admission and enrollment; orientation; advising anstruction; career services;
counseling; residential life; student groups antivdies; financial aid; and health

services.

Ethnicity was defined as the racial or cultural identificatiof a student-athlete.
Participants selected their ethnicity from a demapfic questionnaire among the
following choices: Caucasian, African AmericanjaksAmerican, Hispanic, Native
American/Alaskan Native, Hawaiian Native/Pacifidateder, Non-Resident Alien,
Two or More races, and Other. The researcher ctldech as minority or non-

minority.
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Gender (sex)was defined in terms of male or female. Participaselected their
gender from a demographic questionnaire and thenrékearcher coded them as

male or female.

Goal Orientationwvas defined as one’s propensity towards eitheast@ny goal or a

performance goal as measured by the Achievement Quastionnaire (AGQ) for

academics and the AGQ-S for sport.

Mastery Approach Goal Orientatiowas the degree to which an individual was

motivated toward achieving goals for developing petence or improving upon
one’s past performances as measured by the AGQdademics and AGQ-S for

athletics in the 2 X 2 framework.

Mastery Avoidance Goal Orientationas the degree to which an individual was

motivated not to fail mastering a task as measbrethe AGQ for academics and

AGQ-S for athletics in the 2 X 2 framework.

Performance Approach Goal Orientatiwas the degree to which an individual was

motivated toward achieving goals for the purposemiving their competence to
others as measured by the AGQ in academics and 8@&®p-athletics in the 2 X 2

framework.

Performance Avoidance Goal Orientatas the degree to which an individual was

motivated to avoid demonstrating a lack of compegesis measured by the AGQ in

academics and AGQ-S for athletics in the 2 X 2 frauork.
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Type of Sportwas defined as either high profile sport or lowfpe sport. The high
profile sports for the purposes of this study wiexball, men’s basketball, women’s
basketball, and baseball. The remaining sportsidered low profile sports for the
purposes of this study were as follows: Women'svBBgg, Men’s and Women’s
Cross Country, Equestrian, Women'’s Field Hockeynlgleand Women’s Fencing,
Men’s and Women’s Golf, Men’s and Women’s Gymnastiden’s and Women'’s
Ice Hockey, Men's and Women's Lacrosse, Men's andomah’'s Rifle,
Rowing/Crew, Men’s and Women’s Skiing, Men’s and Mén’s Soccer, Softball,
Men’s and Women’s Swimming, Men’s and Women’s TenMen’s and Women'’s
Track, Men’s and Women’s Volleyball, Men’s and Warize Water Polo, and
Wrestling. Participants selected their sport frandemographic questionnaire and

then the researcher coded them as high profilevoprofile.

Valencewas the degree to which an individual perceivethsk as desirable and
worth approaching or undesirable and avoidablevessl measured in the AGQ and

AGQ-S 2 X 2 framework.

Significance and I mplications

Motivation plays an important factor in predictireghievement in both
academic and athletic settings. Therefore, it prayide an explanation for student-
athletes’ academic performance and assist campiusorpeel in helping student-
athletes reach their full academic potential. BeeaDivision | athletic departments
recruit student-athletes to compete at the higlegst of intercollegiate athletics, it is

reasonable to assume they have an obligation tadadhe services necessary to
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help student-athletes be successful (Whitner & Sd®88). Further, because
athletics is part of higher education, athletic atépents have an obligation to
provide student-athletes with a meaningful educati@xperience. Two key units
on campus that can assist in meeting this goatherecademic advising office and
the academic support office. The academic advisffiige assists students in setting
and following their short term and long term edwwatand career goals while the
academic support office helps provide instructiod atrategies for students to help
them achieve their goals (Miller, 2003). While soivision | athletic departments
provide state of the art academic advising or leagrcenters that house an entire
department of academic personnel charged with shise responsibility, others
integrate their student-athletes with the genaradent body in these campus units,
lead by academic administrators, academic advisord,professors. Both centers
are the perfect place to address what motivateslestiathletes to achieve
academically, and implement appropriate assessamhtprogramming into these

centers.

Implicationsfor Practice

This study contributes knowledge to university @#fls who work with
Division | student-athletes as well as to natiog@ups outside the university who
are concerned with the student-athlete experierfe@m a practical perspective it
could have future implications for improved instian, improved academic support,
and NCAA academic policy. This study could imprastedent-athlete academic
support which will assist student-athletes in clmgslasses and a major that fosters

intrinsic motivation and develops academic goaisaia college graduation, rather
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than focusing on the external motive to remainilelilg Any results from this study
could be utilized in future programming and coummgekfforts by the institution to
better improve the Division | student-athlete’slegé experience. This study may
also be of importance to the NCAA. Currently, NC/A#&ademic policy relies on
pre-college academic variables for determiningiahiteligibility and college
academic variables for determining continuing éligy. Because several studies
have shown that these academic variables alonen@reéhe best predictors of
academic performance, the NCAA may be able to delmotivational variables for
assessing the initial and continuing eligibility odllege student-athletes. Finally,
more informed initial eligibility requirements walltake the burden off of high
school teachers and administrators who may feeli@mdessure to inflate grades of

academically unprepared, but talented studenttathle

Theoretical Significance

From a theoretical perspective, motivational theaffers an explanation for
what predicts the academic and athletic performaridgivision | student-athletes.
While much of the literature has focused on prdéegal academic variables as
predictors of academic performance, using factds motivation to understand
what predicts academic achievement of studentiathlmmay be more appropriate
since they are considered a non-traditional studgeatip. Because achievement
motivation literature strives to explain behavior achievement settings like in
school and sport, it offers an explanation for deademic and athletic performance
of student-athletes. This study also adds knovdealgput the subgroups that exist

within the student-athlete population. In partaaulit could help identify whether
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athletic and academic motivational differences texdmong student-athletes in
regards to their gender, ethnicity, and type ofrsp@dlthough current motivational
literature has explored self-efficacy, goal ori¢iota and the concept of approach
and avoidance for both mastery and performancesgodhe general student body, it
has not yet done so specifically for Division | drdollegiate student-athlete
populations. The literature that has explored goantation and self-efficacy in
sport has only focused on youth student-athletbte athletes and recreational
athletes. Research on college student-athlet¢h#saexplored goal orientation for
mastery and performance goals is just beginnirmggards to studying approach and
avoidance concepts for both goals. Preliminardifigs suggest that male student-
athletes and those in high profile sports are nlidedy to adopt avoidance goals
(both mastery and performance) than female stualtetes and those in low profile
sports. It has been suggested that student-athteted to focus less on fear and
more on enjoying the college athletic environmésitegne, Dillon & Miller, 2010).
Therefore, this study sought to confirm these figdiand add to the literature about
student-athletes’ academic performance. A studuBbtudent-athletes, who are a
unique group of college students, using motivalidibarature, is of importance to
athletic department personnel, and as a resulgésidhe fields of motivation and

sport together.

Summary

Although the NCAA points to improved graduationesaias evidence of the
success of the academic reform movement, manyigosdtill remain in regards to

student-athletes’ academic performance. It is @ for intercollegiate athletics,
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especially Division |, which is often seen as a entprofessionalized” model, to be
in line with the goals of higher education. Howeweot all Division | student-
athletes are motivated to earn a college degrekileWome are motivated to do well
both academically and athletically, some are ornhfesically motivated to pursue
their sport. With only 3 percent of student-athéetable to pursue a career in

professional athletics, this leaves a group of estitéhthletes who neither play

professionally nor graduate with a college degreevvi.ncaa.org retrieved
November 23, 2009). These student-athletes then dnap out of college after
exhausting their athletic eligibility, completelynprepared for life after college

athletics.

The NCAA academic requirements focus on externaltivatrs and
academic measurements. They do not internallyyatgtistudent-athletes to achieve
academically. By examining the motivations of Bien | student-athletes, athletics
department and university officials can identify ighh student-athletes are
athletically motivated and which are academicallytirated. This can be achieved
by utilizing self-efficacy and achievement goaldhe The purpose of this study
was to examine the academic and athletic motivatioDivision | student-athletes
and to determine whether self-efficacy (academtt atiletic) and goal orientation
(academic and athletic) theory is related to and @medict the academic
performance of Division | student-athletes. Itoat®ught to understand differences
that exist within the student-athlete populationtaglates to academic and athletic
motivation. For those student-athletes who arenarily motivated athletically,

universities can implement appropriate policies asddemic support in order to
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help this group develop more internal academic ggoaks a result, they may be
better prepared to remain in college and earn anmgful degree if they are unable
to play their sport at the professional level. topng the educational experiences
of student-athletes not only helps them identifglistic goals, but could also help
them graduate with a meaningful college degree. reMmonportantly though,
universities will have met the goals of higher estian by enriching the lives of

student-athletes so that they can go on to becoatptive members of society.
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CHAPTER TWO
Review of the Related Literature
“It's the repetition of affirmations that leads tdelief. And once that belief
becomes a deep conviction, things begin to happen.”

--Muhammad Ali

I ntroduction

College students are usually motivated to attevitbge in order to earn a
degree that will allow them to pursue a careerheirtchoice. Student-athletes, on
the other hand, are often motivated to attend gelfer different reasons. For some
student-athletes they wish to attend college f@ $hme reasons as most other
students. Earning a college degree while playimagrtsport at the college level is
also a dream for many student-athletes. Others anfybe able to attend college
because they earn an athletic scholarship thatdsfilnem the economic opportunity
to obtain a college education. Some student-ahlattend college with the sole
purpose of playing their sport at the college Iewéhile earning a college degree
may only be an afterthought. Still, others are enotterested in the chance to
showcase their athletic talent at the college leselthat they will have the
opportunity to play their sport professionally. iFgroup of student-athletes may see
college sports more as a “minor sports league” @migt devote attention to their
academics when it has ramifications on their athkgigibility. Then again, not all
student-athletes who are motivated to play protesdiathletics are disinterested in
obtaining a college degree. Whatever the reasba, dcademic and athletic
motivations of student-athletes are of central ingoace on how to properly instruct

and advise them while they are in college.
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The lack of academic motivation for some studehte¢s is evident when
reports of low graduation rates, poor academicopernce, dropping out, and
academic scandals become news. The NCAA’s acadefocm movement has
sought to improve the academic integrity of intdegpate athletics, and thus, the
academic performance of student-athletes. Howewecreasing academic
requirements alone does not motivate student-athléd achieve academically.
Chapter one discussed the problem of using eliyibiequirements as external
motivators and academic measurements as predictasademic achievement of
college student-athletes. This chapter will disctise history of the problem,
theories of motivation, and the related literaturBhe history section explains the
conflict between amateurism and professionalizabbnntercollegiate athletics as
well as the academic reform movement and the pedulity of academic and
motivational variables upon academic performanddotivation theories explain
what guides our behaviors. Self-efficacy theorplaxs how individuals decide
which tasks to approach, which tasks to avoid, laom long to persist on a task.
Achievement goal theory provides an explanation behavior in achievement
settings, specifically, the type of goal orientatane adopts. Finally, a discussion of
the current literature and research regarding stualhlete motivation provides
insight about what other researchers have pursanddhaw this study can help

resolve the problem of predicting the academicqrerance of student-athletes.

History of the Problem

Amateurism Principle vs. Professional Drives
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The NCAA is the governing body of intercollegiatilatics in the United
States and was established as the Intercollegititketi&e Association of the United
States in 1906 (changing its name to the NatiomdlleGiate Athletic Association in
1910). One of the NCAA’s primary functions is tketablishment of rules for
athletic scholarships, recruiting and academicilglity. Specifically, the NCAA
seeks “to protect student-athletes through stasdafréairness and integrity” and “to
encourage its members to adopt eligibility rules domply with satisfactory
standards of scholarship, sportsmanship, and anst€u(NCAA, 2010). Central
to this principle is the NCAA'’s insistence that legle sports are by definition,
amateur sports. Preserving the integrity and amnigte of intercollegiate athletics
while maximizing the earnings of its member indtdns has been a major struggle
for the NCAA throughout its history. Specifically,has been difficult to reconcile
the NCAA'’s desire to equate the terms “amateur”’ &stddent-athlete” with its
ability to profit from the promotion of college sp®, namely in football and men’s

basketball.

Amateurism struggles have existed since the ingeptif college sports,
mainly due to overzealous alumni of competitivdedth programs providing illegal
payments to non-amateur players. The NCAA estaddisamateurism bylaws at its
first convention to include: a ban on paymentsticdents based on their athletic
abilities by the university or individual alumni;k@n on recruiting of prospective
athletes from preparatory high schools; declariuglents as ineligible if they had
ever received any payment for competing in a spgrévent; limiting eligibility to

four years and requiring successful completiontdéast two-thirds of the previous
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college year; and requiring freshmen and trangigients to complete one year of
college before being eligible (Grant, Leadley & BAyant, 2008). Baseball was one
of the first sports to utilize non-amateur players intercollegiate baseball teams.
Professional baseball leagues were already wedbksthed and some of the best
college players would play on professional teamsnduthe summers. However,
most colleges chose to look the other way at thegtice instead of declaring the

majority of their baseball teams ineligible (Grdreadley & Zygmont, 2008).

In the beginning of the 1920's proponents of amadeu who were
dissatisfied with these types of practices for¢exINCAA to address the issue. The
NCAA requested the Carnegie Foundation for the Adeanent of Teaching
investigate the amateurism issue and in 1929 btighed the Carnegie Commission
Report (Grant, Leadley & Zygmont, 2008). The Reédound that payments to
athletes had occurred at 81 out of 112 universitiey studied and at 61 of them
multiple individuals were involved in the abusesicluding, the university
administration, alumni, and the athletic departmerih 1935, the Southeastern
Conference (SEC) was the first to openly allowetiblscholarships and in that time,
once one conference allowed it, most tended tovoliGrant, Leadley & Zygmont,
2008). By 1948, the NCAA established the Sanitg€ dowever; which sought to
ban all payments to student-athletes, includindgetithscholarships, as well as give
the NCAA the authority to enforce this new rulenfbitunately, little was done and
colleges continued to violate amateurism rulesttiernext two decades by offering
secret payments to student-athletes, includingetath$cholarships and sham jobs by

alumni (Grant, Leadley & Zygmont, 2008). In 19%Gith seven schools having
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violated the Sanity Code, the NCAA sanctions corteritvoted on whether to expel
them, but failed to get the required two-thirds onidy vote to do so. By 1951, the
Sanity Code was repealed and the NCAA could nobreefthe ban on athletic
scholarships. Shortly afterwards, the NCAA alloweattiletic scholarships to be
awarded to student-athletes, but the funds hae tadministered by the financial aid
office, not the athletic department. The schol@rstas limited to tuition and fees
and banned payments from sources outside the wgitijwer Payments to student-
athletes were officially sanctioned, but undercstgontrol of the institution with

NCAA oversight (Grant, Leadley & Zygmont, 2008).mAteurism issues regarding
illegal payments to student-athletes who offer phemise of a winning season and
participation in a post-season bowl game are aliMle and well today. Student-
athletes who accept these kinds of payments ardonbt more motivated by the
payouts of sport (both by college sports and theréupotential of professional

sports) rather than the opportunity to obtain amcation and earn a college degree.

The struggle with amateurism is also reflectedhie telationship between
professional sports and intercollegiate athletiwamely in the sport of football.
After World War Il college athletic departments bagto feel threatened by the
emergence of professional football. Two major oeashave been cited for this.
First, colleges felt their pocket books may be dteaed. College football had
become a major source of revenue for the instituaod they were fearful that
professional leagues would not only take their pésgers, but also their paying fans

(Grant, Leadley & Zygmont, 2008). Secondly, colegexpressed concern for
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student-athletes that they would no longer be pkayootball for the love of the

game, but instead with the goal of signing a prsitesal sports contract.

In order to address this concern, the NCAA passeal af its first major
pieces of amateurism legislation. They would revtie varsity letter of any former
student-athlete who played professional sportsineafter graduation from the
institution. The conferences also became involaed refused to hire coaches or
officials who had played, coached, or officiated farofessional teams (Grant,
Leadley & Zygmont, 2008). The College Football €wes Association, which had
formed in 1921 and was only open to coaches fronAA@stitutions, also took
steps to stop the involvement of professional falbtivith college football. As a
result the NCAA recommended in 1926 that schoots d&iny individual who had

ever been employed in any capacity in the professi@agues.

With this growing resistance, professional footblhéigan to look for a
compromise with the NCAA. The National Footballagee (NFL), which had
formed in 1922, agreed not to draft any playerluns class had graduated, even if
he did not attend college (Grant, Leadley & Zygm@&@08). Thus, a high school
player could not be drafted directly out of higihgal to the professional league. As
long as professional teams were not luring studénetes away from college
football, the NCAA was satisfied with this compramifor the time being. It was
the marriage of college football and the NFL. Aliigh this solved the problem at
the time and concerns for student-athletes leatrgay professionally disappeared
(at least temporarily), it created a new probleat thigher education institutions are

still dealing with today. College football has bew in essence a league for
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professional football. Therefore, student-athletdso wish to play professional
football are going to play college football in orde get to the next level. This
means that student-athletes with the intrinsic go&l pursuing their sport

professionally may not be motivated to attend gale actually obtain a degree.

Football is not the only sport in which studentletidss can pursue a
professional career however. Sports in which sittdéhletes may have the
opportunity to play professionally are men’s bakk#f women’s basketball,
football, baseball, men’s ice hockey, and men’scenc Olympic sports are not
included in this analysis since one can participat®©lympic sports and still be
considered an amateur athlete. However, the nsvibethose student-athletes who
are actually able to play professionally is veryaim Of the 17,081 NCAA men’s
basketball student-athletes, only 44 were draftadthe National Basketball
Association’s (NBA) 2009 draft. Of the 15,307 NCA¥omen’s basketball student-
athletes, only 32 were drafted in the Women’s NatioBasketball Associations
(WNBA) 2009 draft. Of the 64,235 NCAA football skent-athletes, only 250 were
drafted in the NFL's 2009 draft. Of the 30,386 N&Aaseball student-athletes,
only 600 were drafted in the Major League BasebdVILB) 2009 draft. Of the
4,006 NCAA men’s ice hockey student-athletes, @3ywere drafted in the National
Hockey League’s (NHL) 2009 draft. Finally, of t24,031 NCAA men’s soccer
student-athletes, only 76 were drafted in the Mapague Soccer (MLS) 2009 draft.
Being drafted does not guarantee a contract. fldest-athletes who have the least
opportunity to play professionally are in womenasketball, with only 0.9 percent

of NCAA women’s basketball student-athletes makirig the WNBA. The greatest
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opportunity to play professionally was for baselsalident-athletes with a chance of

playing professionally 8.9 percentnfw.ncaa.orgretrieved November 23, 2009).

The opportunity to play baseball beyond the colllEyel is most likely due to the
fact there are not only the major leagues, but mlstiple minor leagues in which to
participate. Overall, on average only 2-3 perceihnNCAA student-athletes will
have the opportunity to play professional sportgobd college (Hill, Burch-Ragan

& Yates, 2001).

With so few student-athletes actually able to perdbeir sport at the
professional level, it is concerning for higher edlion that a disproportionate
number of student-athletes seem motivated to do ko.a national study about
student-athletes’ college experiences (Potuto &&ldn, 2006), 13.5 percent male
student-athletes believed the likelihood of a msienal athletics career was very
likely as compared with 4.9 percent female studghlietes. When evaluating those
who believed that a professional career was at Easewhat likely 55.4 percent of
males and 26.2 percent of females believed so {®&W’'Hanlon, 2006). Student-
athletes who are intrinsically motivated by theeslof professional athletics may only
be extrinsically motivated to meet academic regnests or to earn a college degree
as long as they must maintain their athletic eligyb Because athletic departments
strive to recruit elite athletes, it is not surprgs that some of these athletes are
motivated to play their sport professionally, rathean obtain a college education.
The NCAA'’s academic reform movement does not addites fact that its academic
requirements only serve as external motivatorserdoime student-athletes are solely

motivated by their sport and that many studentedisl in particular minority males
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in high profile sports, hold unrealistic expectagoabout playing their sport

professionally.

The Evolution of Academic Reform

The NCAA's first attempts at regulating academitegrity standards came
with declaring freshmen ineligible in 1922. The AiCbelieved this would reduce
the incentive for institutions to lower admissiotarglards or admit academically
unprepared students. However, many schools sioifge to disregard this rule. In
1939 and in response to non-compliance the NCAAnbednfreshmen from
participating in its national championships. Th&MA did not reverse this position
until 1968 when it allowed freshmen in all sporthey than football and basketball
to participate in national championships. Findilgshmen in football and basketball
were allowed to participate again in 1972 (Grardadley & Zygmont, 2008). In
order to address admissions issues the NCAA fiegjabh imposing minimum
admissions requirements in 1963. Although freshmeme still not allowed to
participate in athletics during this time the NCARAandated that high school
students had to earn a Grade Point Average (GP®)fdugh school and test scores
that would predict they could earn at least a IPRA@uring their first year of college
in order to be eligible for NCAA championships dihncial aid (Gerdy, 2006). In
1973 the NCAA changed this rule to require studehtetes to graduate from high
school with a 2.00 GPA in order to be eligible &trampionships and financial aid
(Grant, Leadley & Zygmont, 2008). Throughout tH#/Q’s students were able to
avoid difficult classes like math and science imofaof easier electives so that they

could get into college to play their sport. Inpesse, the NCAA voted in 1981 to
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require athletes to complete a specific numberredit hours each term in order to
remain eligible (Gerdy, 2006). For the time beistydent-athletes and athletics
departments had figured out a way to “beat theesyst The fallacy of this plan was
that student-athletes were not graduating, and assalt, there was a growing

concern that student-athletes were being expléitetheir athletic ability.

The NCAA conducted a study from 1975 through 19860 found that less
than half of Division I-A (now known as Football ®bSubdivision or FBS) football
student-athletes had graduated (Covell & Barr, 2008s a result, the first major
academic reform initiative came in 1983 when the ARCproposed an initial
eligibility rule. In 1986 the NCAA adopted it aglBw 5-1-(j), which is now Bylaw
14.3. Officials believed that by increasing acantestandards for student-athletes to
participate in intercollegiate athletics, it woulzise graduation rates (Gerdy, 2006).
This eligibility rule is commonly known as “Propten 48" and it required all
freshmen student-athletes to demonstrate the foltpw a high school GPA of at
least a 2.0 (on a 4.0 scale) in 11 predefined cotgses and a minimum total test
score of 700 on the SAT or 15 on the ACT (Bens@&®3). A student who did not
meet the standardized test score but who met the &ld core course requirement
was considered a “partial qualifier” and could beaeded an athletic scholarship, but
could not play for their first year of college awduld lose one year of eligibility. In

1989 “Proposition 42" banned athletic scholarslupspletely for partial qualifiers.

However, both of these proposals created concesatdbe disproportionate
impact they had on minority athletes, in particuléine Proposition ban on

scholarships for partial qualifiers. The NCAA wasarged with cultural bias mainly
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because African Americans scored lower on standaddiests. According to the
College Board the mean score of all Caucasiansdakie SAT in 1981 was 442 on
the verbal and 483 on the math section, while AfrfidAmericans scored 322 and
362, respectively (Beaver, 1996). FairTest, anoadgy group that monitors
standardized tests, believes the SAT is biasedlynagtause its questions use words
or concepts that are part of Caucasian culture,nbay not be part of African
American culture (Beaver, 1996). The NCAA had leisthed its first academic
standards, but realized by so doing that the stdsdereated a disadvantage for
certain populations. In fact, the NCAA knew thishe true before they even passed
the legislation. In an NCAA study in 1983, theyamined how the new legislation
would have affected current student-athletes hay theen subject to the new
requirements as freshmen directly out of high sthdde study showed that six out
of seven African American male basketball studenketes and three out of four
African American male football student-athletestrat largest schools would have
been ineligible as freshmen in 1983, while only ang of three Caucasian male

student-athletes would have been ineligible (Lagchl989).

Likewise, opponents were already writing about disproportionate impact
of Proposition 48 on African American student-atédebefore it was even put into
effect. In a review of Proposition 48, Williams983) questioned whether the
selection of the 700 SAT and 15 ACT cutoff scomsdetermining initial eligibility
were based upon empirical data or just arbitrare cited aChronicle of Higher
Educationarticle published in January 1983 which showedcthraparative average

SAT scores recorded by the American College Boaothf1976 through 1982.
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Total scores for Caucasian students were well alibee700 cutoff point, but
African American students’ scores did not reach#0@ cutoff point until 1982. He
argued that the NCAA targeted African American stid with Proposition 48
directly because 700 was the most recent figuravefage attainment by African
American students. Specifically, he concluded tA&ican American student-
athletes would be more disparately affected by &sijon 48 than Caucasian
student-athletes or other students in general Isecati the racial disparity in test
scores; the long history that this disparity isedily traceable to racial, cultural, and
economic biases inherent in standardized tests, tl@dabsoluteness of the 700
SAT/15 ACT cutoff points, which most African Ameaigcs do not attain and which

most Caucasian students do attain (Williams, 1983).

Williams (1983) was correct. The minimum test ssowere chosen by a
group of high profile college coaches and univgrgitesidents and they did not
examine the data thoroughly; they simply believieat the chosen SAT and ACT
cutoff scores were an objective and reliable waydégide whether an incoming
college freshman was adequately prepared for @l{@stes, 2000). In fact, data
revealed that for students expecting to enter gelia the fall of 1981, the average
SAT score for African American students was 694ilevthe average for Caucasian
students was 925. Of that same group, the avé&k@gdescore for African American
students was 12.4, while the average for Caucasiatents was 19.3 (Oates, 2000).
As a result of these concerns, the NCAA began comuy studies on the effects of

Propositions 48 and 42.

40



In the NCAA'’s study by Benson (1993), researcheskéd at the 1986
graduation rate in order to evaluate the effectBropositions 48 and 42. It showed
both positive and negative effects. The overalident-athlete graduation rate
between the 1984, 1985 and 1986 cohorts increagefdicantly. Standardized test
scores and high school core course GPA also ineteasherefore, cohort increases
in graduation rates appeared to be a direct re$wohort increases in standardized
test scores and core GPAs (Benson, 1993). Althd&mison (1993) claimed that
this meant there was a relationship between thee@sed graduation rates and
increased NCAA initial eligibility standards, thigas not ever positively correlated

or supported by any of the research.

However, the study did reveal the negative impattnaonority student-
athletes. African-Americans scored lower on stasidad tests, had lower core
GPAs and graduated at lower rates than Caucasierssgn, 1993). In another
study by Benson (1994) five freshmen cohorts ofifdon | schools were examined
between 1984 and 1988. It showed a decrease inpéheentage of African
American student-athletes as part of the sampiel984 African American student-
athletes made up 25.7 percent of the sample ad®86 only 17.9 percent of the
sample, with the largest decrease of African Anagrianales in the revenue
generating sports of football and basketball (Bengd®94). During the first two
years of Proposition 48, the NCAA declared 560 &om | football and basketball
student-athletes ineligible. Of these studentetisl declared ineligible, 84 percent
of the football student-athletes and 92 percenhefbasketball student-athletes were

African American. Additionally, 86 percent of adtudent-athletes affected by
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Proposition 48 were African American (Hunt, 1999B@) Although the overall
student-athlete graduation rate increased over, tikfdcan American student-

athletes performed the worst academically.

In response to concerns of cultural bias and actes$sgher education in
1990 the NCAA allowed partial qualifiers to recefugancial aid based on need, but
not on athletics ability. Therefore, although thegre not permitted to receive
athletic scholarships, they could receive instiodl aid. Unfortunately, this lead to
loopholes in this proposition as institutions beeamore and more creative on the
awarding of non-athletically related aid to partjahlifiers. This and the research on
the negative impact of Propositions 48 and 42 amcAf American student-athletes
lead to the passage of Proposition 16 in 1992 hed & modified version in 1997
with Proposition 68. Proposition 16 restored dtblescholarships to partial
qualifiers, but increased the number of core caufsem 11 to 13 and created a
“sliding scale” in which higher ACT/SAT scores cesponded to lower GPAs (Heck
& Takahashi, 2006). Proposition 68 restored trst {eear of eligibility to partial
qualifiers. In other words, they could not pagate in intercollegiate athletics their
freshmen year, but if they graduated in four ye#dren they could win back their
first year of eligibility during their fifth yearfoschool. However, Proposition 16,
even with the revision of Proposition 68, garnemen more controversy than

Proposition 48 and resulted in litigation agaihgt NCAA.

Opponents of Proposition 16 claimed that the rukergninated against
African Americans and other minority groups becatisisproportionately excluded

more African Americans from collegiate athletic oppnities than Caucasians

42



(Hunt, 1999-2000). On the other hand, the NCAA msdupporters argued that the
rule served the purpose of ensuring academic ssiafesollege athletes. In 1999,
Proposition 16 was heard by the court€ureton vs. NCAATai Kwan Cureton and
Leatrice Shaw, who were both African American tratkletes who had graduated
high school in 1996, lost first year eligibility dgiling to meet the minimum SAT
requirement of Proposition 16 (Waller, 2003). Ty met the required GPA and
had earned other academic honors, but becauseditigyot meet the standardized
test score requirement and they were declaredgibldifor their first year, schools
rescinded their athletic scholarship offers to theihe district court found for the
plaintiffs concluding that Proposition 16 did inctehave a disparate racial impact
against African Americans and was in violation @ferVI of the Civil Rights Act of
1964. It invalidated the use of Proposition 16 egstricted the NCAA from using it
(Hunt, 1999-2000). However, the Third Circuit resed the case holding that Title
VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 did not apply the NCAA because the NCAA
did not have “controlling authority” over its membastitutions’ “ultimate decision”
about a student-athlete’s eligibility (Waller, 20@3 195). In what is now known as
Cureton Il the plaintiffs then moved to amend their comglam add a claim of
intentional discrimination based on the NCAA's édishment and enforcement of
Proposition 16. However, the district court denited motion and then the Third
Circuit affirmed the dismissal based upon the faat they did not file an intentional

discrimination claim in the first place.

In another case,Pryor vs. NCAA the plaintiffs filed intentional

discrimination against the NCAA on the basis oferacKelly Pryor, a learning
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disabled African American student-athlete and War&pivey, also an African
American student-athlete, had each signed a Natlaetter of Intent (NLI) to play
at San Jose State University and the Universit@ainecticut, respectively. Neither
of them had met the eligibility requirements of pwsition 16. Pryor had applied for
and received a waiver of the rules, allowing hereteive athletic financial aid, even
though she was still ineligible to compete hertfymar. The NCAA denied a similar
waiver for Spivey, who was declared ineligible tbher participate or receive
athletic financial aid during his first year (Wall2003). Both Pryor and Spivey
brought suit claiming that, by adopting Propositib6, the NCAA intentionally
discriminated against them in violation of Title ¥f the Civil Rights Act of 1964.
Pryor also sued under the Americans with Disabgi#f\ct and the Rehabilitation Act
of 1973 alleging that the NCAA discriminated agéaihser because of her learning
disability. Although the district court dismiss#te claims and the appellate court
upheld the dismissal of Pryor's ADA and RehabiigatAct claims, the appellate
court reversed the dismissal of both Pryor's andvesfs Title VI claims.
Specifically, the court held: “based on the fat¢he complaint and all reasonable
references thereto, the NCAA at least partiallyemated to reduce the number of
African American athletes who could attend collegean athletic scholarship by
adopting the heightened academic requirementsagd@ition 16” (Waller, 2003, p.

197).

In 2002, the NCAA banned the partial qualifier catey as it ushered in a
new era of academic reform legislation (Grant, leya& Zygmont, 2008). In that

same year the NCAA increased the core course mqaints from 13 to 14 and then
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in 2006 from 14 to 16 (NCAA, 2010). The slidingagx has also been revised over
the past decade in order for a student-athleteetddemed either a qualifier or non-
gualifier out of high school. For example, a stdathlete who earns a 2.00 GPA
must earn at least a 1010 on the SAT or an 86 storen the ACT, while a
student-athlete who earns a 3.550 GPA need oniyad00 on the SAT or a 37 sum
score on the ACT (NCAA, 2010). This has virtuaiiminated the test score
requirement and eliminates the argument that tisé $eore requirement has a
disparate impact on student-athletes. Howeverntéhe rule does not necessarily
ensure that student-athletes are academically ppeéa enter college. An SAT
score between 400 and 570 places students in tttenb@ne percentile of all
students taking the test and they do not reachethién percentile until they score

760 (Overly, 2005-2006).

In addition to NCAA initial eligibility standardshe NCAA implemented
continuing eligibility standards as part of its demic reform movement, formerly
known as satisfactory progress and now progresarttsvdegree. In order to
maintain eligibility after begin admitted, studeathletes had to demonstrate
satisfactory academic progress towards graduafidns meant that student-athletes
could not just take “easy” classes in order to rt@ma 2.0 GPA and stay eligible for
athletics. Instead, they had to fulfill requirertsethat lead to a baccalaureate degree,
including the designation of a major by the beggniof their third year of
enrollment. In 1992 the NCAA implemented the figtogress toward degree
requirements, in which student-athletes had to naeeertain percentage of their

degree requirements based upon their year of emeal, known as the 25/50/75
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percent rule. They had to fulfill 25 percent oeithdegree requirements prior to
entering their third year of enrollment; 50 percgmior to their fourth year of
enrollment; and 75 percent prior to their fifth yed enrollment. In addition, they
had to earn 18 credit hours during the academic (fagust through May) and 24
credit hours for the entire calendar year (inclgdsummer). Student-athletes also
had to achieve a minimum GPA in order to be elgifdr competition: 1.8 GPA
after their first year; 1.9 GPA after their secoreér; and a 2.0 GPA after their third
year. Then, in 2002 the NCAA increased the pesgnf degree requirements to
40/60/80 percent, effective with the 2003 enterfreshmen class with student-
athletes needing to earn 24 credit hours after thst year; 40 percent of their
degree requirements prior to their third year; @cpnt prior to their fourth year;
and 80 percent prior to their fifth year (Suggs020 Also effective in 2003,
student-athletes had to earn at least six creditshduring the preceding term in
order to be eligible for the next immediate ternd @ostseason play (NCAA, 2010).
Student-athletes could no longer remain eligibletding easy classes. The next
logical step for the NCAA was to enact legislatitthvat would not only require
student-athletes to remain on track to completegrek, but would also help them

graduate on time.

The most recent major piece of academic reformslaon, the Academic
Performance Program (APP), was enacted in 2005.e ©sue that university
presidents have been interested in since they leeegmart of the NCAA governance
structure in 1984 is academic standards and pesiocen (Gerdy, 2006). When the

NCAA first began discussing the APP in 2003 theytsd to find a way in which to
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examine the relationship between colleges’ gradoatates and real time indicators,
such as the number of student-athletes who retvenyeyear and the number who
are making progress towards a degree, (Suggs, 20083 purpose of the APP is

outlined in the NCAA Bylaws as follows:

23.01.1 Purpose of the Academic Performance Pragidme central purpose
of the academic performance program is to ensuag time Division |
membership is dedicated to providing student-agsletvith exemplary
educational and intercollegiate-athletics expeesnin an environment that
recognizes and supports the primacy of the academssion of its member
institutions, while enhancing the ability of maledafemale student-athletes

to earn a four-year degree (2010-11 NCAA ManuaB#y).

The APP consists of three different measures: Atedemic Performance
Census (APC), the Graduation Success Rate (GSR}hanAcademic Performance
Rate (APR). Most importantly, the APP was credtedenalize a team with loss of
scholarships and eligibility for postseason play stident-athletes continually
underperform academically. The measurement whetierdhines this part of the
APP is called the APR. It measures both retentmal eligibility of either
scholarship student-athletes, or if the institutiimes not offer scholarships, recruited
student-athletes, on a semester-by-semester Haslike the federal graduation rate,
it includes all student-athletes on a team in a&mgiyear as opposed to an entering
class cohort and gives student-athletes five yieagsaduate as opposed to six years.
In order to avoid any penalties a team must stagr atbove a multi-year APR of

925, which the NCAA has indicated represents a Bfcegnt graduation rate
47



(Hamilton, 2005). If a team’s multi-year APR falielow 925 and they have any
student-athletes who earn a “0/2” in any acadeenn tthen the team will be subject
to the loss of scholarship penalty or contemporasgqmenalty. The purpose is to
ensure that student-athletes are graduating ateaofaat least 50 percent. Many

schools have not met this standard and have beelized as a result.

Although the NCAA began collecting APR data for @03-04 academic
year, the first penalties were not assessed Utgil tne 2004-05 academic year. The
first year of data that was released to the publieebruary 2005 indicated areas of
concern. While the overall APR data for men’s amamen’s teams looked good
initially, projecting that only about seven percehteams would be subject to any
penalties, revenue producing sports teams hadtiest scores. Football, baseball,
and men’s basketball were the only teams with scbedow 925. Baseball teams
averaged 922; football teams averaged 923 and rbaslstball teams averaged 923
(Hamilton, 2005). Leaders of academic support g across the country knew
with the inception of the APR that student-athletd®o left college immediately
after their final contest (after exhausting theistl year of eligibility) would be the
ones who would cause a lower team APR (Suggs, 2003)us, these student-
athletes would leave in poor academic standingaandgligible and would not be
retained to the next semester, creating a “0/2fesc®ne explanation for the lower
scores in football, men’s basketball, and baselmalhe fact that student-athletes in
these sports have the opportunity to play profesdiathletics. Once they complete
their eligibility, it is no longer necessary foretin to remain in college to seek an

undergraduate degree if they have the opportuaigyldy their sport professionally,
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unless earning a college degree is one of theilsgoBherefore, these teams would

have the higher number of “0/2’s” and the lowesRAstores.

In response to these concerns, the NCAA quickly lemented certain
exemptions to losing eligibility and retention pisin The APR formula has been
changed over the past five years. For examplenbeg with the 2007-08 year,
institutions could make adjustments to their datatfansfer student-athletes who
had been in residence at the institution for astlene academic year, left the
institution eligible, earned at least a 2.60 GPAg aransferred immediately to
another four year institution (Hosick, 2009). TNEAA implemented this rule
change when data showed that transfer studenti@shieho meet this set of criteria
are just as likely to graduate at their next instih as they would have had they
remained at their current institution. Also, itosid be noted that the APR scores
can be adjusted for several other reasons. ludest-athlete wishes to pursue a
career in professional athletics and leaves thgutisn eligible, the institution does
not have to count the retention point lost for thiatdent-athlete. Points can also be
adjusted for student-athletes who leave the irigiitueligible, but return home due
to family iliness or financial hardship. These wstinents were not all in effect
during the first year of data collection back in03@04. These rule changes have
influenced the change in APR scores, resultingeiss 1“0/2's” and thus, fewer

penalties.

The Graduation Success Rate (GSR) is another piettee APP academic
reform initiative that was implemented to account transfers. The federal

graduation rate does not take into account trasisf@ihe federal graduation rate is
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based upon the entering freshmen class of studeletes on athletic scholarship
beginning with the fall semester in one particid@ademic year. The student-
athletes are tracked for a period of six years rerdggation in order to determine
graduation rate data. In other words, institutitose points when student-athletes
transfer out to other institutions and they do get to include transfers-in as
graduates. The NCAA has tried to correct thisréisancy with the GSR. The GSR
includes transfers into an institution in the gratthn rate; includes midyear

enrollees; and removes student-athletes who tranafel would have been

academically eligible to compete the next term Heay returned (NCAA, 2007).

Similar to the federal graduation rate, the GSRi isix year cohort comprised of
student-athletes receiving athletically-relatedaficial aid and enrolled full-time as
of the census date or the fifth week of classeschdver is earlier. While the 2002
cohort federal graduation rate was 64 percent tisdent-athletes, the GSR was 79
percent (NCAA, 2009).

Graduation Rates and Special Considerations

As previously mentioned, the NCAA is quick to poiatgraduation rates as
evidence that the academic reform movement has §@ssessful in reforming the
academic integrity of intercollegiate athletics.sitg) the federal graduation rate,
student-athletes are graduating at one to two ptage points higher than the
general student body. The student-athletes whereshicollege in 2002 graduated at
a rate of 64 percent, while the general studeny lgndduated at a rate of 62 percent.
In fact, the student-athlete graduation rate has hegher since the inception of the

NCAA'’s initial eligibility standards in 1984 (NCAA2009). For the entering
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freshmen classes of 1984 through 2002, the stuatbidte federal graduation rate
has increased from 52 percent to 64 percent overdllivision | (NCAA, 2009).

However, areas of concern still exist within thedent-athlete population.

Differences in ethnicity and gender are apparethe 2002 student-athlete
graduation rate. The African American studentetthigraduation rate rose from 35
percent to 53 percent from 1984 to 2002. Africanekican male graduation rates
increased from 33 percent to 49 percent and Afrigarerican female graduation
rates increased from 45 percent to 63 percentomnparison with the general study
body, African American student-athletes graduatea %3 percent rate, compared to
African American students at 44 percent. Africamekican male student-athletes
graduated at a rate of 49 percent while the Afridamerican males of the general
student body graduated at a rate of 38 percentricald American females also
graduated higher than the African American femaeegal student body with a rate
of 63 percent and 49 percent, respectively. Adddlly, Caucasian student-athletes
graduated at higher rates than their non-studédtetat counterparts. Caucasian
student-athletes graduated at a rate of 68 pembité Caucasian students in the
general student body graduated at a rate of 65eperdHowever, this difference is
due to Caucasian female student-athletes’ graduatdes. Caucasian female
student-athletes graduated at the highest ratd gfaups with a graduation rate of
74 percent. Caucasian male student-athletes bBcyraduate at the same rate as

their Caucasian male non-student-athlete countisr@dCAA, 2009).

Graduation rates for revenue sport participantsatse noted. Both of the

revenue generating sports of football and men’&dthall increased their graduation
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rates from 1984 to 2002. Football student-athléi@se increased their graduation
rate by eight percentage points with Caucasianestdathletes increasing by 11
points and African American student-athletes insirgg by 12 points. In men’s
basketball the rate increased by 13 percentagespbetween 1984 and 2002 with
Caucasian student-athletes increasing by 11 pammisAfrican American student-
athletes increasing by 15 points (NCAA, 2009). haligh both football and men’s
basketball graduation rates have increased ovelagte?5 years when analyzed by
individual sports, they still graduate at loweresathan the general student body.
Part of the NCAA Research (2009) matched gendema@tihr groups for the 2002
entering class and compared student-athletes by spthe general student body.
The research shows that in men’s basketball steatérgtes graduated 51 percent of
the time while the general student body gradua@epescent of the time. In Football
Bowl Subdivision Football, football student-athletbad a graduation rate of 55
percent while the student body graduated at aafa63 percent. When comparing
the 2001 and 2002 entering classes, the overatlesttathlete graduation rate
remained the same at a rate of 64 percent. BotltaSaan and African-American
student-athletes graduated at the same rates tlorybars with males increasing by 1
percentage point from 2001 to 2002. Caucasianlestadent-athletes remained the
same, but African American female student-athlelesreased by three percentage

points between 2001 and 2002 (NCAA, 2009).

When comparing the APR and GSR, they yield simigsults as graduation
rate trends for football, baseball, and men’s béekestudent-athletes. After two

years of data collection (2003-04 and 2004-05 avadgears) 99 teams from 65
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colleges were subject to losing scholarships tHeviing year. Sixty-one of the 99
teams came from football, baseball, and men’s lthake(Wolverton, 2006).
However, after three years of data, APR scores ihgatoved slightly, even in
football and baseball. Overall penalties in baledvad football declined from 3.6
percent in 2003-04 and 2004-05 to 3.3 percent i@5dW6 (Hosick, 2007). The
national average APR was 960. Unfortunately, méa'sketball continued to have
the lowest rates with an average score of 927.iter Aive years of data collection
the national average APR for all teams increase®@é (NCAA, 2009). The
problem sports of baseball, football, and men’kbe#mll also increased their rates.
Baseball’'s multi-year APR was 946; men’s basketlall 933; and football was 939

in the most recently published report (NCAA, 2009).

While these teams all showed improvement, conadtresists in football in
regards to the eligibility portion of the APR. Cpaned with all other sports football
has the lowest rate of improvement in eligibilitMGAA, 2009). Another new
concern is women’s basketball, where the number‘0d2’'s” (student-athletes
earning neither the eligibility nor the retentiooiqt) has increased significantly and
eligibility scores have decreased from 2006-07 @07208. Male student-athletes
have a GSR of 72 percent while female studentathlrave a GSR of 88 percent.
By sport, men’s basketball and Division I-Footd@hHampionship Subdivision (FCS;
formerly known as I-AA) have the lowest GSR scoe#s64 percent. Female
student-athlete teams consistently score highertherOthan bowling, women’s
basketball has the lowest GSR of the female spoitls a GSR of 83 percent

(NCAA, 2009). When examined by football divisiobjvision I-FBS student-

53



athletes earn a 79 percent GSR while Division I-B@@lent-athletes earn 76 percent
and those Division | programs without football eam81 percent GSR. Differences
exist between ethnicities, with Caucasian studénetes earning an 84 percent GSR
overall and African American student-athletes eagra 63 percent GSR. This data
shows that males in revenue generating sports gwnlowest GSR numbers.
Despite the adjustments made to the APR formula the last few years and the
creation of the GSR, data still shows that maldspnties, and revenue generating
sport participants earn the lowest graduation rameslowest APR scores.

Much improvement has been made in the academicdatds of
intercollegiate athletics since the fusion of cgdesports with higher education.
Federal graduation rate data reflect higher gradinattes among student-athletes
than the general student body, increases overaleghe inception of the NCAA'’s
initial eligibility rules, increases in ethnicitynd gender groups, and increases in the
revenue generating sports of football and men’kdtasll over the last 25 years.
However, some areas of concern still exist whenmeximg certain subgroup
populations of student-athletes. These appear etostbhident-athletes in men’s
basketball and football as compared to the gerstualent body, African American
student-athletes still graduate at lower rates tther Caucasian counterparts in
football, men’s basketball, and women’s basketkatid a new alarming trend is
growing for decreased graduation rates of Africamefican female women’s
basketball student-athletes. These trends aremdmnwhen examining the APR data
over the last five years. Although football, baskkand men’s basketball programs

increased their APR’s from 2003-04 to 2007-08, tbigyhave lower scores than the
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rest of the NCAA teams. Female teams tend to hayteer APR scores while men’s
basketball still performs at the lowest rate overaldditionally, women’s basketball
APR scores have shown a decrease over the last yeegs. Therefore, ethnicity,
gender, and type of sport are factors that nedoetexamined within the student-

athlete population as it relates to their motivatio achieve academically.

Academic Reform Concerns

Although academic reform has positively influenaedny student-athlete
graduation rates, questionable practices havenaresgarding the methods needed to
achieve these academic results. As a result gfaksage of NCAA initial eligibility
reform, admission standards for student-athletesbdeome a controversial issue.
Instead of the burden being on the student-athlgies with the institution in which
they are enrolled. Therefore, an academically tprdpared student-athlete who
scores a 400 on the SAT, but earns a 3.550 highosdore GPA can be deemed a
qualifier for intercollegiate athletic competitionThe NCAA argues that this does
not mean that institutions have to admit theseesttgj but in reality that is what
happens. The relaxing of the sliding scale ledaliesdoor open for institutions to

“specially admit” student-athletes.

There is widespread disagreement among collegest dbhe policies they
should use to admit student-athletes. Some itistitsl defend the practice because
they may allow special admits of other student geosuch as music, art, or dance
majors who demonstrate special talent. Colleges sdy that the admissions process

should be an autonomous process and up to eadtutiost (Lederman, 1991).
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Critics argue that colleges seem more willing tonadunderprepared student-
athletes than underprepared students who are udgrgtathletes, or even over other
qualified applicants. AChronicle of Higher Educatiosurvey cited by Lederman
(1991) found all but nine of the 73 Division I-FB8hools made special admissions
for a higher proportion of athletes than for anlgeststudents. Thirty-five of these
schools admitted student-athletes at a rate oftiimes higher than the proportion of
other students admitted and 13 schools admittediestitathletes as special

admissions ten times higher than other studengfioean, 1991).

Additional studies support this trend. Trhe Game of LifgBowen &
Shulman, 2001) an®Reclaiming the GaméBowen & Levin, 2003) the authors
studied the entering class of 1995 at the schdwls make up the New England
Small Colleges Athletic Conference (NESCAC) andltheLeague Conference, and
found that SAT scores for male recruits in highfiesports were 140 to 165 points
lower than for non-athletes. For males in lowesfipg sports and female recruits in
all sports their SAT scores were 60 to 100 poiotser on average than for non-
athletes. Recruited student-athletes in all grawg® up to four times more likely to
get into these schools than non-athletes, includwey legacy and minority admits
(Bowen & Shulman, 2001; Bowen & Levin, 2003). S$imgan (1995) also examined
admissions standards for student-athletes, namefgatball, by analyzing school-
by-school entrance exam scores in Division | (FB&)tball compiled byUSA
Today He found that more selective schools recruitedenacademically qualified
football student-athletes; new scholarship footbsildent-athletes had lower

entrance exam scores than all new students at ahme school; and the more
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selective the school, the wider the gap betweetb&dostudent-athletes’ entrance
exam scores and those of all students (Sigelma®5)19More currently, Mitchell
Stevens explained in @hronicle of Higher Educatio2008) article that he spent a
year and a half in the admissions office of a higtélective Eastern college as an
ethnographer, seeking to understand how admissifiicers made their decisions.
He noted that recruited student-athletes were adtémitted with weaker academic

records, as were legacies and children of promdargrs (Stevens, 2008).

Another problem in relation to NCAA initial eligiltiy that has been debated
is the concern that high school officials may itdlagrades of academically
unprepared student-athletes who score low on stdizéa tests so that they can still
meet initial eligibility standards (Sperber, 2005. they earn low test scores, but
meet the corresponding GPA on the sliding scale they could still be deemed
gualifiers in order to participate in intercolleggaathletics. Grade inflation is when
there is a progressive rise in GPA without a contaimhincrease in achievement, as
measured by standardized tests (Bejar & Blew, 198Etween 1960 and 1980 there
was a steady decline in SAT scores among studehts were candidates for
admission to college. At the same time there l&s lzeen an increase in GPAs of
college freshmen. Bejar & Blew (1981) conductetiSayear study in which they
examined the effect of grade inflation on the v#lidbf the SAT and found that
college freshmen GPA increased without a concomitacrease in SAT scores,
seemingly due to grade inflation. They also fotlmat grade inflation was not a new
phenomenon and had been observed since at least(B8far & Blew, 1981). In

fact, Harvey Mansfield, professor of governmentHairvard University, wrote an
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article in the Chronicle of Higher EducationMansfield, 2001) in which he

commented that he believed grade inflation in higlducation began in the mid to
late 1960's in response to affirmative action andkled down to the secondary
schools. He explained, with much criticism frone tHarvard administration, during
the 1960’s Caucasian professors stopped givingdowverage grades to African
American students and in order to conceal it, stdpgiving those grades to
Caucasian students as well (Mansfield, 2001). eiAfrican American student-

athletes tended to score lowest on standardizésidas have lower GPAs than their
Caucasian counterparts, Mansfield’s observation prayide an explanation for the

source of grade inflation.

There is further evidence that grade inflation &xisr high school students
in general (Woodruff & Ziomek, 2004) and within tlstudent-athlete population
(Bowen & Shulman, 2001; Bowen & Levin, 2003). Woafl & Ziomek (2004)
conducted both marginal and conditional analysesigh school GPA means as
compared with the means of three corresponding A€fes. Their results showed
the presence of grade inflation over the coursd®fyears, from 1991 to 2003.
Specifically, high school GPA increased without iaorease in achievement, as
measured by the ACT. The increase in grade ioftatvas .25 of the high school
GPA (Woodruff & Ziomek, 2004). Although this studiid not examine grade
inflation of student-athletes specifically, thegeas for inflating high school grades
of student-athletes is different than the reasongflating high school grades of the
general student body. In regards to the genandest body, some researchers claim

college admissions policies are partly to blameufowittingly creating incentives for
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high school grade inflation. Bishop (1999) cithe presence of high school grade
inflation from the Peter Hart Research Associal€94), in which thirty percent of
teachers said they felt pressure to give highedegdahan students deserved and to
reduce the difficulty and amount of work assignethe point of this statement is

that there is further evidence of grade inflatiorthe general student body.

Similar reasoning for high school grade inflatiosisés for the student-athlete
population as well. For student-athletes who atkleacally talented, but
underperform academically, their sport may be tbely way to go to college and
eventually pursue their sport at the professioeatll If a student-athlete does not
meet the NCAA initial eligibility standards, theyilhbe deemed a non-qualifier by
the NCAA and unable to receive athletically relatedncial aid or compete their
first year of college at a Division | institutionBecause student-athletes (often
minorities) from lower socioeconomic backgrounds @wore likely to underperform
academically due to lack of resources, it will b#iault for them to afford a full
year of college without the athletic scholarshlpke the pressures to inflate grades
of the general student body for college admissieachers may feel pressured to
inflate grades of student-athletes so that they maet NCAA initial eligibility
requirements, which allow them to obtain an athletiholarship and play their sport
at the college level. (Bowen & Shulman, 2001; Bow& Levin, 2003) found
recruited student-athletes earned lower grade®liage than their classmates with
similar entrance exam scores. The Game of LiféBowen & Shulman, 2001) the
authors gathered academic records from 90,000 rstadleletes at over 30 elite

colleges and universities, including their high @uh academic profiles, the
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recollections of how students made their collegaicgs and what role sports played
in their choices, majors, political beliefs, caseafter college, salaries, community
involvement, what they thought about their collggmrities, and how they viewed
their own personal traits. They found that alldetot-athletes tended to have poorer
grades than classmates with similar entrance exares, student-athletes in high
profile sports performed worse than those in lowfifg sports; and both groups
performed worse academically than students in o#dracurricular activities
(Bowen & Shulman, 2001). IReclaiming the Gam&owen & Levin, 2003 further
examined academic performance and found that tedristudent-athletes earned
lower grades than both their fellow athletes whaeme@alk-ons and other students.
They also earned lower grades than expected dpat$ie of their incoming academic
credentials and demographic characteristics. Bofvéevin (2003) concluded that
the academic underperformance of college studédtas was due directly to the

criteria used in recruiting and admissions decision

Another issue is that while the NCAA relaxed iritgdigibility standards, it
increased continuing eligibility standards. ThevnCAA continuing eligibility
standards require that student-athletes make medogvard earning a baccalaureate
degree. Defenders of the rule argue that by deglaheir majors earlier student-
athletes will make quicker progress toward thegrdes, which means that they are
more likely to graduate on time. Opponents areceomed that the new rules
negatively influence the selection of courses anoice of major (Sperber, 2005;
Suggs, 2005; Wolverton, 2007). Specifically, mgkporogress toward a degree does

not necessarily mean that a student-athlete ismggkiogress toward a meaningful
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degree or the degree of their choice. In a stutlichvexamined student-athlete
experiences in college, 20 percent of studentdmhlendicated their athletics
participation had prevented them from majoringhe field of their choice and 40
percent said participating in college sports prés@rihem from taking the courses
they wanted (Potuto & O’Hanlon, 2006). In anotherdy in which student-athletes
were surveyed about how the progress towards degoperements affected them,
twenty-three percent of student-athletes indicdbey would change their major if
they were declared ineligible due to the NCAA’'s grmess towards degree
requirements and believed the rule had limitedrticareer options, caused them
anxiety over choosing their major, or penalizedrthenfairly for changing majors
(Kulics, 2006). Sperber (2005) in his researctowdér 40 NCAA Division I-FBS
universities across the country, found regular estisl who could easily identify the
“blow-off” courses and “jock-majors.” This pracotids called “clustering” when
student-athletes are clustered into easier majoapchick (1989) defined clustering
early on when at least 25 percent of a team’s stuahletes major in a subject
whose majors account for less than five percenhefstudent body as a whole. He
found in 1989 that two-thirds of all college spopt®grams showed clustering. It
was also more common for males than females, Afrisaericans than Caucasians,
and for ranked than non-ranked programs (LapcHhi€g9). Clustering has also
been referred to as “majoring in eligibility,” whestudent-athletes avoid declaring
difficult majors, avoid taking difficult courses,n@ avoid taking courses from

difficult professors (Hyatt, 2003). An unfortunatiele effect of this is that student-

61



athletes are advised into majors in which they Hdtle or no interest, but progress

toward degree is easier to maintain.

Further, there is concern about the increase idean& scandal. The NCAA
disputed this in March of 2005 by saying that, titg members almost without
exception uphold academic integrity and protectdineiculum against cheating and
cutting corners.” Unfortunately, according to Spar(2005) this is not always the
case. He contends, like many other opponentsefAfPR and increased progress
towards degree requirements that professors da exicampus who are not only
infatuated with college sports, but who are alsmsthetic to student-athletes.
Some professors may even receive box seats atalbaitd basketball contests in
return for their understanding. Others may simpiyain quiet instead of speaking
out when they know academic impropriety is occyriior fear of losing their jobs.
In fact, since the implementation of the most ré@ademic reform movement in
2003, at least 33 major infractions cases relate@ddademic scandal have been
discovered (Gurney & Weber, 2010), including unsigremployees writing papers
or taking tests for student-athletes and profesgosisg grades to student-athletes

who did not even attend classes (Wolverton, 2008).

The implementation of continuing eligibility starda and the APR has not
only created concern about academic dishonesty,alsat for the rising cost of
academic support programs needed to meet the emastls, called the new “arms
race” in intercollegiate athletics. Many large Biwn I-FBS schools are starting to
use their 20,000-60,000 square feet academic ceasea new recruiting tool, often

showing them off during prospective student-atisletefficial visits to campus
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(Alexander, 2004). Steve McDonnell, former presidef the National Association
of Academic Advisors for Athletics (N4A) believdsat the expenditure on academic
facilities is a direct result of the implementatiohthe APR and increased progress
towards degree requirements (Alexander, 2004 Ghronicle of Higher Education
survey in 2008, Wolverton found that since 1997 libhdgets for academic services
for student-athletes have more than doubled attataléi of the 73 biggest athletic
programs in the country, to about $1 million pearyeOne unnamed program spent
almost $3 million in 2007 — an average of over $6,0per student-athlete

(Wolverton, 2008).

As for the academic support buildings, Louisianaté&tiniversity spent $15
million in 2002; Texas A&M University spent $27 tidin in 2003; the University of
Michigan at Ann Arbor opened a three story glass stieel building, named for a
New York real estate developer and Michigan alumnu2006; the University of
Oregon built a three story building with 37 indival tutoring rooms, 112 seats for a
lecture hall, spent $750,000 on computer equiprardt$250,000 for annual upkeep
in 2010, with the help of Philip H. Knight, the Imhaire co-founder of Nike and

Oregon alumnus (Wolverton, 2008).

In addition to the money spent on budgets and img#] athletic departments
are also spending more money on academic suppadrpeel. The University of
Mississippi spent $175,000 on salaries of acadésaiming specialists hired to help
student-athletes with note taking and study strategnd now holds 800 tutoring
sessions per week as opposed to about 50 in 200&sTA&M University spent

$48,224 on salaries of “class monitors” in 2007¢Mgan State University had five
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tutors in 1996 and they reported 120 in 2008; dre Wniversity of Tennessee at
Knoxville used an electronic monitoring system #phtrack student-athletes’ time
spent in their academic support center. Even reekective institutions with fewer
at-risk student-athletes are spending more. Dukedusity reported in the survey
that the academic support program’s budget, siaéf and tutoring budget are five

times more than they were ten years ago (Wolve&2068).

Supporters of the academic support programs aitpietite extra spending
and attention on academics helps student-athleteain focused on their academics
and keep them on track to graduate. Opponenteditat the amount of money
spent on the student-athlete population is unfagr @nequal for non-student-athletes
(Wolverton, 2008). Since it is easier to get imwlege, but more difficult for
student-athletes to remain eligible, the burden nodéeting athletic eligibility
requirements has been put on the institution. Assalt, university and athletics
department officials search for ways to be competitboth academically and

athletically.

Student-athletes should meet certain academicragants, and the effort by
the NCAA to increase academic standards shouldppéaaded. However, just
because the student-athlete graduation rate hasowegb does not mean that
academic integrity has been reformed. The probkath using such academic
requirements is that they only serve as externdivators to remain eligible and do
not internally motivate student-athletes for acadeachievement. In fact, the
NCAA academic reform movement focus on these eatenotivators has resulted

in an environment of “gamesmanship” that jeopasliaeademic integrity, rather
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than focus on true improvements in the academiditguaf the educational

experience of student-athletes. This gamesmansiviplves the admission of
underprepared student-athletes into colleges, batool grade inflation to allow
student-athletes into easier classes and majorgchsmg of majors to remain

eligible, changing of APR rules to accommodate gssional departures and
transfers, the creation of a new graduation ratendita for student-athletes,
transferring to avoid becoming ineligible and higleels of academic support and
cost in order to achieve the results of acadeniarme

Academic vs. Motivational Factors as PredictorfAcademic Performance

Student Population

In addition to the issues and culture created spaase to the NCAA
academic reform movement, the NCAA academic reqerds are based upon
academic factors alone for determining eligibility competition and financial aid.
Pre-college academic variables, such as SAT or A€bres, high school class rank
and GPA have been found to positively correlatenveibllege students’ academic
success, explaining about one-fourth to one-thirthe variance in first year grades
(Pike & Saupe, 2002). Additionally, efforts to giet college grades have primarily
relied on these as standards for admissions to iBaigrcolleges and universities.
Lins, Abell & Hutchins (1966) examined the usefds®f scores on the ACT, SAT,
the College Qualification Test (CQT), high schod?4A; and high school class rank
for predicting academic success during the firstester of the freshman year and

found through multiple correlation that high sch@PA was the most significant
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contributor of first semester success in collegenamasured by college GPA.
Moorhead, Brenenstuhl & Catalanello (1980) examitiexzl academic performance
of Caucasians and non-Caucasians in an upper ahvisianagement course using
ACT, college GPA, pre-test, expected grade, expedatisfaction, laboratory
absences, lecture absences, need for achievemdrdyarage high school grades as
predictors. Using multiple regression, he found AGJdore to be a significant
predictor of final exam score for both Caucasiaml amn-Caucasian students.
Mathiasen (1984) conducted a review of the litemathat existed before 1983 and
concluded that test scores and high school perfocenavere the best predictors of

success in college.

More recently, Stumpf & Stanley (2002) examinedadan high school
GPAs, SAT and ACT scores as predictors of gradnates and through multiple
correlation found that ACT scores at thé"Zfrcentile, SAT Math scores at thé"25
percentile and high SAT Verbal scores were goodipters of college graduation.
Cohn, E., Cohn, S., Balch & Bradley (2004) stud8s&T score, high school GPA,
and high school class rank as predictors of unddwgite GPA through regression
analyses and found that all of these three vasabdgether were significant in
predicting cumulative college GPA. Additionallyhet researchers concluded they
could eliminate high school rank or high school Gie#m the model, but not both
for it to retain significance. When they removediTSrom the model, its predictive
power dropped. Therefore, in this study, SAT wamfl to be the most significant
predictor. Finally, Marsh, Vandehey & Diekhoff (&) compared an introductory

psychology course to SAT/ACT score in predictingnalative college GPA. The
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researchers ran a series of multiple regressiogmfieg with ACT or SAT as the
sole predictor and then added in the sums of melggams from the introductory
psychology course. ACT scores were positively elated to GPA, explaining 18
percent of the variance; adding additional sumgxa#ms to ACT score helped to
explain 40 percent of the variance; SAT scoresarptl 19 percent of the variance;
and adding in additional sums of exams to SAT s¢wmiped to also explain 40
percent of the variance in college GPA. AlthoughthbACT and SAT scores
contributed to academic performance, they were nposgerful in their predictive
ability with the combination of exam scores frone timtroductory course. Pre-
college academic variables; therefore, can onlpaacfor a small proportion of the
variance in explaining the academic performanceatiege students and are better

predictors when used with other variables.

Additionally, although the SAT and ACT have beenwh to correlate well
with freshman grades for Caucasian students, tla@g had lower correlations for
non-Caucasian and nontraditional students. Tr&c8gdlacek (1984) developed the
Noncognitive Questionnaire (NCQ) and measured tairoms of eight variables
with the academic performance of nontraditionatistis in higher education. The
NCQ was designed to measure psychosocial aspedtinfluence college success,
including self-concept, realistic self-appraisahdarstanding racism, long-range
goals, support person, leadership, community, amdraditional knowledge (Tracey
& Sedlacek, 1984). They found that these eightabées predicted freshman grades,
upper-class grades, retention and graduation itraditional students. Others have

also tested the NCQ to see if it is a better ptediof academic success of
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nontraditional students, including academicallyrisik- and specially admitted
students (Houston, 1980; Sedlacek, 1991; Ting, 199fite & Sedlacek, 1986;
Adebayo, 2008); low-income and first generatiordsnis (Ting, 1998); international
students (Boyer & Sedlacek, 1988); and ethnic niipostudents (Fuertes &
Sedlacek, 1995; Boyer & Sedlacek, 1988; FuertedlaBek & Liu, 1994; Hood,
1992 & Tracey & Sedlacek, 1984; 1985; 1987; 198ayg,12000; Nasim, Roberts,

Harrell & Young, 2005).

Hood (1992) studied the retention of African Amgan men at a
predominantly Caucasian university. Specificadlye examined to what extent non-
cognitive and cognitive variables could predicstfisemester grade point average and
enrollment status for especially admitted freshrstelents by ethnicity and gender.
Hood (1992) used a revised version of the NCQNB€)-R designed to assess the
same non-cognitive variables on the NCQ in additmmeasuring retention. The
researcher administered the survey in the fall3¥0land the sample consisted of
409 specially admitted freshmen students; 60 peérogentified themselves as
African American (20 percent male, 40 percent f&a)al2 percent Caucasian (6
percent male 6 percent female); 14 percent Hispémipercent male, 9 percent
female); and 14 percent Asian (7 percent male,réeoe female). She analyzed the
results using means, standard deviations, andsgigreand found that high school
class rank was the most significant predictor &t fsfemester academic performance
for African American men (Hood, 1992). This stucyntributes to the literature
about predicting college academic success and riticplar, about predicting the

success of African American male students. Addélty, this research is important
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because it revealed that a non-cognitive factor mase predictive of performance

than cognitive variables of a non-traditional stutdgroup.

Another study which examined academic performarfcetlinic minorities
was conducted by Ting (2000). In this study, #searcher examined factors related
to academic performance and retention of Asian Agaar freshmen at a
predominantly Caucasian university in the soutleragportion of the United States.
Specifically, he studied the SAT Math score, reé@liself-appraisal, successful
leadership experience, and demonstrated commuratyice as predictors of
cumulative college GPA. The sample consisted offi@$ year Asian American
students; represented over 90 percent of the naanA&merican freshmen at the
university; their mean age was 18.19 years; 59gmravere males; and 37 percent
were females. The researcher administered the NC@e fall of 1996 during
student orientation as part of the all-universitgndognitive Variables Research
Committee, as well as a demographic and personastigmnaire. Ting (2000)
utilized stepwise multiple regression for the asesy The multiple regression model
explained 26.2 percent of the variance of fall GRah realistic self-appraisal,
successful leadership experience, and SAT Matlesas significant predictors. For
the spring GPA, the regression model accounte8X@ percent of the variance with
realistic self-appraisal, demonstrated communityise, and SAT Math scores as
significant predictors of GPA. This study reveakbat both cognitive and non-
cognitive variables were significant predictors afademic success for Asian
American students and contributes to the body tefdiure confirming the use of

both kinds of variables for non-traditional studgraups.
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In his study of conditionally admitted freshmendsnts, Adebayo (2008)
examined the extent to which cognitive and non-dogn variables predict their
academic success as measured by first semesterirlGe#lege. In fall 2006, the
NCQ was administered by the Office of Admissionslloentering freshmen at the
University of Central Missouri as part of the itgtion’s campus-wide student
retention initiative. The final sample yielded 1d@ditionally admitted freshmen;
61 percent were females; 39 percent were malepeit@nt identified themselves as
Caucasian; 11 percent identified themselves as#@driAmerican; the remaining 11
percent were not identified in the study (Adeb&@@08). The sample had an overall
average ACT score of 18; an overall high schoolrcgdile rank of 79; and an
average high school GPA of 2.16. The researchalyzed the data using Pearson
correlation coefficients and stepwise multiple esgion. He found high school
GPA, realistic self-appraisal and understanding emging with racism as the best
predictors of academic success of conditionally i&téch freshmen during their first
semester. High school GPA accounted for 14 percénthe variance; when
combined with realistic self-appraisal they accednfior 17 percent of the variance;
and when combined with understanding and copinb veitism, they accounted for
21 percent of the variance together (Adebayo, 200B)e findings of this study
contribute to the literature that combining cogrtand non-cognitive variables for
predicting the academic performance for conditignabimitted students are more
effective than using cognitive variables alone. eThterature concerning the
academic performance of non-traditional colleg@leiis yields some mixed results.

What is clear is that both cognitive and non-cageitvariables can predict the
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academic performance of college students. Howeognitive variables used alone
cannot predict a significant proportion of the wage in academic performance.
Utilizing cognitive and non-cognitive variables &tger proves especially useful

when examining non-traditional student groups.

Student-Athlete Population

Individuals within the student affairs communityvlealong recognized the
differences between student-athletes and the desteident body because of their
athletic participation (Wittmer, Bostic, Phillip& Waters, 1981; Blann, 1985;
Gordon, 1986; Bloland, 1987; Kennedy & Dimick, 19&€hartrand & Lent, 1987,
Petitpas & Champagne, 1988; Sparent, 1988; Stortetr&nge, 1989; Pearson &
Petitpas, 1990; Kirk, W. & Kirk, S., 1993; Smallm&rSowa, 1996; Watt & Moore,
2001; Carodine, Almond & Gratto, 2001; Person, BenQuaziena, & Rogers,
2001; Hill, Kelly, & Yates, 2001; Potuto & O’Hanlor2006; Jolly, 2008) and that
student-athletes should be considered a non-toaditi student group (Sowa &
Gressard, 1983; Engstrom & Sedlacek, 1991; EngstiSedlacek & McEwen,

1995).

Student-athletes experience pressures unlike tmaEn-student-athlete
counterparts on campus. Because of their rolesaarpus, their atypical lifestyles,
and their special needs, they should be considarefiverse special population
(Carodine, Almond & Gratto, 2001). Unlike non-statiathletes, they deal with
extensive time demands towards their sport in addito their academic studies.

Student-athletes face huge time commitments, agquay mentioned, including
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physical workouts, a high profile existence, andchdeding expectations. Even for
those student-athletes who are also academicaftgdgithe balance between
academics and athletics can cause an incrediblernob stress (Carodine, Almond
& Gratto, 2001). In addition to attending class&sident-athletes must also meet
and maintain the NCAA eligibility requirements. @twise, if they fail to do so,
they could jeopardize their ability to compete,eige a scholarship, and graduate

from college.

In a national study about student-athletes’ expege as college students,
Potuto & O’Hanlon (2006) surveyed student-athleftemn 18 Division I-FBS
universities, in order to further expand the knalgie base about the student-athlete
experience. In particular, they sought to havelettrathletes explain whether they
make tradeoffs in college in order to compete #irteport. They surveyed student-
athletes who had completed at least 85 credit htawsrd graduation by spring
2005 since the researchers believed this groupudeats had spent enough time on
campus to provide well-informed responses to thevesu The survey included
guestions about overall educational experienceletath participation, student-
athlete experiences. The researchers also inclad®mographic questionnaire in
order to allow for some comparisons with findingenh the National Survey of
Student Engagement (NSSE). The NSSE surveysdirdtsenior year students at
over 1000 college campuses nationally about thedetgraduate experiences.
Finally, because the researchers had obtained a&AN€search grant for the study,
they were required to include questions from an RG&GArvey, the Study of College

Outcomes and Recent Experiences (SCORE). Potui@Hanlon (2006) worked
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through a site facilitator selected by each sclsoathletics director to administer the
survey. The final sample included 2,335 studehletés. Results showed that
overall student-athletes at these universitieselieti their athletic participation
contributed positively toward their development aowkerall college experience.
Although the survey presented overall positive ifigd in regards to student-
athletes’ experiences, it did reveal some importonsiderations about student-

athletes in general.

Student-athletes reported making tradeoffs betwd#wr academic and
athletic lives, although they believed that theleith participation was worth the
academic tradeoffs. Of the total, 70.7 percerfenfale respondents and 66 percent
of male respondents indicated they would have likedo more in regards to their
educational opportunities. Student-athletes algend less time at home. The
majority of student-athletes indicated that theyken& home at least once for 15
consecutive days per year. However, 13.4 percentate student-athletes and 6.3
percent of female student-athletes indicated theyat get home even once for at
least 15 consecutive days and the percentage adsnvaho make it home in the
summer is less than females. Student-athleteshalge less time for curricular and
co-curricular activities. Approximately 68.1 pentéemales and 53.1 percent males
reported missing campus-wide events due to eitbguired or chosen time spent
with their sport. African American student-athketalso report less time than
Caucasian student-athletes spent on educationsitiast less time home, and less
time for curricular or co-curricular activities (o & O’Hanlon, 2006). They

survey also revealed that student-athletes betleateprofessors discriminate against
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them and do not care if they graduate. Finallydsht-athletes reported that
participation in athletics adversely affected theumulative GPA. This study
contributes to the literature about how the livéstodent-athletes are unique and
different from non-student-athletes through thesegé the student-athlete. The
study also showed differences about athletic mtiamabetween genders and
ethnicities, with males and African American studathletes expressing more

interest in their sport than females and CaucagRotuto & O’Hanlon, 2006).

Sowa & Gressard (1983) examined whether differeresasted between
student-athletes and non-student-athletes on tinewenent of developmental tasks,
using an instrument by Arthur Chickering (1969). heTresearchers randomly
selected student-athletes and non-student-athlgtea a southern Division |
university and mailed them the Student Developmérdak Inventory (SDTI) and a
demographic questionnaire. They had a sixty peércsnrn rate, with 53 percent
student-athletes and 47 percent non-student-ashle@f the student-athlete group,
63 percent identified themselves as male and 3@ependentified themselves as
female; they had completed on average 2.6 yeacslt#ge; and were 19.8 years of
age on average. Of the non-student-athlete grddimercent identified themselves
as male and 65 percent’ identified themselves emlée they had completed on
average 2.9 years of college; and were 20.9 yelaegy® on average. The SDTI
measured scores on three scales: developing aayordeveloping purpose, and
developing mature interpersonal relationships dt ageon the following subscales:
emotional autonomy, instrumental autonomy, inteethelence, appropriate

educational plans, mature career plans, maturgyite plans, intimate relationships,
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mature relationships with peers, and tolerancewaS& Gressard (1983) used a
multivariate analysis of variance (2x2) to compd#ne student-athletes to non-
student-athletes and males to females on the mipgcales of the SDTI. Although

they found no significant differences or interaniobetween the levels of either
independent variables, when they conducted theysemlagain used a two-way
analysis of variance (ANOVA), they found significatifferences between student-
athletes and non-student-athletes on three sulsscatbicational plans, career plans,
and mature relationships. Therefore, the reseesctencluded that even though
there was not a significant difference of studehtedies when compared to non-
student-athletes on the developmental tasks defaye@hickering (1969), student-

athletes may have more difficulty on some individievelopmental tasks than non-
student-athletes. = Lower scores on educational spland gaining personal

satisfaction from educational experiences is pérthe developing purpose scale.
This development requires formulating plans andrpies that integrate avocational,

vocational, and lifestyle plans. Therefore, sirgtadent-athletes showed more
difficulty in developing purpose, they are diffetdrom non-student-athletes in that
they lag behind in this aspect of their collegedstu development. As a result,
Sowa & Gressard (1983) suggest that athletic ppation itself effects student

development and student-athletes should be comrsidarllege students with special

concerns.

Engstrom & Sedlacek (1991) further explored theceph of student-athletes
as a special group due to the prejudice they magreence on college campuses.

The researchers randomly selected 293 freshmearggidntering a large Division I-
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FBS eastern university. Fifty one percent ideadifithemselves as female; 49
percent identified themselves as male; 94 percen¢ &7 or 18 years old; 76 percent
identified themselves as Caucasian; 11 percent fsianA 8 percent as African
American; 3 percent as Hispanic; and 1 percent thero The researchers
administered a revised version of the Situationsitide Scale (SAS), adapting it to
measure the attitudes of non-student-athletes tbataident-athletes. The SAS was
designed to elicit both overt and less conscioetirfgs and to control for socially
desirable responses (Engstrom & Sedlacek, 1991)wak administered to the
students during a freshman orientation program bginéd graduate and
undergraduate students. The authors conducteditevaniate analysis of variance
(MANOVA) to analyze differences in scores attituédd®ut non-student-athletes and
student-athletes. Results showed that the studeatssignificantly more negative

attitudes toward student-athletes than toward rodest-athletes.

They felt more suspicious, worried, and displeagd@n a student-athlete
rather than a non-student-athlete received an Alass; they expressed
significantly stronger feelings of disappointmerdoncern, worry, and
annoyance when a student-athlete was assigned tiselselab partner than
when a non-student-athlete was assigned to be thbirpartner; they
indicated they were less pleased and accepting namick indignant and
disturbed when tutorial and advising services wexpanded for student-
athletes; and they seemed to be less concernedirexsged, disapproving,
and sad when student-athletes left school than wberstudent-athletes left

school (Engstrom & Sedlacek, 1991, p. 70).
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Therefore, the researchers concluded that non+stiadleletes possess some
negative attitudes toward student-athletes, esibeces it relates to academic
performance. This study suggests that studen¢tathkhould be considered another
cultural group that is prone to prejudice and thayst be included when addressing
institutional racism. Finally, this study confirch¢he fact that student-athletes are a

special and unique student group on college canspuse

In another study by Engstrom, Sedlacek & McEwerB8)2he researchers
examined the attitudes of faculty toward male reeland non-revenue student-
athletes. They randomly selected 201 faculty frdarge Division I-FBS public
research university and of that number, 128 retliusable data. Of the sample, 88
identified themselves as male; 40 identified thduese as female; 91 percent
identified themselves as Caucasian; 2 percent aisaftff American; 7 percent as
Asian American; and O percent Hispanic; 9 percatdniified themselves as
instructors; 23 percent as assistant professorpeBzent as associate professors; 29
percent as professors; and 15 percent as othechitga assistants, research
assistants, part-time faculty). The researchemsiradtered a revised version of the
SAS that was originally designed to measure théudéts of non-student-athletes
toward student-athletes (Engstrom & Sedlacek, 198id added in five new
situations considered unique to this study. THegenew situations were developed
based upon stereotypes suggested by the litertiuoe held by faculty and also
feedback from faculty and student affairs groupsgdtrom, Sedlacek, & McEwen,
1995). The male revenue sport participants wetbersports of football and men’s

basketball while the male non-revenue sport padiis were in the sports of

77



lacrosse, wrestling, golf, tennis, and baseballheyl analyzed the results using
MANOVA and univariate F tests to examine the déferes between attitudes about
student-athletes as compared to non-student-aghleResults showed significant
differences for the following situations: drives expensive car; gets an A in class;
creates an expanded tutorial program; receivedl adiaolarship to college; admitted
with lower SAT’s; pursues a program of study atleawer pace; and student’s
accomplishments are featured in the campus newspdapeall areas but pursuing a
program of study at a slower pace, faculty attisuttevard male revenue and non-
revenue student-athletes were more negative thamardo non-student-athletes.
Three situations that did not elicit more negatigtudes were withdrawing from
school, missing a class, and getting a 2.2 GPA gEoq, Sedlacek, & McEwen,
1995). The most negative feelings were expressehwomparing student-athletes
with non-student-athletes, were revealed through p8st hoc one-way comparison
tests to be in the following four situations: gets A in class; receives a full
scholarship; admitted with lower SAT; and acconipfients are recognized in the
campus newspaper. With respect to getting an A alass, faculty responded as
follows: *“unlikely, suspicious, impossible, unexped, and surprised” (Engstrom,
Sedlacek, & McEwen, 1995, p. 222). Faculty alsteled it was unfair when
student-athletes were admitted into college withelo SAT scores and given a full
scholarship. In the situation when the universitynounces the creation of an
expanded advising and tutoring program for studdéhlietes, faculty reported
significantly more negative attitudes toward revestudent-athletes when compared

to non-revenue student-athletes and non-studeldtesh They also indicated they
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“felt more disturbed, intolerant, and displeasediew this program was developed
for non-revenue student-athletes and felt it wagsenflmappropriate” for students

participating in these sports than it would berfon-student-athletes or for revenue
student-athletes. Finally, faculty reported pesitiattitudes in the situation that
students pursue a program of study at a slower. p&pecifically, they indicated it

was “appropriate, right, and expected” for non-rexe student-athletes to pursue
their degree at a slower pace than non-studergtathl(Engstrom, Sedlacek, &
McEwen, 1995, p. 222). Based upon the resultshid study, the researchers
concluded that at this particular institution faguhold prejudicial attitudes and

stereotypes toward both revenue and non-revenuwerstathletes. Overall, they
regarded student-athletes’ academic abilities pesstively than other students and
they expressed more negative feelings when stuatbtetes received more academic
support services than other students. This stuahfirmmed the findings of the

Engstrom & Sedlacek (1991) study that found theesanejudicial attitude by non-

student-athletes toward student-athletes concerr@ogdemic competency and
special services. It also provides further evidetitat due to the prejudice they
experience, student-athletes should be consideratther non-traditional and unique

group of college students.

All of the studies assert that student-athletestmunique culture and set of
experiences that differentiate them from other egsl students, especially on
Division | campuses. Additionally, the researchggests that student-athletes
experience discrimination from teachers and othadests, much like other groups

from minority cultures. Because student-athletagsehbeen identified as a non-
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traditional student group on college campusesgtiegrowing evidence supporting
the use of non-cognitive factors for predicting #mademic performance of student-

athletes.

Non-Cognitive Research on the Student-Athlete Raipul

One of the first major studies measuring the acacgmerformance of
student-athletes using non-cognitive factors walaoted by Adler & Adler (1987),
in which they examined the relationship betweemetithparticipation and academic
performance. They conducted a longitudinal studgrahe course of four years
which observed student-athletes in a Division | imdrasketball program. Team
field research strategies and differentiated, rpetspectival roles were used for data
collection and analysis. They found that most sntichthletes enter college with
optimistic and idealistic goals about their academareers. However, it is the
athletic, social, and classroom experiences inegellthat lead them to become
detached from their academics. Athletic experisncaused student-athletes to
report the noticeable professionalization of tisgort in college as compared to the
high school level; the coaches intervention inrteademic lives so that they never
had to make any academic decisions for themsebmd; reinforcement for their
athletic performance over their academic perforragAdler & Adler, 1987). Social
experiences were found to be dominated by theatiogiships with other student-
athletes; they were isolated geographically, caltyrand physically from their non-
student-athlete peers; and an athletic peer suleulieveloped which deemphasized
the importance of academics. In the classroomrenmient, many of the student-

athletes in the study believed they were discrineid@gainst by professors and other
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students; and they were disinterested in the comtetheir classes as they felt the
classes lacked academic merit (Adler & Adler, 19877As a result of these
experiences they adjusted their academic attitiefémts, and goals throughout their
college education. One of these adjustments watsntlany of the student-athletes
blamed others for their academic failure, whichytattributed to “boring professors,
stupid courses, exhaustion, coaches’ demands,rqung,I (Adler & Adler, 1987).
Another adjustment came in the way of changingrtheademic goals. Although
about one-fourth of student-athletes remained eir triginal majors, they expended
less effort and had less success than they haphaliigthought they would have in
school. The rest of the group changed their maj@ more manageable one. Adler
& Adler (1987) concluded that the structure of bige athletic programs and the
student-athletes’ experiences within caused themradually withdraw from their
commitment to academics and become disillusiongld their academics by the time
they exhaust their eligibility. This study suggesthat just being a student-athlete

and participating in athletics influences acadepa@dormance.

Pascarella, Bohr, Nora, & Terenzini (1993) conddaestudy to determine
the effects of athletic participation on studentsing their freshman year in regards
to their academic achievement. The researchesstedl 3,331 student-athletes from
18 four-year and 5 two-year college institutionsali®d in 16 difference states,
throughout the country. The institutions were cielé from the National Center on
Educational Statistics IPEDS data base in ordeepoesent differences in colleges
nationwide on a variety of characteristics, inchgdinstitutional type and control,

size; location; commuter vs. residential; and thanie composition of the
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undergraduate student body. The final sample dedu2,397 freshmen year
students who had participated in the National Stoid$tudent Learning (NSSL), a
longitudinal investigation of the factors that uehce learning and cognitive
development in college. It consisted of 860 maled 1537 females. Of the males,
80 indicated they participated in a revenue praayiaport (football or basketball);
102 participated in a sport other than these twastspand 678 had not participated
in a sport during their freshman year. Of the fle®a203 had played in an
intercollegiate sport and 1334 had not. The resems collected the data in the fall
of 1992 and again in spring 1993 through a sunlmutprecollege characteristics
(demographics and background, aspirations, expeasabof college, items about
learning orientation) and the Collegiate AssessmeitAcademic Proficiency
(CAAP), which was designed to assess skills on ingadcomprehension,
mathematics, and critical thinking. They used etgst-posttest, quasi-experimental
design, in which comparison groups were statidticatjuated on salient fall 1992
variables. The comparison groups were male freehmoa-athletes, male freshman
football and basketball student-athletes, malehfresy student-athletes in other
sports, female freshman non-athletes, and femalghifnan student-athletes. The
researchers examined the following covariatesividdal CAAP scores collected in
fall 1992 and spring 1993; ethnicity; family socalgin; academic motivation; age;
credit hour taken; on- or off-campus residencegdanac aptitude as measured by
the freshman class average CAAP scores; and NCA#AsiDn | or Non-Division |
institution. Pascarella, Bohr, Nora, & TerenzitP93) found that intercollegiate

athletic participation was found to have significadverse consequences for the
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general cognitive development of both male and fersaudent-athletes during the
first year of college, although less so for womeAlso, the student-athletes in
football and men’s basketball experienced declinetheir reading comprehension
and math skills during their freshman year whiledsnt-athletes in other sports and
non-student-athletes showed gains. This studyimpsertant because it contributed
to the knowledge about how athletic participatidona can impact the academic
performance of student-athletes. In particulasuggested that athletic participation
in high profile sports like football and men’s ba#idall had adverse effects upon

academic performance in college.

Sedlacek & Adams-Gaston (1992) argued that stualirhdtes be considered
another group of nontraditional students and bekddoat as such in terms of
predicting academic performance. The researchdmsnsstered the NCQ to all
incoming freshmen student-athletes (105) at a laggstern university within
Division I-FBS along with a general demographic atiitude questionnaire at their
initial fall orientation meetings. The sample dsted of 64 percent males; 36
percent females; 80 percent identified themselv@sCaucasian; 15 percent as
African American; 4 percent as Hispanic and represe both revenue and non-
revenue generating sports. The researchers us€ &@ SAT scores to predict
first semester grades using step-wise multipleesgions. They found that SAT
scores were unrelated to student-athletes’ finstester college GPAs while the non-
cognitive factors of having a strong support persoommunity involvement,
positive self-concept, and realistic self-apprashhad significant correlations with

first semester college GPA, for both minority anohsminority student-athletes.
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This study provided interesting and conflictinguies from what would have been
expected. The strength of the SAT should be thptadicts first semester grades,
whereas the strength of the NCQ should be thatredipts upper-class grade,
retention and graduation (Sedlacek & Adams-Gasit®f2). The scales of the NCQ
which were significant all had to do with feelingnfident about oneself, which
contributes to the literature about the positiveraations of self-efficacy with
academic performance (Garrett, 2000). This stugiyahstrated the importance and
necessity of using non-cognitive factors, rathantstandardized test scores like the

SAT to accurately predict first semester gradesodiege freshmen student-athletes.

Sellers (1992) examined race differences in thdipters of college GPA for
student-athletes participating in revenue producspgrts. He administered a
guestionnaire designed to assess life experiencestuaent-athletes to 409 male
basketball and 917 football student-athletes aN@2AA Division | institutions. He
randomly selected the schools and stratified theyn cbnference (including
independents) and division (I-A, I-AA, I-AAA). Thejuestionnaires were
administered to small groups (about five individual a time) by trained researchers
not affiliated with the universities. After the rpaipants completed the
guestionnaires, they were asked to provide wrigiermission to obtain copies of
their ACT and/or SAT scores as well as high sclaoal college transcripts in order
to obtain GPA information. Sellers (1992) examinieel mean, standard deviations,
and differences on the following predictors as tmelated to college GPA for
African American and Caucasian student-athletagh bchool GPA, college GPA,

SAT/ACT score, socioeconomic status, importancgetfing a degree, hours spent
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preparing for a class, mother’s occupation, and yeachool. Results showed that
African Americans had lower high school and colleégPAs; lower SAT/ACT
scores; and came from lower socioeconomic backgi®uas compared to their
Caucasian counterparts. He did not find differenite certain motivation factors
such as importance of getting a degree and hoerst spudying. Sellers (1992) also
conducted a bivariate correlation analysis and &odnstepwise regression analysis.
The bivariate correlation analysis indicated thghbr SAT/ACT scores were related
to higher college and high school GPA as well asoszonomic background for
African American student-athletes. For Caucasianlent-athletes, he found that
SAT/ACT was significantly related to all of the 1arles, including the motivational
variables. However, the regression analysis itddcahat high school GPA and
mother’s occupation accounted for the greatestiad in college GPA for African
American student-athletes, while SAT/ACT and imponde of degree were not
significant. For Caucasian student-athletes, #grassion analysis indicated that
high school GPA was the best predictor of collegAGwith socioeconomic status,
and SAT/ACT as the other significant predictorll&s’ (1992) study contributed
to the literature concerning the use of both cagmiand non-cognitive variables as
predictors of college academic performance for estréhthletes, with items such as
mother’s occupation, socioeconomic status, andeamadmotivational variables all
being significant predictors in the study. Thedstwalso revealed motivational
differences among African American and Caucasiadesit-athletes in the revenue

producing sports of football and basketball.

85



Petrie & Russell (1995) examined the effects ofdacaic and psychosocial
variables on the academic performance of minomny @onminority college football
student-athletes. They surveyed 146 Division I-AB&ball student-athletes from
two universities, one on the west coast and onenMdstiern team. The mean age of
the student-athlete sample was 19.8 years of dé;dercent identified themselves
as Caucasian; 44.5 percent identified themselvesfrasan American; 4.8 percent
identified themselves as Hispanic; 32.2 percentewershmen; 17.1 percent were
sophomores; 26.7 percent were juniors; and 24 peregere seniors. The
researchers administered the Life Events SurveZ&blegiate Athletics (LESCA) to
measure life stress and the Sport Competition Apxieest-Adult (SCAT-A) to
measure competitive trait anxiety in adults (Pe&i®ussell, 1995). They utilized
multiple hierarchical regressions using the follogvpredictor variables: ACT score,
number of credit hours, negative life stress, cditipe trait anxiety, and stress X
anxiety interactions. The researchers also peddrra multivariate analysis of
variance (MANOVA) to determine whether any diffeces existed between
minority and nonminority football student-athletesMANOVA revealed that
nonminority football student-athletes had higherTAstores, were older, had higher
levels of competitive trait anxiety at the begirmof the school term, and took fewer
credit hours than minority football student-athéeté&Regression analyses showed that
the combined effects of negative life stress anthpmditive trait anxiety were
inversely related to fall GPA, with the psychosbemriables predicting fall GPA for
academically unsuccessful nonminority football studathletes. For minority

football student-athletes, ACT scores weakly predidall semester GPA, while for
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nonminority football student-athletes, number oédit hours taken predicted fall
semester GPA. Although this is contradictory teviwus research studies, when the
two groups were examined together, standardized sieses could not explain
college football student-athletes’ academic perforoes alone when considered
with other non-cognitive variables of life stresgldrait anxiety. Petrie & Russell’s
(1995) research provided further support for the ok non-cognitive variables in
conjunction with cognitive variables as predictan§ academic performance.
Additionally, the study provided evidence that mstiedent-athletes in a high profile
sport, like football, experienced significant sgresnd anxiety, which negatively

affected their academic performance.

Eiche, Sedlacek, & Adams-Gaston (1997) also exanihe relationship of
academic and non-cognitive variables on the academgcess of college student-
athletes. They administered the NCQ to 73 freshstetient-athletes at a large mid-
Atlantic research university within Division I-FBSThe study consisted of 51 males
and 22 females in the sample; 23 percent identthechselves as African American;
3 percent as Asian or Asian American; 68 percentCascasian; 2 percent as
Hispanic; and 3 percent as Biracial. The samppgesented freshmen student-
athletes from both revenue and nonrevenue spoithis study was partially
consistent with the Sedlacek & Adams-Gaston (199@lly in that non-cognitive
variable such as leadership experience, commumtylvement, and nontraditional
knowledge in a field correlated with first semestellege grades of student-athletes.
However, these non-cognitive variables were shghifferent from the ones that

Sedlacek & Adams-Gaston (1992) used, like self-epticrealistic self-appraisal,
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available support person, and community involvenanbeing associated with first
semester grades. Additionally, unlike the Sedla&ekdams-Gaston (1992) study,
the researchers found SAT scores to be signifigasdfrelated with first semester
grades of student-athletes (Eiche, Sedlacek & Adaaston, 1997). This study
supported the use of cognitive and non-cognitivaoi@d together as predicting the

academic success of college student-athletes.

Garrett (2000) looked at similar variables as Smka& Adams-Gaston
(1992), but also added five additional variablesorder to evaluate the effect of
athletic participation on academic performance asasured by self-reported
university GPA. He evaluated data collected thiotlge Cooperative Institutional
Research Program (CIRP) from 1986-1990, whichligsgarch program sponsored
by the American Council on Education and the Higiducation Research Institute
(HERI) at the University of California, Los Angel€Sarrett, 2000). The CIRP is a
freshman survey program that collects student backgl information annually
using the Student Information Form (SIF). SampmésSIF respondents are then
followed-up at later points in time using the Fallop survey (FUS) instrument, and
these data are used in combination to longitudimesdisess the impact of college on
students (Garrett, 2000). He administered a deapdge survey to male student-
athletes in both revenue and nonrevenue sportparidrmed a t-test and a simple
regression on the two variables (GPA and type oftypn order to determine if the
two variables were related and how much of theavee in GPA was accounted for
by type of sport played. He also added five moagiables to measure their

predictability of first semester GPA: socioeconorsiatus (as measured by parent
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income), race, SAT scores, perceived academictygbdind long-term goal setting
and performed multiple regressions. The resultheft-test showed that the mean
difference in GPA between revenue sport particpaahd non-revenue sport
participants was not significant. Additionally,etlsimple regression also did not
reveal any relationship between the two variabfeéSP®A and type of sport. In fact,
Garrett (2000) did not find SAT scores, race, quetyf sport to have a significant
relationship with academic performance. Howeveci@conomic status, student-
athletes’ perceived academic ability, and long-tegaal setting were significant
predictors of academic performance, with the sttdémretes’ perceived academic
ability as the strongest predictor. As a resu#t,racommended boosting student-
athletes’ confidence in their academic ability agaod strategy for improving
academic performance (Garrett, 2000). This studgfioned the Sedlacek &
Adams-Gaston (1992) study in that long-term god#irgg and perceived academic
ability (realistic self-appraisal) were among theostn significant non-cognitive

predictors of academic performance.

Until recently, researchers had not studied theivatbn of student-athletes
to succeed in their sport as compared to their vattin to succeed in their
academics. Research studies in the late 1980’'seany 1990's showed that
cognitive and non-cognitive variables together wéeedter able to predict the
academic performance of student-athletes, as ogposeognitive variables alone,
and non-cognitive factors, in particular, were ubsdbr predicting the academic
performance of non-traditional student groups. weshave seen, trends in student-

athlete graduation rates data revealed areas ckoomelated to certain subgroups of
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student-athletes, with African American studentettts graduating at lower rates
than their Caucasian counterparts. Therefore, &nytl996) explored academic
motivation among Caucasian and African Americamlati-athletes. In addition to
examining graduation rates, he looked at two otlm@n-cognitive factors
contributing to academic performance: postgradustpectations and social,
cultural, and personal orientations. Snyder (1998)d a Lou Harris poll taken in
November 1990 that revealed 59 percent of AfricameAican high school student-
athletes expected they would play sports in collagd 43 percent believed they
would make it at the professional level. He algedcthat the American Institutes
for Research (AIR) reported that among Divisionftiéan American football and
basketball student-athletes, between 36 percent 4dhgercent were expecting
professional sports careers (Snyder, 1996). Irerotd evaluate academic versus
athletic motivation, Snyder (1996) asked 327 madiedent-athletes from five
different universities survey questions which akalvthem to choose between
academic and athletic choices. The sample codst®8 percent Caucasian and
9.6 percent African American student-athletes; d@ent participated in the revenue
generating sports of football and basketball; a@8 Rlayed Division |, while 114
played at the Division 1l level. He defined acade motivation as “the persisting
motive to achieve in school,” and athletic motigatas “the persistent need or desire
to persevere, excel, or succeed in physical tagmyder, 1996). He ran t-tests in
order to analyze the statistical significance afhemotivational item. The student-
athletes were very similar in their responses,thatmost significant difference he

found was that African American student-athletesenmuch more attracted to the
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lure of professional athletics than were Caucastadent-athletes. Although Snyder
(1996) did not operate within a theoretical framewe was able to conclude from
the survey results that African American studehtedes at Division | institutions

were more motivated to pursue a career in profeastiathletics than motivated to
complete a college degree. Snyder’'s (1996) stumhtributed to the idea that
African American student-athletes were less acacaiyimotivated than Caucasian
student-athletes because they may be more athifetivativated to pursue their

sport professionally. Additionally, this study eated that motivation was another
factor that needed to be further explored withia student-athlete population as it

relates to both academics and athletics.

One of the first studies using a motivational tle¢ical framework to explain
academic achievement was conducted by Simons, Maerien, & Covington
(1999). They examined the achievement motivatibr8&il Division | student-
athletes enrolled at the University of CaliforniaBerkeley during the 1993-1994
academic year. The sample consisted of 63.3 pemahes and 36.7 percent
females across 11 sports, with 20.8 percent ppaticig in revenue generating sports
and 79.2 percent participating in non-revenue sp@d.5 percent were freshmen,
26.3 percent were sophomores, 26.4 percent werergjrand 16.8 percent were
seniors; 68.2 percent identified themselves as &aa, 14.3 percent as African
American, 8.6 percent as Asian American, 3.8 perbéexican American/Latino,
3.3 percent Native American/Alaskan Native/Padsdiander, and 1.8 percent Other;
means of SAT verbal scores were 489.28 with a stahdeviation of 95.89 and

SAT math score means were 586.53 with a standavéhtdm of 103.15. The
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researchers administered the demographic surveégineld academic measures such
as high school GPA and SAT score, administeredtgumesires designed to assess
metacognitive study strategies, and administeresl Alpproach Success Avoid
Failure Achievement Questionnaire (AAAQ). They doated analysis of variance
(ANOVA) to compare the four motivational types dretvariables in the study and
found that different motivational orientations @g for different groups of student-
athletes. The researchers based their study upgkimsAn’'s need achievement
theory (1964), Weiner’s attribution theory (1974d)d Covington’s self-worth theory
(1992). Achievement motivation defined by Atkinsmodel is based upon two
opposing forces: the need to approach succesthanteed to avoid failure (Reeve,
2005). Attribution theory builds upon need achreeat theory and attributes
achievement motivation to cognitive thought proesssather than to emotions.
Attribution theory focuses on an individual’'s bé&ieabout the causes of their
successes and failures. Therefore, those indilgdwbo are motivated to achieve
success attribute failure to insufficient effortdasuccess to their ability and effort.
On the other hand, failure-avoiding individualgiatite failure to lack of ability and
they attribute success to luck or chance. Thoseavl motivated to achieve success
have control over their successes and failuresevthdse who are motivated to avoid
failure do not believe they have control, so thaither their successes nor failure
provide them with the motivation to put forth geraeffort (Simons, Van Rheenen,
& Covington, 1999). Self-worth theory according@ovington “assumes that the
search for self-acceptance as the highest humanitprand that it depends upon

one’s ability to achieve competitively,” (SimonsaW Rheenen, & Covington, 1999).
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Therefore, success indicates competence for alaihty enhances self-worth, while
trying hard and failing causes one to questiorr theility and may lower self-worth.
However, if one does not expend much effort ant$,féihen they can blame their
failure on lack of effort, keeping both their pgrtiens of ability and self-worth

intact.

As a result of this observation, Covington propodedr motivational
orientations:  Success-Oriented, Overstrivers, uFail Avoiders, and Failure-
Acceptors (Simons, Van Rheenen, & Covington, 1999\ccess-Oriented students
score high on approaching success and low on angi@ilure; Overstrivers score
high on both approaching success and on avoiditgrda Failure-Avoiders score
low on approaching success and high on avoidinigrégi and Failure-Acceptors
score low on both approaching success and on axpidilure. In Simons, Van
Rheenen, & Covington’s, 1999 study, they examinkd telationship between
motivational orientation and academic performande student-athletes. The
researchers found that Failure-Avoiders and Falwaeeptors were more committed
to their athletics than their academics and didb®sbieve they had received enough
support from the university to compensate for goesnmitment. They also found
that females were different from males in that nrosdes were Failure-Avoiders and
fewer females were Failure-Acceptors. In revenperts, athletes had a larger
percentage of both Failure-Avoiders and Failuregftors and a smaller percentage
of Success-Oriented athletes. However, there were significant differences
between male and female nonrevenue athletes. I\itaé researchers looked at

ethnicity and although not statistically signifitamore Failure-Avoiders and fewer
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Success-Oriented students were found among thecahfriAmerican population
(Simons, Van Rheenen, & Covington, 1999). Onéefrhost revealing parts of this
study was the fact that different groups of studeghtetes do exist, and there are two
main groups of concern. One, the Failure-Acceptatated that they were mainly
in college to play their sport and they devoted thafgheir time and effort to their
athletics. They were not motivated to avoid falacademically, except as it related
to their eligibility. This lack of motivation tochieve academically did not appear to
be due to a fear of failure because they showetehigcademic self-worth and
lower extrinsic motivation than Failure-Avoiders irfdons, Van Rheenen, &
Covington, 1999). This suggests that their inteegsl motivation lie elsewhere.
Another group of concern is the Failure-Avoidersiogse fear of failure played a
much larger role in their expending less acadelffiarteand a greater commitment to
athletics. This group scored the lowest on acadesglf-worth and higher extrinsic
motivation on academic tasks. They worked to availlire by putting forth less
academic effort and rationalized this reduced amécleffort by employing self-
handicapping excuses. The need to protect thabteamic self-worth leads them to
focus more on athletics than academics. Althobegly aire like Failure-Acceptors in
that they are highly motivated to achieve athldlifcathey are also motivated
academically, but in a maladaptive way. They activated to avoid failure rather
than to achieve success in their academics (Sinas, Rheenen, & Covington,
1999). This study was of importance to the studdiliete and motivational
literature because it revealed differences amomgstindent-athlete population in

regards to their academic and athletic motivat@rsticcess.
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In another study by Simons & Van Rheenen, (200® thsearchers
examined the relationship between athletics anddean&s and achievement
motivation of 200 Division | student-athletes paigating in 26 different sports and
enrolled at the University of California at Berkglduring the 1993-1994 academic
year. The sample was identical to the sample d@edeby Simons, Van Rheenen &
Covington (1999). They also based their reseamtnuCovington’s (1992) self-
worth theory in order to provide an explanation thee differences in academic and
athletic motivation. The relationship between @iilsk and academics was measured
by an athletics-academic commitment Likert scalé an Exploitation Likert scale.
They measured achievement motivation with an acadeeif-worth Likert scale
and self-handicapping Likert scale. They also @st&ld other factors that had
previously been shown to be linked to the acadgrartormance of student-athletes,
including background social factors (gender, sosfatus as measured by mother’s
educational level, and ethnicity), type of spodyad (revenue or nonrevenue), and
prior academic achievement (SAT score and highaddB®A). The researchers ran
correlations on all of the variables with univeysifrade point average. They also
utilized multiple regression analyses for the faflog: university grade point
average on achievement motivation variables and #gain to include additional
variables; university grade point average on athltademic relationships and then
again to include additional variables. Both achmaent motivation variables of
academic self-worth and self-handicapping excusere viound to be statistically
significant predictors of university GPA (Simonsaty Rheenen, 2000). Also,

student-athletes with a stronger commitment toesitd than to academics had a
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lower university GPA than student-athletes with ®@orsgger commitment to
academics than athletics. When comparing reverargsus nonrevenue student-
athletes, revenue student-athletes displayed aehigbmmitment to athletics and
believed they were more exploited by the university When background and
academic preparation variables were added to legtessions, academic self-worth,
self-handicapping excuses, type of sport, and égpilon all remained statistically
significant predictors of university GPA. Theredorbackground and academic
preparation, alone, could not fully explain theatignship of these variables to
university GPA. Both athletic-academic commitmant achievement motivation
were found to be independent, significant predgtof academic performance of
student-athletes (Simons, Van Rheenen, 2000). eThesults indicate that a
combination of poor academic preparation with aatgecommitment to athletics,
which leads to poor academic performance, may ctngsstudent-athlete to employ
self-handicapping excuses, similar to the Failuweiders in the Simons, Van
Rheenen, & Covington (1999) study. One self-hamujding excuse may be the
belief by student-athletes in revenue sports thay tare being exploited for their
athletic talent. By the time student-athletesamenue producing sports learn that
their chances of pursuing a professional athletarger are rare, it is often too late
for them to refocus on their academics. TherefSimons & Van Rheenen (2000)
suggested that they then only put forth minimaldacaic effort in order to remain
eligible as they lack the confidence needed to @im@academically. Thus, they
may be unable to earn a meaningful college degféges study was of importance

because it suggested that motivational factors alayitical role in student-athletes’
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academic performance and confirmed earlier findedgsut the subgroup differences

within the student-athlete population, namely igam@ls to type of sport.

In order to better understand student-athlete rabtim towards athletics and
academics, Gaston (2003) developed the Studenet&tiMiotivation toward Sports
and Academics Questionnaire (SAMSAQ) and soughéexamine differences in
athletic and academic motivation by gender and tsper well as whether the
SAMSAQ could predict future academic performance Her dissertation. The
sample for her study consisted of 236 student-fghlat a large university in the
Midwestern portion of the United States. She dieedtthe sample across gender and
profile of sport with two high profile sports forates (basketball and football), two
high profile sports for females (softball and badbk#), two low profile sports for
males (lacrosse and volleyball) and two low pro$iperts for females (lacrosse and
field hockey). She administered the SAMSAQ dufiagteam meetings along with
six demographic questions for students to answéreaend. The researcher ran an
exploratory factor analysis to determine the strieedf the scale, conducted analysis
of variance (ANOVA) to examine differences on eathithe motivation subscales
and ACT score as a function of gender and profileport, and analyzed motivation
as a predictor of future academic performance usiegrchical multiple regression.
Gaston (2003) found the SAMSAQ to be a predictobath athletic and academic
motivation, as well as a third factor, career datbleotivation. Athletic motivation
split into two subscales: student athletic motowatvhich was defined as a desire to
excel in college athletics, but not necessarilyspar professional athletics as a

career; and career athletic motivation which wdamdd as the intention or desire to
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play at an elite or professional level. Since eai@hletic motivation emerged as a
factor of the SAMSAQ, Gaston (2003) suggested goat orientation theory may be
useful in explaining the motivation of student-atbs. Both gender and type of
sport played were found to have an effect on ACdresonvith nonrevenue male
student-athletes achieving the highest ACT scomelsnaale revenue student-athletes
achieving the lowest ACT scores. Gaston (2003)ndidfind a relationship between
type of sport played and academic motivation. Hmwethe findings do indicate
that student-athletes participating in revenue pecady sports were more motivated
than nonrevenue sport student-athletes in pursaiogreer in professional athletics.
Additionally, males were more athletically motivdtehan females. As for
predicting future academic performance, both AC@ anademic motivation were
found to be significant, accounting for 25 percenftthe variance in academic
performance (Gaston, 2003). This study was of mapce to the motivation
literature on student-athletes because it idedtiflle SAMSAQ as an instrument
with the potential to identify student-athletes whave the desire to pursue a
professional athletic career, those who have anbathlevel of academic and athletic
motivation, and those who use their athletics amemns to obtaining a college
degree. Gaston (2003) also recommended futurangseould operate within the

achievement goal orientation theoretical framework.

In a later study Gaston-Gayles (2004) actually ewrath athletic and
academic motivation as predictors of academic pedoce. Again, she used the
SAMSAQ in addition to variables of gender, ethniciprofile of sport, years of

eligibility remaining, highest level of educationrapleted by mother and father, and
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ACT scores to determine what predicted universiBAG The sample of this study
consisted of 236 student-athletes who participaterbss eight different sports.
Thirty-three percent were female; 67 percent waiae; 70 percent identified
themselves as Caucasian; 30 percent minority stsid88 percent indicated they
received a full athletic scholarship; 31 percentiphathletic scholarship; 29 percent
no athletic scholarship; 16 percent reported zevary of eligibility remaining; 18
percent reported one year of eligibility remaini2§; percent two years of eligibility
remaining; 32 percent with three years of eligipiliemaining; and 9 percent with
four years of eligibility remaining. She ran mearsl standard deviations on the
predictor and criterion variables, a correlationtnirato examine relationships
between the variables, and a forward stepwise segne analyses to determine if
motivation was useful in predicting academic parfance. Gaston-Gayles (2004)
found the precollege characteristics mentioned aloaccount for 24 percent of the
variance in university GPA, but only ACT scoresth&a’s educational level, and
ethnicity were considered significant. After calfling for precollege
characteristics, the study revealed that the SAMSAQlivation scores of student
athlete motivation, career athletic motivation, awhdemic motivation, accounted
for an additional 9 percent of the variance in aoaid performance of student-
athletes. In the overall model, only ACT scordgbnieity, and academic motivation
were significant predictors of university GPA (Gas{Gayles, 2004). Additionally,
higher ACT scores and higher academic motivationrexc predicted higher
university GPAs and Caucasian student-athleteshigiter university GPAs than

minority student-athletes.  These findings wereeriegting because of the
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significance of academic motivation in predictincademic performance (Gaston-
Gayles, 2004). Because motivation can predict dbademic performance of
student-athletes, understanding what motivates estuathletes to achieve
academically and athletically is essential to ustdrding how they will perform

academically in college.

Motivation Theory

Historically, the study of motivation owes its arigto the ancient Greek
philosophers Socrates, Plato, and Aristotle, wH®bed that motivation came from
three aspects of the human psyche: appetitivaimitiae; competitive or sensitive;
and calculating or rational (Reeve, 2005). Duting Renaissance Age these three
aspects of the human psyche were reduced to ayloélthe body and the mind.
Rene’ Descartes developed the first modern thedrymotivation. Descartes
believed if he could understand will, then he couldderstand motivation.
Philosophers tried for over two centuries to expldie will or willpower, but this
created the problem of having to explain will indamn to motivation. This
confusion within philosophy lead those interestedotivation to turn to physiology
beginning in the 1870s, when psychologists begatoexg the concept of instinct.
It was during this time that Charles Darwin hadaleped his theory of biological
determinism, which turned the focus from mental iwatonal concepts to more
genetic ones. Biological determinism could explaimere the motivational force
came from, instincts originated from genes. Botilisgvh James (1890) and James
McDougall (1908, 1926), (as cited in Reeve 200%yealoped instinct theories

proposing that goal directed behavior was due ® phesence of a stimulus.
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Instincts, then, came from motivational forces tgaided an individual toward a
particular goal. However, researchers soon foteg tould not identify how many
instincts humans possessed and their theory wasizgd for relying on circular

logic (Reeve, 2005).

The motivational concept that replaced instinct wlase. The two most
widely acknowledged drive theories were developgdbigmund Freud (1915) and
Clark Hull (1943), as cited in Reeve (2005). Freuthmarized his drive theory with
four components: source, impetus, aim, and objeklull’'s drive theory was
centered on total bodily need including needs éwdf water, sex, and sleep. He
believed that although drive energized behavioras habit that directed it. In other
words behavior guiding habits came from learningg dearning occurred as a
consequence of reinforcement. Hull's drive theegs very popular throughout the
first half of the 28 century. However, it was also during this timatthesearch
revealed areas of concern in Hull's theory. Fisstine motives existed without a
corresponding biological need. Second, learningccoccur without the presence of
drive. Third, research began to recognize the mapgce of external motives.
Fourth and most importantly, people began to ackedge that motivation arose
from more than just physiological needs. Researcinelerstood that motivation

involved both the psychological and the physiolag{&eeve, 2005).

Many theorists attempted to develop an overarchmgivational theory
during the mid-20 century, which included optimal level of arouselebb, 1955;
Berlyne, 1967); pleasure centers in the brain (OIB69); approach-avoidance

conflicts (Miller, 1959); universal needs (Murra$938); conditioned motives
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(Miller, 1948); and self-actualization (Rogers, 295as cited in Reeve (2005).
Concepts such as incentive and arousal gained gmpelarity at the time and

offered new features of motivational theory. Inoenis defined as “an external
event or stimulus that energizes and directs appraa avoidance behavior,”

(Reeve, 2005). Incentive theories offered new waditbnal concepts like the idea
that motivational states could be acquired throexgherience and that environmental
incentives could change. Arousal theory was tist fo start countering drive theory
and came from the neurophysiologic discovery ofaspusal system in the brain
stem. It purported that the environment affectexisal of the brain, and variations
in level of arousal were related to behavior. Hweeve by the end of the 1960’s,
theorists soon realized that with three populaoties of motivation (incentive,

arousal and drive), it was becoming more diffictdt have only one theory of

motivation. In the 1970’s motivation psychologitally began to embrace the idea
of mini-theories of motivation.

A mini-theory explains some but not all of motivéiteehavior and generally
focuses on one particular motivational phenomendmumstance that affects
motivation, groups of people, or a theoretical ¢oes (Reeve, 2005). The
traditional drive, incentive, and arousal theorgee way to mini-theories like
achievement motivation, goal-setting, and selfeaifly. This was mainly due to the
reevaluation of individuals as active, rather thmassive; motivation turned more
cognitive; and researchers became more interestedpplied, socially relevant
problems (Reeve, 2005). As motivation study nedtedries to explain how people

intentionally regulated their behavior, severaleasp of psychology began to explore
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the questions of motivation. This caused motivatiesearchers to branch out to
other fields with those who shared the same coscamd sought answers to
guestions and problems related to motivation. Wditon study survived during and
after the 1970’s by allying itself with other fisldbf study. The specialty areas of
psychology, such as social psychology, educationgdsychology,
industrial/organizational psychology, and sport gh®jogy helped to create the
theories of how people intentionally regulate tHeehavior, which in turn, created
the contemporary landscape of motivational thedoday.
Intrinsic vs. Extrinsic Motivation

One of the most important concepts of motivatiothis concept that one is
either intrinsically (internally) motivated or ekitsically (externally) motivated. In
fact, this concept of thinking about motivationganiated from the split between
arousal and drive theories. Intrinsic motivati@ro(isal) is when a person does
something for the inherent reward in doing thewagtiitself. Furthermore, it is the
inherent tendency to seek out challenges, expéme Jearn. Intrinsic motivation is a
“natural inclination toward assimilation, mastergpontaneous interest, and
exploration that is so essential to cognitive amdtiad development and that
represents a principal source of enjoyment andityitthroughout life,” (Ryan &
Deci, 2000, p. 70). Mark Lepper (1988) definedingic motivation as behavior that
is “undertaken for its own sake, for the enjoymant learning it provides, and
feelings of accomplishment it evokes.” Studentovane intrinsically motivated

engage in learning because they find it meaningful.
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Extrinsic motivation (drive), on the other hand, wéxen a person does
something for a reason other than the doing thigcttself (Csikszentmihalyi &
Nakamura, 1989). Lepper (1988) defined extrinsiotivation as “actions
undertaken in order to obtain some reward or agoide punishment external to the
activity itself.” Students who are extrinsicallyotivated perform academic tasks
because they view them as a means to obtaining senad not integral to the task
itself, such as, good grades, teacher or parentoegplp(or with student-athletes,
meeting NCAA eligibility requirements for competiti or coach approval).

Lepper (1988) also believed that one’s motivatiamantation could affect
both the time spent on a task, quality of involvetman the task and level of selected
task difficulty. Intrinsically motivated studenttend to prefer moderately
challenging tasks, while extrinsically motivatedidg#nts tend to prefer tasks that
have a low degree of difficulty and will only do athis minimally necessary to
obtain a reward. Students with an extrinsic mditoreal orientation toward learning
expend less effort and employ less effective oracfegbtive learning strategies in
their studies.

One of the first researchers to focus on intrinsigtivation was Richard
DeCharms (1968, 1976, as cited in Csikszentmih&lidakamura, 1989) in which
he found differences between school children rdlasehow they felt in control of
their lives. He called one type “Origins,” becatisese children believed that what
they did was what they wanted to do and he calledsecond type “Pawns,” because
these children felt pushed around by others. De@&dound that the “Origins” had

intrinsic motivation because they felt in contrdltbeir behavior, took tasks more
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seriously and enjoyed them, regardless of outsmechiwhen compared to “Pawns.”
Based upon his research, DeCharms hypothesizedftpabple are rewarded for
doing an activity they had initially chosen to dpostaneously, their intrinsic
motivation would decrease (Csikszentmihalyi & Nakaay 1989).

Edward Deci (1971, 1975) tested DeCharms’ hyposhesie found that if
individuals were given money for doing activitiéey enjoyed, they lost interest in
doing the activity more quickly than if they hadtrnmeen rewarded. Deci also
believed that under certain conditions individual®uld begin to see their
involvement in an activity as instrumental, coriegdl by external forces instead of
being freely chosen. This realization about irgicnmotivation led Deci & Ryan
(1984) to investigate concepts such as autonomy aetf-determination
(Csikszentmihalyi & Nakamura, 1989).

Ryan & Deci’s (2000) Self-Determination Theory (SDi§ based on the
assumption that all people have innate tendenoiepdychological growth and that
people seek to master challenges and then intetirage experiences in order to
develop a sense of self. SDT posits that peophdisrent growth tendencies and
innate psychological needs are the basis for thetrvation and personality (Ryan &
Deci, 2000). SDT is concerned with not only pesitdevelopment tendencies, but
also the social environments that are detrimenttiése tendencies.

Basic Needs Theory, a sub-theory of SDT, explaeathy development and
functioning with the concept of three basic psyolgatal needs, autonomy,
competence, and relatedness, which are innateensaly and essential for social

development and personal well-being. AdditionaRyan & Deci (2000), explain
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that autonomy, competence, and relatedness maktheugleep structure of the
human psyche, which guide us toward our goals arfidience our regulatory
processes. According to SDT the basic needs aoeaa important part of intrinsic
motivation because in order to truly learn or engoyask for the pure learning or
enjoyment of it, one must have met the needs obrewmy and competence.
Additionally, people’s intrinsic motivation has lmeshown to increase when they
perceive a sense of relatedness with others. hier atords, people who have higher
perceived levels of autonomy, competence, andecdhaiss are more likely to be
intrinsically motivated for tasks (Ryan & Deci, Z0)0

A second sub-theory of SDT is called Cognitive Easibn Theory (CET),
which predicts that the perception of certain atpeaf the social and task
environment are crucial to intrinsic motivation éyher facilitating or undermining
it (Ryan & Deci, 2000). CET assumes that a conguenvironment will enhance
intrinsic motivation, focusing on the needs of cat@mce and autonomy. First,
individuals encounter events in the environmentt tban produce feelings of
competence, which in turn, can enhance intrinsiavaton for that action. Second,
Ryan & Deci (2000) found that competence will oahhance intrinsic motivation if
it is accompanied by autonomy. In other words,ividdials must experience
competence or efficacy as well as feel their bedrard self-determined in order to
enhance one’s intrinsic motivation. Third, extértengible rewards as well as
threats, deadlines, and imposed goals undermim@sitt motivation and facilitate

extrinsic motivation (Deci, Koestner, & Ryan, 1999Dn the other hand, choice,
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acknowledgement of feelings, and opportunitiessilf-direction enhance intrinsic
motivation (Ryan & Deci, 2000).

A third sub-theory of SDT is called Organismic hation Theory (OIT),
which explains different forms of extrinsic motiiat for self-regulated behaviors
along a continuum. In order to understand thi®mpdt is necessary to understand
the concept of self-regulation. “Self-regulatiogfars to self-generated thoughts,
feelings, and actions, that are planned and sysieatig adapted as needed to affect
one’s learning and motivation,” (Schunk & Ertme@0B, p. 631). In other words,
self-regulation refers to strategies that studemy use when engaging in learning
activities. It is an important aspect of learnamgresearch shows that self-regulated
students are mentally active and exert more comivel attaining their goals than
those who do not use self-regulation strategiehy®k & Ertmer, 2000). SDT
hypothesizes that increases in self-regulation havelirect relationship with
autonomy, competence, and relatedness. AdditignBlhtrich & DeGroot (1990)
found that intrinsic motivation was positively redd with the use of self-regulation
strategies. Therefore, the more intrinsically watied, the more likely a person is to
utilize self-regulation strategies.

Ryan & Deci’'s (2000) OIT uses a continuum to shdw tvay extrinsic
motivation is divided into four separate regulatstyles falling between amotivation
and intrinsic motivation. The difference betweegulatory styles is attributed to
autonomy. At the far left of the Self-Determinaticontinuum is amotivation with a
non-regulatory style, or the state of lacking theemtion to act resulting from not

valuing an activity (Ryan & Deci, 2000). It is dlar to learned helplessness and
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individuals are neither intrinsically nor extrinally motivated (Standage, Duda, &
Ntoumanis, 2003). The four types of extrinsic matiion that fall from left to right
on the continuum are external regulation, intr@dctregulation, identified
regulation, and integrated regulation. Externgltation refers to behaviors that are
least autonomous and are performed to satisfy darred demand or reward
contingency. People who experience this type fregulation behavior often feel
controlled or isolated. Introjected regulationoixes taking in a regulation, but not
fully accepting it as one’s own. It is a contrdllg/pe of self-regulation in which a
person performs behaviors in order to avoid guilponishment. In other words,
people are motivated to demonstrate ability or évailure in order to maintain
feelings of self-worth (Ryan & Deci, 2000). A maatonomous, or self-determined
form of extrinsic motivation is identified regulati. Identified regulation reflects a
conscious valuing of self-regulation, so that tlotiom is accepted or considered
personally important. However, individuals mayl sthly engage in the activity for
external rewards. The most autonomous extringicabitivated form of regulation,
on the other hand, is integrated regulation. Iragn occurs when a person fully
evaluates a behavior and integrates it with on&s @alues and needs (Ryan &
Deci, 2000). Although this type of regulation iry similar to intrinsic motivation,
it is still considered extrinsic because the perselfiregulates in order to achieve a
personal goal (Standage, Duda, & Ntoumanis, 20G)ally, the most autonomous
and intrinsically motivated individuals will exhiban intrinsic regulatory style, in
which the behavior is internalized and valued for very sake of it (Ryan & Deci,

2000). It should be noted that internalizatiordeBned by SDT does not mean that
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people must move through each type of regulatiorafparticular type of behavior.
The theory indicates that people can have a diffelevel of internalization for
different behaviors (Vansteenkiste, Lens, & Def0@).

Research has indicated that people who feel mai@amous will have a
higher level of motivation and exhibit a higher ééwof self-regulated behavior.
Therefore, individuals who are intrinsically motigd or who have a well-
internalized extrinsic motivational orientation amsore likely to employ self-
regulated behaviors, which are linked to effecte@rning outcomes (Ryan & Deci,
2000). Furthermore, according to VansteenkistaslL. & Deci (2006), intrinsic goal
framing produces deeper engagement in learningvilkes, better conceptual
learning, and higher persistence at learning digs/ithan extrinsic goal framing or
no-goal framing. The authors found these effeot®dcur because intrinsic goal
framing promotes a mastery goal orientation. hsig motivation has been found to
be related to a mastery goal orientation, and nspeifically, is considered an
approach form of motivation, while an avoidanceeotation has been found to
undermine intrinsic motivation (Elliot & Harackiegs, 1996). Therefore, in order to
fully understand motivation, one must not only ekanintrinsic and extrinsic
motivation, but also the approach-avoidance matwal orientation.
Approach-Avoidance Motivational Orientation and tbencept of Valence

Another important concept of motivation is the cept of approach vs.
avoidance motivation. Elliot (2005) explains the distinction between approach
motivation and avoidance motivation is a fundamlerdad basic aspect of

competence-relevant motivation” (Elliot, 2005, [2).5 The concept of approach-
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avoidance motivation has been used for over twagaod years. It first appeared in
the writing of the ancient Greek philosopher Dentasy (460-370 B.C.E.) who
explained human action in terms of hedonism aseeithe immediate pursuit of
pleasure or the avoidance of pain (Elliot, 2008).the eighteenth century, a British
philosopher, Jeremy Bentham, described human ba&hawiterms of pain and
pleasure, involving not only what we ought to daot blso what we actually do
(Elliot, 2006). Then, in 1890 William James, inshclassical Principles of
Psychology, explained pleasure and pain as “spaf@gtion,” noting that pleasure
was a editatio of human behavior while pain was an irtleibdf human behavior.
Similarly, in 1915 Freud identified the pain-plessuconcept as the basic
motivational impetus for human behavior (Elliot,08). Throughout the mid 30
century, other researchers also utilized the agbreaoidance motivational concept
to explain human behavior describing seeking pleass approach motivation and
avoiding pain as avoidance motivation. In facg #éipproach-avoidance motivational
concept was incorporated into the first formal modkeachievement motivation
(Lewin, Demob, Festinger & Sears, 1944; Alpert &bdg 1960; Atkinson, 1957,
Covington & Berry, 1976; McClelland, Atkinson, Cka& Lowell, 1953; Weiner,
1972, as cited in Elliot, 2006). In the 1970's ah®B0’s theorists drew sharp
distinctions between cognition and motivation, wibgnition seen as the more
grounded theory of motivation. At that time reséars did not utilize the approach-
avoidance motivational concept as much as theydoae@ so previously. However,
in the 1990’s motivational researchers began ton@agskedge that cognition and

motivation are not distinct concepts, but in fatgeply intertwined with one another

110



(Elliot, 2006). Therefore, in the past two decaddse approach-avoidance
motivational concept has experienced resurgenteeimotivational research (Elliot,
1994; Elliot & Harackiewicz, 1996; Elliot & Churcii,997; Elliot, 1999; Elliot &
McGregor, 1999; Pintrich, 2000; Elliot & McGregd&001; Harackiewicz, Barron,
Pintrich, Elliot & Thrash, 2002; Van Yperen, 2003an Yperen, 2006; Sideridis,
2007;Van Yperen & Renkema, 2008; Van Yperen, El8oAnseel, 2009).
“Approach motivation can be defined as the enargizand direction of
behavior toward positive events, whereas avoidammévation can be defined as the
energizing and direction of behavior away from riegaevents” (Elliot, 2006, p.
112). Elliot (2006) further identifies five key ips of approach-avoidance
motivation. First, energizing refers to the initig of behavior first described by
James (1890) as “springing to action.” Directiefers to the guiding of behavior in
a specific way. Second, approach-avoidance mativancludes the concept of
physical or psychological movement toward or awaynf a stimulus, respectively.
Positive events are associated with an approadimatisn of being close whereas
negative events are associated with an avoidast@aation of keeping away. Third,
this movement concept includes moving toward oryafs@m an actual event that is
currently present or moving toward or away fromeaent that is currently absent.
In other words, approach motivation involves thenpotion of current and new
positive situations while avoidance motivation itwes the prevention of current and
new negative situations (Elliot, 2006). Fourthe tboncept of positive-negative
valence lies at the core of approach-avoidancevatntn. Valence can be defined

as either positive (attractive) or negative (awesksi individuals will perceive
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activities and events as either desirable and wapibroaching or continuing with

and others as undesirable and to be avoided oirnated (Feather, 1988). In fact,

research indicates that individuals automaticadlscpive stimuli as either positive or
negative, and these evaluations instantaneouslkeewapproach or avoidance

behavior (Bargh, 1997; Lewin, 1935 as cited ind£JIR006). Fifth, a stimulus can

be concrete, observable events or possibilitiegnoabstract, internal representation
of objects, events, or possibilities (Elliot, 2006)Approach motivation uses a
positive stimulus for the regulation of behavioril@havoidance motivation uses a
negative stimulus for the regulation of behavior.

Motivational theorists have since created theadnaical model of approach-
avoidance motivation in which this distinction cha used as “a conceptual lens
through which to view the structure and functiorseff-regulation” (Elliot, 2006, p.
113). In the hierarchical model, goals are atdénter of the concept. Goals help
explain and predict behavior and serve as guideéearmmotivational process. The
hierarchical model of approach-avoidance motivatioks goals to the sources of
motivation, and those sources of motivation exertigfluence on goal pursuit
(Elliot, 2006). Another construct of the modell& goal complex, which includes
information regarding both the goal and the motoratfor why the goal is being
pursued. Additionally, when individuals have difiet underlying motivations for
achieving a goal, the goal pursuit will be diffetenApproach goals are directed
toward positive or desirable events while avoidagoals are aimed at avoiding
negative or undesirable events (Van Yperen, 2008). learning environments,

individuals who pursue avoidance goals report nmaxgative affect and anxiety and
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are not engaged in the task at hand, except farsfog on avoiding the negative or
undesirable event (Elliot & McGregor, 2001; Linnenk & Pintrich, 2003).
Approach goals are believed to facilitate taskrggg intrinsic motivation and actual
performance (Deci & Ryan, 1985; Dweck, 1999; El8oHarackiewicz, 1996). The
approach-avoidance distinction may be applied tmoat any psychological
construct, and therefore is of considerable impmeain studying motivational
behavior.

The two theoretical frameworks used in this stugye Self-Efficacy Theory
and Achievement Goal Theory. Self-efficacy focuses one’s perceived
competence or perceived ability to complete a tagkle Achievement Goal Theory
focuses on the ways in which competence can benetefand which valence
individuals will adopt in achievement settings. efdfore, these theories may help
explain student-athletes’ self-efficacy on acadeamd athletic tasks as well as their
propensity to adopt mastery approach, mastery ancil performance approach, or
performance avoidance goals in both academic dnetiatenvironments.
Self-Efficacy Theory

Self-efficacy Theory is based upon the work of AtbBandura, which he
referred to as beliefs concerning one’s capakslitee learn or perform behaviors at
designated levels (Bandura, 1982). Bandura (16fg@hally hypothesized that self-
efficacy affects choice of activities, effort anerpistence (Schunk, 1996). However,
efficacy in dealing with the environment is notixetl act or simply knowing what to
do. “Perceived self-efficacy is concerned with goeents of how well one can

execute courses of action required to deal witrspeotive situations” (Bandura,
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1982, p. 122). Therefore, self-efficacy beliefsalve judgments in reference to a
specific goal. Perceived self-efficacy determiapproach-avoidance motivation, as
discussed earlier in this chapter. When approgcaitask, self-efficacy is the way
one views their capability to accomplish that tasBased upon this information,
individuals decide which tasks to approach, whiztavoid and low long to persist
on a task. Individuals tend to avoid tasks thatytbelieve they cannot complete
successfully, but become engaged in tasks that be#igve they can complete
successfully. This is particularly true when indivals who believe they are capable
encounter challenging situations. Since they lelibey can perform well, they will
work harder and persist longer than those who dadbeir capabilities. High
perseverance usually produces high performancmm@ttat. Those with lower self-
efficacy beliefs may decrease their level of effartgive up on a task in the face of
difficulties (Bandura, 1982). It should be notéait self-efficacy is not the same as
ability. Self-efficacy is not just the possessadrcertain skills, but to be able to use
those skills effectively in task performance. Ambwf success on a task,
observation of others succeeding in a task, andiy®$eedback can enhance one’s
self-efficacy (Schunk, 1996).

Four types of information inform an individual'slfsefficacy expectations:
performance accomplishments; vicarious experienogspal persuasion; and
emotional/physiological behavior (Reeve, 2005).rfdtenance accomplishments or
self-percepts are based upon past personal behbstmry. People learn their
current self-efficacy from their interpretations st attempts to perform the same

behavior. In other words, an individual's past ex@nces with successes and
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failures can increase or decrease self-efficacg task. Successful experiences will
most likely cause individuals to feel increased-efficacy on that particular task
and they will expect future success on the santedgain. This not only increases
self-efficacy, but also helps sustain the efforeded for optimal performance.
Schunk (1996) also believed that possessing ceogndirategies that have proven
effective in the past can enhance a learner’s péaoteof ability. On the other hand,
if individuals are plagued with self-doubt they mdwell on their deficiencies or
imagine that potential difficulties are worse thidwey really are (Bandura, 1982).
Because these individuals are so focused on howatwlle a difficult task and
worried about failing, these concerns take theéerdion off the task and impair their
performance. Some self-doubt coupled with higltekficacy seems to produce the
most positive effects on learning. For exampleséhwho perceive themselves as
too self-efficacious often do not feel the neednteest much effort. Therefore, if
learners with high perceived self-efficacy believdask to be too easy, they may
expend less effort on the task (Bandura, 198 Bandura (1982) cited performance
accomplishment as the most influential source ifefécacy beliefs.

Learners also acquire self-efficacy informationnir&knowledge of others
through vicarious experiences (Schunk, 1996). rigeethers perform a task well
will increase an observer's own sense of self-affyic because it creates a social
comparison. Vicarious experiences can work theerotvay however. If an
individual observes another performing poorly diask, then it may lower their self-
efficacy. The extent to which vicarious experienadfect self-efficacy depends

upon two factors. First, the more similar are diserver and the performer, the
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greater the influence on the observer. Secontheifobserver is more of a novice
than the performer, then the impact of the vicasieMperience is greater (Schunk,
1996). Therefore, although vicarious experiencageha weaker effect on self-

efficacy than performance accomplishments, thely ciin enhance self-efficacy,

especially for those who are inexperienced whew thatch others similar to them

perform a task.

Verbal persuasion encourages individuals to belteeg can achieve a task.
Students often receive persuasive information fteachers and parents that they are
capable of learning or performing a task (e.g., UM@n do this”) (Schunk, 1996).
Words of encouragement tend to focus more on palssinengths and less on
weaknesses. In other words, verbal persuasiors tendhift attention from sources
of inefficacy to sources of efficacy. Verbal pasion is not as strong as vicarious
experiences or performance accomplishments becauszn be contradicted by
actual performance. Its effectiveness also depapds the credibility, knowledge,
and trustworthiness of the person providing theoaregement. Therefore, verbal
persuasion impacts individuals who have some redsohelieve that they can
produce effects through their actions (Bandura,2).98Verbal persuasion is still
helpful though because it can provide an individw#gh enough of a temporary
increase in efficacy that it provides the motivatiecessary to try again.

Emotional or physiological arousal results from tienands associated with
stress such as fear, anxiety, sweating, and temsidrcan provide information about
an individual's self-efficacy to complete a tasKhis type of arousal occurs in an

individual who feels pressured about performin@sktthey perceive they may not
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be able to handle (Reeve, 2005). It is often &n#dbn getting state of mind that
heightens one’s awareness of their inefficacy. RVaeusal is high, then it could
adversely affect performance. Individuals areljike feel higher self-efficacy when
these emotional or physiological states are lomimimized and can therefore, focus
on performing a task more effectively. These foancepts can contribute to or
detract from one’s self-efficacy on a task and emportant when considering
cognition. As individuals process their self-effoy beliefs cognitively, they decide
what action to take or not to take in the situatwith which they are presented.
Bandura (1982) posits that perceived self-efficacgentral to human understanding
and can provide explanations for a wide array ah&én behavior. These include
“changes in coping behavior, level of physiologisakss reactions, self-regulation,
resignation and despondency to failure experiersmtdebilitating effects of proxy
control and illusory inefficaciousness, achievemstrivings, growth of intrinsic
interest, and career pursuits” (Bandura, 19822@).1
Self-Efficacy Studies in the Student Population

Because of its role in motivation, self-efficacy shdeen studied in
educational settings and has been found to be fisgnily related to positive
learning outcomes (Schunk, 1988; Pintrich & DeGrdd90; Garcia & Pintrich,
1995; Greene & Miller, 1996; Miller, Greene, Moa) Ravindran & Nichols 1996;
Miller, Behrens, Greene & Newman, 1993; BandurarbBeanelli & Pastorelli,
1996; Zimmerman, 1996; Schunk & Ertmer, 2000; BaadBarbaranelli, Caprara &

Pastorelli, 2001; Linnenbrink & Pintrich, 2003; Bhma, Caprara, Barbaranelli &
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Pastorelli, 2003; Bembenutty & Zimmerman, 2003;ubstkvski & Dembo, 2004;
Choi, 2005).

In their study Pintrich & DeGroot (1990) examineslationships between
motivational orientation and self-regulation of d#ats upon academic classroom
performance and found that depending upon the mdcmeasure, self-regulation,
self-efficacy, and test anxiety were the best mteds of academic performance.
The researchers administered the Motivated Stegefgir Learning Questionnaire
(MSLQ) to 173 seventh grade students from eighers@ and seven English classes
from a predominantly Caucasian, middle-class, snwty school district in
southeastern Michigan. The sample consisted of difl® (57.8 percent) and 73
boys (42.2 percent); their mean age was 12 ¥z y#drsPintrich & DeGroot (1990)
used zero-order correlations to examine the relakips between the motivational
and self-regulated learning variables and foundtiigher levels of self-efficacy and
intrinsic value were correlated with higher levefscognitive strategy use and self-
regulation. Test anxiety was not correlated withgrative strategy use. The
researchers then utilized a multivariate analysi€avariance (MANCOVA) and
found that cognitive strategy use and self-regoiatvere correlated with each other
and could be used as dependent variables with pgbievement as the covariate.
Univariate tests showed prior achievement as aifgignt predictor of self-
regulation, but not cognitive strategy use. Howeter self-efficacy and intrinsic
value, univariate and multivariate tests revealeth lmotivational orientations to be
significant predictors of both cognitive strateggewand self-regulation. Test anxiety

was not significant at the univariate or multivegialevel. When examining

118



correlations between these motivational orientatiand academic classroom
performance, the researchers found both self-fficand intrinsic value to be
associated with higher levels of student achieveém@&est anxiety was significantly
related to lower levels of performance. Additidpahigher levels of cognitive
strategy use and self-regulated learning strategezs associated with higher levels
of achievement. Students who believed they wepaldea reported more cognitive
strategies, used more self-regulation, and pedsistéasks when they were difficult
or uninteresting. This study was important becasedéefficacy was found to be
positively related to student cognitive engagemamd self-regulation (Pintrich &
DeGroot, 1990) and contributed to the literaturéhefimportance of self-efficacy in
academic performance.

Miller, Behrens, Greene & Newman (1993) furtheamined the role of
goals and perceived ability (perceived self-effigamn intrinsic/extrinsic motivation,
self-regulation, and persistence in college stuglenThe sample for the study
consisted of 117 students from two large undergrdwcourses in introductory
statistics and their participation was voluntarfhe researchers administered the
Attitude Toward Statistics Instrument, which is &item questionnaire designed to
assess student motivation, self-regulation, andseoperformance to participating
students.  The student motivational construattuded in the questionnaire were
student goal orientation toward the class, percendaility regarding statistics and
the perceived value of statistics. Ten additioteahs measured the extent to which
students used self-regulation strategies in thearning, such as goal setting and

monitoring in order to persist when faced with &ades. The researchers
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performed two sets of analyses: a correlationalysrs to examine the relationships
between the variables and an analysis of variandenaultiple analysis of variance
to examine predicted interactions between the bbasa Although perceived ability
was surprisingly not correlated with persistencthia study, it was significantly and
positively correlated with self-regulation straeegi(goal-setting, monitoring and
strategy use), which have been found to affecteagiment (Pintrich & DeGroot,
1990). This study was important in the perceivbdita (perceived self-efficacy)
literature because perceived ability was not sigaiftly correlated with persistence,
which is contrary to Bandura’s (1982) self-efficabgory. Miller, Behrens, Greene
& Newman, (1993) suggested that in certain learnsiations, like college
classrooms, persistence may be more influencedh®r onotivational factors, such
as goal orientation and intrinsic/extrinsic motiwat rather than perceived ability.
This finding showed that more research was needeéxamine the affect of
perceived ability upon persistence and that fuitoelies should also include other
motivational variables as predictors.

In a later study, Greene & Miller (1996) examirtee relationship between
goal orientation, perceived ability and cognitivengagement upon course
achievement in college students. The final samoplesisted of 104 students from
four sections of an educational psychology clasg th required in a teaching
program at a university in the Midsouth; 75 percerte females; 25 percent were
males; 90 percent identified themselves as Cautaara the study did not indicate
the ethnicities of the remaining 10 percent of stid. A revised form of the

Motivation and Strategy Use Survey, developed bgeGe & Miller (1993) was
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administered to the classes and was designed teumeeéearning goal orientation,
performance goal orientation, perceived ability,amagful cognitive engagement,
and shallow cognitive engagement. The researcheasnined the relationships
between the variables using Pearson product momemelations to determine
whether the theoretical predictions could be sujggor In regards to perceived self-
efficacy, the results confirmed the strong relaglup between perceived ability and
cognitive engagement, similar to that found in pras studies (Pintrich & DeGroot,
1990; Miller, Behrens, Greene & Newman, 1993). cBption of ability was also
found to have a significant correlation with studeeshievement as measured by
midterm exam score, accounting for 7 percent ofwigance. They also found a
high positive relationship between learning goaéemtation and perceived ability.
The researchers conducted a path analysis in todest two versions of a causal
model and found that both perceived ability andrnesy goal orientation influence
cognitive engagement and achievement. Howevernigwaeiment was affected by
meaningful cognitive engagement activities. Thiglg was important because it not
only confirmed past findings concerning the sigmafit relationships between
perceived ability and cognitive engagement, bualgo suggested a causal link
between the two. The researchers also suggestetlitre research should examine
whether other variables outside the model conteildot the variance in cognitive
engagement and student achievement (Greene & MiB£6).

Also in 1996, Greene & Miller conducted anotherdstwith others, in which
they examined correlations and the predictability learning goals, future

consequences, pleasing others, and perceived yabifit cognitive engagement
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measures (self-regulation, strategy use, effort gedsistence) and student
achievement as measured by percentage grade fosetihester (Miller, Greene,
Montalvo, Ravindran & Nichols, 1996). The samptmsisted of 288 high school
student volunteers from a large, middle class sadouhigh school in the Midsouth,
including tenth through twelfth graders enrolled (®Beometry, Algebra II,
Trigonometry, Pre-Calculus, and Advanced Placen@aitulus, and taught by six
different teachers. It included 102 tenth grad8®seleventh graders and 88 twelfth
graders; 144 males and 144 females. The researclueninistered the Attitude
Toward Mathematics Survey during the last weekabibs!, which was designed to
measure goals, perceived ability, self-regulatiomd acognitive strategy use,
persistence, and effort. They added new itemsdasore pleasing the teacher and
pleasing the family. The researchers ran meansdatd deviations, correlations,
and multiple regressions on the data. Perceivédyalvas most strongly correlated
with learning goals and somewhat with future congeges and performance goals.
Both learning goals and perceived ability were teglato cognitive engagement,
effort, and persistence. This study was of imputabecause of the introduction of
additional motivational factors that were related dognitive engagement and
achievement for future research (Miller, GreenenMtvo, Ravindran & Nichols,
1996).
Self-Efficacy Studies in the Student-Athlete Pdpmria

Self-efficacy has also been examined within thertsgmvironment for
student-athletes (Duda & Nicholls, 1992; Ommund&eRedersen, 1999; Ryska,

2002; Ryska & Vestal, 2004; Skjesol & Halvari, 20@agoien & Halvari, 2005).
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Duda & Nicholls (1992) examined achievement motorain academics and sport
of high school students. Specifically, the resears studied the relationships
between goal orientation, perceived ability andrimsic satisfaction on both
academic and sport tasks. They also examined ehélese same relationships
existed across domains of academics and sport.stlidg’s sample consisted of 207
high school students from a large city in the Midtvgopulation of 200,000). Of
the sample, 99 were males and 108 were femaleg@eBc@nt were tenth graders and
93.7 percent were eleventh graders; their meanveage 15.1 years; 70 percent
identified themselves as Caucasian; 22 percentfasaA American; 3 percent as
Hispanic; 2 percent as Asian American; and 2 pérthrknown; 23 percent were
involved in interscholastic or community-based teab® percent reported they had
previously been involved with such teams, but o&sy longer; 18 percent reported
never having participated on these types of teafngained administrator of the test
administered a questionnaire and participants tleeorded their responses on a
computer-scored sheet. The questionnaire incladéemographic portion to report
sex, age, grade in school, race/ethnicity, and gadtpresent sport involvement. It
also included questions designed to measure goahtation, beliefs about the
causes of success, level of satisfaction and isttemaed perceived ability in sport and
academics. The researchers then conducted Pearsduct moment correlations
and factor analysis to examine the relationshipgsvéen the variables. Duda &
Nicholls (1992) found the goal orientation the smi$ adopted cut across the two
different achievement settings, sport and academtt@wever, goal orientation did

not correlate very well with perceived ability intheer achievement setting.
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Perceived ability did correlate strongly with imic satisfaction in sport, while goal
orientation correlated strongly with intrinsic sédiction in academics. As a result of
this situational difference, the researchers thenduacted multiple regressions,
separated by domain. The relationship held witlcggeed ability as a significant
predictor of intrinsic satisfaction in sport andthwvigoal orientation as the major
predictor of intrinsic satisfaction in academic3he researchers also found that
intrinsic satisfaction and boredom in academicsewsgnificantly related to goal
orientation while in sport they were more relatedperceived ability (Duda &
Nicholls, 1992). They summarized that academicsenso than sport may foster
intrinsic motivation, regardless of perceived abpjlibut that perceived ability was
needed in order to foster intrinsic motivation ipod. They recommended that
future research continue to examine achievemenivatmn and perceived ability
across the two domains (Duda & Nicholls, 1992).isT8tudy was of importance to
the achievement motivation literature because @ogaized the significance of
perceived ability to foster intrinsic motivation gport and the significance of goal
orientation to foster intrinsic motivation in acaadles.

In a similar study, Ryska (2002) examined the ¢$fed athletic identity and
motivation goals on global competence perceptiohstodent-athletes. Global
competence is perceived competence across numeoongins: sport, academics,
vocational and social. Ryska (2002) sought to sttite single and combined
contributions of athletic identity and motivationa@oal perspectives to the
development of global competence perceptions amualg and female high school

student-athletes. The sample consisted of 258 &ifjlool student-athletes from a
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public school in the southwestern portion of theitéth States and included 134
males; 124 females; 78 who played soccer; 68 wayepl basketball; 42 who played
tennis; 36 who played baseball; 34 who played ybBdi; their mean age was 16.72
years; 48.5 percent identified themselves as Carga23.7 percent as Hispanic;
18.9 percent as African American; 4.8 percent amm&merican; 4.1 percent as
Other. They also reported seasons of sport expmse and represented the
following classes: 16.2 percent freshmen; 22.7cq@r sophomore; 36.4 percent
junior; and 24.7 percent seniors. Ryska (2002) iadtered a demographic
guestionnaire used to collect the information abolve Task and Ego Orientation in
Sport Questionnaire (TEOSQ), designed to measutwidual differences in the

tendency to pursue different types of goal orieatatvithin the competitive sport

setting; the Athletic Identity Measurement ScaldMA&), designed to measure the
extent to which students identify with the athletite; the Self-Perception Profile for
Adolescents (SPPA), designed to assess perceiveghetence in the following

domains: scholastic competence, social accept@mizeompetence, and behavioral
conduct. The researcher examined means, standaiatidns, bivariate correlations
and hierarchical regression analyses for each efftlur perceived competence
domains. (Ryska, 2002) concluded that an athletetivational orientation

moderated the impact of his or her athletic idgntin global competence

perceptions. Athletic identity was a negative pred of academic, social and
behavioral competence among athletes who were bty low task in their

motivational orientation, whereas athletic identitsedicted greater academic and

vocational competence among high task, low egetabl Therefore, the quality of
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the sport experience may impact a student’s pezdecompetence outside of the
sport domain. This study was of importance for #chievement motivation and
sport motivation literature due to the implicatitmat sport involvement affected
perceived competence in other domains, dependiag the type of goal orientation
that one adopts.

Bagoien & Halvari (2005) also examined perceivedngetence in sport.
Specifically, they researched the correlations agnamvolvement in physical
activity, autonomous motivation, perceived sporimpetence and self-regulation.
The sample consisted of 231 students from an uppeondary school in Verdal,
Norway; they ranged in age from 16 to 31 yearsietheere 110 female participants
and 121 male participants. The researchers ad®iadka questionnaire designed to
measure involvement in physical activity (exerciggme-related activities and
sports); the Self-Regulation Questionnaire, desighe measure four forms of
regulation in Deci & Ryan's Self-Determination Thgo and the Perceived
Competence Scale for Children, designed to megsenaeived sport competence in
social, cognitive, and sport/physical forms. Thap descriptive statistics (means
and standard deviations), biavariate correlationgltiple regressions and LISREL
analyses. Bagoien & Halvari (2005) found that pared sports competence and
autonomous motivation were both significant in tiela to involvement in physical
activity. The best model supported involvemenplysical activity to mediate the
relationship of autonomous motivation and perceisgolrts competence. Therefore,
involvement in physical activities influences mation and perceived sport

competence and conversely, motivation and percespedt competence influences
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involvement in physical activity. This study wasimportance because it suggested
that involvement in athletic activities for thiseagroup had positive affects for
motivation and perceived sports competence. Atsatjvation and perceived sports
competence were positively related to involvementathletic activities. Future
research could examine motivation and perceivedpet@emce in sport for different
age groups and for different athletic populations.
Achievement Goal Theory

Achievement Goal Theory has emerged as an imporégpuroach to
understanding motivation and behavior in achievensettings, like in academics,
sport, and working environments. Two theoretigglraaches exist for achievement
motivation: classical and contemporary. Atkingo(1957, 1964 as cited in Reeve,
2005) model is the classical view of achievementivaton. He argued that
achievement behavior was determined not only bysomeed for achievement, but
also by one’s perceived probability of success garicular task and the incentive
value for succeeding at that task. Therefore, sin’s theory included four
variables: achievement behavior and its threeigi@s; need for achievement,
probability for success, and incentive for succélseve, 2005). He defined
achievement behavior as the motive to approachesscor the motive to avoid
failure. Anticipation of positive outcomes resuits an approach situation, while
anticipation of negative outcomes leads to avoidandtkinson also believed that
the possibility of succeeding or failing dependgwdmu the particular situation. The
classical model incorporated the concept of appr@oidance motivation and

sought to understand whether achievement behagveurs. Contemporary views of
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achievement motivation, on the other hand, focuswdry a person displays
achievement behavior and have just recently rerpurated the idea of approach-
avoidance motivation, or valence, back into the ehod

Contemporary achievement motivation is defined ahidvement Goal
Theory. The achievement goal construct was deeelop the mid-to late 1970’s
both separately and together by Carol Ames, Caroédl, Marty Maehr, and John
Nicholls (Elliot, 2005). Dweck and Nicholls devpkd two different perspectives of
achievement goal theory that have been influeniiialthe understanding of
achievement motivation today. According to Dwet886) achievement motivation
involves goals that are focused on competence afidedl an achievement goal as
representing one’s purpose for engaging in behawican achievement situation
(Dweck & Leggett, 1988). She identified two di#et achievement goals: learning
goals and performance goals. “Learning goals aadsgn which individuals seek to
increase their competence or to understand songetiew, whereas, performance
goals are goals in which individuals seek to gamofable judgments of their
competence or avoid negative judgments of theirpmience,” (Dweck, 1986, p.
1040). Dweck’s work focused on understanding a@reent motivation in children
and found that children of equal ability respondéifferently to failure on
achievement tasks. Some children displayed an tiadapnotivational pattern
towards learning that promoted the attainment allehging and personally valued
goals, attributed failure to insufficient effort,ncdh enhanced persistence and
performance. Other children displayed a maladaptiotivational pattern towards

learning in which they displayed helplessness,ibaiied failure to insufficient
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ability, and failed to establish reasonable, valgedls (Dweck, 1986; Elliot, 2005).
Dweck (1986) concluded that the type of goal oagoh one adopts could explain
the difference between the children in her studithwhose who adopted learning
goals producing the adaptive motivational pattearsd those who adopted
performance goals producing the maladaptive matimat patterns. Dweck &
Leggett (1988) specifically examined how the cagait affective and behavioral
motivational patterns of the adaptive and maladaptype followed directly from
the type of goal orientation an individual adoptBweck (1986) also found that
achievement goals interacted with confidence. d&ifoee, those who adopted
performance goals could develop adaptive motivatiopatterns if the child
possessed high confidence in ability or developntlaégadaptive motivational pattern
if they possessed low confidence in ability. Skédved that children who adopted
learning goals would develop adaptive motivatiopatterns, regardless of level of
confidence in ability (Dweck, 1986). Finally, Dwe¢1986) believed achievement
goals to be situational and thought that they coeMglain the reason why an
individual engaged in achievement behavior (EIR05).

Nicholls’ (1984) research also focused on childaed he believed that goal
orientation was derived based upon the developmieabnceptions of ability. He
believed that children do not differentiate betwaénlity and effort. High ability is
equated with learning and improvement through &ffdrhe more effort put forth,
the more learning and improvement, or ability, acgi However, by around age
12, he found that children began to differentiatéwieen ability and effort. High

ability is inferred when one outperforms othersle/hising equal effort, or performs

129



the same as others while expending less efforthis, 1984). Nicholls identified
an achievement goal as the purpose of achievememavior and that it was
presumed that the purpose of achievement behawasrtav demonstrate or develop
high ability or to avoid demonstrating low abilityin other words, in achievement
situations, individuals will either “desire succdssthe extent that it indicates high
ability or seek to avoid failure to the extent titaindicates low ability,” (Nicholls,
1984, p. 328).

Nicholls agreed with Dweck in that the key featofeachievement behavior
is perceived competence. However, he differedhim way he defined the two
achievement goals: task involvement and ego invobrd. Instead of a learning
goal, he used the term task involvement, in whichviduals seek ability by learning
or mastering tasks. Ego involvement, on the haras used to refer to individuals
who seek ability in order to demonstrate that oas tihe ability by outperforming
others, especially with less effort expended. Addally, Nicholls (1984) believed
task involvement to be related to intrinsic motiwatand ego involvement to be
related to extrinsic motivation. These goal statese thought to interact with
perceived ability, very similarly to Dweck’s condegf confidence interacting with
goal orientation.

Nicholls (1984) defined this concept in that indiwvals who were ego-
involved could select tasks leading to positivecoates (selecting challenging
tasks), but only if the individual possessed highcpived ability. If they were ego-
involved and had low perceived ability, then it ltblead to negative consequences

(selecting very easy or very difficult tasks). Kasvolved individuals were thought
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to select tasks that lead to positive outcomesrodgss of level of perceived ability.
Finally, Nicholls (1984) believed that dispositibrgoal preferences could predict
situational specific goal states, and goal stateseveonsidered cognitively based
intentions.

The two theorists both believed that achievememisgwere moderated by
perceived competence. However, while Dweck (198&)eved the adoption of
achievement goals to be at the center of undelstgarachievement motivation,
Nicholls (1984) believed the concept of abilityttieatablished achievement goals to
be the key in understanding achievement motivatdiot, 2005).

Ames & Archer (1988) sought to integrate the twpety of achievement
goals identified by Dweck (1986) and Nicholls (198#ecause the conceptual
relationships between learning and task goals atdden performance and ego
goals converged. (Ames, 1984, had also proposetetms mastery focused versus
ability focused). From this point forward, Ames &rcher (1988) coined
achievement goal orientation as mastery and pedocen goals in the literature.
According to Elliot (2005) this “brought more colms to the achievement
motivation literature and solidified the importanad the achievement goal
construct,” (Elliot, 2005, p. 56-57). Ames & Areh@988) explained that mastery
goals were those similar to learning and task gmatkat individuals are concerned
with this type of goal orientation are concernedhwileveloping new skills or
maintaining skills. They also enjoy the processeafning itself and the attainment
of mastery is seen as dependent upon effort. iPeafice goals on the other hand,

were those similar to ego goals, where an indiidgieoncerned with “being judged
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able, and one shows evidence of ability by beingcsssful, by outperforming
others, or by achieving success with little effo(Ames & Archer, 1988, p. 260).

Performance goal orientation values ability. Ange#\rcher (1988), like Dweck

(1986), also believed that goal orientation diftei@epending upon the situation.
Finally, they were the first to examine the inflaenof achievement goals in the
classroom context, which will be discussed morddapth below.

In the mid-to late 1990’s most of the literatureamtievement goals asserted
that mastery goals lead to positive outcomes, #nlsancing intrinsic motivation,
and performance goals lead to negative outcomeselils, undermining intrinsic
motivation. Reviews during this time period tendedocus on the main effects of
achievement goals instead of focusing on the iotema role of perceived
competence, recognized by Dweck (1986) as confelamcl by Nicholls (1988) as
perceived ability (Elliot, 2005). However, resdasuggested that although mastery
goals were linked to positive outcomes, performagmas were sometimes found to
be linked to negative outcomes, sometimes did rvehany consequences, and
sometimes even had positive consequences. Perioemgoals were found to have
some positive effects in certain types of achiev&noe competition situations. This
lead researchers, like Harackiewicz to questionuleity of the statement that
performance goals were maladaptive (Elliot, 200&)liot & Harackiewicz (1996)
further researched this by dividing the performagecal orientation construct in
terms of approach and avoidance motivation and @& the predictive
relationship of each with intrinsic motivation. &hfound that only performance-

avoidance goals undermined intrinsic motivation.
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As a result of Elliot & Harackiewicz’'s work regangj the importance of the
approach-avoidance construct in performance gdaerists proposed a revision of
achievement goal theory from a dichotomous mastemgus performance goal
comparison, to that of a multiple goal or trichotmma perspective (Pintrich, 2000;
Harackiewicz, Barron, Pintrich, Elliot, & ThrashQ@2). The three main reasons
they identified for revising achievement goal thearere: “(1) the importance of
separating approach from avoidance strivings; li2) unique positive potential of
performance-approach goals, relative to masterysgaad (3) identification of the
ways in which performance-approach goals can coenbwith mastery goals to
promote optimal motivation,” (Harackiewicz, BarroRjntrich, Elliot & Thrash,
2002, p. 638).

Pintrich (2000) studied the effect upon motivatiand achievement in
adopting the multiple goal perspective: both ngsend performance-approach
goals. The sample for the study included 150 sttgdi@ the eighth and ninth grades
from one junior high school in southeastern Michigalrhe sample consisted of 52
percent females, 48 percent males; mean age wdsy&ars old; over 95 percent
identified themselves as Caucasian. The reseandieccted data in three phases:
once at the beginning of the eighth grade; at titea# the eighth grade year; and at
the end of the ninth grade year. Pintrich (20@Dnhistered a revised version of the
Motivated Strategies for Learning Questionnaire I@% which was designed to
measure goal orientation as either mastery or pedonce. He also added the
following scales: motivation to measure self-eftig, task value and test anxiety;

affect to measure positive affect (happy, proud, fijpod mood) and negative affect
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(angry, ashamed, embarrassed and frustratedegyrad measure self-handicapping
and risk-taking; cognitive strategies (rehearsmgmorizing, deep strategy use); and
metacognitive strategies (planning, setting goaisnitoring comprehension and
regulating cognition). Finally, Pintrich (2000) llexted math grades from school
records. He analyzed the data using analysis dnee and Scheffe tests. Results
showed that both the original (normative achievenggal theory) and the revised
achievement goal theory were applicable to the ldpmeent of motivation and
achievement in school settings. His findings réagtdhat students who adopted a
performance avoidance goal were more likely to hamaladaptive learning
outcomes, while students with either a performaaqmeroach or mastery goal were
more likely to have adaptive learning outcomes famchd no significant differences
between the two approach orientations. Specific#llmastery goal students also
adopted an approach performance orientation, the not a loss in motivation,
affect, cognition or achievement. However, Pihtr(@000) did conclude that the
mastery goal orientation was still the most adaptifhis study is of importance to
the field of achievement motivation because it pded support for the trichotomous
and multiple goal orientation perspective. It atsofirmed Elliot & Harackiewicz'’s,
(1996) work regarding the positive outcomes ofizitiy approach motivation in
both mastery and performance orientation.

In the early 2000’s achievement motivation thesrigequently tested the
trichotomous achievement goal model and found stppfothe previous work by
Elliot & Harackiewicz (1996) and Pintrich (2000)However, results were often

mixed, with some finding mastery-goals as the npsdictive of achievement,
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while others sometimes found that performance-aagprgoals were more predictive
of achievement than mastery goals (Harackiewiczyrdda & Elliot, 1998;
Harackiewicz, Barron, Pintrich, Elliot & Thrash, @) Midgley, Kaplan &
Middleton, 2001).

As a result of this work, Elliot & McGregor (2008pught to further split the
trichotomous model into a 2 X 2 achievement goardation framework, including
mastery-approach, performance-approach, perforraavmeance, and introduced
the concept of mastery-avoidance goals. Elliot &3vegor (2001) identified the
concept of competence as the core of the achievegesl construct. They
proposed that achievement goals could be diffeatadi based upon how they are
defined and how they are valenced. Competencebeanefined according to
whether one has “acquired understanding, mastetaskaimproved upon one’s past
performances, or fully developed one’s knowledgeskils (mastery goal); or to
whether one has performed better than others (peafoce goal),” (Elliot &
McGregor, 2001, page 501). Competence (mastepedormance goals) can then
be valenced into whether one views the possibility a positive or desirable
outcome for success (approach motivation) or whiethe views the possibility for a
negative or undesirable outcome for failure (avoagamotivation).

Mastery-approach, performance-approach and perfaresavoidance goals
have been discussed previously. Mastery-avoidgoeés are focused on avoiding
self-referenced or task-referenced incompetenc@/hile mastery approach goals
focus on developing one’s abilities, personal improent, and mastering tasks,

mastery avoidance goals strive to avoid losing ®rs&ills and abilities (or having
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them stagnate), forgetting what one has learnedumdierstanding material, or
leaving a task incomplete,” (Elliot, 2005, p. 61)herefore, because of their focus
on development and task mastery, they can stildbgtified as mastery goals; but
because they also focus on negative outcomes,dteeydentified as an avoidance
motivational orientation. Examples of individualho are thought to be more likely
to adopt mastery avoidance goals may be the eldelyectionists, those who have
a bad memory and are concerned with not forgetithgt they have learned, and
athletes, students, or employees who have sougimaximize their skills and
abilities, but at some point feel they have readhedr maximum potential (“peak”),
and focus on not doing worse than they have dotleepast,” (Elliot, 2005, p. 61).
Elliot & McGregor (2001) tested and found suppart the independence of the four
achievement goal constructs.
Achievement Goal Orientation Studies in the StuBeptulation

Each of the different achievement goal theoriesh@omous, trichotomous,
and 2 X 2 framework) has been examined for its cedfewithin the learning
environment. As previously mentioned, Ames & Anc{988) were among the first
to examine achievement goal theory in education #rey did so using the
dichotomous achievement model. Specifically, thstudied how certain
motivational processes are related to the adomtionastery and performance goals
in an actual classroom setting. Their sample sbedi of 176 eighth through
eleventh grade students who attended a junior gjn/school for academically
advanced students. There were 91 males and 85lefenra the sample. The

researchers randomly selected four to six studeons each English, math, science
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and social studies classes that were offered priagssemester and administered a
guestionnaire designed to measure goal orientatiearning strategies, task
challenge, attitude toward class, causal attriloutjability, effort, strategy, task,
teacher), and perceived ability. Ames & Archer88Pran descriptive statistics for
each variable (means and standard deviations)-aréler correlations in order to
examine the relationship between each studenttsep&on of the classroom and the
individual student variables; and regression amalyt® compare perceived ability
and perceived goal orientation as predictors oflesttis reported use of learning
strategies, task choices, and attitude. Correlatimdicated that students who
perceived an emphasis on mastery goals reported) usbre learning strategies,
preferred challenging tasks and had a more posdttieude towards their class.
Students’ perceptions of performance goal orieoatvere not related to their use of
learning strategies or task choices, but they wegatively related to attitudes and
self-perceptions of ability. Regression resultevetd that perceived ability was a
significant predictor of learning strategies, tagloices and attitudes. Perceived
mastery goal orientation also remained a signitigaredictor after ability was
entered in to the regression and showed thatgtafsiance did not depend on the
level of perceived ability. The researchers alsan@ned group differences between
profiles of students by utilizing one-way analysévariance (ANOVA) and Tukey
Honestly Significant Difference (HSD) group compgans. Students with a high
performance-high mastery condition showed significdifferences on learning
strategy, task choice and attitude as compareduttests with a low performance-

low mastery condition. This study confirmed botwézk’s (1986) and Nicholls’
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(1984) achievement goal theory. Overall, the figdi indicated differences in
motivation between mastery and performance goahtation, and as a result, are a
useful way of differentiating between students’ge@tions of the classroom learning
environment. It also suggested that mastery goay be more conducive to
learning; in particular, students who perceivedrtblass as emphasizing a mastery
goal were more likely to report using effectiverléag strategies, preferred more
challenging tasks, and liked their class more. tBtgsgoal orientation was also
found to be a significant predictor of motivatiamdependent of perceived ability.
Finally, this study focused on the importance ofawis actually happening in the
classroom and how the student interprets it asdéterminant of goal orientation
(Ames & Archer, 1988).

Additional studies throughout the mid 1990’s faadison the dichotomous
achievement goal theory model, using mastery amfbipeance goal orientation as
predictors of academic achievement (Miller, Behrén&reene, 1993; Greene &
Miller, 1996; Miller, Greene, Montalvo, Ravindran Michols, 1996). In the Miller,
Behrens, Greene & Newman (1993) study, which wasvipusly reviewed in
regards to their examination of perceived abilityg authors tested achievement goal
theory within Dweck’s (1986) framework and confidn&earning goals (mastery
goals) as positively correlated with persistenag#rinsic motivation, and self-
regulation in college students. However, the netemas did not confirm the
predicted relationship between dominant goal oaigoh and perceived ability.

They suggested that future research examine cafkances among the variables
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in their study, but that achievement goal theory pgomising theory to be utilized to
understanding student achievement.

In the Greene & Miller (1996) study, the researsh&xamined the
relationships between self-reported goal orientatiperceived ability, cognitive
engagement while studying and course achievemertligige students. They found
both perceived ability and learning goals (mastggls) to be positively correlated
with meaningful cognitive engagement (self-regolatiand deep strategy use),
whereas performance goals were positively corrélateth shallow cognitive
engagement. In this study, unlike the Miller, Baig, Greene & Newman (1993)
study, they found that perceived ability and leagngoals did correlate with each
other. They utilized path analysis which supporteccausal model in which
perceived ability and learning goals influenced mmegful cognitive engagement,
which then influenced academic achievement. Ttdysalso revealed that students
who adopted a learning goal orientation used batammgful and shallow cognitive
strategies, suggesting that both may be optimaséoin certain situations.

In the Miller, Greene, Montalvo, Ravindran & Nickbl(1996) study, the
researchers examined the relationships betweenrategeals (learning goals,
performance goals, obtaining future consequendeasing the teacher, pleasing the
family, perceived math ability, self-regulatory iatttes, strategies used when
studying for math, and amount of effort and peesisé expended on a class) and
engagement in academic work of high school studehtey found that the adoption
of a learning goal (mastery goal), wanting to péetiee teacher, and obtaining future

consequences were all predictors of academic engage They also confirmed the
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results of the Green & Miller (1996) study in tHatrning goals are positively
related to cognitive engagement and achievementhws in line with achievement
goal theory (Dweck, 1986; Nicholls, 1984). Howevevo outcomes contradicted
achievement goal theory as defined by Dweck andidlli, in relation to perceived
ability. First, the theory suggests that variasian perceived ability should not
impact persistence when students adopt learninds,gbat this study found that
persistence was highest when students with leaigoads also had high perceptions
of ability. This is more in line with self-efficgctheory (Bandura, 1982), which
predicts that perceived ability is correlated wipersistence. Second, while
achievement goal theory asserts that students Wwgh performance goals will
exhibit their greatest effort and persistence wiheir perceptions of ability are high,
they will reduce effort and persistence when tpeirceived ability is low, this study
found nothing to support this claim. The researslseggest that the theory depends
upon which goal orientation is dominant for an indual. The results of this study
also suggest that in order for students to engageademic work, they need to not
only adopt a learning goal, but they also needeantrinsically motivated for the
task and to be able to connect short term goals latig-term goals (Miller, Greene,
Montalvo, Ranvindran & Nichols, 1996). The abovemntioned studies were of
importance to the achievement motivation literatoeeause they supported the use
of mastery goals in academic settings, in particmastery goals were found to be
either positively correlated with or significanthredicted engagement in academic
tasks, such as meaningful cognitive engagementinsic motivation, self-

regulation, persistence, and effort.
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Elliot, McGregor & Gable (1999) examined the redaship between
achievement goals and exam performance using itf@tomous achievement goal
model. Specifically, they studied achievement gaa predictors of self-reported
cognitive/metacognitive and motivational study t&gges and then tested these study
strategies as mediators of the relationship betwssmnevement goals and exam
performance in a college classroom. They condugtedstudies in order to research
these relationships. In study one, 164 collegdesits (56 males and 108 females;
mean age was 19.96 years) who were enrolled imtanductory level psychology
class at a northeastern university participateche Tesearchers administered the
Achievement Goals Questionnaire (AGQ) to the sttgléwo weeks before their
midterm exam and another questionnaire designedemsure study strategies one
week before the midterm exam. Exam scores wera@radat from the professor and
cumulative GPA obtained from the registrar. Theyized multiple regression
analyses to test mastery goals, performance-appmgaals, performance-avoidance
goals and GPA together as predictors of exam pednce and study strategies.
Then, they utilized stepwise regression analysetesb each study strategy as a
predictor of academic performance alone and alswraing for GPA. This first
study showed that performance-approach goals wesgiyely related to exam
performance, performance-avoidance goals were Nnegatrelated to exam
performance, and mastery goals were unrelated ameperformance. For study
strategies, mastery goals were positively relatedeep processing, performance-
approach goals were not significantly related toy astudy strategies, and

performance-avoidance goals were positively relamdsurface processing and
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disorganization and unrelated to deep processiwylitionally, deep processing was
positively related, disorganization negatively teth and surface processing
unrelated to exam performance. Disorganization vedislated as a mediator of the
relationship between performance-avoidance goats exam performance (Elliot,
McGregor & Gable, 1999).

In the same study, Elliot, McGregor & Gable (1999n administered the
AGQ to 179 college students (68 males and 111 fesnahean age was 19.81 years)
again, in an introductory psychology course two kedaefore the midterm exam and
the cognitive/metacognitive study strategies qoestiire one week before the
exam. Exam grades were obtained from the professdrSAT scores from the
registrar. Finally, the researchers conductedrees®f pilot studies designed to
measure persistence and effort. The same datgsasalvere used in study 2 that
were used in study 1. Study 2 examined mastes}sg performance-approach
goals, and performance-avoidance goals and SATescas predictors of exam
performance and study strategies. The resultduafys2 replicated and extended
those of study 1. Performance-approach goals wmsitively related and
performance-avoidance goals were negatively relateexam performance, while
mastery goals were unrelated. Mastery goals wgamaoositively related to deep
processing, but also related to persistence anortefdnd unrelated to surface
processing and disorganization. Performance-apprgeals were positively related
to surface processing, persistence, and effortubtelated to deep processing and
disorganization. Performance-avoidance goals vpestively related to surface

processing and disorganization, negatively reladedeep processing, and unrelated
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to persistence and effort. Additionally, deep gssing, persistence, and effort were
positively related, disorganization was negativelated, and surface processing was
unrelated to exam performance. Except for deepgssing, all variables remained
significant while controlling for SAT score. Digganization, persistence, and effort
were validated as joint meditational variables; persistence and effort awedi the
relationship between performance-approach goalsexadh performance; whereas
disorganization mediated the relationship betwesfiopmance-avoidance goals and
exam performance (Elliot, McGregor & Gable, 1999)he results of this study
confirmed the importance of dividing performancealgointo the approach-
avoidance motivational orientations. The study adentified several variables that
may mediate the relationship between goal oriemmatnd exam performance.
Finally, the researchers suggest that due to soosdiye outcomes of adopting
performance-approach goals that future researchlédtonsider how adoption of a
particular goal orientation may be beneficial depeg upon the achievement
setting.

Additional studies throughout the early 2000’s faomed similar findings of
the trichotomous achievement goal theory model upoademic achievement
(Church, Elliot & Gable, 2001; McGregor & Elliot,082; Elliot, Shell, Henry &
Maier, 2005). In Church, Elliot & Gable’'s (2001judy, they examined the
relationship between college students’ perceptaintheir classroom environment,
achievement goals, intrinsic motivation and gradkdgsroom performance in two
studies. The perceived classroom environment dedumeasures on lecture

engagement, evaluation focus and harsh evaluatiecture engagement concerned
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the extent to which students perceived that théepsor made the lecture material
interesting; evaluation focus concerned the degweshich students perceived the
professor emphasized the importance of grades arfdrmance evaluation; harsh
evaluation concerned the extent to which studeetsed the grading structure as so
difficult it minimized the likelihood of successfperformance. In both studies, they
found lecture engagement to predict mastery goaptaah, but it did not predict
performance-approach or performance-avoidance gdaption. Evaluation focus
was a positive predictor of both performance-apghmoand performance-avoidance
goal adoption. Harsh evaluation was a positivalipter of performance-avoidance
goal adoption, a negative predictor of mastery gadbption, and unrelated to
performance-approach goals. In the second study,résearchers also included
measures of competence, SAT scores, graded perioenetrinsic motivation, and
achievement goals. They found that none of thegdeed classroom environment
variables were direct predictors of graded perforoea but they did predict
achievement goal adoption, and then these achieweguals, predicted graded
performance.  Performance-approach and masterys goadre both positive
predictors of graded performance, while performame@idance goals were a
negative predictor. Additionally, each of the sl@®m environment variables
revealed a direct relationship with intrinsic mation, albeit, mediated by
achievement goals. Mastery goals and performappesach goals both facilitated
intrinsic motivation, while performance-avoidanceaty undermined it. Finally,

perceived classroom environment variables distallijienced graded performance
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and intrinsic motivation, whereas achievement geaele found to be proximal
predictors of achievement goal adoption (Churcho&$ Gable, 2001).

In the McGregor & Elliot (2002) study, the resders conducted three
studies in which they examined mastery, performapmroach, and performance-
avoidance goals as predictors of achievement psedeprior to college students
taking exams. Specifically, they studied the predn of achievement goals for
challenge and threat construal, challenge andttaféect, and grade aspiration in the
first study. In the second study, they evaluatedgrediction of achievement goals
for challenge and threat affect, absorption, pe&exicontrol, procrastination, and
calmness due to preparation. They also examireegrédiction of achievement goal
on competence expectancy, anticipatory test anxietyire to escape, ability-related
self-esteem, preparedness, and percentage of sioems studying in the third study.
Overall, the researchers found mastery goals tgpdmgtive predictors of early
preparation and time spent studying well aheadh@feixam, and negative predictors
of percentage of time spent studying the day ofetk@m and desire to escape the
exam. Performance-approach goals were positivelgtad to the percentage of
hours spent studying the weekend before the exathnagative predictors of time
spent studying the day of the exam and desire ¢apesthe exam. Performance-
avoidance goals were positive predictors of argicip/ test anxiety and a desire to
escape the exam, and negative predictors of abdlated self-esteem, and
negatively related to spending time preparing fa €xam in advance and feeling

prepared. McGregor & Elliot's (2002) study confeth the literature regarding
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mastery goals as predictors of positive learnintga@ues in both the dichotomous
and trichotomous achievement goal frameworks.

In the Elliot, Shell, Henry & Maier (2005) studihe researchers examined
the effect of achievement goals on performancenatiant and the moderating role
of performance contingencies in three tests. Padace attainment was measured
by the math subscale of the Intelligence Struciiest (IST), a German intelligence
test, in the first study. In the second study,wlsbal portion of the IST was utilized
to measure performance attainment. Performamceingencies refer to the
concept of instrumentality for future consequencéke third study was designed to
examine the role of performance contingencies anoderator of the effect of
achievement goals on performance attainment. ignstiady, the researchers utilized
a 3 X 2 factorial design with achievement goal {penance-approach vs.
performance-avoidance vs. mastery) and contingéraytingent vs. noncontingent)
as independent variables, gender as a covariatd,task performance as the
dependent variable. Overall findings of the studre that performance-approach
goals had a more positive effect on performancen thal mastery goals with
contingencies, but not without them. Additionaligntingencies did moderate the
effect of performance-approach and performancedavmie goals upon performance
attainment, but not for mastery goals. This stedynfirmed the importance of
dividing performance goals into the approach anddidance motivational
orientations and revealed that when examining e¢heionship between achievement
goals and performance, it is also important to mstded the nature of the task and

the situation (Elliot, Shell, Henry & Maier, 2005).
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All of the above mentioned studies conducted ingady 2000’s confirmed
not only the fact that the adoption of mastery gdadds to more positive learning
outcomes and is positively related to academiogperdnce, but also the necessity of
dividing performance based goals into the performeaapproach and performance-
avoidance goal orientation. These studies lentthéursupport for the trichotomous
achievement goal framework to understanding achiewveg motivation behavior.

As previously mentioned, due to conflicting resulvith performance-
approach goals and mastery goals, in particuldigtE2 McGregor (2001) split the
trichotomous achievement goal model into a 2 Xabnkework, with competence and
valence as central to the model. Specificallyy tlested the model in three different
studies examining motive dispositions, implicit dhies, and socialization histories
as antecedents to goal adoption and anticipatstyatexiety, exam performance, and
health center visits as consequences of goal amoptiAll three studies were
conducted in the college undergraduate classrodtinge Study 1 used a newly
devised achievement goal questionnaire to asse$s edathe goals in the 2 X 2
framework and was administered to 180 college stisd@9 males and 131 females)
in an introductory level psychology class. The emshers first conducted
exploratory factor analysis (EFA) in order to valid the four goals as statistically
independent constructs. They then ran descrigtaéistics and intercorrelations
among the achievement goal measures. The redulte dirst study validated the
independence of the four achievement goal constrametl of the 2 X 2 framework.
Also, correlations were found to exist between ergsavoidance goals with

mastery-approach, performance-avoidance, and peaftze-approach goals. In
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Study 2 the researchers sought to replicate tltkeniys of the first study as well as
investigate the antecedents and consequences pfiregldhe goals in the 2 X 2
framework. The sample consisted of 148 undergtadu®2 males and 86 females)
in an introductory level psychology class. Paptrits completed measures of need
for achievement, fear of failure, self-determinatiand perceived class engagement,
study strategies, the Achievement Goal Questioan&GQ), a revised version of
the State-Trait Anxiety Inventory, and self-repdr@AT scores. Elliot & McGregor
(2001) conducted confirmatory factor analysis (CleA)the achievement goal items
and comparative fit index (CFI) fit indices to evale the fit of the models to the
data. The data indicated that the four achievengodl measures represent
independent and internally consistent variables.

In Study 2, the researchers also ran descriptiggssts, intercorrelations,
and regression analyses. Results revealed sewedictors for goal orientation
adoption.  Overall need for achievement, self-cheteation, and perceived
classroom engagement were found to be positiveigioed of mastery-approach
goals. Fear of failure and perceived classroomagagent were found to be
positive predictors of mastery-avoidance goals, leviself-determination was a
negative predictor of mastery-avoidance goals. r@lvaeed for achievement, fear
of failure, and SAT scores were positive predictorperformance-approach goals.
Fear of failure was also found to be a positivedjater of performance-avoidance
goals, but self-determination, and SAT scores waegative predictors of
performance-avoidance goals. Regarding achieveguals as predictors, mastery-

approach goals were a positive predictor of deeggssing, while performance-
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avoidance goals were a negative predictor. On dtier hand, performance-
approach and performance-avoidance goals were faubeé positive predictors of
surface processing strategies. Both mastery-amoedand performance-avoidance
goals were a positive predictor of disorganizatioRerformance-avoidance and
mastery-avoidance goals were positively relatedrtticipatory trait anxiety, worry,
and emotionality. The results related to mastegidance goals were important in
validating the 2 X 2 model in which mastery avoidaugoal orientation was found to
be grounded in fear of failure, low self-determioaf and high perceived class
engagement; and was a positive predictor of disozgd studying, state-trait
anxiety, worry, and emotionality (Elliot & McGregd2001).

In Study 3, the researchers again examined therigiége statistics and
intercorrelations among the four achievement gaahbles, but also studied implicit
theories (entity theory and incremental theory) aswtialization histories as
antecedents and health center visits as conseq@&fcachievement goals. The
sample consisted of 182 (65 males and 117 femafedgrgraduate college students
in an introductory level psychology class. Paptacits completed the implicit theory,
parental socialization, and identification measward reported SAT scores. They
also completed a competence valuation measure hadAchievement Goal
Questionnaire (AGQ). Exam scores were obtainech fitee professor at the end of
the semester and health center visit informatiors watained from university
records. The researchers ran descriptive statigediabilities, and intercorrelations
among the achievement goal measures and dataroedfithe results of Study 2.

They then conducted regression analyses in orderevauate predictors of
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achievement goals. Competence valuation was foorize a positive predictor of
mastery-approach goals; entity theory, competeneduation, and parental
socialization analyses (mother's and father's negateedback and worry) were
positive predictors of mastery-avoidance goals,evimcremental theory was found
to be a negative predictor of mastery-avoidancdsgoin regards to performance-
approach goals, parental socialization (mother fatiter conditional approval) and
competence valuation were found to be positive iptes. In regards to
performance-avoidance goals, entity theory, palestaialization (mother's and
father's negative feedback and worry) and competevaluation were positive
predictors of performance-avoidance goals, whileTS#cores were negative
predictors. Regression analyses were also comditietevaluate achievement goals
as predictor variables and found that performamgeaach goals were a positive
predictor of exam performance, while performancei@ance goals were a negative
predictor of exam performance. Mastery-approadcisgoere a negative predictor
of health center visits, while performance-avoidagoals were a positive predictor.
The antecedent and consequences of adopting masteidance goals indicated that
the goals were grounded in entity theory, motharid father’s negative feedback,
mother and father worry induction, and competeradaation and were not negative
predictors of exam performance nor positive predscbf health center visits. The
results of the three studies confirmed the antadsdend consequences for mastery-
avoidance goals, validated the use of the 2 X ghémmork in achievement goal
theory, and defined competence and valence asutidamental dimensions of the

theory (Elliot & McGregor, 2001).
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Although studies continued to use the trichotomaghievement model
throughout the early to mid-2000’s, concurrent &sicbn the 2 X 2 framework were
also being conducted during this time period an@upghout the later 2000’s to
confirm its use for achievement goal theory (Vanehgm, 2003, 2006; Sideridis,
2007; Van Yperen, Elliot & Anseel, 2009).

Van Yperen (2006) examined individuals’ dominanhiagement goals in
two studies based upon Elliot & McGregor's (2001)X22 achievement goal
framework. Specifically, the researcher soughtshow that people do have a
dominant achievement goal and each of the achievegoals has a distinct profile
of the individual who adopts them. In the firsudt, Van Yperen (2006)
administered questionnaires to freshmen enrolle@ ipsychology program at a
university in the Netherlands. The sample congiste333 students (25.2 percent
males and 74.8 percent females); and mean age WAsg/dars. He administered a
six-item, round robin, questionnaire that forcediwduals to choose a particular
achievement goal when compared to others. It vessgded specifically for this
study and was different from other measures thae heeen used for achievement
goals. He defined performance based goals as-mfexenced or related to the
outcomes of others, while mastery goals were ddfageself-referenced. In the first
study, the researcher found that 83.8 percent dviohuals indicated they had a
dominant achievement goal. He assessed the ftigwament constructs using the
Achievement Goal Questionnaire (AGQ), and also mmesk the need for
achievement, generalized self-efficacy, affectiviperfectionism, and academic

motivation in the study. In the second study, shenple consisted of 279 college
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students from a university in the Netherlands; 46@homores and 170 juniors; 56.3
percent males and 43.7 percent females; and meawag 21.4 years. Van Yperen
(2006) utilized the same measure to evaluate darhiaehievement goal and found
that 86.4 percent of the sample identified a domtirechievement goal. He also
measured perceived competence, interest, and gpetémmance. In both studies,
he found that the majority of individuals preferradnastery-approach goal, while
one-third preferred a mastery-avoidance goal. bdin studies descriptive statistics
(means and standard deviations), correlation, plaltianalysis of variance
(MANOVA), and Tukey procedure were used to anatygedata. In study one, the
researcher found that dominant mastery-approacls geere associated with only
positively valences, including need for achievemegeneralized self-efficacy,
positive affectivity, self-oriented perfectionisrand intrinsic motivation. On the
other hand, performance-avoidance goals were fdande associated with only
negatively valenced variables, including avoidaodgentation, negative affectivity,
socially prescribed perfectionism, extrinsic motivsa and amotivation.
Performance-approach goals scores were high foh Ipatsitive and negative
variables, whereas mastery-avoidance goals wereofowoth positive and negative
variables. Study 2 found that individuals with amdnant performance-approach
goal scored high on perceived competence and gnaelddrmance, while mastery-
approach dominant individuals were high in interestd performance-avoidance
dominant individuals were low on interest. Thisudst is consistent with
achievement goal theory in “that mastery-approaohlgy are the ideal from of

competence-based regulation, whereas performaraideance goals are considered
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the most deleterious form,” (Van Yperen, 2006, §42). Because performance-
approach goals were found to be related to botliipesand negative outcomes and
mastery-avoidance goals were more negative thatenyeepproach goals, but more
positive than performance-avoidance goals, theystldo supported the 2 X 2
framework designed by Elliot & McGregor (2001).

In light of the identification of éhmastery-avoidance goal orientation,
Sideridis (2007) examined the regulation of mastangidance goals in regard to
persistence, affect, and arousal in two studiesoliege students. Specifically, he
studied the regulation of affect from adopting astegy-avoidance goal and then
compared that regulation to the one reflecting ergsapproach, performance-
approach, and performance avoidance goal orientatithe first study. The sample
consisted of 96 second to fourth year college stisle?0 males and 76 females.
Students completed measures of anxiety, goal atient and positive and negative
affect before a final exam on psychology statistiésixiety was measured using the
Competitive State Anxiety Inventory and adaptedstatistics. Affect was measured
using an extended version of the Positive and Negakffect Schedule. Goal
orientation was measured using a modified versidallmt & McGregor’s (2001) 2
X 2 framework. Sideridis (2007) analyzed the dasang descriptive statistics
(means and standard deviations), correlation, amadiliple linear regression for the
prediction of the affective variables and lineambinations of goal orientation.
Results from the first study indicated that almlsif of the variability in cognitive
anxiety could be explained by goal orientation, s mastery-avoidance and

performance-avoidance were associated with moneifisignt levels of cognitive

153



anxiety and performance-approach was significandhated to lower levels of
cognitive anxiety. Overall findings revealed thatstery-avoidance goals were
salient in impact upon affective responses durimngssful times, as it explained a
large amount of variance in both anxiety and affeEhis suggests that adopting a
mastery-avoidance goal orientation may hinder alvidual from regulating their
emotions effectively.

In the second study, Sideridis (2007) sought tdicae the findings of the
first study and then examined arousal levels frolmpéing a mastery-avoidance goal
orientation when students gave class presentatibhis sample consisted of 70 first
year college students (nine males and 61 femalbe)were selected to participate in
the study because they were doing in-class presmmaas part of their course.
Students wore a heart rate monitoring device 15utasprior to the presentation and
throughout until the end. They also completed goi@ntation measures prior to the
presentation and affective measures both priomtb after the presentation. Goal
orientation was measured using the same questi@naaiin the first study. Affect
was measured using a brief version of the Posaive Negative Affect Schedule
(PANAS). Arousal was measured as heart rate peautaiusing the heart-rate
monitoring device. The researcher analyzed tha dsing the same analyses as he
did in the first study. Study 2 showed a positigationship between the approach
orientations (mastery and performance) with positiaffect and a negative
relationship between the avoidance orientationss{eng and performance) with
negative effect. Results of study one were corddnm study two, showing that

mastery-avoidance goals were associated with negatfect. While the first study
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found an increase in cognitive anxiety from seffae measures, the second study
found an increase in somatic anxiety from physimalgassessments. Overall
findings from both studies indicate that mastergidance goals have the most
destructive effects on student’s regulation of rthenotions across two stressful
situations: an upcoming exam and an in-class ptaBen and that future studies
should examine the causes behind adopting a meastergance goal (Sideridis,

2007).

Van Yperen, Elliot & Anseel (2009) also examinedsteay-avoidance goals,
in particular, but did so in order to evaluate thaifluence on performance
improvement in two different studies. Mastery-alasice goals were
operationalized as “to avoid doing worse than oa® done before” for the purposes
of this study. In the first study they examined #ffect of the four achievement goal
constructs in the 2 X 2 model to each other and gaal control upon performance
improvement on two sequential tasks. A verbal Iskiest was used as the
achievement task. In this study, the sample ctewsisf 115 college students who
were recruited during a first year lecture claspddicipate in the study. The sample
consisted of 52 percent males, 48 percent femalean age was 20.4 years old; 39
students were from professional schools in the &thds, with majors in
economics, education, health, and technology; 7hdtudents from a university in
the Netherlands with majors in art, economics, lavpagement, medicine, social
science, and spatial science. Participants coetpldte experiment at a computer
and completed two versions of the Van Dijk and d@g#in’'s Verbal Skills Test. The

researchers used a manipulation check to ensurgainiécipants correctly recalled

155



the achievement goal that was recommended to theed version 1 of the verbal
skills test as an indicator of performance andtthal score for version 2 relative to
version 1 to represent the degree of performangarowmement; perceived goal
difficulty was assessed by asking participantsate the extent to which they found
the achievement goal that they adopted to be (4) dificult to (5) very easy. The
researchers used a 2 X 2 X 2 (performance vs. nyasigproach vs. avoidance; time
1 vs. time 2) mixed analysis of variance (ANOVA)arder to analyze the data, and
followed-up with Least Significant Difference (LSB9sts. They also conducted a 2
X 2 ANOVA (performance vs. mastery; approach vaidance) with perceived goal
difficulty as the dependent variable in order tdedaine if the results could be
attributed to perceived goal difficulty. Van YpareElliot & Anseel (2009) found
that mastery-avoidance goals undermined performanpeovement relative to the
other goal conditions and no goal condition. Pennce-avoidance, mastery-
approach, and performance-approach goals all shosiedlar amounts of
performance improvement and effects were indeperafgrerceived goal difficulty.

In the second study, the researchers sought t@aéplthe findings from the
first study outside the laboratory, with a differepopulation and different
achievement task. They used the internet, witlo@ujation of people looking for
employment assistance and using a widely used neaahgompetencies task with
high ecological validity. The sample consisted 447 individuals; 47 percent
females and 53 percent males; mean working experiemas 14.87 years with their
company; and a mean of 5.9 years of experiencpefitent held bachelor’s degrees;

33 percent held an advance or professional degrekmean age was 36.9 years of

156



age. Participants were recruited from a websitea ajovernmental service for
employment and vocational training and completedemographic questionnaire,
then two parallel versions of an in-basket exerciblee researchersuseda2 X2 X 2
ANOVA again (performance vs. mastery; approachavsidance; time 1 vs. time 2)
and follow-up LSD tests to analyze the data. Talsp conducted a 2 X 2 ANOVA
(performance vs. mastery; approach vs. avoidandh) perceived difficulty as the
dependent variable in order to determine if theultsscould be attributed to
differences in perceived difficulty. The resultstbe second study replicated the
effects on performance improvement observed irfiteestudy, and extended them
to a real work setting. Mastery-avoidance goalsewshown to undermine
performance improvement relative to the other gaald no goal condition, while
performance-avoidance, performance-approach, arselemyaapproach goals led to
similar amounts of performance improvement. Agaim,effects were shown to be
related to perceived goal difficulty. This studyntributes to the emerging literature
on mastery-avoidance goals, in particular, thaty thee deleterious for several
reasons, now, including performance improvemenmn(Yaeren, Elliot & Anseel,
2009).
Achievement Goal Orientation Studies in the Stuédinlete Population

Work from achievement goal orientation theory iragemic settings has
been explored further in sport settings with yoatthletes, recreational athletes, elite
athletes, and college student-athletes (Halva®019991; Duda & Nicholls, 1992;
Roberts, 1992; Lochbaum & Roberts, 1993; Thoma&sklalvari, 1996; Halvari &

Kjormo, 1999; Ommundsen & Pedersen, 1999; Steinl&irgyer & Murphey, 2000;
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Ryska, 2002; Standage, Duda & Ntoumanis, 2003; @orilliot & Hofer, 2003;
Conroy & Elliot, 2004; Ryska & Vestal, 2004; SkjeésoHalvari, 2005; Conroy &
Coatsworth, 2007; Van Yperen & Renkema, 2008; Sigebtoll, Pescheck & Otto,
2008; Solberg & Halvari, 2009; Greene, Dillon & Mil, 2010). Research in sport
environments and with athletes has also been coedluon the dichotomous,
trichotomous, and 2 X 2 achievement goal theoryetsod

In Lochbaum & Roberts’ (1993) study, the researghekamined the
relationship between goal orientation and beliefscerning determinants of success,
competition and practice strategies, practice fsliand enjoyment among high
school student-athletes using Nicholls’ (1984) agcement goal theory framework.
In fact, achievement goals in sport have traditigranly been examined in terms of
competence alone as task (mastery) versus egmiipenice) goal orientation. The
sample in this particular study consisted of 29¢hhschool student-athletes (182
males and 114 females) from three Midwestern conmmesn their mean age was
16.1 years for males and 15.7 years for femalesjrasiuded 29.7 percent freshmen,
30.4 percent sophomores, 22 percent juniors, arfilgefcent seniors in the sports of
football, basketball, track and field, volleybaliaseball, softball, wrestling, golf,
swimming, cheerleading, and gymnastics. The rekesas administered the Task
and Ego Orientation in Sport Questionnaire (TEO®%Q)well as a questionnaire
designed to measure perceived causes of succaspetiion strategies, practice
strategies, practice benefits, and competitiorsfsatiion to the students in either an
activity period or a physical education class. yrhenducted correlations between

the variables with goal orientation and found digant relationships between the
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goal orientation and the beliefs and enjoymentoi@ct Correlation analyses revealed
task orientation (mastery) as positively relatedct@ach approval/effort, practice
mastery, skill/learning benefits or practice, aretspnal satisfaction, while it was
negatively correlated with practice avoidance, amatlerately correlated with team
effort/ability as contributors to success. Egoentation (performance) was
moderately and positively correlated with practi@eoidance, normative ability
satisfaction, and with the belief that chance dbates to success, while it was
negatively correlated with coach approval/effort ascompetitive strategy and
skill/learning as a benefit of practice. The reskars then conducted a canonical
correlation analysis in order to further examine significant relationships between
the goal orientation and the sport beliefs and yangnt factors. Two significant
functions emerged with the task goal orientatiorsifpeely related to coach
approval/effort, practice mastery, skill/team ernteament, and personal satisfaction
from competition and negatively related to practaeidance and chance as a
contributor of success. In the second functiomytfound that ego orientation
related positively to satisfaction in normative lipi demonstration, personal
satisfaction, and the social demonstration benefisractice, and positively related
to chance, social approval, and team effort/abdgya contributor to success. The
findings from this study were consistent with wddkind in academic settings and
supported Nicholls’ dichotomous achievement goaimework. Specifically, high
school student-athletes with a task goal oriemativose more adaptive strategies in
regards to their sport, exerted effort and penscge considered their own

performance important, and worked hard to enhahe& skills in practice and
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competition. Students who adopted an ego goahtti®n, on the other hand,
endorsed more maladaptive strategies, such as &hsocial approval as causes of
athletic success, practice as important for onlynalestrating superior athletic
ability, and satisfaction as derived from both-$elprovement and performance as it
related to others. They avoided exerting effod parsistence and focused more on
external sources of success (Lochbaum & Rober&3)190verall, the results of this
study indicated that high school student-athletageha goal orientation that is
consistent with their beliefs about causes of ss&ceompetition and practice
strategies, practice benefits, and enjoyment imtspo

Recognizing the importance of the approach-avoidamotivational
orientations in regards to performance goals, Hal&aKjormo (1999) examined
achievement motives, competitive behavior over tiperformance-approach goal-
clarity, performance-avoidance goals, and elitdgoperance of Norwegian Olympic
athletes. The sample consisted of 136 elite abletho were enrolled in “the
Olympic Top Athlete Project,” an organizational um Norway responsible for
preparing athletes for the Olympics; and represedi@ different sports (3 team
sports and 13 individual sports). The researclaérsinistered the Achievement
Motives Scale (Nygard & Gjesme, 1973); questioremidesigned to measure
competitive behavior over time and performance-aagh goal-clarity; the Sport
Competitive Anxiety Test; and observations of atdeactual achievements in sport
as defined in five performance categories. They ttonducted descriptive statistics
(means, standard deviations, ranges, and reliabjliiand observed that the elite

athletes in this study had a low motive to avoitlfa and performance-avoidance
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orientation. Correlation revealed that motive thiave success was significantly
and positively related with competitive behavioreov¥ime, whereas the motive to
achieve success and the motive to avoid failureewnot correlated with
performance-approach goal-clarity. The motive Yoic failure was found to be
significantly and positively related with perfornt@ravoidance. Both competitive
behavior over time and goal-clarity were signifidarand positively related with
sport performance, while performance-avoidance sigsificantly and negatively
related with sport performance. Overall findingdicated that the motive to achieve
success was positively correlated with competibebdavior over time, whereas the
motive to avoid failure was positively correlatetthwperformance-avoidance goals
(Halvari & Kjormo, 1999).

Steinberg, Singer & Murphey (2000) compared thea# upon motivation
when sport performers adopted a multiple goal ¢aitgom as compared to adopting a
single goal orientation. Because past studiesdead mainly correlational in nature,
the researchers chose to investigate the benéfasmultiple goal orientation within
a goal-setting framework, with participants assiyrte four different groups:
mastery-performance goal orientation group, mastgoal orientation group,
performance goal orientation group, and a contmoug. Seventy-two college
students (36 males and 36 females with mean ag20d& years) enrolled in
beginning golf classes were asked to participateintarily in the study. The
researchers administered the Intrinsic Motivatiomehtory (IMI) in order to assess
intrinsic motivation toward putting based on thragbscales (interest-enjoyment,

effort-importance, and tension-pressure); a sgbremeasure on persistence; and
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the measurement of two athletic performances. Taeglyzed the data using
factorial analysis of variance (ANOVAs) with repedtmeasures in order to evaluate
the intrinsic motivation, enjoyment/satisfaction, ffoet/importance, and
pressure/tension variables. Persistence was athlyzing one-way ANOVA and a
Tukey procedure. The results of this study mirstwdies in the motivational
literature which have found the adoption of bothfgr@nance-approach goals and
mastery goals as related to optimal motivation ollege educational settings
(Harackiewicz, Barron, Pintrich, Elliot & ThrashQ@). Participants in the mastery-
performance goal group displayed high levels ofrinsic motivation, task
persistence, and increased performance. Anotheresting finding in this study
was the fact that members of the mastery goal @ti@m group also demonstrated a
decrease in interest/enjoyment and effort/impoganglthough it is contrary to goal
orientation theory for an individual who adopts astery goal orientation to display
a lack of interest/enjoyment and effort/importanttes may be explained by past
research (Roberts, 1992). Students who enter aroenvironment that is
inconsistent with their motivational goals may @#ve a conflict and may not be as
motivated to achieve (Roberts, 1992). Therefoagti@pants in the mastery group
may have perceived a conflict in motivational goatsen they were placed into a
performance situation. As a result, they may haxperienced diminished
enjoyment and interest in the task. The reseasciisp concluded that individuals
who adopt a multiple goal orientation may be makely to experience optimal
achievement. Thus, because individuals had tHeyalloi measure their competence

from both the demonstration of superiority as vl personal improvement, they
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were not limited in their ability to determine thetompetence. Finally, the
researchers concluded that it may be more usef@xtomine the context of the
achievement setting, because the environment mgy determine which goal
orientation, if not both, to adopt (Steinberg, S&ngx Murphey, 2000).

Later studies in the sport motivation literatureamined whether goal
orientation could be transferred across differesttievement settings, such as in
sport and academics (Duda & Nicholls, 1992; Ry2k®)2; Ryska & Vestal, 2004).
Ryska and Vestal (2004), found that the type ofl goeentation of high school
student-athletes in the sport environment had &octebn their behavior in the
academic environment. Students with a mastery go@ntation toward sport
participation had the highest impact on academatesgy use. Student-athletes who
had both a mastery goal orientation and competiipezformance) goal orientation
reported the highest levels of educational goats aademic self-efficacy. In the
Ryska (2002) study, discussed previously, studeniguth sports with a mastery
goal orientation in sport also were found to pérsisdifficult tasks, choose more
challenging tasks, report low competitive anxidétgye higher levels of commitment,
self-esteem, and competence. They also were nkeg to utilize various learning
strategies within their sport. Students who adbpteompetitive (performance) goal
orientation in sport, on the other hand, basedr tbempetence in comparison to
others by trying to outperform others and demotssttiaeir superior ability. These
students had low perceived ability and were mdkelyi to avoid tasks, give less
effort, have higher competitive anxiety, and witharfrom the task for fear of

failure. Additionally, Ryska (2002), found thatident-athletes’ goal orientation in
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sport was linked to their perceptions of competeimcacademics. For example,
student-athletes with a high mastery goal orieotagierceived themselves as highly
competent in their academic achievement, while g¢hegio identified a high
performance goal orientation felt less competeradademics and social acceptance.
Differences in goal orientation among genders al®erged in the Ryska & Vestal
(2004) study, which may help to explain their tfensbility across academic and
sport achievement settings. Males and femalesgrdidf in the way they approach
academic tasks due to the nature of their compet#port experience. For example,
males believed that their skill and personal char&tics associated with their
increased competitive sport experience were entugine academic setting as well.
Females, on the other hand, believed that themeased amounts of competitive
sport experience lead them to be successful irt gpdrthis same strategy could also
be applied to the academic setting. In other womls increased amount of
performance on academic tasks would lead them tsubeessful in the academic
setting (Ryska & Vestal, 2004). These studies stbwhat the dichotomous
achievement goals found in the academic settin@ wkso found in the sport setting
and relationships were confirmed by theory. Furthieey revealed that perceived
competence in one domain may not only influenceat@ption of a particular goal
in that setting, but also across achievement ggttirFinally, different reasons were
found in males and females for the transferabditgoal orientation across both the

academic and sport domains.

More recent work on college student-athletes (Gzeddillon & Miller,

2010) has further examined sport and academic atadiv using achievement goal
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theory, self-efficacy and perceived instrumentalitiye recognition of the future
benefits in the activity). The researchers alsmlisd whether differences exist in
motivation for academics and motivation for spagtwieen males and females and
type of sport program. They presented their prelmy findings at the 1%
International Conference on Motivation in Porto,rtBgal in September of 2010.
The researchers operated within the achievemerdrdheal 2 X 2 framework
developed by Elliot & McGregor (2001) that includeslistinction between mastery
and performance goals and that competence canlbaced as either positive or
negative. Therefore, the theory asserts that iddals can adopt either approach or
avoidance goal orientation: mastery-approach, emastvoidance, performance-
approach and performance-avoidance. Greene, Cilldfiller (2010) sampled 271
college student athletes for the study. Particpavdre 63 percent male; 37 percent
female; 56 percent identified themselves as Caanas?7 percent as African
American; the remaining 17 percent were not idedifoy ethnicity; 83 percent
received an athletic scholarship; 17 percent regonot receiving any athletic aid.
Nine male sports and ten female sports were rempiesdan the study; four were
considered high profile sports (men’s basketbadisdball, football and women’s
basketball); the remaining 15 sports were consaikre profile, but the sports were
not identified in the paper. The researchers agpesl a survey designed to measure
six motivational constructs (academic and athletativation, mastery-approach and
mastery-avoidance goal orientation, performanceaggh and performance-
avoidance goal orientation, self-efficacy and peex instrumentality. They also

collected demographic information and attitudesstfdent-athletes towards their
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academic and sport status. The researchers ramferBoni adjustment to examine
differences between academic and sport motivatidreliminary findings were that
student-athletes scored higher on both masterypaniwrmance-approach goals in
their sport as compared to their academics, pezdeistrumentality was higher in
academics and student-athletes tended to adopemastoidance goals more in
academics than in their sport. They then condus¢parate multivariate analyses of
variance to examine gender differences for acadamdcsport motivation as well as
univariate tests as a follow-up. Preliminary fimgs showed that females were
significantly higher on mastery-approach goal daé&on, lower on mastery-
avoidance goal orientation and higher on perceimstrumentality than males in
academics; and females were significantly lowemastery-avoidance than males in
sport. The researchers also conducted a multteaaaalysis of variance and
univariate tests to examine the differences fohhgrsus low profile sports for sport
motivation. Preliminary findings revealed thatd#uat-athletes in high profile sports
were significantly more focused on avoidance maoiivathan students in low profile
sports. These early findings were important beeatleey provided greater
understanding about the college student-athleteulptpn, in particular, the
differences between academic and sport motivatgemder and type of sport.
Additionally, achievement goal theory, with the cept of valence, was offered as a
promising theory to be utilized further with theudént-athlete population. In
particular, the concept of mastery-avoidance goatsch has been explored very
little in the achievement motivation sport litenaty may be of importance to

understanding the motivations of college studehlests.
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Summary

While the NCAA academic reform movement has leadh® improved
academic performance of student-athletes as ewedelmg higher graduation rates, it
does not necessarily mean that student-athleteseasving a quality education.
Unfortunately, many questionable practices haveearin response to the pressure
created for institutions to ensure their studehtetiés meet the increased NCAA
academic requirements. These academic requirenasts serve primarily as
external motivators for student-athletes to remaingible and compete in
intercollegiate athletics, as opposed to fostennignsic motivation toward learning
and earning a college degree. The conflicting gipies of amateurism and
professionalism further add to the confusing messagjudent-athletes receive in
regards to their academics and athletics, partigula Division |.

Traditionally, much of the research concerning stuehthlete academic
performance has only relied upon academic meassueb,as GPA and standardized
test scores. Recent literature suggests that asadeariables alone cannot predict
the academic performance of student-athletes beddwey should be considered a
non-traditional college student group. Furtherntcadictory research exists
surrounding the predictability of academic variablparticularly for subgroups of
student-athletes, including minorities, males, atddent-athletes participating in
high profile sports like in football, basketballnch baseball. However, when
combined with cognitive variables, non-cognitiveriables have been shown to be

useful in predicting the academic performance oidsht-athletes (Sedlacek &
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Adams-Gaston, 1992; Petrie & Russell, 1995; Ei®edlacek, & Adams-Gaston,
1997; Garrett, 2000).

Research on motivation may be particularly usefsl e&a non-cognitive
variable in predicting the academic performancstaflent-athletes. It is important
to consider it as a predictor of academic perforredmecause the literature suggests
that motivational variables such as academic $btfaey and academic motivation
have been shown to be strong predictors of acadeenformance in student-athletes
(Garrett, 2000; Gaston, 2003). Additionally, thetivation literature identifies a
positive relationship between academic self-efficand academic achievement
(Bandura, 1996). Further, student-athletes haven b&hown to have different
motivational orientations and subgroups within #tadent-athlete population are
motivated differently toward athletics and acadeami@nyder, 1996; Simons, Van
Rheenen, & Covington, 1999; Simons & Van Rheen80p2Gaston, 2003; Gaston-
Gayles, 2004).

In addition to the motivational theories which haeen used, achievement
goal theory has been suggested as an area foefflekiploration in order to better
understand what motivates student-athletes to aeldeademically (Gaston, 2003).
Having a mastery-approach goal or a performancesaph goal in the classroom
has been linked to positive learning processes amadiemic achievement, while
adopting a mastery-avoidance or performance-avo@largoal leads to
underachievement and hinders performance. Likewiseyouth sports settings
students who adopted either a mastery goal or @pteuoal orientation in sport

were more likely to achieve academically and haghé&i educational goals and
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academic self-efficacy than those who adopted fopeance goal orientation alone
(Ryska, 2002; Ryska & Vestal, 2004). More recentli®s have begun utilizing
Achievement Goal Theory as a possible predictorcollege student-athletes’
motivations in academic and sports, but the ustheftheory to predict academic
performance, particularly with the 2 X 2 framewadhlas yet to be examined.

The literature in this chapter provided a framewdok future study of
Division | student-athletes. However, the curd@etature does not fully explain the
problem that higher education faces with Divisionintercollegiate athletics.
Division | intercollegiate athletics are highly ‘@essionalized” and often send
mixed messages to student-athletes about theira®la student vs. as an athlete.
Although student-athletes competing within other ACdivisions may have the
opportunity for a future professional athleticsesar it is a more likely opportunity
for student-athletes competing at the Division dele This is due to the highly
competitive nature, recruitment and awarding ofledith scholarships, and media
attention given to Division | athletics. Howevbecause so few athletes actually do
play professionally, there is the likelihood thaith@ut motivation to complete a
degree or an alternative career plan, some Divisgindent-athletes will drop out of
college at the completion of their athletic eligipi This group will neither
graduate with a college degree nor pursue a piofessathletics career. In order to
better understand what motivates student-athlatepetform academically, this
population needed to be studied. Academic selfs&fyy and academic goal
orientation may be able to predict their acadereidgumance. Athletic self-efficacy

and athletic goal orientation may help explain whstudent-athletes are motivated
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by athletics rather than academics. Additionallys important to understand the
subgroups of student-athletes within that poputattentified as gender, ethnicity,
and type of sport, also in relation to type of goaéntation and self-efficacy in both
academics and athletics. Administering surveyBitgsion | student-athletes shed
light on their motivations and allows their institins to help them develop strategies
to set and attain realistic goals. If these sttrdéinletes are able to set realistic short
and long term goals, then they may be more likelgttain a college degree and be
prepared for life after college athletics. Promglistudents with a quality education
that will lead to a college degree is one of thalgmf higher education. Higher

education and athletic departments can meet tme gmal for student-athletes.
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CHAPTER THREE
M ethodology
“Without a doubt, you can’t be a successful athletéthout being confident in
your abilities, knowing you're as confident as anye you're facing.”
--Dave Schutter

Introduction

The purpose of this study was to examine the acmdemd athletic
motivation of Division | student-athletes. In pawiar, it examined the relationship
of academic and athletic self-efficacy and acadean athletic goal orientation on
the academic and athletic performances of Divisimnercollegiate student-athletes.
In order to understand the relationships betweeweped self-efficacy and goal
orientation in both academic and athletic environteewith student-athletes’
academic performance and whether the variableselaeter as predicted by
achievement goal theory, a correlation design v&eslu Due to the implications of
the research on males, minorities and high prafpert participants it was also
important to investigate athletic and academic wational differences within the
student-athlete population’s subgroups of gendémiaty, and type of sport.
Therefore, to examine the mean differences betvgebgroups within the student-
athlete population, analysis of variance (ANOVA)sweonducted. Additionally,
multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was i#éd to look for any significant
effects. Finally, the study sought to determineadademic self-efficacy and
academic goal orientation predict the academicoperdnce of student-athletes.
Multiple regression was utilized to determine wieetlacademic self-efficacy and

academic goal orientation were predictors of sttxdéimete academic performance.
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The research questions guiding the study are kvl

. What is the relationship between mastery goal tatean with academic and

athletic performance?

Hypotheses

a. There is no relationship between academic mpaafgroach goal

orientation and academic performance;

b. There is an inverse relationship between acadermastery-avoidance goal

orientation and academic performance;

c. There is an inverse relationship between athletastery-approach goal

orientation and academic performance;

d. There is no relationship between athletic mgsdepidance goal

orientation and academic performance.

e. There is a positive relationship between athletastery-approach goal

orientation and athletic performance;

f. There is an inverse relationship between athletastery-avoidance goal

orientation and athletic performance;

g. There is no relationship between academic masigoroach goal

orientation and athletic performance;
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h. There is no relationship between academic masisidance goal

orientation and athletic performance.

2. Second, what is the relationship between performayeal orientation and

academic performance?

Hypotheses

a. There is a positive relationship between acatep@rformance-

approach goal orientation and academic performance,;

b. There is an inverse relationship between acaderaifomance-

avoidance goal orientation and academic performance

c. There is an inverse relationship between athletzfopmance-

approach goal orientation and academic performance;

d. There is no relationship between athletic perforceasvoidance goal

orientation and academic performance;

e. There is a positive relationship between athleterfggmance-

approach goal orientation and athletic performance;

f. There is an inverse relationship between athletecfopmance-

avoidance goal orientation and athletic performance

g. There is no relationship between academic perfoceapproach

goal orientation and athletic performance;
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h. There is a positive relationship between acadenmadfopmance-

avoidance goal orientation and athletic performance

3. Third, do self-efficacy and goal orientation vategcorrelate consistent with

theory?

Hypotheses

a. There is a positive relationship between acadeseilf-efficacy and

academic goal orientation;

b. There is a positive relationship between athleti¢-sfficacy and athletic

goal orientation;

c. There is no relationship between academic seléatfy and athletic goal

orientation;

d. There is no relationship between athletic selfeaffy and academic goal

orientation;

4. Fourth, what is the relationship between academhietc self-efficacy and

academic/athletic performance?

Hypotheses

a. There is a positive relationship between acadeseilf-efficacy and

academic performance;
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b. There is no relationship between athletic selfeaffy and academic

performance;

c. There is a positive relationship between athleti¢-efficacy and athletic

performance;

d. There is no relationship between academic seltafly and athletic

performance.

5. Fifth, because we are examining differences amamder, ethnicity, and

type of sport, the following hypotheses were depetb

Gender Hypotheses

a. There are significant differences in academic perémce of
male and female student-athletes with female stualitetes

performing better academically;

b. There are significant differences in mastery goaration of
male and female student-athletes with more femaldest-

athletes adopting a mastery goal orientation;

c. There are no differences in performance goal catet of

male and female student-athletes;

d. There are significant differences between male famdale

student-athletes in approach-avoidance motivatioth more

175



female student-athletes adopting an approach nimivan

academics and athletics.

Ethnicity Hypotheses

a. There are significant differences in academic pearémce of

minority and non-minority student-athletes;

b. There are no differences in mastery goal orieratib minority

and non-minority student-athletes;

c. There are significant differences in performanceal goientation

of minority and non-minority student-athletes;

d. There are no significant differences between migoand non-
minority student-athletes in approach-avoidance ivabbn in

athletics;

e. There are significant differences between minowyd non-
minority student-athletes in approach-avoidance ivabbn in
academics, with more minority student-athletes #dgp an

avoidance motivation.

Type of Sport Hypotheses

a. There are significant differences in academic perénce of high

profile and low profile sport participants;
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b. There are significant differences in mastery goargation of

high profile and low profile sport participants;

c. There are significant differences in performanceal gwientation

of high profile and low profile sport participants;

d. There are significant differences between high ilgradnd low
profile sport participants in approach-avoidancetivation in
academics, with more low profile sport participaatfopting an
approach motivation in academics, and with moreh hpgofile

sport participants adopting an avoidance motivatcgcademics;

e. There are no significant differences between higlfilp and low
profile sport participants in approach-avoidancetivation in

athletics.

6. Sixth, do academic self-efficacy and academic gwantation predict the

academic performance of student-athletes?

Hypotheses

a. Academic self-efficacy and academic goal orientafoedict the
academic performance of student-athletes, but hegehore so

than independently.
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7. Seventh, what are the relationships between thentmwoecognitive variables
of college experiences and academic support withvatmdn and academic

performance?

Methods
Rationale for Methods

Surveys were the primary method for gathering thta.d Survey research is
“a technique in which data are gathered by askuestjons of a group of individuals
called respondents,” (Ary, Jacobs & Razavieh, 2@0374). Administering surveys
for the purpose of this study was useful becauahkoived a collection of data from a
large group of people. Since this study soughirtly study a portion of the entire
Division | student-athlete population, it is calladsample survey (Mertens, 2005).
Additionally, the design of the survey was simplesdiptive, in which it was

administered at one-point in time to collect theadzeeded.

Correlational research examines how scores on twoaye variables from
the same group of subjects increase or decreas®ess on other variables increase
or decrease. It investigates how the variablesreleged and the direction of the
relationship (Ary, Jacobs & Razavieh, 2002). Clatren analysis is especially
useful for helping to explain variance; the proortof variance of the criterion
variables accounted for by the predictor variapkeschigan, 1991). The strength of
the relationship is measured by the correlatiorffoent. Another advantage of
correlational research is that several variablesbsincluded in one study (Mertens,
2005). Therefore, a correlational study allowed daploration of the relationship

between the predictor variables of self-efficacga@@emic and athletic) and goal
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orientation (academic and athletic) on the critenariables of academic and athletic
performance obtained from Division | student-atiet It also allowed us to explore
to what extent gender, ethnicity, and type of smunrelates with academic and
athletic self-efficacy and academic and athletialgwientation. It also allowed us to
examine the relationship between the non-cognitargables of college experiences
and academic support with motivation and acaderaifopnance. A correlational

study was also warranted for this research to exanvhether the variables correlate

as predicted by self-efficacy and achievement guadries (Mertens, 2005).

Demographic variables were also collected in otdezxamine whether any
significant differences exist between the subgroafpstudent-athletes on academic
and athletic self-efficacy and academic and athigtial orientation as a function of
gender, ethnicity, and type of sport. Analysisvafiance (ANOVA) can be used
when you have more than two groups to compare cenwyou have different
combinations of independent and dependent varidMestens, 2005). Therefore,
mean scores on the demographic variables as wel aglf-efficacy (academic and
athletic) and goal orientation (mastery-approaclademics, mastery-avoidance
academics, performance-approach academics, periogrev/oidance academics,
mastery-approach athletics, mastery-avoidance tathle performance-approach
athletics, and performance-avoidance athletics)bmmnised to compare differences
between the student-athlete subgroups. In othedsyd®NOVA can be utilized to
see what mean differences exist for males vs. fesnahinorities vs. non-minorities;
high profile vs. low profile sport participants;craited vs. non-recruited; starter vs.

non-starter; and full scholarship vs. partial sahsiiip vs. non-scholarship in regards
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to academic and athletic self-efficacy and acadeanmid athletic goal orientation.
Likewise, multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVY# used in the same way as
ANOVA, except there is more than one dependentabégiinvolved. MANOVA

then, can be used to examine the effects of thevatmnal variables on the

academic and athletic performances of studentiatle

Finally, multiple regression was used to analyzeetlver academic self-
efficacy and academic goal orientation (mastery@g@gh, mastery-avoidance,
performance-approach, and performance-avoidanca)d cpredict the academic
performance (as measured by self-reported cumalatwiiege GPA) of Division |
intercollegiate student-athletes. Regression aealare useful for prediction. While
correlation analyses can help explain the strenfjtielationships between variables,
regression analyses can help explain the naturéhaf relationship. Multiple
regression is similar to multiple correlation, anses values on several predictor
variables in order to estimate the values on armon variable (Kachigan, 1991). By
using several predictor variables, instead of s, the technique is designed to
indicate the amount of variance that all of thedprr variables explain (Mertens,
2005). Therefore, multiple regression analyzedwdilees of academic self-efficacy
and academic goal orientation (mastery-approaclstanaavoidance, performance-
approach, and performance-avoidance) to deternome rhuch of the variance of

cumulative college GPA was explained by these bt

Sample
Although Division | student-athletes represent thghest college level in

their sport, there are differences within DivisionThe top level student-athletes are
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usually found at the Football Bowl Subdivision (faerly known as Division I-A)
level because they are recruited with athletic kokbips. According to Ary, Jacobs
& Razavieh (2002), correlational studies do noursgextremely large samples. If a
relationship exists, it should be evident in a miatke sample size (50-100). For
correlational research Mertens (2005) suggests taB@participants; for multiple
regression Mertens (2005) suggests at a minimurpatfcipants per variable; and
for survey research at least 100 participants &mhemajor subgroup and 20 to 50
participants for minor subgroups. Since this stiztyised on the Division | student-
athlete population, more than 30 participants weseded in order to support the
findings of the research. With eighteen varial{@sademic self-efficacy, athletic
self-efficacy, mastery-approach goal orientatioadsnics, mastery-avoidance goal
orientation academics, performance-approach goalentation academics,
performance-avoidance goal orientation academicsasteny-approach goal
orientation athletics, mastery-avoidance goal ¢agon athletics, performance-
approach goal orientation athletics, performanc@eiance goal orientation athletics,
gender (female vs. male), ethnicity (minority vensminority), type of sport (high
profile vs. low profile), starter vs. non-starteéatsls, and cumulative college grade
point average to be studied in this research,aat 1270 participants should be used
for multiple regression analysis. With three maabgroups (gender, ethnicity, and
type of sport), each with two minor subgroups witthem, at least 300 participants
should be used for survey research. However, Isecae were interested increasing
the probability that statistically significant ratanships and predictions would be

found, a larger sample needed to be used. A repi@s/e sample from the
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population was used by researching intercollegaident-athletes from two private
universities sponsoring a Division I-FBS athleticogram in the Southwestern
portion of the United States, and attending sclthoing the fall 2011 semester.
Although the results of the study would not be galmeable to the entire Division I-
FBS student-athlete population, it was of intetesprivate schools in this division
and provided insight into this population for otmesearchers interested in studying
student-athletes.

The student-athlete population at each school stetsiof approximately
300-350 student-athletes. The entire group of esttsdthletes meeting certain
criteria were selected for the study (N = 678).e Btudent-athlete population was
classified by the university’s athletic departmastbeing on one of the team rosters
at the start of classes for the fall 2011 semeb®ng enrolled in at least 12 credit
hours per semester, and being classified as regigdgree-seeking students. A
response rate of 70 percent has been recommendedcaptable for research
(Mertens, 2005). With the overall student-athjgd@ulation at 678 student-athletes,
a 70 percent response rate would have yielded glesaof approximately 475
Division I-FBS student-athletes.

Data Collection & Procedures

Prior to conducting the study, the researcher obthilnstitutional Review
Board (IRB) approval from the schools during sum2@t1. This process involved
visiting each school’'s IRB website and or in-persdnnecessary, to obtain the
appropriate forms. It took approximately 3-4 weeknitially, the Director of

Athletics was contacted to obtain permission fag #thool’s student-athletes to
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participate in the study. The purpose of thisiahitontact was to increase the
response rate and obtain permission of participatar this study. This was
accomplished through e-mail and followed-up by aspeal phone call through
which the researcher identified herself, discugbedpurpose of the study, and then
requested cooperation. Contacting the Directdktbfetics put a more personal face
on the study and established trust before perfagritia actual data collection.

Obtaining permission from the schools’ DirectorAghletics was not very
difficult once IRB approval was given; however, adbling for the administration of
the survey was challenging and labor-intensive. stMaghletic departments conduct
team meetings during the fall semester as partiehtation for the new school year.
It was also beneficial to administer the surveythatsame time.

The researcher administered the survey eitherisepeor appointed a survey
administrator to the student-athletes through teaeetings conducted in the fall
2011 semester. The administrator explained thsesdrforms which addressed the
following: that the study is voluntarily, they mdiscontinue it at any time, and the
directions for completing the survey. The surviegk approximately 10-20 minutes
to complete. Incomplete or unusable surveys weaseadded. Likewise, those
student-athletes without cumulative college GPAs;hsas freshmen, were also
discarded for the multiple correlation, ANOVA, MANG@,, and multiple regression
analyses, but were collected for purposes of datbezi statistical comparisons.

Data for each variable were entered on a dataatmieform and then coded

for entry into SPSS, a computer statistical analysboftware package. Once
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instruments were coded and scored original sunsg @as destroyed in order to
maintain anonymity and ensure confidentiality.
Pilot Study

The researcher piloted the study with one of thi¥arsity’s student-athlete
population who attended summer school during thmenser 2011 semester. This
sample consisted of approximately five studenteddis. The researcher
administered the same survey to the pilot groupwdwer, they were also
interviewed and encouraged to provide feedback tallbe survey instrument
through a focus group. Participants discussedrstument in-person during the
focus group interview and/or on paper. Specificah comments section was
provided at the end of the survey, giving pilottggoants the option to explain any
problems with the questions asked and the abilityreacommend revisions or
additions to the questions asked on the surveye purpose of piloting the study
was to determine whether the instrument would leabie for the main study. The
survey was revised in two ways based upon theometendations. First, pilot
group participants recommended the Likert scalenbered one through six, be
ordered from “Strongly Disagree to Strongly Agre@stead of from “Strongly
Agree to Strongly Disagree.” They believed thisdeaore sense and was easier to
read. Second, the pilot group recommended rewgritito questions on the survey
in the demographic section, namely the wordinghef questions that asked about
academic classification and eligibility status nelude the phrase, “at the beginning
of the fall 2011 semester.” These changes madsesamd therefore, the survey was

revised accordingly.
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Instruments

One survey instrument consisting of five measurdn@ols based upon the
literature review was used for the purposes of shisly (see appendix). Therefore,
data was gathered from a demographic questionrnthieeMotivated Strategies for
Learning Questionnaire (MSLQ), designed to measgademic self-efficacy, a
revised version of the MSLQ to measure athleti¢-esfficacy, the Achievement
Goal Questionnaire (AGQ), designed to measure goahtation in academics, and
the AGQ-S, designed to measure goal orientatiosport. The instrument will
included a total of 52 questions and took approegal0-20 minutes to complete.
Demographic Questionnaire

Each of the student-athletes was given a demograypl@stionnaire included
as part of the survey to answer questions aboubtlmeving: gender (male/female);
ethnicity (Caucasian, African American, Hispanidiha, Asian American,
Hawaiian Native/Pacific Islander, Native Americald@®kan Native, Non-Resident
Alien, Two or more races, and Other); type of sgbigh profile — Football, Men’s
Basketball, Women’s Basketball, and Baseball/lowfig — student-athletes from
the following sports if present: Women’'s Bowlinjlen’s & Women’s Cross
Country, Equestrian, Women'’s Field Hockey, Men's\&men’s Fencing, Men’s &
Women’s Golf, Men’s & Women’s Gymnastics, Men’s &owien’s Ice Hockey,
Men’'s & Women’s Lacrosse, Men’s & Women’s Rifle, Wag/Crew, Men’'s &
Women’s Skiing, Men's & Women’'s Soccer, Softball,eMs & Women’s
Swimming, Men’s & Women’s Tennis, Men’s & Women’'sratk, Men's &

Women'’s Volleyball, Men’s & Women’s Water Polo, amMidrestling); academic
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classification (freshman, sophomore, junior, senidth year, post-graduate); a
guestion to control for first semester studentss(y@& no); recruited status
(recruited/non-recruited); athletic scholarshiptusa(full, partial, none); years of
eligibility remaining (four, three, two, one, nonajhletic performance measurement
(starter or non-starter), and self-reported collegeulative grade point average as
of the beginning of the fall 2011 semester. Fremtmmay not have a cumulative
grade point average if they did not attend sumnadroal prior to their fall
matriculation, but their data was still collectedr fthe purpose of comparing
descriptive statistics. Two additional questioreyevadded at the end of the survey
to address college experiences and academic supBpscifically, student-athletes
were asked to rate the extent to which they betidteir overall college experience
has contributed to their academic motivation. Theyre then asked to rate the
extent to which they believed the academic suppoovided by the institution
contributed to their academic performance.
Self-Efficacy Measures

Self-efficacy was measured using the self-efficabscale from the
Motivated Strategies for Learning Questionnaire (@% (Pintrich, Smith, Garcia,
& McKeachie, 1991; Garcia & Pintrich, 1995; Pintrjc2004; Garcia-Duncan &
McKeachie, 2005). The MSLQ was developed basech igoaial-cognitive theory
involving motivation and learning strategies. Thteeoretical framework
distinguishes the MSLQ from other measures of stskills and learning styles
surveys, which have been criticized for being atégcal (Garcia & Pintrich, 1995).

By focusing on motivation and cognition the MSLQ@alkddresses the research on
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academic performance outcomes. The MSLQ consistsmotivation section and a
learning section. The motivation section proposa®e general motivational
constructs: expectancy, value, and affect. Exgmest refers to the student’s belief
in their ability to accomplish a task, with two sghles directed at assessing self-
efficacy and control beliefs for learning. Gar&&intrich, (1995) defined the self-
efficacy scale as one’s expectancy for succesgymedts of one’s ability to
accomplish a task, and confidence in one’s slallsarform a task. The self-efficacy
subscale consists of eight questions. Items gedly scored on a seven-point
Likert-type scale, from 1 (Not at all true of me)# (Very true of me). However, for
the purpose of this study a six-point Likert-typmle will be used, so as to avoid
participants selecting a neutral middle option, athcould be considered a “cop
out”. Scale scores are constructed by taking tekamof the items that make up that
scale.

The MSLQ has been developed for college and julmigih school students.
It has also been used in different languages addfarent countries. In order to test
construct validity Garcia & Pintrich (1995) perfoeoh confirmatory factor analysis
of each of the items on the MSLQ. All of the itemsre correlated with a goodness-
of-fit test. The motivation item (relevant for nse@ing the self-efficacy scale
discussed here) resulted in a goodness of fit (GFIJ7, an adjusted goodness of fit
(AGFI) of .73, a root mean residual (RMR) of .0ndagenerated a X2/df ratio of
3.49. Goodness of fit values above .90 are mosgal#e, but according to Garcia &
Pintrich (1995), these are reasonable. The RM&tteptably low. A ratio of less

than 5 is considered to be a good fit between thsewwed and reproduced
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correlations (Garcia & Pintrich, 1995). Internaliability estimates also provide
additional support for the strength of the MSLQ seddes with the self-efficacy for
learning and performance scale at .93 coefficiéptha (Pintrich, Smith, Garcia &
McKeachie, 1991). Therefore, eight questions bagemh the self-efficacy subscale
of the MSLQ were developed for use in this study designed to measure academic
self-efficacy and are listed in Table 1 in the appees. Self-efficacy in athletic
settings was measured with a revised version otitjet questions developed from
the self-efficacy subscale of the MSLQ and aretish Table 2 of the appendices.
Achievement Goal Orientation Measures

Achievement goal orientation in academic settings \ieasured with the
Achievement Goal Questionnaire (AGQ) developed biptE& McGregor (2001)
and designed to assess the four achievement gaalsstery-approach, mastery-
avoidance, performance-approach, and performanmelawe. It consists of 12
guestions, with three questions to address eacievarhent goal. The AGQ was
originally developed based upon the trichotomousea@ment goal framework for
mastery-approach, performance-approach, and peafareravoidance goals (Elliot,
1999; Elliot & Church, 1997). In Elliot & McGregasr(2001) study they added the
fourth: mastery-avoidance goal orientation andetéshe 2 X 2 framework for its
validity in two separate studies. The researcliiess conducted an exploratory
factor analysis on the 12 achievement goal questiging principal-components
extraction with varimax rotation. The analysis Igesl four factors with an
eigenvalue exceeding unity, and the factor soluiccounted for 81.5 percent of the

total variance. Factor one accounted for 36.4grof the variance and included
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three performance-approach questions (eigenvatu8?. Factor two accounted for
21.3 percent of the variance and included threetangavoidance questions
(eigenvalue = 2.56). Factor three accounted fo® percent of the variance and
included three mastery-approach questions (eigeava 1.79). Factor four
accounted for 8.8 percent of the variance and deduhree performance-avoidance
guestions (eigenvalue = 1.06). All questions |laadbove .70 on their primary
factor (Elliot & McGregor, 2001). Participants'sfgonses on the questions for each
factor were then averaged to form four goal indexesl each index had good
reliability with Cronbach’s alpha at .83 or above all four factors. Elliot &
McGregor (2001) then conducted confirmatory factmalysis on the four
achievement goals and also found the four achiemengeal constructs were
independent constructs and internally consist€rbonbach’s alpha again was .83 or
higher on all four factors, as evidence of relidpil Confirmatory factor analysis
also revealed that the 2 X 2 achievement goal fraornle was a better fit to the data
than the trichotomous model. Therefore, the AGQ@edaupon the 2 X 2
achievement goal framework was used as the instrumethis study to measure
goal orientation in academics and is listed in &&bin the appendices.

Achievement goal orientation in sport settings wasasured with the
Achievement Goal Questionnaire-Sport (AGQ-S). TA8Q was revised for
applicability to the sport domain and designedgseas the four achievement goals
in sport: mastery-approach, mastery-avoidance,fopeance-approach, and
performance-avoidance (Conroy, Elliot & Hofer, 2D0& was based upon the 2 X 2

achievement goal framework developed by Elliot & Gfegor (2001). In their
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research, Conroy, Elliot & Hofer (2003) sought tmamine the psychometric
properties of the 2 X 2 achievement goal frameworlbe used in sport settings.
First, they evaluated plausible factor models of(AG responses using data from
Wave 1 to establish whether a priori factor modedamres is optimal. Second, the
invariance of the factor structure, stability oflividual differences, and stability of
latent factor means was established using tesksngitudinal factorial invariance,
differential stability, and latent growth curve nabidg. A 21-day interval was
selected for these measurements (Conroy, Elliot&eH 2003). The researchers
conducted a series of confirmatory factor analysesxamine the fit of the a priori 2
X 2 model against six other possible alternativedet® They found the 2 X 2
model to be the best fit for the data, with ea@mitloading significantly on it
hypothesized latent variable, and all standardipadameters for item factor
regressions exceeded .60. This model also achgpy@dhess-of-fit indices of .92 to
.94, exceeding the conventional .90 minimum cidtéor acceptable fit. The average
internal consistencies were .70 for mastery-apgro®2 for mastery-avoidance, .88
for performance-approach, and .87 for performanvaedance goal orientation.
Longitudinal factor analyses revealed that the rhadhieved a level of factor
invariance ranging from strict invariance (mastavpidance scores) to partial strong
invariance (mastery-approach, performance-approagrformance-avoidance).
Rank ordering true scores on the four factors giéldifferential stability coefficients
that exceeded the minimum criteria. Changes innnseares over time were also
minimal. Based on their findings, Conroy, Elliotkofer (2003) found that the 2 X

2 AGQ-S exhibited strong psychometric propertiesluding factorial validity,
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temporal stability, and external validity over a@dy interval. Therefore, the AGQ-
S was used as the instrument in this study to meagal orientation in sports and is
listed in Table 4 in the appendices.

As in the Greene, Dillon & Miller (2010) paper, teatements on both the
AGQ and AGQ-S were followed by a six point Likeypé agreement scale
(1=Strongly Disagree to 6=Strongly Agree). Theems measured the following
variables for both academic and athletic motivatiamastery-approach, mastery-
avoidance, performance-approach, and performarmdance.
Data Analysis

First, descriptive statistics (means and standiwlations) were examined
for the academic and athletic self-efficacy, acadeamd athletic goal orientation
(mastery-approach, mastery-avoidance, performappsach, and performance-
avoidance), self-reported cumulative college GPthletic starter status, gender,
ethnicity, type of sport, academic classificaticggruited status, athletic scholarship
status, and years of eligibility remaining scord3escribing the population using
these additional demographic data was helpful irkingaassessments about the
generalizability of the findings. Second, in order see if the variables were
correlated with each other, the strength and doecof the relationships were
measured using the correlation coefficient I. Fhee of the correlation coefficient
indicates the strength of the relationship, with +1.00 indicating a perfect positive
relationship, r = -1.00 as a perfect negative i@hship, and r = 0.0 as no
relationship. The closer the correlation coefitiés to +-1.00, the stronger the

relationship or the more accurate the predictiorertghs, 2005). A positive
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correlation means the variables increase or deerdagether. A negative

relationship means that the variables are invesseath other — or while one goes
up, the other does down. More specifically, theedation coefficient is a summary

measure of the linear relationship between pair@des of two random variables
(Kachigan, 1991).

Based upon the same concept, a multiple correlatioalysis is useful
because it examines the relationships among sevariables. In order to arrange
all of the correlation coefficients between eachr pavariables (Kachigan, 1991) a
correlation matrix can be used. A correlation ot was calculated for all of the
possible relationships that could exist betweermacac performance (self-reported
cumulative college GPA), self-efficacy (academid aathletic) and achievement
goal orientation (mastery-approach, mastery-avaidaperformance-approach, and
performance-avoidance), as well college experiemcesacademic support in both
academics and sport. All of these were then plactx the correlation matrix in
order to see the relationships that existed betwleewariables. This allowed us to
tell which variables were most highly correlatedhmeach other, which ones were
most highly correlated with each of the individwakiables, which ones clustered,
and which ones were independent of each other (§ach1991).

Analysis of variance (ANOVA) can be used wheasgnted with various
qualitative and quantitative predictor and critarivariables (Kachigan, 1991).
Specifically, ANOVA refers to a procedure for padning the total variation of data
into separate parts. ANOVA is conducted when oa® more than two groups to

compare, more than one independent variable, aadlependent variable. Because
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this study examined more than two groups (gendlenjaty, type of sport, recruited
status, starter status, and scholarship statuggerds to self-efficacy (academic and
athletic) and goal orientation (mastery-approachstery-avoidance, performance-
approach, and performance-avoidance), ANOVA walzeti to understand the
amount of variance both between and within the ggoof data. Further, ANOVA
allows the researcher to test the hypotheses dbeudifferences among the groups
using a ratio, called the F-ratio. The F-ratio uggoup means as a measure of
observed differences among groups. Variance betweeups is captured by the
numerator in the F-ratio, while variance within gos is captured by the
denominator in the F-ratio. As variance betweeaups increases, the F-ratio
increases. As variance within groups increases,Fnatio decreases. When the
numerator and denominator are equal, the diffeebetween group means are no
greater than would be expected by chance alonthe lhumerator is greater than the
denominator, a table of F-values determines whetiherratio is great enough to

reject the null hypothesis at a predetermined |64}, Jacobs & Razavieh, 2002).

Multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA), on tlether hand, examines
the combined effects of two or more independentabées on multiple dependent
variables. Multivariate analysis of variance wakult in an effect size, which is a
technique used to measure the magnitude of therdif€e between groups, or the
degree to which sample results diverge from thé lnybothesis (Ary, Jacobs &
Razavieh, 2002). In other words, effect size caruged to compare the magnitude
of the relationships various independent varialbl@ge with a common dependent

variable or “the degree to which the phenomenompresent in the population”
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(Cohen, 1988, p. 9). It can also be used to helpdeé whether the difference an
independent variable makes on a dependent vaigbBleong enough to recommend
its implementation in practice. Multivariate arafyof variance can result in main
effects or interaction effects. A main effecthe effect that an independent variable
has on the dependent variable, without the inflaent the other independent
variables. An interaction effect is when the effetone independent variable on a
dependent variable change at different levels ef sacond independent variable.
The following guidelines were used from Cohen ()3®8nterpret the magnitude of
the effect size: .01 = small effect, .06 = modertiect, and .10 = large effect.
Therefore, two MANOVA's were performed in this syud one to examine the
effects of key demographic and motivation variablesacademics and one to

examine the effects of key demographic and motwatariables in sport.

Multiple regression is useful for prediction andswsed to analyze whether
academic self-efficacy and academic goal orientaf{roastery-approach, mastery-
avoidance, performance-approach, and performanaielavwce) predicted the
academic performance (as measured by self-reportedilative college GPA) of
Division | intercollegiate student-athletes. Mplé regression analysis results in a
multiple regression equation. Kachigan (1991) meo@nds examining the beta
coefficients in the equation in order to determthe relative importance of the
predictor variables. The relative importance oé thredictor variables can be
obtained by taking the ratio of the squares ofrtlespective betas. The beta
coefficient, then determines how much the prediatariables account for the

variance in the criterion variable. It is alsofus®ecause it provides us with a rank-

194



ordering of the predictor variables as to theiruaacy in accounting for the variance
of the criterion variable (Kachigan, 1991). Foistktudy, then, multiple regression
analysis was performed on the predictor variablesaademic self-efficacy and
academic goal orientation (mastery-approach, mastavidance, performance-
approach, and performance-avoidance) to obtain lapheuregression equation with
beta coefficients. Knowing the beta coefficient®ach of these variables, provided
information about how much variance they accourftedin college cumulative

grade point average.

Limitations & Assumptions

While this study sought to be as inclusive of theidlon | student-athlete
population as possible there were limitations sogigneralizability. Inferences from
this study were limited to Division | institutionsAny inference to other level
student-athletes (NCAA Division Il, Ill, and NAIAJunior College) would not be
appropriate. A second limitation to this study wasat only private universities in
the Southwest region of the United States were kamip the study. However,
since Division | athletic departments share simmtagsions across the United States,
the findings of this study will apply to those irdsted in the motivations of their
student-athlete population. Additionally, privatstitutions will also find the study
applicable. A third limitation of the current sfudvas that Division | athletic
departments across the country differ somewhaheénnumber and kinds of sports
they offer, often in response to regional popwarfor example, in northern parts of
the country Ice Hockey is very popular and is aapthigh profile sport that the

current schools in the present study do not offetherwise, the schools are fairly
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comparable with others in the ratio of men’s andngo’s sports it must offer, as
well as participation numbers required by Divisibnmembership. A fourth
limitation of this study was that GPA was self-repd as opposed to being collected
from official university records. Finally, a fifthmitation was that freshman GPA
may be a less valid indicator of academic perforgeahan upper class GPA.

Two major assumptions of this study were that sspbrted cumulative
grade point average was a valid determinant of walestt-athlete’s academic
performance and that being a starter vs. beingnasterter was a valid determinant
of a student-athlete’s athletic performance. Iswabso assumed that if necessary, an
appointed survey administrator administered thevesurin accordance with the
protocols established by the researcher. A thasb@aption of the study was that
student-athletes would report their answers hoyestl the survey and that they
would answer the same way whether the researchiéh (Whom they may be
unfamiliar) or an individual from their school (wmothey most likely are familiar)
was the one to administer the survey. Studentshmag answered the questions in
such a way they are reporting what they think thenger should be, rather than how
they actually believed or felt about it.

Summary

Understanding what motivates student-athletes jsomant in instructing,
advising, and graduating student-athletes fromegell Moreover, it promotes
providing student-athletes with a meaningful andliqy educational experience.
This study sought to understand whether acadenucadinietic motivation could

predict the academic performance of this populatiofrurther, it sought to
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understand the differences in motivation which regigt between the student-athlete
subpopulations of gender, ethnicity, and type afrsp Finally, the study examined
whether a correlation exists between these subpbpns with self-efficacy and goal
orientation theory. Surveys and demographic datkeation of this information
shed light on Division | student-athletes and haglpletic departments identify those
student-athletes who are academically and/or athlst motivated. While all
students attending college should be motivateato a college degree, the fact is in
athletics, this is not always the case. If stugdhletes are unable to pursue their
sport at the professional level, then they nedaatee a meaningful plan to remain in
college and graduate so they can go on to becoosugiive members of society.
Helping student-athletes fulfill their potentialaaid be the goal of every athletic

department in the country.
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CHAPTER FOUR
Results
“As any athlete knows, momentum is the most unstabple force in sports. The
only way to stop it is if you get in your own wastart making stupid mistakes, or
stop believing in yourself.”
--Rocco Mediate

Introduction

The purpose of this study was to examine the awedend athletic
motivation of Division | student-athletes. In pawiar, it examined the relationship
of academic and athletic self-efficacy and acadeanit athletic goal orientation on
the academic and athletic performances of Divisimoercollegiate student-athletes.

The research questions guiding this study werelasafs.

1. First, what is the relationship between mastery| go@entation with

academic and athletic performance?

2. Second, what is the relationship between perforeaywal orientation with

academic and athletic performance?

3. Third, do self-efficacy and goal orientation vatedbcorrelate consistent with

theory?

4. Fourth, what is the relationship between academhietc self-efficacy and

academic/athletic performance?

5. Fifth, what differences exist among the studented¢hpopulation within each

subgroup by gender, ethnicity, and type of sport?
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6. Sixth, do academic self-efficacy and academic gwadntation predict the

academic performance of student-athletes?

7. Seventh, what are the relationships between thentwecognitive variables
of college experiences and academic support withvatmn and academic

performance?

The results of the study are reported in the falhgwsub-sections in this
chapter. (1) Comparative analysis of the two pavenstitution’s student-athlete
populations and the student-athlete sample on élyediemographic; distribution of
the student-athlete sample by sport and ethni@yreliabilities of the motivational
constructs; (3) descriptive characteristics and AMA® of the student-athlete sample
for cumulative college grade point average and thetivational constructs;
descriptive characteristics of the student-athkibgroups on cumulative college
grade point average, starter status and on thevatiotnal constructs; (4) correlations
of the motivational constructs and academic perémes; (5) analysis of academic
performance (self-reported cumulative college GPRa#d athletic performance
(starter status) of selected predictor variablestlmn student-athlete sample; (6)
description of results for each research questiod eorresponding hypotheses
tested; and (7) summary of findings.

Compar ative Analysis of Population and Sample

The population of prospective participants for #tady consisted of 678
Division | student-athletes attending two privatstitutions during the Fall 2011
semester. All student-athletes were required tendtteam compliance meetings

during August and September 2011, during which régearcher or her designee
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administered the surveys to those who volunteergdikie part in the study at the end
of each meeting. Of the 678 student-athletes, fiddent-athletes volunteered to
participate in the study for the sample. Of thisup, 65 more were excluded from
the study because they indicated they were enraileleir first full-time semester.
The student-athletes in their first semester ofega either did not report a college
grade point average or had only attended collegdansummer prior to their Fall
2011 matriculation. Academic performance could @tmeasured for those who
did not report a cumulative college GPA. Likewisag semester of summer school
was not considered a good indicator of academitopeance. This is due to the
following reasons: summer school is not considehedfirst full-time semester of
enrollment for matriculation purposes and it is allwvknown fact that student-
athletes who attend summer school prior to colimgériculation are often enrolled
in more manageable courses that may not necessaidlgct their academic
performance in college. Therefore, an adjustedptawmf 209 student-athletes was
included in the study.

Comparative demographic data for the overall saohple student-athlete
populations in this study are presented in Tallethe appendices. Distributions of
the student-athlete sample are presented in Tablesd 7 in the appendices.
Although more males than females exist within eadmool’'s student-athlete
population, more females took part in the survekewise, both schools consist of a
higher number of high profile sport participantsjt bmore low profile sport
participants volunteered for the survey. This banseen in Table 6, which details

the distribution of the student-athlete samplefgrs Of the 46 percent high profile
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sport participants in the sports of baseball, falbtmen’s basketball, and women’s
basketball, only 13 percent volunteered to takestitgey. Therefore, in regards to
gender and type of sport, the sample student-atipiepulation is not representative
of the student-athlete population at the two school

The population and sample also slightly differedswaith respect to
academic classification. The majority of studethietes in each school’s population
consist of freshmen. However, first semester stiedeere removed from the study.
The largest academic class represented in the stadyjuniors (39 percent), which
was the second most represented class in the aptmllation (25 percent).
Similarly, the number of student-athletes with fegasons of eligibility remaining
was high in the student-athlete population, buyVew in the sample, given that this
group also most likely consisted of first semesterdent-athletes. The largest
number of student-athletes in the sample were thdse indicated they had two
seasons of eligibility remaining. Otherwise, thedent-athlete sample was fairly
representative of the student-athlete populatiBoth the student-athlete population
(62 percent) and sample (73 percent) consist mastipon-minority, or White
student-athletes. The remaining ethnicities represl are detailed in Table 7.
Likewise, recruited status was well representeth Wit percent in the student-athlete
sample and 76 percent in the overall student-ahpetpulation. In regards to
scholarship status, the majority of both the stt@dnlete population and sample
were student-athletes who received athletic schiolps, as compared to those who
do not. The only variation was that more full delnship student-athletes were in the

population, while those on partial scholarshipsemerore highly represented in the
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sample. This is not surprising given that fewerlamaand high profile sport
participants actually took the survey, as theselavbave been highly represented in
the full scholarship category due to being footlstlldent-athletes. However, the
smallest number represented on both the populaimh the sample was those
student-athletes who do not receive any athletolseship. Finally, although not
determined in the overall student-athlete poputatid43 of the 209 student-athletes
surveyed (68 percent), identified themselves aartets” in their sport, the variable
meant to measure athletic performance.
Reliability of Constructs

Table 8 shows the reliability of each of the matignal constructs.
Reliability analysis utilized a Cronbach’s alpha fbe variables in each of the
scales. Cronbach’s alpha is a homogeneity measuithat it measures internal
consistency. The more homogeneous the measuregrdeger the inter-item
consistency (Ary, Jacobs, & Razavieh, 2002). Rebeas use Cronbach alpha when
measures have items that are not recorded as aghirong. Specifically,
Cronbach’s is appropriate when items on a scale lfeavange of values (Likert
scaled items). High alpha coefficients indicatbigh level of consistency of the
items on a scale in measuring what they are supptmseneasure. The closer the
coefficient alpha value is to 1.00, the higher tbleability. The degree of reliability
needed in a measure depends upon the extent th Widaesults are used. In other
words, the need for accurate measurement increasbe consequences of decisions

and interpretation become more important. Arypbac& Razavieh, (2002) explain
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that modest reliability ranges anywhere from .506@ The highest reliabilities are
at or above .90.

Reliability estimates for the motivational constsigvere moderate to high.
The academic self-efficacy coefficient alpha irstiiudy was found to be .90, which
is supported by the literature. Pintrich, Smitlar@a & McKeachie, (1991) found
the internal reliability estimate on the MSLQ suddscwhich measures self-efficacy
for learning and performance to be at .93 coefficepha. Sport self-efficacy had
not previously been researched in the literatuoe,was conceived using the same
subscales on the MSLQ as were used to measure micadelf-efficacy, but
guestions were revised to address athletic satfeely. Sport self-efficacy was
found to have a coefficient alpha of .88.

The AGQ was designed to measure achievement giegitation in learning
environments, so it was used in this study fordbkievement goal orientations in
academics. Elliot & McGregor (2001) confirmed 8 @efficient alpha of the AGQ
using the 2 X 2 achievement goal model. As seehainle 8 below, the academic
constructs in this study range anywhere from .788) fairly similar to the results
presented in the literature. Conroy, Elliot, & E0{2003) revised the AGQ for the 2
X 2 achievement goal model to address sport ssttamgl developed the AGQ-S.
They conducted test-retest reliability coefficieatsfour different waves and found
the average coefficient of .70. In fact, accordiadduda & Whitehead (1998) the
test-retest reliability coefficients for achieverhgoal measures in sport typically
range between .68 and .80. As seen in Table 8whele sport constructs in this

study had coefficient alphas ranging from .76 @. .8'he constructs were found to
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have moderate to high reliabilities similar to tugporting literature. Therefore, the
instrument used in this study was found to be bédia

Table 8
Constructs Reliability

Variable Cronbach’s Alpha
MapAc .80
MapS .76
MavAc 74
MavS .79
PapAc .82
PapS .82
PavAc g7
PavS .76
SEAC .90
SES .88

Note. MapAc = mastery-approach academics; MapSasteny-approach sports;
MavAc = mastery-avoidance academics; MavS = masteoydance sport; PapAc =
performance-avoidance academics; PapS = perforrapm®ach sport; PavAc =
performance-avoidance academics; PavS = perforraradance sport; SEAc =
self-efficacy academics; SES = self-efficacy sports
Descriptive Characteristics of Student-Athlete Sample

Table 9 shows means and standard deviations oGB¥® and motivational
constructs of the student-athlete sample. These then further separated into the
subgroups of gender, sport, ethnicity, recruiteatust, scholarship status, starter
status, academic classification, and years of neimgieligibility and described in
Tables 10 through 17. A one-way analysis of vax@gafANOVA) was performed to
determine the statistical significance of the mddferences on GPA, starter status,

and the motivational variables among all of thelshi-athlete subgroups, with 0.05

used as the level of significance for evaluating BaRatio. Although using 0.05 for
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multiple tests is over lenient and may possiblylat® concerns about Type | error,
the purpose of running twelve ANOVA'’s was for irdatial use. Those that appear
to have significant mean differences were furthgpl@ed in the MANOVA.
Overall the avoidance item means were lower tharother constructs.

Table 9
Descriptive Characteristics of the Student-Athfesenple

Variable Mean Standard Deviation (SD)
GPA 3.25 51
START 1.30 46
MapAc 5.23 .78
MapS 5.50 .69
MavAc 3.78 1.14
MavS 4.13 1.17
PapAc 4.74 1.02
PapS 511 .90
PavAc 3.68 1.37
PavS 3.90 1.37
SEAC 4.87 T7
SES 5.02 .76

Note. GPA = cumulative college grade point aver&JART = athletic starter
status; MApAc = mastery-approach academics; MAp&astery-approach sports;
MAVAC = mastery-avoidance academics; MAvVS = mastrgidance sport; PApAc
= performance-avoidance academics; PApS = perfacgrapproach sport; PAVAC =
performance-avoidance academics; PAvS = performancelance sport; SEAC =
self-efficacy academics; SES = self-efficacy sports

Table 10 shows means and standard deviations afothtructs in regards to
gender. Starter status, mastery-avoidance spagtformance-avoidance in
academics, performance-avoidance in sport, andeffelbcy in academics were

found to be statistically significant.  Thirty-twpercent of males identified

themselves as starters (mean starter status oj, wdlle sixty-eight percent of
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females were starters (mean of 1.24). The difiszebetween these means was
significant (F = 5.98; p = .015). Females had amef 4.30 on mastery-avoidance
in sport, while males had a mean of 3.85. Theestkfice between these means was
statistically significant (F = 7.52; p = .007). rkales were found to adopt a mastery-
avoidance orientation in sport more so than malemmales also had a higher mean
on performance-avoidance in academics of 3.97. difference between these
means was statistically significant (F = 16.31; ©801). Females also had a higher
mean of 4.25 on performance-avoidance in sport ampared to males. The
difference between these means was also statigtisighificant (F = 25.22; p <
0001). The only other statistically significant riadle was self-efficacy in
academics with the mean for males at 5.02 andeimafes at 4.78. The difference
between these means was significant (F = 4.49,035).

Table 10
Descriptive Characteristics of the Student-Athfegnple by Gender

Variable N Mean Standard Deviation (SD)
GPA

Male 78 3.23 52

Female 127 3.26 51
START

Male 77 1.40 .49

Female 128 1.24 43
MapAc

Male 77 5.13 .86

Female 130 5.29 73
MapS

Male 77 5.40 .79

Female 130 5.56 .61
MavAc

Male 76 3.62 1.13

Female 127 3.88 1.15
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MavS

Male 77 3.85 1.09

Female 126 4.30 1.18
PapAc

Male 76 4,72 1.06

Female 128 4,75 1.00
PapS

Male 77 5.19 .84

Female 128 5.07 .93
PavAc

Male 77 3.20 1.30

Female 128 3.97 1.34
PavS

Male 77 3.32 1.19

Female 129 4.25 1.35
SEAC

Male 75 5.02 .79

Female 129 4,78 .75
SES

Male 74 5.04 g7

Female 127 5.01 .75

Note. GPA = cumulative college grade point averggEART = athletic starter
status; MapAc = mastery-approach academics; Map8astery-approach sports;
MavAc = mastery-avoidance academics; MavS = masteoydance sport; PapAc =
performance-avoidance academics; PapS = perforrapm®ach sport; PavAc =
performance-avoidance academics; PavS = perforr@aradance sport; SEAc =
self-efficacy academics; SES = self-efficacy sports

Table 11 shows means and standard deviations ohthiwational constructs
in regards to ethnicity. Ethnicity was defined ether non-minority (White) or
minority (Non-white). The only statistically sidiwant variable was GPA (F =
20.76; p < .0001). Non-minorities had a mean GPA.84, while minorities had a
mean GPA of 2.97.

Table 11
Descriptive Characteristics of the Student-Athfesenple by Ethnicity
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Variable N Mean Standard Deviation
(SD)

GPA

Minority 151 3.34 45

Non-minority 48 2.97 .59
START

Minority 150 1.32 A7

Non-minority 49 1.27 45
MapAc

Minority 153 5.29 A7

Non-minority 48 5.07 .70
MapS

Minority 153 5.50 72

Non-minority 48 5.49 .60
MavAc

Minority 151 3.77 1.19

Non-minority 46 3.88 .94
MavS

Minority 151 4.13 1.21

Non-minority 47 4.10 .99
PapAc

Minority 151 4.80 1.03

Non-minority 47 4.59 .94
PapS

Minority 152 5.11 .94

Non-minority 47 5.09 .81
PavAc

Minority 152 3.63 1.39

Non-minority 47 3.86 1.28
PavS

Minority 152 3.82 1.38

Non-minority 47 411 1.32
SEAC

Minority 152 4.92 .80

Non-minority 46 4.72 .67
SES

Minority 149 5.02 A7

Non-minority 47 4.99 .76

Note. GPA = cumulative college grade point averégEART = athletic starter
status; MapAc = mastery-approach academics; Map8astery-approach sports;
MavAc = mastery-avoidance academics; MavS = masteoydance sport; PapAc =
performance-avoidance academics; PapS = perforrapmeach sport; PavAc =

208



performance-avoidance academics; PavS = perforreradance sport; SEAc =
self-efficacy academics; SES = self-efficacy sports

Table 12 shows means and standard deviations ahtiiwational constructs
in regards to sport. Type of sport was coded therehigh profile or low profile and
starter status as well as three motivational végglvas statistically significant.
First, seven percent of high profile sport partéeifs identified themselves as starters
(mean of 1.63 on starter status) while ninety-thpeecent of low profile sport
participants were starters (mean of 1.23). Thkedihce between these means was
statistically significant (F = 16.93; p < .0001).ow profile sport participants had a
mean of 5.56 and high profile sport participantsl lmamean of 5.14 on mastery-
approach in sport. The difference between thesenmwas statistically significant
(F =9.15; p =.003), indicating that low profilpast participants were more likely to
adopt a mastery-approach orientation in sport thgh profile sport participants.
Low profile sport participants also had a highelamen mastery-avoidance in sport
at 4.20, while high profile sport participants lmthean of 3.68 on this variable. The
difference between these means was statisticailyifsiant (F = 4.55; p = .034),
suggesting that low profile sport participants weidso more likely to adopt a
mastery-avoidance orientation in sport as comperdugh profile sport participants.
On the performance-approach in academics variddbe profile sport participants
had a mean of 4.79, while high profile sport pgraats had a mean of 4.36. The
difference between these means was statisticailyifsiant (F = 3.96; p = .048),
indicating that low profile sport participants wemore likely to adopt a

performance-approach in academics than high prefitet participants. The number
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of student-athletes in high profile and low pro#leorts was not representative of the
student-athlete population however. In particulae number of high profile sport
participants is very small and not representatitehe sample. Therefore, this
impacted the ability to interpret these results.

Table 12
Descriptive Characteristics of the Student-Athfegenple by Sport

Variable N Mean Standard Deviation (SD)
GPA

High profile 27 3.10 49

Low profile 178 3.27 52
START

High profile 27 1.63 49

Low profile 178 1.25 44
MapAc

High profile 27 5.00 .95

Low profile 180 5.27 75
MapS

High profile 27 5.14 1.07

Low profile 180 5.56 .59
MavAc

High profile 26 3.60 1.13

Low profile 177 3.81 1.15
MavS

High profile 26 3.68 .87

Low Profile 177 4.20 1.19
PapAc

High profile 25 4.36 1.12

Low Profile 179 4.79 1.00
PapS

High profile 26 4.85 1.06

Low profile 179 5.15 .87
PavAc

High profile 26 3.68 1.16
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Low profile 179 3.69 1.40

PavS
High profile 26 3.53 1.22
Low profile 180 3.96 1.38
SEAC
High profile 26 4.72 .99
Low profile 178 4.89 .73
SES
High profile 25 4.76 1.01
Low profile 176 5.06 71

Note. GPA = cumulative college grade point averégEART = athletic starter
status; MapAc = mastery-approach academics; Map8astery-approach sports;
MavAc = mastery-avoidance academics; MavS = masteoydance sport; PapAc =
performance-avoidance academics; PapS = perforrapmeach sport; PavAc =
performance-avoidance academics; PavS = perforreradance sport; SEAc =
self-efficacy academics; SES = self-efficacy sports

Table 13 shows the means and standard deviationtheofmotivational
constructs in regards to recruited status. Resfustatus provided the most
interesting results with GPA, mastery-approachcadamics, performance-approach
in sport, performance-avoidance in academics, pedoce-avoidance in sport, self-
efficacy in academics, self-efficacy in sport, astarter status all statistically
significant. Non-recruited student-athletes hadesmn GPA of 3.42, while recruited
student-athletes had a mean GPA of 3.20. Therdift®e between these means was
significant (F = 6.53; p = .011). Non-recruitedd#nt-athletes also had a mastery-
approach in academics mean of 5.43, while recrgtedent-athletes had a mean of
5.17 on this variable. The difference between dheseans was statistically
significant (F = 4.33; p = .039). Eighty-sevengqast of recruited student-athletes

identified themselves as starters (mean of 1.22)Jewthirteen percent of non-

recruited student-athletes were starters (mean5®)1 These means are statistically
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significant (F = 25.03; p <.0001). Recruited smidathletes had a mean of 5.19 as
compared to non-recruited student-athletes at drBghe performance-approach in
sport variable. The difference between these meassstatistically significant (F =
6.59; p = .011). Recruited student-athletes alsal Migher means on the
performance-avoidance in academics variable at &g8compared with non-
recruited student-athletes at 3.33. The differebetween these means was
statistically significant (F = 3.91; p = .049). dReited student-athletes had a mean
of 4.04 on the performance-avoidance in sport javhile non-recruited student-
athletes had a mean of 3.40. The difference betwleese means was statistically
significant (F = 8.37; p = .004). Again, recruitetident-athletes also had a higher
mean on the self-efficacy in sport variable at 5.@hile non-recruited student-
athletes had a mean of 4.82. The difference betwleese means was statistically
significant (F = 3.98; p = .048). Non-recruiteddgnt-athletes (5.25); however, had
a higher mean on academic self-efficacy than resgtustudent-athletes (4.76). The
difference between these means was statisticalyifsiant (F = 15.06; p < .0001).
This data indicates that non-recruited studenteédll reported higher mean GPAs
than recruited student-athletes; non-recruited esttidthletes were more likely to
adopt a mastery-approach orientation in acadensice®mpared to recruited student-
athletes; recruited student-athletes were mordylit@ be starters on their athletic
teams than non-recruited student-athletes; recrsi@dent-athletes were more likely
to adopt a performance-approach orientation intspercompared to non-recruited
student-athletes; recruited student-athletes alsored a higher mean on

performance-avoidance in academics and performancelance in sport than non-
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recruited student-athletes; recruited student-sgblevere more likely to have higher
self-efficacy in sport than non-recruited studethietes; and non-recruited student-
athletes reported higher academic self-efficacy tlegruited student-athletes.

Table 13
Descriptive Characteristics of the Student-Athfeéenple by Recruited Status

Variable N Mean Standard Deviation
(SD)

GPA

Recruited 157 3.20 .53

Non-recruited 47 3.42 43
START

Recruited 158 1.22 42

Non-recruited 46 1.59 .50
MapAc

Recruited 159 5.17 .83

Non-recruited 47 5.43 .55
MapS

Recruited 159 5.52 71

Non-recruited 47 5.42 .60
MavAc

Recruited 155 3.86 1.12

Non-recruited 47 3.55 1.22
MavS

Recruited 155 4.22 1.18

Non-recruited 47 3.87 1.09
PapAc

Recruited 157 4.68 1.03

Non-recruited 46 4.90 1.00
PapS

Recruited 157 5.19 .85

Non-recruited 47 4.82 1.00
PavAc

Recruited 157 3.78 1.29

Non-recruited 47 3.33 1.59
PavS

Recruited 158 4.04 1.32

Non-recruited 47 3.40 1.41
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SEAC

Recruited 157 4,76 .78

Non-recruited 46 5.25 .62
SES

Recruited 155 5.07 g7

Non-recruited 45 4.82 .69

Note. GPA = cumulative college grade point avey&J6ART = athletic starter
status; MapAc = mastery-approach academics; Map@stery-approach sports;
MavAc = mastery-avoidance academics; MavS = masteoydance sport; PapAc =
performance-avoidance academics; PapS = perforrapm®ach sport; PavAc =
performance-avoidance academics; PavS = perforraradance sport; SEAc =
self-efficacy academics; SES = self-efficacy sports

Table 14 shows means and standard deviations ahtiigational constructs
on scholarship status. Scholarship status wasekbfas a student-athlete receiving
either no athletic scholarship, partial athletibaarship, or full athletic scholarship.
Grade point average, mastery-approach in acaderp@gormance-approach in
academics, and starter status were statisticafjgifgiant for scholarship status.
Student-athletes without any athletic scholarstaig the highest mean GPA of 3.39,
followed by partial scholarship student-athlete8.8tL and full scholarship student-
athletes at 3.09. The difference between thesasneas statistically significant (F
= 5.82; p = .004). Student-athletes without anyletic scholarship (5.44) also
tended to adopt a mastery-approach orientationcag@mics more so than partial
scholarship (5.29) and full scholarship studentedtis (5.05). The difference
between these means was statistically significent (3.83; p = .023). Student-
athletes without any athletic scholarship also lia& highest mean of 5.05 on
performance-approach orientation in academics agpaced to partial scholarship

(4.79) and full scholarship (4.51) student-athlgies= 3.80; p = .024). Student-

athletes on partial athletic scholarship (4.10)dézh to adopt a performance-
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avoidance orientation in sport more so than futiodarship student-athletes (3.93) or
those not on any athletic scholarship (3.39). &heseans were statistically
significant (F = 3.86; p = .023). Student-athletgthout any athletic scholarship
had the highest mean on academic self-efficacy3j5a& compared to those on
partial athletic scholarship (4.84) and those dhdthnletic scholarship (4.72). These
means were significant (F = 5.82; p = .003). Hinden percent of student-athletes
without any athletic scholarship identified themesl as starters (mean of 1.61) as
compared with fifty-one percent of partial scholtaps student-athletes (mean of
1.21), and thirty-eight percent of full scholarskipdent-athletes were starters (mean
of 1.27). These means were significant (F = 11j952;.0001).
Table 14

Descriptive Characteristics of the Student-Athfegenple by Scholarship Status

Variable N Mean Standard Deviation (SD)
GPA
None 39 3.39 50
Partial 95 3.31 48
Full 71 3.09 .53
START
None 38 1.61 .50
Partial 92 1.21 41
Full 75 1.27 45
MapAc
None 39 5.44 .58
Partial 94 5.29 .68
Full 74 5.05 .94
MapS
None 39 5.44 .61
Partial 94 5.56 49
Full 74 5.46 .90
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MavAc

None 39 3.71 1.30

Partial 92 3.83 1.06

Full 72 3.76 1.17
MavS

None 39 4.02 1.17

Partial 93 4.26 1.12

Full 71 4.03 1.23
PapAc

None 38 5.05 1.01

Partial 93 4.79 .90

Full 73 4.51 1.13
PapS

None 39 4.84 .95

Partial 92 5.19 .76

Full 74 5.16 1.01
PavAc

None 39 3.31 1.62

Partial 93 3.78 1.29

Full 73 3.77 1.31
PavS

None 39 3.38 1.38

Partial 94 4.10 1.26

Full 73 3.93 1.44
SEAC

None 38 5.23 .63

Partial 93 4.84 .69

Full 73 4,72 .88
SES

None 37 4,78 .68

Partial 93 5.07 .65

Full 71 5.09 .90

Note. GPA = cumulative college grade point averégEART = athletic starter
status; MapAc = mastery-approach academics; Map8astery-approach sports;
MavAc = mastery-avoidance academics; MavS = masteoydance sport; PapAc =
performance-avoidance academics; PapS = perforrapm®ach sport; PavAc =
performance-avoidance academics; PavS = perforraradance sport; SEAc =
self-efficacy academics; SES = self-efficacy sports

Table 15 shows means and standard deviations ohthieational constructs
on starter status. Student-athletes who identifimadnselves as “starters” on their

athletic teams had statistically significant resuitn mastery-approach in sport,
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performance-approach in sport, and self-efficacgport. Starters had a mean of
5.59 on mastery-approach in sport, while non-startead a mean of 5.30. This
difference in means was statistically significaft=8.02; p = .005), indicating that
starters were more likely to adopt a mastery-apgraa sport than non-starters.
Starters had a mean of 5.23 on performance-appnoasport, as compared with
non-starters who had a mean of 4.84. This diffiegeim means was statistically
significant (F = 8.31; p = .004) and indicates thtarters were more likely to adopt a
performance-approach in sport than non-startersallff, starters also had a higher
mean on self-efficacy in sport of 5.13 and nontstarhad a mean of 4.74. This
difference in means was statistically significait 11.49; p = .001). This data
indicates that starters also were more likely fmorehigher sport self-efficacy than
non-starters.

Table 15
Descriptive Characteristics of the Student-Athfesnple by Starter Status

Variable N Mean (SD)
GPA

Starter 139 3.21 52

Non-starter 62 3.32 .49
MapAc

Starter 141 5.22 .84

Non-starter 62 5.27 .65
MapS

Starter 141 5.59 .68

Non-starter 62 5.30 .67
MavAc

Starter 139 3.77 1.13

Non-starter 61 3.77 1.18
MavS

Starter 137 4.16 1.22

Non-starter 62 4.05 1.06
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PapAc

Starter 139 4.77 .99

Non-starter 61 4.67 1.12
PapS

Starter 139 5.23 .87

Non-starter 62 4.84 .94
PavAc

Starter 139 3.74 1.33

Non-starter 62 3.58 1.43
PavS

Starter 140 3.99 1.39

Non-starter 62 3.73 1.28
SEAC

Starter 139 4.83 .79

Non-starter 61 4.96 .76
SES

Starter 139 5.13 g7

Non-starter 58 4,74 .67

Note. GPA = cumulative college grade point averggEART = athletic starter
status; MapAc = mastery-approach academics; Map8astery-approach sports;
MavAc = mastery-avoidance academics; MavS = masteoydance sport; PapAc =
performance-avoidance academics; PapS = perforrapm®ach sport; PavAc =
performance-avoidance academics; PavS = perforr@aradance sport; SEAc =
self-efficacy academics; SES = self-efficacy sports

Table 16 in the appendices shows the means andasthdeviations of the
motivational constructs by academic classificatioAcademic classification was
defined as freshmen, sophomores, juniors, seniififs,years, and post-graduates.
Post-graduate student-athletes had the highest smean all four statistically
significant variables: mastery-approach in sppgrformance-approach in sport,
self-efficacy in academics, and self-efficacy irodp They had a mean of 5.89 on
mastery-approach in sport and statistically sigatit (F = 3.43; p = .005); a mean of
5.89 on performance-approach in sport and stadlitisignificant (F = 2.34; p =

.043); a mean of 5.88 in self-efficacy in acadenaiod statistically significant (2.31;

p = .046); and a mean of 5.75 in self-efficacypors and statistically significant (F
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= 3.43; p = .005). Although not surprising thaspgraduates would tend to adopt
these motivational orientations more so than otitedent-athletes, the results may
not be interpretable since the sample of post-gedstudents was so small (n=3).
Nothing else was significant concerning the acadeatassification of student-
athletes.

Table 17 in the appendices shows means and stam@aidtions of the
motivational constructs in regards to the subgragasons of eligibility remaining.
Only starter status was statistically significaiiwo percent of student-athletes who
indicated they had four seasons of eligibility remragy identified themselves as
starters (mean of 1.73) and it was statisticalipnsicant (F = 4.44; p = .002).
However, the sample size (n=11) of the group whponed four seasons of
eligibility remaining could be considered problematAs previously explained, 65
first full-time semester student-athletes were readofrom the study. The majority
of this group most likely would have reported tHead four seasons of eligibility
remaining. After they were removed, this left 1ddent-athletes with four seasons
of eligibility remaining. The only student-athlstevho would have all of their
eligibility remaining and not be in their first fetime semester at the institution
would be those who did not compete their first ydae to non-participation, red-
shirting, or being medically unable to do so. I#oadoes not make sense that those
who had not yet competed considered themselvedéstd Therefore, these results
are not interpretable.

Correlations of Variables
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In order to answer the research questions numtmeredhrough four, simple
bivariate correlations were used to examine ralatigps among the variables. Table

18 includes Pearson r coefficients for the motosadi variables in this study.

The first research question guiding this study dskbat the relationship is
between mastery goal orientation with academic athletic performance.
Hypotheses that addressed the relationships betg@eanorientation and academic
performance are listed below as follows:

a. There is no relationship between academic mastgysach

goal orientation and academic performance;

b. There is an inverse relationship between acadenastery-

avoidance goal orientation and academic performance

C. There is an inverse relationship between athletastery-

approach goal orientation and academic performance;

d. There is no relationship between athletic mastepiesmance

goal orientation and academic performance.

e. There is a positive relationship between athletiastary-

approach goal orientation and athletic performance;

f. There is an inverse relationship between athletastary-

avoidance goal orientation and athletic performance
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g. There is no relationship between academic mastgyeach

goal orientation and athletic performance;

h. There is no relationship between academic mastery-

avoidance goal orientation and athletic performance

Correlation analyses revealed that academic pedocen measured by
cumulative college GPA, had a positive relationshigh mastery-approach in
academics (r = .22; p = .001), indicating that sehteathletes with higher GPAs had
higher scores on mastery-approach academics. (@de average was negatively
related to mastery-avoidance in academics (r = P17 .016). This indicates that
student-athletes with lower GPAs tended to havldrigcores on mastery-avoidance
in academics. Grade point average was not sigmitig related to mastery-approach
sport or mastery-avoidance sport. Because athpetiformance was measured by
starter status and a dichotomous variable, it wats possible to run correlation
analysis to test the hypotheses regarding thislbki However, the question can be
assessed by examining the significant means otestatus that were run from the
ANOVA. Starter status was significant on masteppra@ach in sports (F = 8.02; p =
.005). This indicates that student-athletes, wha identified themselves as starters
on their athletic teams, also had high scores ostengapproach in sport. Starter
status did not have significant means on mastepyesigh academics, mastery-
avoidance academics or mastery-avoidance sport.

The second research question asked what the redhtp is between

performance goal orientation with academic andesithperformance. Hypotheses
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addressing the relationships between goal ori@mand athletic performance are
listed below:
a. There is a positive relationship between athletecfggmance-

approach goal orientation and athletic performance;

b. There is an inverse relationship between athleédopmance-

avoidance goal orientation and athletic performance

c. There is no relationship between academic perfocarapproach

goal orientation and athletic performance;

d. There is a positive relationship between acadermarfopmance-

avoidance goal orientation and athletic performance

e. There is a positive relationship between acaderarfopmance-

approach goal orientation and academic performance;

f. There is an inverse relationship between acadeenognance-

avoidance goal orientation and academic performance

g. There is an inverse relationship between athleédopmance-

approach goal orientation and academic performance;

h. There is no relationship between athletic perforceaavoidance

goal orientation and academic performance;

The differences in means were significant for diblgerformance as

measured by starter status for performance-apprspeit (F = 8.31; p = .004), but

222



not for performance-avoidance sport, performangeagch academics, or
performance-avoidance sport. Academic performageneasured by cumulative
college GPA correlated positively with performaraggroach academics (r = .15; p
= .031); negatively with performance-avoidance acads (r = -.20; p = .004); and
negatively with performance-avoidance sport (r:8-p = .009). This indicates that
student-athletes who identified themselves as estarthad high scores on
performance-approach in sport and student-athigits high GPAs also had high
scores on performance-approach academics; low sargerformance-avoidance
academics; and low scores on performance-avoidgpod. Grade point average
did not correlate significantly with performancepapach in sport.

The third research question asked whether selfaf§i and goal orientation
variables correlate consistent with theory. THBWINng hypotheses were developed
to answer this question.

a. There is a positive relationship between academizefficacy and
academic goal orientation;

b. There is a positive relationship between athlest-sfficacy and
athletic goal orientation;

c. There is no relationship between academic seltafff and athletic
goal orientation;

d. There is no relationship between athletic selfeaffy and academic

goal orientation;

Correlation analyses revealed that academic sktiely had a positive

relationship to mastery-approach academics (r 5 B4 .0001); performance-
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approach academics (r = 51; p < .0001). It wassmgnificantly correlated with
mastery-avoidance academics or performance-avadamwademics. Therefore,
student-athletes with high scores on academice$itiacy also tended to have high
scores on mastery-approach and performance-appmoacademics. Athletic self-
efficacy was positively and significantly relatedrhastery-approach sport (r = .74; p
< .0001) and performance-approach sport (r = .72< p0001). It was not
significantly related with mastery-avoidance spartperformance-avoidance sport.
In other words, student-athletes who reported liggdemic self-efficacy tended to
also report high mastery-approach and performappesach in sport orientations.
Academic self-efficacy was positively related tosteay-approach sport and it was
significant (r = .44; p < .0001) and positivelyatdd to performance-approach sport
which was also significant (r = .33; p < .0001).caflemic self-efficacy was not
significantly correlated with mastery-avoidance rspor performance-avoidance
sport. Athletic self-efficacy was significantly drpositively related to mastery-
approach academics (r = .36; p < .0001) and pedono@-approach academics (r =
.30; p < .0001), but not with mastery-avoidance daoaics or performance-
avoidance academics.

The fourth research question asked what the relstip is between
academic/athletic self-efficacy and academic/athlperformance. Therefore, the
following hypotheses were developed.

e. There is a positive relationship between academitzefficacy and

academic performance;
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f. There is no relationship between athletic selfeaify and academic
performance;

g. There is a positive relationship between athlett-sfficacy and
athletic performance;

h. There is no relationship between academic seléatfy and athletic

performance;

Correlation analyses indicated that academic $ktfaey had a positive
relationship to GPA (r = .44; p < .0001) and thiaswa significant relationship.
Athletic self-efficacy was not correlated with GPAThis indicates that student-
athletes with high scores on academic self-efficalsp tended to have high GPAs.
Again, due to the dichotomous nature of the stati#us variable, significant means
on the ANOVA were examined to address the hypothésethis research question.
Academic self-efficacy did not show as a significarean on starter status. Athletic
self-efficacy; however, did show a significant meanstarter status (F = 11.49; p =
.001). Therefore, student-athletes with high aithlself-efficacy also had high
scores on starter status.

Two additional variables were included in the clatien analysis. These
examined the relationship between academic perfocmaathletic performance, and
all motivational variables with college experierened academic support. College
experiences were defined as the extent to whiclestuathletes believed their
academic motivation was due to their overall calegperience. Academic support
was defined as the extent to which student-athldteeved their academic

performance was due to academic support providethdiy respective institutions.
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College experiences were positively related to GPA .38; p < .0001); mastery-
approach academics (r = .48; p <.0001); mastepyemgh sport (r = .40; p < .0001);
performance-approach academics (r = .34; p < .Q@&tjormance-approach sport (r
= .27; p < .0001); academic self-efficacy (r = .p9< .0001); and athletic self-
efficacy (r = .37; p <.0001). Academic supportswmositively related to mastery-
approach academics (r = .152; p = .029); mastepyemgh sport (r = .40; p < .0001);
performance-approach sport (r = .37; p < .0001l)fopmance-avoidance sport (r =
.21; p =.003); academic self-efficacy (r = .20; P005); and athletic self-efficacy (r
= .47; p < .0001). For starters, motivational ota&ion was related to academic
support while for non-starters, motivational orain was related to college
experience. No significant means were found ofegel experiences and academic

support with athletic performance, however.
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Table 18
Correlation Matrix of Variables

GPA MapAc MapS MavAc MavS PapAc PapS PavAc PavS SEAc SHSXP SUPP

GPA 1.000 .223** -.008 -.170* -.082 .153* -.031 -.202** 83 .441* .049 .380** .034
MapAc .223** 1.000 520**  .218* (0D 519 295 100 .052 .636** .357** .476** .152*
MapS -.008 .520** 1.000 122 266**  .307** .647** -.026 .098 .443* .738** .401** .398**
MavAc -170* .218** 122 1.000 .603** .115 .015 315%* 293 -.059 -.027 -.054 -.032
MavS -.082 .100 .266** .603** 1.000 114 .148* .265** 52 .017 .054 071 125
PapAc 153 .519** .307** .115 114 1.000 A7 248 . T71 .505** .304** .341** .082
PapS -.031 .295** .647** .015 .148*  .477** 1.000 .075 289 .328** .719** .269** .372**
PavAc -.202** 100 -.026 315 .265** .248** 075 1.000 6@* -.084 -036 .066 133
PavS -.183** .052 .098 293** .325** 171  .239** .860** 1.000 -.124 .086 .051 .209**
SEAc A441** .636**  .443** -.059 017 505 .328* -.084 -.124 1.000 .518** .585** .198**
SES .049 357 .738** -027 .054 304** [ 719** -.036 .086 .518** 1.000 .369** .465**
EXP .380** .476** .401** -.054 na 341 .269** .066 .051 .585** .369** 1.000 .407**
SUPP .034 .152* .398** -.032 .125 .082 372** 133 209** .198** .465** .407** 1.000

Note. * Correlation is significant at the 0.05&éy2-tailed). ** Correlation is significant atel0.01 level (2-tailed).

START = Starter Status; GPA = college cumulativadgr point average; MapAc = Mastery-approach acaseriapS = Mastery-
approach sport; MavAc = Mastery-avoidance acadenltavS = Mastery-avoidance sport; PapAc = Perforeaapproach
academics; PapS = Performance-approach sport; PaParformance-avoidance academics; PavS = Penfmeraoidance sport;
SEAc = Self-efficacy academics; SES = Self-efficapgrt; EXP = College Experiences; SUPP = Acad&uport Services



Multivariate Analysis of Variance

Multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was ustkdtest for differences
between group means on several variables. Selgpatheses were developed to
answer the fifth research question concerning vwdretroup differences existed
among student-athletes by gender, ethnicity, ape tyf sport. These are listed

below.

a. There are significant differences in academic perémce of male
and female student-athletes with female studenétaih

performing better academically;

b. There are significant differences in mastery goargation of
male and female student-athletes with more femalelest-

athletes adopting a mastery goal orientation;

c. There are no differences in performance goal cateot of male

and female student-athletes;

d. There are significant differences between male d&schale
student-athletes in approach-avoidance motivatiwith more
female student-athletes adopting an approach mmivain

academics and athletics.

e. There are significant differences in academic pearémce of

minority and non-minority student-athletes;
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There are no differences in mastery goal orieratib minority

and non-minority student-athletes;

. There are significant differences in performancal goientation

of minority and non-minority student-athletes;

. There are no significant differences between mipcaind non-
minority student-athletes in approach-avoidance ivabbn in

athletics;

There are significant differences between minoswiyd non-
minority student-athletes in approach-avoidance ivabbn in
academics, with more minority student-athletes #dgp an

avoidance motivation.

There are significant differences in academic perénce of high

profile and low profile sport participants;

There are significant differences in mastery goargation of

high profile and low profile sport participants;

There are significant differences in performancel gwientation

of high profile and low profile sport participants;

. There are significant differences between high ifgadnd low
profile sport participants in approach-avoidancetivation in

academics, with more low profile sport participaatfopting an
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approach motivation in academics, and with moreh ipgofile

sport participants adopting an avoidance motivatcgcademics;

n. There are no significant differences between higlfile and low
profile sport participants in approach-avoidancetivation in

athletics.

Given the results from the ANOVA, ethnicity and ¢ypf sport were not
examined any further. However, group means wepboexd further on GPA, starter
status, and the motivational variables by gendseruited status, and scholarship
status using multivariate analysis of variance.

Two separate MANOVAs were used to examine the anade&nd sport
motivational variables separately. The first MANA®Vexamined the group
differences on GPA and the academic motivationalalsées of mastery-approach
academics, mastery-avoidance academics, perforrspmeach academics,
performance-avoidance academics, and academieffiedcy by gender, recruited
status, and scholarship status. The second MAN@Y¥#@mined group differences
on starter status and the sport motivational véslf mastery-approach sport,
mastery-avoidance sport, performance-approach,gpenformance-avoidance sport,
and sport self-efficacy by gender and recruitedusta Scholarship status was
removed from the second MANOVA as it was determitied it was not statistically
significant.

In the academic MANOVA, neither overall main effechor overall
interaction effects were found in the analysis.widweer, separate univariate tests for

the dependent variables (GPA and academic mothatigariables) revealed that
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gender had a main effect on mastery-approach idemsigs (F = 4.10; p = .044;
partial eta squared = .024) and recruited statdsahaain effect on GPA (F =5.73; p
= .018; partial eta squared = .033). Females Hadteer score on mastery-approach
in academics than males and non-recruited studblgta@s had higher GPAs than
recruited student-athletes. There were no maiactdffor interaction effects on
mastery-avoidance in academics, performance-apprioaacademics, performance-
avoidance in academics, or academic self-efficagcygénder, recruited status, or
scholarship status.

In the sport MANOVA, an overall large main effecasvfound for gender
(Wilks’ Lambda = .80; F = 9.07; p < .0001; parteth squared = .201); and an
overall moderate to large effect was found foruéed status (Wilks’ Lambda = .93;
F = 2.55; p = .030; partial eta squared = .066n o&erall moderate to large two-
way interaction effect of recruited status andtstastatus (Wilks’ Lambda = .93; F =
2.83; p = .017; partial eta squared = .073) wasdoas well as an overall moderate
to large three-way interaction effect of gendecruged status, and starter status
(Wilks’ Lambda = .93; F = 2.77; p = .019; partidhesquared = .072). Separate
univariate tests for the dependent variables Estastatus and sport motivational
variables) revealed that gender had a main effeanastery-avoidance sports (F =
4.28; p = .040; partial eta squared = .023), perforce-approach sports (F = 8.46; p
= .004; partial eta squared = .044), and perforreawoidance sports (F = 16.43; p <
.0001; partial eta squared = .082). Males had ghéri score on performance-
approach in sports, while females had higher sconeshastery-avoidance in sports

and performance-avoidance in sports. There was algnain effect found on
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recruited status for performance-approach in sffort 7.52; p = .007; partial eta
squared = .039). Recruited student-athletes h&dblaer score on performance-
approach in sport than non-recruited student-ahleilhis result makes sense given
that recruited student-athletes also had highenmeares on performance-approach
in sport. There was also a main effect of start@tus on self-efficacy in sport (F =
7.36; p = .007; partial eta squared = .038). Situdénletes who identified
themselves as starters had higher sport self-effisaores than non-starters.

The two-way interaction effect of recruited statunsl starter status was found
on mastery-avoidance in sports (F = 9.72; p = .Qf#tfial eta squared = .050).
Recruited student-athletes who identified themsebsstarters had higher scores on
mastery-avoidance in sport than other student{atigeups.

The three-way interaction effect of gender, reediistatus, and starter status
was found on performance-avoidance in sports (F.93;5p = .016; partial eta
squared = .031). Non-recruited female studenetklwho identified themselves as
starters had higher scores on performance-avoidarggorts than all other student-
athlete groups. There were no effects of gen@eruited status, or starter status on
mastery-approach in sports.

Predicting Academic Performance

The sixth research question asked whether academelfeefficacy and
academic goal orientation predict the academicoperdince of student-athletes.
Therefore, the following hypothesis was developeficademic self-efficacy and
academic goal orientation predict the academicoperdnce of student-athletes, but

together more so than independently. Hierarchiegiession analysis was used to
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examine the extent to which academic self-efficangl the academic motivational
variables (achievement goal theory) predicted avadperformance. An alpha level
of .05 was used as the minimum criterion for stigas$ significance. The results are
displayed in table 15. The independent variableseventered into the equation in
steps. In the first regression analysis, acadeseitefficacy was entered first.
Second, academic self-efficacy, mastery-avoidan@ademics, performance-
avoidance academics, performance-approach academarcs mastery-approach
academics were entered in simultaneously. Cumvelallege GPA at the time the
survey was administered (beginning of the Fall 26&fnester) was the dependent

variable used to measure academic performance.

Academic self-efficacy accounted for approximat& percent of the
variance in academic performance (F = 47.72; p081)D. The remaining academic
motivational variables alone contributed approxmhatt percent to the variance in
academic performance, but they were not statisticagnificant (F = 2.17; p =
.074). However, when they were added to acadeetfi@Hicacy, all of the variables
together accounted for approximately 24 percentthef variance in academic
performance (F = 11.52; p < .0001). In the ovemradiression model, only academic
self-efficacy was a significant predictor of acadeperformance.

Table 19
Academic Motivation Regression Analysis

Variable R2 Unst. Coeff Stand. Coeff. t p
B Std. Error Beta
Model 1
SEAc .20 .30 .04 45 6.91 .0001
Model 2
SEAc .24 .30 .06 45 4.99 .0001
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MapAc .00 .06 .00 -.003 .997

MavAc -.04 .03 -.09 -1.23 .219

PapAc -02 .04 -.04 -.54 588

PavAc -05 .03 -.13 -1.79 .076
Note. SEAc = self-efficacy academics; MapAc = raasapproach academics;
MAVAcC = mastery-avoidance academics; PApAc = peanance-approach

academics; PAVAc = performance-avoidance academics

An additional regression model was utilized toraiee the predictability of
the two additional non-cognitive variables, acadensupport and college
experiences, upon academic performance. Sincewley not interpretable within
the correlations or ANOVA's, ethnicity, defined agher White or nonwhite and
type of sport, defined as either high profile owlprofile, and were also examined
within the regression model. Hierarchical regr@ssanalysis was again used to
examine whether any of the above variables pratlicgisademic performance as
measured by self-reported GPA. An alpha level0&f was used as the minimum
criterion for statistical significance. The resulire displayed in table 20. The
independent variables were entered into the equatisteps. In the first regression
analysis, college experiences and academic suppod entered in first. Second,
college experiences, academic support, high presldow profile type of sport, and
White vs. nonwhite were entered in simultaneouslyhird, college experiences,
academic support, high profile vs. low profile tyglesport, White vs. nonwhite, and
all of the academic motivational variables in tlmevous regression (Table 19) were
entered in simultaneously.

Academic support and college experiences accouotedpproximately 18
percent of the variance in academic performance 2B.46; p < .0001). When type

of sport and ethnicity were added in the secong $te academic support and
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experience, they accounted for 24 percent of theuwvee in academic performance
(F=14.47; p <.0001). When the academic motveti variables were added in the
third step to academic support, college experiengps of sport, and ethnicity, they
accounted for approximately 33 percent of the veneain academic performance (F
=10.96; p < .0001). In the overall regression etpdollege experiences, ethnicity,
and academic self-efficacy remained significantmters of academic performance.

Table 20
College Experiences/Academic Support Regressioryaisa

Variable R2 Unst. Coeff Stand. Coeff. t p
B Std. Error Beta
Model 1
EXP .18 .23 .04 46 6.40 .0001
SUPP -07 .03 -.17 -2.29 .023
Model 2
EXP .24 21 .04 42 5.88 .0001
SUPP -05 .03 -11 -16  .122
Hiv Lo .03 .10 .02 .25 .80
W v NW -30 .08 -.25 -3.74 .0001
Model 3
EXP .36 13 .04 27 3.30 .001
SUPP -04 .03 -.09 -1.37 .173
Hiv Lo .05 .10 .03 .55 .58
W v NW -30 .08 -.25 -3.93 .0001
MApAC -08 .06 -12 -1.31 .193
MAVAC -03 .03 -.07 -1.05 .294
PApACc -04 .04 -.09 -1.14 257
PAVAC -05 .03 -.13 -1.97 .051
SEAC .25 .06 .38 3.95 .0001

Note. EXP = college experiences; SUPP = acadeupipast; Hi v Lo = high profile
sport participants vs. low profile sport participgniV v NW = Whites vs. nonwhites;
MapAc = mastery-approach academics; MAVAc = maségidance academics;
PApAc = performance-approach academics; PAVAc =fopmance-avoidance
academics; SEAc = self-efficacy academics

Resear ch Questions and Hypotheses
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The first research question investigated the kalatiip between mastery goal
orientation with both academic and athletic perfance. The first four hypotheses
examined the relationship between the different temgsgoal orientations with
academic performance, as measured by GPA. Thefipothesis stated there is no
relationship between academic mastery-approach academic performance.
However, Table 18 indicates that mastery-approacddemics and GPA were
positively correlated (r = .22) and was significabthe .01 level. Therefore, based
upon the evidence, the first hypothesis was nopeued. Hypothesis two stated
there would be an inverse relationship between exoad mastery-avoidance and
academic performance. This was in fact the cafie wastery-avoidance academics
and GPA negatively correlated (r = -.17) and wagmificant at the .05 level.
Therefore, hypothesis two was supported. Hyposhibsee stated there would be an
inverse relationship between athletic mastery-aggroand academic performance.
Although the two variables were inversely corradae= -.01), the correlation was
not significant. Therefore, hypothesis three was supported. The fourth
hypothesis stated that there would be no relatipnbletween athletic mastery-
avoidance and academic performance. This wa<trtiia case. The variables were
not significantly correlated (r = -.08). Therefohgpothesis four was supported.

The next four hypotheses examined the relationbeipveen the different
mastery goal orientations with athletic performara® measured by starter status.
The fifth hypothesis stated that there would beositive relationship between
athletic mastery-approach and athletic performancélowever, as discussed

previously, this question could not be answerecdgisiorrelational analysis given
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that the starter status variable is dichotomousaiture. Therefore, significant mean
differences between starters and non-starters veswmined using ANOVA.
Starters (69 percent) had a higher mean (5.59) astary-approach in sports than
non-starters (31 percent) and these were signtficdherefore, the fifth hypothesis
was not supported. The sixth hypothesis stated tttexe would be an inverse
relationship between athletic mastery-avoidance atidetic performance. This
could not be determined and no significant meafeidihces existed on the mastery-
avoidance sport variable for starter status. Tbege the sixth hypothesis was not
supported. The seventh hypothesis stated there islationship between academic
mastery-approach and athletic performance. Thidart was the case. No
significant mean differences were found on maségaproach in academics on
starter status. Therefore, the seventh hypothesis supported. The eighth
hypothesis stated there is no relationship betve@matlemic mastery-avoidance and
athletic performance. This was also found. Maséoidance academics did not
show a significant mean difference on starter sthetween starters and non-starters.
Therefore, hypothesis eight was supported.

The second research question investigated thetioredaip between
performance goal orientation with academic andetthlperformance. Again, the
first four hypotheses examined the motivational ialdes with academic
performance and the last four examined them withetit performance. The first
hypothesis to address this research question sta@ would be a positive
relationship between academic performance-appraadhacademic performance as

measured by GPA. Table 18 indicates that perfoce@pproach academics and
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GPA did positively correlate with each other (r1%). significantly at the .05 level.
Therefore, the first hypothesis was supported. 3Jdwond hypothesis stated there
would be an inverse relationship between acadererfopnance-avoidance and
academic performance. This was in fact the cagh thie variables negatively
correlating (r = -.20) and significant at the .0dvdl. Therefore, the second
hypothesis was supported. The third hypothestedthat there would be an inverse
relationship between athletic performance-approaod academic performance.
Although these two variables have an inverse waghip, they were not
significantly correlated with each other. Therefohypothesis three was not
supported. The fourth hypothesis stated thereoigetationship between athletic
performance-avoidance and academic performancevettsr, Table 18 shows that
performance-avoidance sport and GPA were inverselyelated (r = -.18) and
significant at the .01 level. Therefore, the founypothesis was not supported.
Hypothesis five stated there would be a positatationship between athletic
performance-approach and athletic performancefoPeance-approach in sport did
have a significant mean difference on starter stafliherefore, hypothesis five was
supported. The sixth hypothesis stated there wdngdan inverse relationship
between athletic performance-avoidance and athlgeformance. Again,
correlation cannot be inferred and means were exai No significant differences
were found for means on performance-avoidance enstarter status variable.
Therefore, hypothesis six was not supported. Thergh hypothesis stated that
there is no relationship between academic perfocex@pproach and athletic

performance. This was the case. No significafferdinces were found for means
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on performance-approach academics or on starteusstaTherefore, hypothesis
seven was supported. The eighth hypothesis stitee would be a positive

relationship between academic performance-avoidandethletic performance. No
significant differences were found for means orfqremrance-avoidance academics
or on starter status. Therefore, hypothesis egist not supported.

The third research question investigated whethdireffecacy and goal
orientation variables correlate consistent withieedment goal theory. The first
hypothesis to address this research question stia@ would be a positive
relationship between academic self-efficacy and dewac goal orientation.
Therefore, in order to either support or not supploe hypothesis, the relationships
between academic self-efficacy with academic mgsipproach, academic mastery-
avoidance, academic performance-approach, and mcagerformance-avoidance
were examined. Self-efficacy in academics and engstpproach academics were
strongly and positively correlated (r = .64) angngiicant at the .01 level. Although
self-efficacy in academics and mastery-avoidanegl@nics had showed an inverse
relationship (r = -.06), it was not significant. elefficacy in academics and
performance-approach academics were also stroragigiyely correlated (r = .51)
and significant at the .01 level. Self-efficacy awademics and performance-
avoidance academics had an inverse relationship ¢08), but it was not a
significant correlation. Therefore, the hypothes@ be partially supported and
partially not supported. Given that academic e#fitacy was strongly and
positively correlated at the .01 significance lewath both mastery-approach and

performance-approach in academics, the hypothessipported. However, it was
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partially not supported since academic self-effjca@s not correlated with mastery-
avoidance or performance-avoidance in academid¢gerefore, once can draw from
these results that academic self-efficacy is rdlabeapproach motivations and not
avoidance motivations in regards to academic perdoce.

The second hypothesis to address this researchi@ustated there would be
a positive relationship between athletic self-eftig and athletic goal orientation.
Therefore, in order to either support or not supploe hypothesis, the relationships
between athletic self-efficacy with athletic magtapproach, athletic mastery-
avoidance, athletic performance-approach, andtatigerformance-avoidance were
examined. Self-efficacy in sport and mastery-apphosport had a strong positive
relationship (r = .74) and was significant at thg level. Self-efficacy in sport and
mastery-avoidance sport did not have a significalationship at all. Self-efficacy
in sport and performance-approach sport also hstdoag positive relationship (r =
.72) and was significant at the .01 level. Howewslf-efficacy in sport and
performance-avoidance sport did not have a sigmficelationship. Therefore, the
hypothesis can be partially supported and partiatly supported. Athletic self-
efficacy was strongly and positively correlated hwiboth mastery-approach and
performance-approach in sport, but did not regiatesignificant relationship with
either mastery-avoidance or performance-avoidancgport. The hypothesis was
partially supported due to the relationship betwednletic self-efficacy and the
approach motivations in sport, but was partially sigpported since no relationship

existed between athletic self-efficacy and the daoce motivations in sport.
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Therefore, once can draw from these results thdetat self-efficacy is related to
approach motivations and not avoidance motivatoathletic performance.

The third hypothesis to address the research gquestiated there is no
relationship between academic self-efficacy anéetithgoal orientation. Therefore,
in order to either support or not support this higgsis, the relationships between
academic self-efficacy with athletic mastery-appigaathletic mastery-avoidance,
athletic performance-approach, and athletic perémee-avoidance were examined.
Self-efficacy in academics and mastery-approacht spere positively correlated (r
= .44) and significant at the .01 level. Selfdfity in academics and mastery-
avoidance sport were not significantly related tche other. Self-efficacy in
academics and performance-approach sport wereiyabgitcorrelated (.33) and
significant at the .01 level. Self-efficacy in deaics and performance-avoidance
sport were inversely related (r = -.12), but th&atrenship was not significant.
Therefore, the hypothesis can be partially not eupd and partially supported.
Academic self-efficacy is positively correlated kviboth mastery-approach and
performance-approach in sport while it is not edato mastery-avoidance and
performance-avoidance in sport. These results shatvacademic self-efficacy is
related to approach motivations, but not avoidanoévations in regards to athletic
performance.

The fourth hypothesis to address the third rebequestion stated there is no
relationship between athletic self-efficacy andd&caic goal orientation. Therefore,
in order to either support or not support this higgsis, the relationships between

athletic self-efficacy with academic mastery-apptgacademic mastery-avoidance,
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academic performance-approach, and academic penhmeravoidance were
examined. Self-efficacy in sport and mastery-apphoacademics were positively
correlated (r = .48) and significant at the .0lelev Self-efficacy in sport and

mastery-avoidance academics had an inverse rethirir = -.03), but it was not

significant.  Self-efficacy in sport and performarapproach academics were
positively correlated (r = .30) and significanttl¢ .01 level. Self-efficacy in sport
and performance-avoidance academics had an invelsgonship (r = -.04), but

were not significantly correlated. Therefore, thgothesis can be partially not
supported and partially supported. Athletic séfiicacy is positively correlated with

both mastery-approach and performance-approachaideamics. However, it is not
significantly related to either mastery-avoidance merformance-avoidance in
academics. These results show that athletic #ethey is related to approach
motivations, but not avoidance motivations in dihlperformances.

The fourth research question examined the reldtipasbetween academic
and athletic self-efficacy with academic and atbleperformance. The first
hypothesis to address this research question stae@dcademic self-efficacy would
be positively related to academic performance. |&a&B shows that self-efficacy in
academics and academic performance as measuredPAyh&d a strong positive
relationship (r = .44) and were significant at tldd level. Therefore, the first
hypothesis was supported. The second hypothestlsiofjroup stated that athletic
self-efficacy would not be related to academic genlance. The variables, in fact,
were not significantly related to one another. r€fme, hypothesis two was

supported. The third hypothesis to address tlsisareh question stated that athletic
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self-efficacy would be positively related to atideperformance. Although the
variables were significantly correlated at the .RVel, they were negatively
correlated (r = -.24) instead of positively cortethwith each other. Therefore, the
third hypothesis was not supported. The fourthotiypsis stated that academic self-
efficacy is not related to athletic performancehisTwas in fact the case. Self-
efficacy in academics and starter status were igoifieantly related to each other.
Therefore, the fourth hypothesis in regards totds®arch question was supported.

The fifth research question examined the differsrameong the subgroups of
student-athletes by gender, ethnicity, and typesmdrt. The first hypothesis to
address this research question stated there waulsigmificant differences in the
academic performance of male and female studetdtashwith female student-
athletes performing better academically. Acadepadormance was measured by
GPA. Although female student-athletes did haveighdr mean GPA (3.26) as
compared to male student-athletes (3.23), it wassignificant difference (p = .66).
Therefore, the first hypothesis is not supported.

The second hypothesis to address the fifth resegrektion stated that there
would be significant differences in mastery goalkwotation of male and female
student-athletes with more female student-athleael®pting a mastery goal
orientation. In order to examine this hypothetis,mean differences between males
and females on mastery-approach academics, masteiyance academics,
mastery-approach sport, and mastery-avoidancesspante reviewed. There were
significant mean differences between male and fensalident-athlete means on

mastery-avoidance in sport. Females were moréyltkeadopt a mastery-avoidance
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goal orientation in sport (4.30) as compared withles (3.85) and this difference
was significant (p = .01). Males and females dd differ significantly on the other
mastery goal orientations, although females tenddwave higher means in all other
areas. Therefore, since females tended to admgistery goal orientation (at least in
mastery-avoidance sports), the hypothesis is stgghor

The third hypothesis of this group stated there ld/owot be any differences
between male and female student-athletes in pe#iocen goal orientation.
Therefore, the mean differences between males anthlés were examined on
performance-approach in academics, performancelanoe in academics,
performance-approach in sport, and performancedance in sport. Females were
more likely to adopt a performance-avoidance goantation in sport (4.25) as
compared with males (3.32) and this difference s¥gsificant (p < .0001). Females
were also more likely to adopt a performance-avaoeéa goal orientation in
academics (3.97) as compared with males (3.20)tl@adlifference was significant
(p < .0001). Although female means were higher pmrformance-approach
academics, it was not a significant difference fritve males. Additionally, although
not significant, males had a higher mean differeaneperformance-approach in
sport. Since significant mean differences did exétween males and females on the
performance goal orientations (at least in perferceaavoidance in sport and
performance-avoidance academics), the hypothesswtasupported.

Hypothesis four stated that there would be sigaificdifferences between
male and female student-athletes in approach-amo@anotivation, with more

female student-athletes adopting an approach ntmtivan academics and athletics.
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Based on the previous analysis between males andlds on mastery-approach
academics, mastery-approach sport, mastery-avadaacademics, mastery-
avoidance sport, performance-approach academia$orp@nce-approach sport,
performance-avoidance academics, and performarmdamce sport, the only
significant mean differences were on mastery-avada sport, performance-
avoidance sport, and performance-avoidance academith more females than
males adopting an avoidance motivation than malesherefore, the fourth
hypothesis to address the fifth research quesaonat be supported.

In regards to the subgroup of student-athletestbygi@ty, hypothesis five
stated there would be significant differences ie thcademic performance of
minority and non-minority student-athletes. Thigswn fact the case. Non-minority
student-athletes had a higher mean GPA (3.34)ritiaority student-athletes (2.97)
and this was significant (p <.0001). Thereforgdthesis five is supported.

The sixth hypothesis in regards to the fifth reskajuestion about ethnicity
stated there would not be any significant diffeesna mastery goal orientation of
minority and non-minority student-athletes. Inardo examine these differences,
means between minorities and non-minorities weaarened for mastery-approach
academics, mastery-avoidance academics, mastergagbpathletics and mastery-
avoidance athletics. Although non-minorities haghlar means on all but mastery-
avoidance academics, none were significant. Aalutly, although minorities had
higher means on mastery-avoidance academics, itn@asoted as a significant

difference. Therefore, hypothesis six is supported
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The seventh hypothesis stated that there wouldigmfisant difference in
performance goal orientation of minority and nomarity student-athletes.
Performance-approach in academics, performancelavoce in academics,
performance-approach in athletics, and performavoedance in athletics were
examined to determine any significant mean diffeesrnbetween minorities and non-
minorities. Non-minorities did have higher means tbe performance-approach
items, while minorities had higher means on thefgoerance-avoidance items.
However, there were not any significant mean daffiees found. Therefore,
hypothesis seven is not supported.

The eighth hypothesis, also in regards to the eiiynsubgroup for the fifth
research question stated there would not be amyifisant differences between
minority and non-minority student-athletes in a@mto-avoidance motivation in
athletics. Since no significant mean differencdsted between minorities and non-
minorities, as described above, this hypothesissuaported.

Hypothesis nine stated there would be significarffer@nces between
minority and non-minority student-athletes in a@uto-avoidance motivation in
academics, with more minority student-athletes &dgpan avoidance motivation.
Again, although minorities had higher means on argshavoidance and
performance-avoidance in academics, there were amt significant mean
differences. Therefore, hypothesis nine is nopsuged.

In regards to type of sport, mean differences wexplored for student-
athletes in high profile and low profile sports.heTfirst hypothesis to address this

portion of the fifth research question stated theoeld be significant differences in
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academic performance of high profile and low peoBport participants. The mean
GPAs of each of these groups was evaluated in detest this hypothesis.

Although low profile sport participants had a higihneean GPA (3.27) as compared
with high profile sport participants (3.10), the anedifference did not reach a
significant level.

The second hypothesis stated there would be signifi differences in
mastery goal orientation of high profile and lovofie sport participants. In order
to evaluate the mean differences between these gnwaps, mastery-approach
academics, mastery-avoidance academics, mastergagbp sports, and mastery-
avoidance sports items were examined. Low prafilert participants had a higher
mean on mastery-approach in sports (5.56) as cadpaith high profile sport
participants (5.14) and was a significant diffeeerfp = .003). Low profile sport
participants also had a higher mean on masterydamce in sports than high profile
sport participants and it was a significant diffeze (p = .034). Significant mean
differences did not appear between them on masigpyeach in academics or
mastery-avoidance in academics.

The third hypothesis to address type of sport witthe fifth research
question stated there would be significant diffeesn in performance goal
orientation of high profile and low profile sporagicipants. In order to test this
hypothesis, mean differences were examined bettesse groups on performance-
approach in academics, performance-avoidance meauas, performance-approach
in sports, and performance-avoidance in sportsly One mean was significantly

different. High profile (4.36) and low profile spoparticipants (4.79) differed
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significantly on performance- approach in academwmgh low profile sport
participants more likely to adopt a performancerapph orientation in their
academics. No other significant mean differencested among the remaining
performance goal orientations.

Hypothesis four within this group stated there wioube significant
differences between high profile and low profileogpparticipants in approach-
avoidance motivation in academics, with more lovofile sport participants
adopting an approach motivation in academics artti wiore high profile sport
participants adopting an avoidance motivation iadaenics. Although low profile
sport participants had higher means on masteryeappr academics, mastery-
approach sport, performance-approach academicspemokrmance-approach sport,
not all were significantly different from high pil&f sport participants. The two
significant mean differences occurred on the mgsapproach in sport (5.56) and
performance-approach in academics (4.79) only. ithatglly, low profile sport
participants also had higher means on avoidanceogeatations as opposed to high
profile sport participants. Of these avoidancenggmastery-avoidance academics,
mastery-avoidance sport, performance-avoidance eatiad, and performance-
avoidance sport), only mastery-avoidance in spas wignificantly different, but
with low profile sport participants (4.20) at a heg mean than high profile sport
participants (3.68). Although hypotheses one tghodour of the fifth research
question found significant means between high [@oéind low profile sport
participants, the hypotheses were not testablengive low number of high profile

sport participants who took part in the survey.
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The sixth research question investigated whetbademic self-efficacy and
academic goal orientation predict the academicpednce of student-athletes. The
hypotheses to address this research question stete@dcademic self-efficacy and
academic goal orientation predict the academicoperdnce of student-athletes, but
together more so than independently. Academicesktfacy accounted for 20
percent of the variance in academic performancengnstudent-athletes and was
significant (p < .0001). The academic goal origates of mastery-approach,
performance-approach, mastery-avoidance, and pesftze-avoidance contributed
an additional 4 percent, but did not do so sigaifity. All of the academic self-
efficacy and academic goal orientation motivatiomatiables together however,
contributed to 24 percent of the variance in acadeperformance and were
significant (p <.0001). Therefore, the hypothésisupported.

The seventh research question examined the retaijos between the non-
cognitive variables of college experiences and acac support with motivation and
academic performance. College experiences wergiyabg related to academic
performance as measured by self-reported cumulatbleege GPA, mastery-
approach academics, mastery-approach sport, pefmerapproach academics,
performance-approach sport, academic self-efficacyl athletic self-efficacy.
Academic support was positively related to massgyroach academics, mastery-
approach sport, performance-approach sport, pediocatravoidance sport, academic
self-efficacy, and athletic self-efficacy. Addmially, academic support and college

experiences together predicted approximately 18gmerof the variance in academic
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performance and an overall regression model, oellegperiences remained a
significant predictor of academic performance.
Summary

The purpose of this study was to examine the acmdemd athletic
motivation of Division | student-athletes. In pawiar, it examined the relationship
of academic and athletic self-efficacy and acadeand athletic goal orientation on
the academic and athletic performances of Divisimnercollegiate student-athletes.
Academic performance was measured by self-repartedulative college grade
point average while athletic performance was meakilny starter status. It also
sought to examine significant differences amonggsulps of student-athletes by
gender, ethnicity, and type of sport.

First, descriptive statistics on the demographidaides revealed that the
sample student-athlete population did not accuratpresent the overall student-
athlete populations at the two private institutiovi®o volunteered to take part in the
study. This created problems with interpreting dlaga, particularly in regard to the
type of sport subgroup so that the differences éebtnhigh profile and low profile
sport participants could not be properly examined.

Second, analysis of variance was utilized and rokdfurther examination
of type of sport, ethnicity, academic classificatioand seasons of eligibility
remaining as they presented problems with the samside and did not reveal
significant mean differences. However, these a®syrevealed significant group
mean differences on GPA, starter status, and thevational variables by gender,

recruited status, and scholarship status.
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Academic self-efficacy, mastery-approach in academand performance-
approach in academics were positively correlatati @PA. Mastery-avoidance in
academics, performance-avoidance in academics, panfbrmance-avoidance in
sport were negatively correlated with GPA. Masi@pproach in sports and
performance-approach in sports were both negativefyelated with starter status.
The analyses also revealed that self-efficacy aradl grientation do in fact, correlate
consistent with theory in that self-efficacy pos#ly correlates with an approach
motivation as opposed to avoidance motivations.

Third, two MANOVA'’s were performed in order to fbdr examine any
effects for academic performance and athletic perdmce. In regards to academic
performance, females showed significantly higheamseon mastery-approach goal
orientation in academics and non-recruited studénetes had higher mean GPAs.
For athletic performance, the analysis revealednnediects of gender, recruited
status, and starter status. Females had highap gneans on mastery-avoidance in
sports and performance-avoidance in sports, whillesrhad a higher group mean on
performance-approach in sports. Recruited studttietes had a higher group mean
on performance-approach in sports. Student-athleteo identified themselves as
starters on their athletic teams had higher mearself-efficacy in sport.

The MANOVA also revealed a two-way interaction effef recruited status
and starter status with recruited student-athietes identified themselves as starters
having a higher mean on mastery-avoidance in spdttalso revealed a three way

interaction effect of gender, recruited status, atatter status with non-recruited
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females who had identified themselves as starterdhaving higher means on
performance-avoidance in sports.

Fourth, since one of the main goals of this studg W determine predictors
for academic performance, multiple regression wasedu Regression analysis
revealed that academic self-efficacy alone as vesll academic self-efficacy
combined with the academic goal orientation moioratl variables of mastery-
approach in academics, mastery-avoidance in academerformance-approach in
academics, and performance-avoidance in acaderecsiigted for enough variance
to be considered significant predictors of academé&formance. A second
regression revealed that college experiences, atjanand academic self-efficacy
were also significant predictors of academic pentmmce. Implications of these

results and suggestions for future study are pteden the next chapter.
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CHAPTER FIVE
Discussion and Conclusion
“I learned that the only way you are going to genywhere in life is to work hard
at it. Whether you’re a musician, an athlete, ortaisinessman, there is not getting
around it. If you do, you'll win — if you don’t, gu won't.”
--Bruce Jenner

Introduction

The purpose of this study was to examine the acamdemd athletic
motivation of Division | intercollegiate studentaédtes upon their academic and
athletic performances. The first task was to deiee the academic motivational
orientation of student-athletes by examining thiatienship between achievement
goals and academic performance. The second tasktavdetermine the athletic
motivational orientation of student-athletes by rakang the relationship between
achievement goals and athletic performance. Tlre ttask was to determine
whether achievement goals and self-efficacy camedlavithin the survey population
as they do according to achievement goal theorysalfeefficacy theory. The fourth
task was to examine the relationships between auatihletic self-efficacy and
academic/athletic performance among the studetgtatpopulation. The fifth task
was to determine whether any significant differeneristed among student-athletes
by gender, ethnicity, and type of sport. The sikBk was to determine what
predicted the academic performance of studentiathleThe seventh and final task
was to examine the relationships between the ngnitee variables of college

experience and academic support with motivationaatlemic performance.
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Discussion

Regarding the first task, significant positive edations were found to exist
in the student-athlete sample between both academastery-approach and
academic performance-approach achievement goalcddemic performance, as
measured by self-reported cumulative college GPRAkewise, athletic mastery-
approach and athletic performance-approach achiewegoals were significant and
positively related to academic performance. Neitleeademic nor athletic
achievement goals grounded in avoidance were tel@teacademic performance.
The results indicate that student-athletes who haweapproach orientation in

academics tend to perform better academically #mdtecally.

Regarding the second task, significant mean difieee were found to exist
between both academic mastery-approach and acadeenformance-approach
achievement goals to athletic performance, as medswy starter status.
Additionally, the mean difference was significantathletic performance for athletic
mastery-approach and athletic performance-appreaticevement goals. Neither
academic nor athletic achievement goals groundedvmidance were related to
athletic performance. The results indicate thatdet-athletes who have an

approach orientation in sport tend to perform bett@demically and athletically.

Additional significant correlations were found obollege experiences and
academic support, as both were positively relatedapproach motivation in
academics and sport as well as to academic anetiatbélf-efficacy. This indicates

that student-athletes who believed their acadenoitvation came from their overall
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college experience, had higher GPAs, higher sélfasfy, and both academic and
athletic approach achievement goals. The only ghae was a significant
correlation between academic support and perforexamoidance sport. This
indicates that student-athletes who have a perfocetravoidance orientation in sport

also rate academic support highly.

The results suggest that the approach-avoidancational orientation was
an important factor in determining the relationstoptween achievement goal
orientation and the academic and athletic perfooasrof student-athletes. This is
consistent with motivational literature. Approag. avoidance motivation or
positive vs. negative valence lies at the heamofivational theory (Lewin, Demob,
Festinger & Sears, 1944; Alpert & Haber, 1960; Atkin, 1957; Covington & Berry,
1976; McClelland, Atkinson, Clark & Lowell, 1953;aMer, 1972, as cited in Elliot,
2006). Recent research suggests that individuhts wave an approach orientation
utilize more adaptive learning techniques and hmawee positive learning outcomes,
leading to better academic performance than thdsede not (Elliot, 1994; Elliot &
Harackiewicz, 1996; Elliot & Church, 1997; Ellidt999; Elliot & McGregor, 1999;
Pintrich, 2000; Elliot & McGregor, 2001; Harackie&j Barron, Pintrich, Elliot &
Thrash, 2002; Van Yperen, 2003; Van Yperen, 200éer&lis, 2007; Van Yperen &
Renkema, 2008; Van Yperen, Elliot & Anseel, 2008pproach motivation has also
been tied to better athletic performance in highost athletes and elite Olympic

athletes (Lochbaum & Roberts, 1993; Halvari & Kjarm999).

Although this study did not find type of achieverhegoal as a key

determinant in academic or athletic performanceidtconfirm the importance of the
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approach-avoidance motivational concept in regévdstudent-athletes. This study
suggests that student-athletes who adopt an agpayantation to motivation tend
to perform better academically. It also builds mgwevious work about approach
motivation relating to athletic performance, butwnmcorporates college student-
athletes within the research. College studenetgh| like high school and elite
athletes, tend to perform better athletically #yhadopt an approach orientation to
motivation. Motivational literature also discusgbe benefit of adopting multiple
achievement goals as well as whether achievemeals gan transfer across both
academic and athletic domains (Steinberg, Sing&tugphey, 2000; Roberts, 1992;
Duda & Nicholls, 1992; Ryska, 2002; Ryska & Vesgfl04; Green, Dillon & Miller,
2010). This study adds to the literature that sstgystudent-athletes who adopt an
approach motivation in academics also tend to adopgpproach motivation in

athletics.

In regards to the third task, this study found tlsatf-efficacy and
achievement goal variables correlated as expectedséif-efficacy theory and
achievement goal theory with regard to approackntations, but not so with regard
to avoidance orientations. Bandura (1982) beliepetteived self-efficacy helps
determine approach-avoidance orientation to motimat Perceived self-efficacy is
the way an individual views their capability to aowlish a task. If an individual
reports a high self-efficacy, he/she will be makelly to approach a task and persist
in it. On the other hand, if an individual hasoavIself-efficacy, he/she will more
likely avoid the task. Achievement motivation fges on the goals an individual

will adopt (mastery or performance) and whethey e motivated by the desire to
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achieve success (approach motivation) or whetlegr dlne motivated by the desire to
avoid failure (avoidance motivation) (Elliot & Mc€&gor, 2001). In other words,
self-efficacy should correlate positively with mestapproach and performance-
approach achievement behavior, while self-efficakbguld be negatively related to

mastery-avoidance and performance avoidance achevebehavior.

Both academic and athletic self-efficacy were digantly and positively
correlated with both mastery-approach and perfoo®approach achievement goals
in both academic and athletic settings. Consistatit Bandura’s theory (1982),
self-efficacy is positively related to approach ivation. This study supports
previous findings of a significant relationship Wween mastery goals and perceived
ability in educational settings (Greene & MilleQ%a; Greene & Miller, 1996b;
Elliot & McGregor, 2001) and in sport settings (bbaum & Roberts, 1993; Ryska,

2002; Ryska & Vestal, 2004; Bagoien & Halvari, 205

On the other hand, no significant relationshipsereund for academic and
athletic self-efficacy with both mastery-avoidanemd performance-avoidance
achievement goals in both academic and athletiingst although the relationships
were generally negative in direction. As such, fthdings only partially supported
literature with respect to the relationship betwesatf-efficacy and achievement
goals. However, other studies also did not firgphificant relationship between self-
efficacy and achievement goals (Miller, Behrensd&be & Newman, 1993; Duda &

Nicholls, 1992; Miller, Greene, Montalvo, Ravindr&rNichols, 1996).
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Perhaps the reason for these inconclusive findiregsin the concept of
valence. The results from this study suggest\uhkEnce is a more important factor
than the type of achievement goal adopted. Itctbelthat self-efficacy is related to
both mastery-approach and performance-approacle\arhent motivation, but not
such an important factor in adopting a masterydaace and performance-
avoidance orientation to achievement motivationorddrecent work utilizing the 2
X 2 achievement model suggests that positive oatnegvalence may contribute to
an individual's dominant achievement goal oriemtati Van Yperen (2006)
conducted a 2 X 2 MANOVA and only found generalizeelf-efficacy to be
statistically significant with valence (approach asoidance) (F = 11.33; p = .04),
but not with the competence definition (mastery yserformance) or with
competence x valence. Additionally, he found thadividuals who adopted
dominant approach goals had a stronger sensefegfBeficy than individuals with
dominant avoidance goals. Therefore, it is possithlat self-efficacy is more
strongly related to an approach orientation to watidn than an avoidance

orientation to motivation.

The fourth task was to examine the relationshigsvéen academic/athletic
self-efficacy and academic/athletic performance.he Tsignificant and positive
relationship between academic self-efficacy andiacac performance as measured
by GPA was expected. No relationship was foun@veen athletic self-efficacy and
academic performance. In order to determine hoademic/athletic self-efficacy

behaved with athletic performance, significant nseah the starter status variable
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had to be examined. As hypothesized, the analykigsariance found that the

difference between athletic self-efficacy and atblperformance was significant.

It is not surprising that students who perform dretacademically and
athletically express confidence in their abilitiasthese domains. Self-efficacy has
been shown to be positively related to academitopaance in the literature with
the general student population (Schunk, 1988; iem# DeGroot, 1990; Garcia &
Pintrich, 1995; Greene & Miller, 1996; Miller, Gmee, Montalvo, Ravindran &
Nichols, 1996; Miller, Behrens, Greene & Ertmer0@0 Bandura, Barbaranelli &
Pastorelli, 1996; Zimmerman, 1996; Schunk & Ertni2&Q0; Bandura, Barbaranelli,
Caprara & Pastorelli, 2001; Linnenbrink & PintricB003; Bandura, Caprara,
Barbaranelli & Pastorelli, 2003; Bembenutty & Zimmman, 2003; Jakubowski &
Dembo, 2004; Choi, 2005) as well as with studehketes in academics (Sedlacek &
Adams-Gaston, 1992; Eiche, Sedlacek, & Adams-Gadi8a7; Garrett, 2000) and
in athletics (Duda & Nicholls, 1992; Ommundsen &dBesen, 1999; Ryska, 2002;
Ryska & Vestal, 2004; Skjesol & Halvari, 2005; Bago& Halvari, 2005). Many of
these studies found self-efficacy or perceiveditghid be the strongest predictor of
academic and athletic performance. This study fdsod academic self-efficacy
and athletic self-efficacy as important factorshoth the academic and athletic
performance of Division | student-athletes, as eigx by the literature and self-

efficacy theory.

The fifth task was to examine mean differences cadamic and athletic
performance as well as the motivational variablesstery-approach academics,

mastery-avoidance academics, performance-approaademics, performance-
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avoidance academics, mastery-approach sport, masteidance sport,
performance-approach sport, and performance-avo@aport) of student-athlete
subgroups including gender, ethnicity, and typesmdrt. Ethnicity did not present
any new information in regards to academic perferresor achievement motivation.
Due to the low number of responses by type of spgbese findings could not be

interpreted. However, findings on both are diseddwiefly here.

The only significant mean (p < .0001) with regavcethnicity was GPA, with
non-minorities having higher mean GPAs (3.34) anmared to minorities (2.97).
Previous literature supports the fact that minesittend to have lower GPAs than
non-minorities (NCAA, 2009; Sellers, 1992; PetrieR&ssell, 1995). However, the
fact that ethnicity itself was not a significantfar in academic motivation is not
completely surprising. Research suggests thagréifices on academic performance
between groups of students and student-athletes @le much less likely to do with
race or ethnicity than other factors such as paeehication or economic status
(Garrett, 2000; Simons, Van Rheenen & Covingto®9)9 Since there were not any
other significant means or new information presgrdencerning ethnicity, it was
not explored further.

This study also sought to examine type of spog sident-athlete subgroup,
defined as either high profile (baseball, men'ske#zall, women’s basketball, and
football), or low profile, which consisted of themaining sports. However, of the
209 student-athletes in the sample, only 27 were fhigh profile sports. Although
the results may not be able to be interpreted,dtudy found that low profile sport

participants were more likely to adopt mastery-apph and mastery-avoidance
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motivational orientations to sport, and performaapproach motivational
orientations to academics more so than high prefilert participants. Also, high
profile student-athletes had identified themselassstarters on their athletic teams

more so than low profile student-athletes.

It is reasonable to assume that student-athletdewnprofile sports have
fewer expectations of a professional athletics erampportunity than high profile
sport participants because there are more opptgsiio pursue the high profile
sports in the professional leagues. Thereforaakes sense that low profile student-
athletes may adopt a mastery-approach orientatithaMocus on self-improvement
or participating in the sport for the inherent \alu it, rather than on proving their

competence to others.

In regards to adopting a mastery-avoidance oriemah sport, low profile
sport student-athletes also tended toward thisw@i®n more so than high profile
student-athletes. Having a mastery orientatioricatds that success in sport is
important to low profile sport participants. Howveey having an avoidance
orientation indicates that they also are motivatedavoid failure as well as to
achieve success. Therefore, low profile sporti@pents seemed to fear not
mastering their sport more so than high profiledseti-athletes. Low profile sport
participants are most likely performing their spiant the last time and perhaps view

this as their opportunity to achieve at the higtesatl.

It is not unexpected that low profile sport papamts would tend to adopt a

performance-approach motivation in academics agpaoed with high profile sport
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participants. Performance-approach goals have bmamd to sometimes predict
academic achievement in certain performance stmst(Harackiewicz, Barron &
Elliot, 1998; Harackiewicz, Barron, Pintrich, Elia&& Thrash, 2002; Midgley,
Kaplan & Middleton, 2001; Elliot, McGregor & Gablg,999). Although not
significant in this study, low profile sport parpants also reported higher scores on
GPAs. So, it makes sense that low profile sportigpants adopted a performance-
approach motivational orientation in academics mswethan high profile sport
participants.

Finally, it is not surprising that more high prefisport participants would
identify themselves as starters on their athlegants than low profile sport
participants because they are usually the startétigh profile sport participants
have been found to identify more with their atldetole (Adler & Adler, 1987,
Simons & Van Rheenen, 2000; Gaston, 2003) tharplmftle sport participants.

Although ethnicity and type of sport were not exptb any further, data
analysis revealed recruited status and startensstat be interesting student-athlete
subgroups. Therefore, in addition to gender, neslustatus and starter status are
discussed here.

Significant mean differences and effects were foundegards to gender.
This study found that female student-athletes, nsaréhan male student-athletes,
tend to adopt an avoidance orientation in sport andapproach orientation in
academics. Significant mean differences revedlatfemales had higher scores on
mastery-avoidance in sport, performance-avoidanasport, performance-avoidance

in academics, and lower scores on academic s&theff Gender also showed a

262



small to moderate main effect on mastery-avoidamme moderate to large effect on
performance-avoidance in sport with more femalesptidg these achievement
motivations. There was also a moderate main efbéagender on performance-
approach sport, but more males than females addipiedchievement goal in sport.
In regards to their academics; however, there wasall to moderate main effect of
gender on mastery-approach academics with more ldemadopting this

achievement goal than males. Greene, Dillon & #il{2010) also found that
females were significantly higher on mastery-appino academics, in addition to
sport. Therefore, it is unexpected that when casgpeo males, females would tend
to adopt mastery-avoidance in sport, performancgdance in sport, performance-
avoidance in academics and also report lower acadesif-efficacy. Perhaps this
finding is a function of sample size since the skemp the Greene, Dillon & Miller

(2010) study included more males from high prasperts.

Although not significant, this study did find th&gmales reported higher
GPAs than males, while females reported lower effifacy scores for academics
than males. Pintrich & DeGroot (1990) found thatf-efficacy is one of the
strongest predictors of academic performance. -8ktlacy theory states that
individuals with high self-efficacy are more likely develop an approach orientation
to a task. Because female student-athletes terghto higher GPAs than male
student-athletes (NCAA, 2009), it stands to reasoeording to theory that females
would have higher academic self-efficacy and bs lé®ly to adopt an avoidance
motivation. Additionally, Greene & Miller (1996p@ind a significant correlation

between learning goal orientation (mastery) andcgeed ability (perceived self-
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efficacy). In other words, students with high meved ability were more likely to
adopt a mastery goal orientation. Again, one wdhidk that females, who tend to
perform better academically, would report highdf-sticacy than males and be less
likely to adopt a performance-avoidance motivationdentation in academics.
However, this study produced mixed results in thatanalysis of variance showed
that females tended to adopt an avoidance motivatiorientation in academics,
while the multivariate analysis of variance foundmain effect of gender, with

females adopting an approach motivational oriemiaith academics.

Significant mean differences and effects were dtsand in regards to
recruited status. Recruited student-athletes te@dower GPAs and scored lower
on mastery-approach in academics and self-efficae@gademics than non-recruited
student-athletes. Additionally, they reported higbeores on performance-approach
in sport, performance-avoidance in academics, pednce-avoidance in sport, self-
efficacy in sport and starter status than non-iemlustudent-athletes. There was
also a small to moderate main effect of recruitedus on performance-approach
sport with more recruited student-athletes adoptimg) achievement goal than non-
recruited student-athletes and a small to modenatie effect of recruited status on
GPA with non-recruited student-athletes earningnéigsPAs than recruited student-
athletes.

Since recruited student-athletes were recruitetheanstitution primarily for
their athletic ability, it makes sense they woultbgt a performance-approach in
sport orientation, have higher self-efficacy in gpand be starters on their athletics

teams, more so than non-recruited student-athketelsis consistent with theory.
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They are the most talented and start for their sgamich reinforces their athletic
self-efficacy. With high self-efficacy, they areore likely to approach the task of
competing in their sport. Recruited student-addetould be interested in showing
individuals like their coaches that they perfornitéethan other recruited student-

athletes and they most likely have confidence @irtathletic abilities to do so.

In regards to their academics; however, recruitadent-athletes had lower
GPAs and were more likely to adopt a performanaaemnce motivational
orientation than non-recruited student-athletestemek lower academic self-efficacy
than non-recruited student-athletes. If recrugkdient-athletes are unable to devote
as much time to their academics as non-recruitedest-athletes, then there is a
chance recruited student-athletes may not perfasmvall academically. As the
literature indicates, students who adopt a perfageavoidance orientation in
educational settings tend to do so because theypfrdorming worse than others
(Elliot & Harackiewicz, 1996; Pintrich, 2000; EltioMcGregor & Gable, 1999;
Church, Elliot & Gable, 2001; Elliot & McGregor, @0; McGregor & Elliot, 2002;
Harackiewicz, Barron, Pintrich, Elliot & Thrash,@@) Elliot, Shell, Henry & Maier,
2005; Van Yperen, 2006; Sideridis, 2007; Van YperEiiot & Anseel, 2009).
Recruited student-athletes, more so than non-eckstudent-athletes, may adopt a
performance-avoidance orientation in academicsusecaf this very fact. In other
words, because they focus so much on performing #pert and may not focus
enough on their academics, they tend to avoid parfy academic tasks because
they are afraid of failure. Additionally, as supia by self-efficacy and

achievement goal orientation theory, self-efficeeyighly correlated with approach
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motivation because individuals tend to be confidentasks where they have had
success and will continue to approach those td3&sdura, 1982; Greene & Miller,
1996a; Greene & Miller, 1996b; Elliot & McGregorQ@1; Lochbaum & Roberts,

1993; Ryska, 2002; Ryska & Vestal, 2004; BagoieHavari, 2005).

Since this study found that recruited student-&ilereported higher
avoidance orientation than non-recruited studdmetds, it is not surprising that
they would report lower academic self-efficacy tham-recruited student-athletes.
Again, according to theory the higher self-efficaoya domain, the more likely
he/she will approach the task. Since recruitedesittathletes reported lower self-
efficacy, they would be more likely to want to avdhe task, which is what this

study found.

Another result found in regards to recruited statas that recruited student-
athletes also were more likely to adopt a performeasvoidance motivational
orientation in sport than non-recruited studentedéls. One would think the most
highly talented student-athletes (recruited andisty would not be motivated this
way in their sport. However, with so much at stdke may be explained by fear of
not performing as well as their peers. Researdicates that fear of failure is a
positive predictor of performance-approach, perfmoe-avoidance, and mastery-
avoidance goal orientation adoption in academit¢so(E& McGregor, 2001). In a
later study, Conroy & Elliot (2004) found that feaf failure is also related to
performance-approach, performance-avoidance, astenyaavoidance achievement
goals in sport. The researchers concluded thatde&ailure may have a causal

influence on achievement goals. Greene, Dillon &lév1 (2010) also found that
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student-athlete in high profile sports were higberboth mastery and performance
avoidance goals, suggesting that this group ofesttidthletes needs to learn to focus
less on fear. Based upon this previous resedarchpbossible that recruited student-
athletes may adopt both performance-approach aridrp@nce-avoidance goals in

sport due to a fear of failure. Perhaps recrustedlent-athletes are concerned they

may not perform as well as the other highly taldrgeident-athletes.

The fact that non-recruited student-athletes hgbdri GPAs higher academic
self-efficacy and were more likely to adopt a mastpproach orientation in
academics than recruited student-athletes wasunptising, given that non-recruited
student-athletes are not recruited by the institufor athletics. One would expect
non-recruited student-athletes then, to earn highleAs. Additionally, research
conducted using achievement goal theory indicdtasdtudents who tend to adopt a
mastery-approach orientation in academics utilizeenadaptive learning strategies
and have more positive learning outcomes, leadngidher GPAs (Pintrich, 2000;
Elliot & Harackiewicz, 1996; Elliot, McGregor & Gé&ly 1999; Church, Elliot &
Gable, 2001; McGregor & Elliot, 2002; Elliot, Shellenry & Maier, 2005; Elliot,
2005; Harackiewicz, Barron, Pintrich, Elliot & Tl 2002). Since non-recruited
student-athletes reported earning higher GPAsaxpected they would also be more
likely to adopt a mastery-approach goal orientationacademics. The results
presented here in regards to recruited vs. nonitedr student-athletes supports the
theory.

Another interesting subgroup that data analysieald was that of the

“starter vs. non-starter.” Starters had signiftgahigher means than non-starters on
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mastery-approach sport, performance-approach spod, athletic self-efficacy.
Additionally, there was a small to moderate maifeaffound of starter status on
athletic self-efficacy, with starters reporting héy athletic self-efficacy than non-
starters. One would expect student-athletes whd'sarters” on their teams to be
the most highly performing athletically and to legk in their ability to perform in
their sport, more so than those who do not “staiftiis is supported by both self-
efficacy theory and achievement goal theory. Reeceability or self-efficacy
determines whether an individual will adopt an @&agh or avoidance orientation to
a task (Bandura, 1982; Schunk, 1996). It is reallenthen that student-athletes who
identified themselves as “starters” have high effitacy in athletics. Additionally,
their starter status acts as a “performance acadshmpént,” something Bandura
(1982) considered to be the most influential soudfe self-efficacy beliefs.
Accomplishments in sport reinforce self-efficacyr feport. Likewise, Duda &
Nicholls (1992) found that perceived ability wa® tmost significant predictor of
intrinsic motivation in sport. Because intrinsicotiwation has been positively
related to approach orientation (Elliot & Harackiezy 1996) it is understandable
that “starters” who have high self-efficacy are mantrinsically motivated in their
sport and as a result, adopt an approach orientatio other words, the most highly
talented student-athletes in their sport tend tebe in their athletic capabilities and
as a result, tend to adopt a mastery-approachrtorpgence-approach orientation in
sport.

Also of interest is the finding of a moderate twaynnteraction effect of

recruited status and starter status on masterydamoe in sport. Student-athletes
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who identified themselves as recruited and asestamwere more likely to adopt a
mastery-avoidance sport achievement goal. This beaglue to the idea that the
desire to achieve perfection is related to maséwnidance goals as found by Van
Yperen (2006). Individuals who adopt a masteryidaoce goal tend to do so
because they desire to avoid failure. They fe#infpat mastering the task at hand.
Elite athletes have been identified as individwell® may be more likely to adopt a
mastery-avoidance achievement goal orientationiof=IR005). Since recruited
student-athletes who are starters on their athtens are most likely the most
talented athletes at the college level, it makesedhat some are perfectionists or
have perfectionist tendencies and would thus; adophastery-avoidance goal
orientation.

Another finding of interest was a small to modertiteee-way interaction
effect with gender, recruited status, and stati@us on performance-avoidance in
sport. Female student-athletes, who had identifiednselves as non-recruited, but
as starters, were more likely to adopt a perforreaavwmidance sport achievement
goal. Student-athletes who were not originallyuged by the institution for their
athletics ability, may only be extrinsically motted by sport. They may begin to
develop their athletic talent more at the collezyeel and eventually earn a “starting”
place or status on the team, which acts as annaterotivator for them to continue
to perform in their sport. If this is the casegythmay fear performing worse than
others and losing their new starter status, theeslmpting a performance-avoidance

orientation in sport.
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The sixth task of this study was to examine whetwademic self-efficacy
and academic motivation could predict academicoperdnce. Regression analysis
revealed that academic self-efficacy alone conteithuo 20 percent of the variance
in academic performance as measured by self-rapocBBA. As previously
discussed self-efficacy has been positively relatedcademic performance in the
general student population (Schunk, 1988; PintécibeGroot, 1990; Garcia &
Pintrich, 1995; Greene & Miller, 1996; Miller, Gmee, Montalvo, Ravindran &
Nichols, 1996; Miller, Behrens, Greene & Ertmer0@QBandura, Barbaranelli &
Pastorelli, 1996; Zimmerman, 1996; Schunk & Ertn2800; Bandura, Barbaranelli,
Caprara & Pastorelli, 2001; Linnenbrink & PintricB003; Bandura, Caprara,
Barbaranelli & Pastorelli, 2003; Bembenutty & Zimmman, 2003; Jakubowski &
Dembo, 2004; Choi, 2005) as well as with studehke#¢s in their academics
(Sedlacek & Adams-Gaston, 1992; Eiche, Sedlacek Adams-Gaston, 1997,
Garrett, 2000). The findings reported here aresistent with theory and prior
research.

The academic achievement orientation variableseattid not significantly
contribute to the variance in academic performantais is contrary to the research
on achievement motivation. Achievement goals hbeen related to academic
performance in numerous studies over the yearso(EMcGregor & Gable, 1999;
Church, Elliot & Gable, 2001; McGregor & Elliot, @B; Elliot, Shell, Henry &
Maier, 2005; Elliot & McGregor, 2001). Elliot, Ma€&gor & Gable (1999) found
that performance-approach goals predicted exanoqmeaihce, F(1,158) = 6.91, p <

.01 (B = .15), and performance-avoidance goals tiveya predicted exam
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performance, F(1, 158) = 6.20, p < .05 (3 = -.1%he overall model revealed 51
percent of the variance in exam performance cowdekplained by the basic
regression model (mastery goals, performance-apbrogoals, performance-
avoidance goals, and GPA). Elliot & McGregor (2P@lso found performance-
approach goals were a positive predictor of exarfopeance, F(1, 163) = 5.35, p <
.05 (B = .18), while performance-avoidance goalseveenegative predictor of exam
performance, F(1, 163) = 10.42, p < .005 (8 = -.2ZZhurch, Elliot & Gable (2001)
found the same with performance-approach goalstipelsi predicting graded
performance, F(1, 262) = 5.32, p < .05, (B = .17 performance-avoidance goals
as negative predictors of graded performance, F§2) = 19.66, p < .0001, (B = -
.28). The researchers also found mastery goalsoasive predictors of graded
performance, F(1, 262) = 9.14, p <.005, (B = .Z2¢rhaps achievement goals alone
did not predict academic performance for the sttdémetes in this study due to a
small variation in academic performance among tielent-athlete sample. Or,
perhaps self-reported cumulative college GPA did accurately represent true
academic performance, and therefore, the achieviensables did not predict
academic performance in this particular study. tBa other hand, academic
achievement may operate differently in the studehlete population than in the
general student body. Adler & Adler (1987) foumhatt athletic participation alone
had a negative impact on academic achievementar&kg Bohr, Nora & Terenzini
(1993) also found athletic participation to creat#verse consequences for the
cognitive development of male and female studednietds as compared with the

general student body. And, in their study aboudlent-athlete experiences, Potuto
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& O’Hanlon (2006) found that although student-atidxde believed their athletic
participation negatively affected their academicrfggenance, student-athletes
believed it was worth the tradeoff. Because studénetes may knowingly allow
their academic performance to suffer as a resutheifr athletic participation, the
same relationships found between achievement nimivaand academic
performance in the general student body may ndbviolthe same theorized
relationship in the student-athlete population.

However, when the academic achievement orientatsoiables were added
to the regression with academic self-efficacy, ¢heariables explained 24 percent of
the variance in academic performance. Therefdis, study found that academic
self-efficacy was the strongest single predictor amademic performance, but
academic self-efficacy and academic achievemenivatan together predicted the
academic performance of student-athletes. Thiglirfqm is supported by the
literature. Numerous studies have found perceal®lity or self-efficacy to interact
with achievement goals for academic performancehdlls, 1984; Dweck, 1986;
Pintrich, 2000; Elliot & McGregor, 2001; Ames & Arer, 1988; Miller, Behrens,
Greene & Newman, 1993; Greene & Miller, 1996; Mill&sreene, Montalvo,
Ravindran & Nichols, 1996; Garret, 2000; GastonQ20Ryska & Vestal, 2004).
This study confirmed that academic self-efficacyd aan academic achievement
motivational orientation combined better predice thcademic performance of

Division | student-athletes than they do as sirfigi¢ors.

In addition to motivational orientation, two quests were included in the

survey. One, called college experiences, was dpedl to assess whether college
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experience contributes to the motivation to sucatiemically. The other, called
academic support was developed to assess whethee gervices had a positive
impact upon academic performance. However, thes@at behave the same way
among the student-athletes in this study. Reaugtident-athletes had higher
means on academic support, while non-recruitedestathletes reported higher
means on college experiences. Because recruiiddrgtathletes are not necessarily
recruited for their academic ability, athletic depeents may tend to target
university academic support services to recruitedient-athletes more so than to
non-recruited student-athletes. There is alsossaraption in college athletics that
non-recruited student-athletes are better prepaeademically than recruited
student-athletes because they were admitted toingteution primarily due to
academic rather than athletic performance. Inrotfueds, recruited student-athletes
may utilize academic support services more than-reoruited student-athletes.
Therefore, this would make sense that a positivatioaship existed between
academic support services and academic perfornfancecruited student-athletes.
Non-recruited student-athletes may believe theireral college experiences
contribute to their motivation to succeed acadehyideecause they are able to have
a more well-rounded overall college experience thacruited student-athletes.
Often times, non-recruited student-athletes mayehmore opportunities to be
involved on campus than recruited student-athledss may be due to the fact that
higher expectations and structure exist in spartréeruited student-athletes than
non-recruited student-athletes. Therefore, resdugtudent-athletes may have less

free time to participate in all of the other cokegxperiences.
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Correlations revealed significant positive relasibips between college
experiences and academic support with academiorpeshce as well as with the
approach orientations and self-efficacy in acadsraitd sport. Regression analysis
also revealed college experiences, alone, and ag#demic support together as
significant predictors of academic performance.udsht affairs professionals are
concerned with the college experience and the ceswffered for college students
to be successful. IRour Critical Years RevisitedAlexander Astin (1993) studied
college environments and their effect on academitcames. The environment
included type of educational program and facultyvtoch the student was exposed
as well as many other aspects of the undergradeigierience, such as the peer
group. He found that student involvement reflébts amount of time and energy a
student invests in the educational process and ethawat almost any form of
student involvement in the college experience bhendkarning and student

development.

College experience is also related to student tieter(Tinto, 1987). In
Leaving College: Rethinking the Causes and Cures$tadent Attrition,Tinto
(1987) developed a theory of student departure frolkege. According to his work,
effective retention lies in the college’s commitrhém students. Therefore, student
attrition is a reflection of college life and ovkreollege experience. Both college
experience and retention are related to studertessc Tinto (1997) identifies the
following six areas that impact success in collegestitutional commitment; high
expectations; academic, social, and financial stppuonitoring and feedback;

involvement defined as academic and social intemratand learning. Therefore,
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efforts to enhance student success must consiéerature of the college experience
and the support provided. This study contributeshie literature about college
experience and academic support. Student-athletes have an approach
motivation in academics and sport, report high agad and athletic self-efficacy,
tend to earn higher GPAs, and tend to believe #mademic motivation comes from
their overall college experience. Future studiesla utilize student development
theory and achievement goal theory together aghéwretical framework for further

research on student-athlete motivation and acadpenformance.

Limitations

Anticipated limitations for this study were the gealizability of the findings
given that the sample included only Division | stotdathletes from private
institutions in the Southwestern portion of the tddi States. However, additional
limitations arose when conducting the study in rdgdo the sample size not being
representative of the student-athlete populati@pecifically, analyses related to
type of sport could not be interpreted due to tinalsresponse from participants in
high profile sports. Of the 209 student-athletd®ownade up the sample, only 27
were high profile sport participants. Thereforay aesults found concerning this

group should be interpreted with caution.

Another limitation of this study was the lack ofraadility in academic
performance of the student-athlete sample when aoedpto similar research. This
was also found in the Greene, Dillon & Miller (2Q02€9udy. The mean GPA of the

sample was 3.25, with a standard deviation of &dd variance of only .265. The
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lack of academic diversity of the sample makesifficdlt to interpret the results.
Student-athletes, however, may be a more homogguudation than other student

groups.

Directionsfor Future Research

Future studies should continue to seek to studwylatipns from a variety of
institutional types to increase generalizabilitytiog¢ findings. Of particular interest
are Division I-FBS schools from public institutioasd Bowl Championship Series
(BCS) conferences since this is where the majaftgoncerns in intercollegiate
athletics lie. The Knight Commission sites Divisid-FBS big-time athletic
programs as those who operate with little regardatademics other than for

maintaining athletic eligibility (Knight Commissip2001).

Future research should also seek to better reazhitfh profile student-
athlete through multiple institutions with randoamgples drawn from each. It was
an unfortunate result that high profile sport m#pants were not accurately
represented in the study. Although there were ermbugh high profile sport
participants to analyze for the study, it can biel $hat for whatever reason, the
majority of them were not motivated to complete shevey, although they had the
same opportunity to participate as all studentsah be said they avoided the task.
The question is why? Did they avoid it becausg fieét it took up too much time?
A study conducted by the NCAA in 2010 indicated tirae commitment to athletics
is still the highest for high profile student-atiele. Division I-FBS football student-

athletes report the highest in-season commitmergptot at approximately 43.3
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hours per week. Baseball reported 42.1 hours; snbasketball at 39.2 hours;
women’s basketball at 37.6 hours; all other womesperts at 33.3 hours and all
other men’s sports at 32 hours per week (NCAA, 201Did they avoid it for fear

they would not complete it properly? Did they aloi because they were not

interested in it? Or, did they avoid it becaussyttid not see the value in it?

Future research should also explore further appraaoidance motivational
orientation such as task interest and perceivetrumentality, or even other
motivational theories to explain the academic beraef high profile student-
athletes. Task interest is the level of interestraividual has for a task and has
been found to be related to performance and acmentgoals (Van Yperen, 2003).
Perceived instrumentality is an individual's perio@p of whether one views the task
at hand as instrumental to one’s future goals (Gre®illon & Miller, 2010). It
would be of interest to study how Division | stuttathletes view the perceived
instrumentality of academics vs. sport. This wauddp us to understand further the
factors that cause one to adopt a particular midiral orientation. One such theory
may be expectancy-value theory operating withinakernce framework (Feather,
1988). Feather’'s work was based upon the gentr@ddist population and found that
personal values induce valence once they are edgalyeother words, depending
upon whether an individual finds value in the taskand, determines whether they

will adopt an approach or avoidance motivation talirtthat task.

Future studies should focus upon specific subgrafphe student-athlete
population, such as those who are recruited ansetlnho excel athletically. The

data from this study suggests that these groupstumfent-athletes have different
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motivational orientations than other subgroups famther research should seek to

explore possible explanations, including additicegdloration about fear of failure.

Implicationsfor Theory and Practice

Implications for Theory

Several implications can be gathered from the tesilthis study. First, the
findings on females and the achievement avoidamemtation was not consistent
with previous studies and did not operate as erpebtly theory. Specifically,
females, who earned higher GPAs than males, repdawer self-efficacy and
tended to adopt an achievement avoidance orientatiecond, the study provides
additional support for the relationship posed bgotly that academic self-efficacy
and achievement motivation act as predictors ofl@wec performance. Third, this
research suggests that student-athletes who hastmrg sense of academic and
athletic self-efficacy will be more likely to adopn approach achievement
orientation in both domains of their lives, leaditigmore adaptive academic and
athletic outcomes. Fourth, researchers from thecanal profession and sport
profession can use the same theory — the 2 X Zewaeiment goal theory model
developed by Elliot & McGregor (2001) to further pbore the achievement

motivations of student-athletes.

Implications for Practice

First, the findings suggest that motivational vbles as well as cognitive

variables should be considered when advising arstruicting student-athletes.
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Second, the research suggests that the acadeffreffaricy of student-athletes will
support the adoption of an approach achievemergntation and therefore,
improvements in academic performance. Becausdisf individuals developing
NCAA policy such as the Academic Performance Pmog(APP) should consider
that retention and eligibility may not be the besasures of academic achievement.
Third, professionals working with Division | inteiegiate student-athletes should
understand that student-athlete subgroups are atetivn different ways, depending
upon gender, recruited status, and starter steReruited student-athletes who are
starters on their athletic teams may experiencathletic culture at the collegiate

level different from those who are not recruited ao not start.

Conclusion

Division | intercollegiate student-athletes représa unique population of
college students on college campuses today. Tdmy dompeting demands in their
often conflicting roles as students and athletés.an ideal world all Division |
student-athletes would seek to earn a meaningfilegs degree in order to go on
and become productive members of society. Intggalihile many student-athletes
strive to earn a college degree, others are nawatet to attend college to obtain an
education.  Without the proper environment and watidon for academic
performance, some Division | student-athletes aable to obtain a college degree

and leave the college environment unpreparedf®after college athletics.

The purpose of this study was to examine the acmdemd athletic

motivation of Division | student-athletes. In pawiar, it examined the relationship
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of academic/ athletic self-efficacy and academintédiic goal orientation on the

academic/athletic performances of Division | intdiegiate student-athletes.

Academic performance was measured by cumulativiegmlgrade point average
while athletic performance was measured by stattgus. It also sought to examine
significant differences among subgroups of stu@hiietes by gender, ethnicity, and
type of sport.

This study confirmed the use of self-efficacy actiavement goal theory in
student-athlete research. Academic motivation aotlege experiences were
significant predictors of academic performanceDaoision | intercollegiate student-
athletes. The results also suggest that studblgtes who adopt an approach
motivation (either mastery-approach or performaamgproach) tend to have better
academic and athletic performances than those wlbptaavoidance motivations.
Additionally, self-efficacy was more strongly reddt to approach motivation than
avoidance motivation. Therefore, the approachdamie motivation concept was
an important factor in determining the relationshptween self-efficacy and
achievement goals as well as the relationship Etveehievement goal orientation
and the academic/athletic performances of studdgtas. Finally, gender,
recruited status, and starter status emerged amsfisit subgroups that were
motivated in different ways towards their academérsl sport and should be

examined further in future research.
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Table 1
Academic Self-Efficacy

© N o

| believe | will receive excellent grades in mysdas.

| am certain | can understand the most difficultenial presented in my
classes.

| am confident that | can understand the basic eptsctaught in my classes.
| am confident that | can understand the most cermpiaterial presented by
my instructors in my classes.

| am confident | can do an excellent job on thegassents and tests in my
classes.

| expect to do well in my classes.

| am certain | can master the skills being taughy classes.

Considering the difficulty of my classes, the tearshand my skills, | think |
will do well in my classes.
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Table 2
Athletic Self-Efficacy

© N o

| am performing well in my sport.

| am certain | can understand the most difficutatgtgies and skills for my
sport.

| am confident | can understand the basic condeptsiy sport.

| am confident | can understand the most compleatesjies and skills for my
sport.

| am confident | can do an excellent job on thatstgies and skills needed to
perform well in my sport.

| believe | am performing well in my sport.

| am certain | can master the strategies and d¥elisg taught in my sport.
Considering the difficulty of my sport, my coacindamy skills, I think I will
perform well in my sport.
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Table 3
Achievement Goal Orientation in Academics

Performance-Approach
1. Itis important for me to do better in my clasdest other students.
2. Itis important for me to do well compared to oterdents in my classes.
3. My goal in my classes is to get a better grade thast other students.
Perfor mance-Avoidance
1. Ijust want to avoid performing worse than otheidsints in my classes.
2. My goal in my classes is to avoid performing wadis@n everyone else.
3. Itis important for me to avoid being one of therstgerformers in my
classes.
Mastery-Approach
1. I want to learn as much as possible from my classes
2. It is important for me to understand the conteningfclasses as thoroughly
as possible.
3. | desire to completely master the material preskimeny classes.
M astery-Avoidance
1. I worry that | may not learn all that | possiblyutd in my classes.
2. Sometimes | am afraid that | may not understancctimeent of my classes as
thoroughly as | would like.
3. | am often concerned that | may not learn all thate is to learn in my
classes.
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Table 4
Achievement Goal Orientation in Athletics

Performance-Approach
1. Itis important for me to perform better than oth#hletes in my sport.
2. It is important for me to do well compared to oth#rletes in my sport.
3. My goal is to do better in my sport than most othitetes.
Perfor mance-Avoidance
1. |just want to avoid performing worse in my spibidn other athletes.
2. My goal is to avoid performing worse in my sporthall other athletes.
3. Itis important for me to avoid being one of therstgerformers in my sport.
M astery-Approach
1. I want to perform as well as it is possible for tngoerform in my sport.
2. Itis important for me to master all aspects of peyformance in my sport.
3. Itis important to me to perform as well as | pbgscan in my sport.
M astery-Avoidance
1. I worry that | may not perform as well as | posgiban in my sport.
2. Sometimes | am afraid that | may not perform ad al would like to in my
sport.
3. | am often concerned that | may not perform as a®ll can perform in my
sport.
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Fall 2011 Student Athlete Survey

Directions - Part 1: Please answer the following questions by checking (V) the blank that best
describes you.

1. In which sport do you participate? If you participate in more than one sport, please
indicate your major sport only.

_ (1) BASEBALL
__ (2) MEN’S BASKETBALL
__ (3) WOMEN’S BASKETBALL
__ (4) WOMEN’S BOWLING
__(5) MEN’S CROSS COUNTRY
__ (6) WOMEN’S CROSS COUNTRY
___(7) EQUESTRIAN
___(8) WOMEN’S FIELD HOCKEY
___(9) MEN’S FENCING
___ (10) WOMEN’S FENCING
__ (11) FOOTBALL
___(12) MEN’S GOLF
___ (13) WOMEN’S GOLF
__ (14) MEN’S GYMNASTICS
__ (15) WOMEN’S GYMNASTICS
__ (16) MEN’S ICE HOCKEY
_ (17) WOMEN'’S ICE HOCKEY
__ (18) MEN’S LACROSSE
__ (19) WOMEN'’S LACROSSE
__ (20) MEN’S RIFLE
___(21) WOMEN’S RIFLE
___(22) ROWING/CREW
___(23) MEN’S SKIING
___(24) WOMEN’S SKIING
___(25) MEN’S SOCCER
___ (26) WOMEN’S SOCCER
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__ (27) SOFTBALL

___ (28) MEN’S SWIMMING
___(29) WOMEN’S SWIMMING
___ (30) MEN’S TENNIS

___ (31) WOMEN’S TENNIS

_ (32) MEN’S TRACK

__ (33) WOMEN’S TRACK

__ (34) MEN’S VOLLEYBALL
__ (35) WOMEN’S VOLLEYBALL
___ (36) MEN’S WATER POLO
___(37) WOMEN’S WATER POLO
___ (38) WRESTLING

2. What is your gender?
(1) MALE
___(2) FEMALE

3. What is your ethnic origin?
__ (1) CAUCASIAN
__(2) AFRICAN AMERICAN
__(3) HISPANIC/LATINO
___ (4) ASIAN AMERICAN
___(5) HAWAIIAN NATIVE/PACIFIC ISLANDER
____(6) NATIVE AMERICAN/ALASKAN NATIVE
___(7) NON-RESIDENT ALIEN
___(8) TWO OR MORE RACES
___(9) OTHER

4. What is your current academic classification as of the fall 2011 semester?
_ (1) FRESHMAN
__ (2) SOPHOMORE
__ (3)JuNIOR
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___(4) SENIOR
___(5) FIFTH YEAR SENIOR
___(6) POST-GRADUATE

5. s this your first semester at this institution?
(1) YES
__(2)NO

6. How many years of eligibility will you have left as of the fall 2011 semester,
including this season?
___ (1) NONE
__ (2)ONE
__(3)TwWoO
___(4) THREE
___(5)FOUR

7. Which best describes you?
(1) RECRUITED
__ (2) NON-RECRUITED

8. Which best describes you?
_ (1) NO ATHLETIC SCHOLARSHIP (WALK-ON STUDENT-ATHLETE)
__ (2) PARTIAL ATHLETIC SCHOLARSHIP (1 %-99 %)
___(3) FULL ATHLETIC SCHOLARSHIP (100%)

9. Which best describes you?
(1) STARTER

___(2) NON-STARTER

10. What is your cumulative college grade point average before beginning the fall

2011 semester (on a scale of 0.00 — 4.00)?
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Directions - Part 2: The following statements represent beliefs you have as a student-athlete
about your academic and athletic abilities and your reasons for doing the work required in your
sport and school work. Please read each statement below and indicate how much you agree or
disagree.Be sure to answer each question independently. Use the 6-point scale below to
indicate your response.

Strongly Disagree Strongly Agree

11. | want to learn as much as possible
from my classes......cuveveevececeveeeererenne, 1 2 3 4 5 6

12. | want to perform as well as it is possible
for me to perform in my sport.................. 1 2 3 4 5 6

13. It is important for me to do better in my
classes than other students...................... 1 2 3 4 5 6

14. It is important for me to perform better
than other athletes in my sport................1 2 3 4 5 6

15. | believe | will receive excellent grades
iN MY ClaSSeS....uuiieiiecieie ettt 1 2 3 4 5 6

16. | am performing well in my sport.............1 2 3 4 5 6

17. | worry that | may not learn all that | possibly
could in my classes......cceeeveeveveverereiernnne 1 2 3 4 5 6

18. | worry that | may not perform as well as
| possibly can in my sport........cccceeeevennen. 1 2 3 4 5 6

19. | just want to avoid performing worse than
other students in my classes.........ccc....... 1 2 3 4 5 6

20. | just want to avoid performing worse than
other athletes in my sport.........ccccceceneees 1 2 3 4 5 6

21. I am certain | can understand the
most difficult material presented
IN MY ClaSSeS...uiuiiierieiee et 1 2 3 4 5 6
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22.

23.

24,

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

| am certain | can understand the
most difficult strategies and skills for
[001V2] oo ] OO SRR UPSPRR 1

It is important for me to understand
the content of my classes as thoroughly

aS POSSIDIE....cveiereeee e 1
It is important for me to master all aspects
of my performance in my sport................1

Sometimes | am afraid that | may not
understand the content of my classes
as thoroughly as | would like.................... 1

Sometimes | am afraid that | may not
perform as well as | would like to in my
I am confident | can understand the basic

concepts taught in my classes.................. 1

| am confident | can understand the basic
concepts for my sport.......cccccveeereereeeeneeee. 1

It is important for me to do well compared
to other students in my classes............... 1

It is important for me to do well compared
to other athletes in my sport................... 1

My goal in my classes is to get a better grade

Than most other students.........cccouveue... 1

My goal is to do better in my sport than
most other athletes.......cccoevvivineeceennne. 1

| am confident that | can understand the
most complex material presented by my
instructors in my classes........cccccveennnnn 1

| am confident that | can understand the
most complex strategies and skills for my

SPOM et 1
| am certain | can master the skills being
taught in my classes.......ccccovvveveevece e, 1



36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

43,

44,

45,

46.

47.

48.

49.

| am certain | can master the skills and
Strategies being taught in my sport....... 1

My goal is to avoid performing worse in my

classes than everyone else....................... 1
My goal is to avoid performing worse in my
sport than all other athletes..................... 1

Considering the difficulty of my classes,
the teachers, and my skills, | think | will
do well in my classes........ccuveveeceeecrennnne. 1

Considering the difficulty of my sport,
my coach, and my skills, | think | will
perform well in my sport.......c.cccoeeeeeeeneene 1

| desire to completely master the material
presented in my classes.......ccocevveverreeenes 1

It is important to me to perform as well as
| possibly can in my sport.........cccveveeee. 1

| am often concerned that | may not learn
all that there is to learn in my classes....1

| am often concerned that | may not perform
as well as | can perform in my sport.......1

| expect to do well in my classes.............1
| believe | am performing well in

MY SPOM.. ittt ceerienre e st srie e e 1
It is important for me to avoid being

one of the worst performers in
MY ClaSSES..icuiiiiriiirierierieiee ettt sre e 1

It is important for me to avoid being
one of the worst performers in
(001727 o] o SRS P PR 1

| am confident | can do an excellent job
on the assignments and tests in my
ClaSSES. vttt 1



50.

51.

52.

| am confident | can do an excellent job
on the strategies and skills being taught
INMY SPOIt..eeceieecececee e e 1

My experiences in college have
generally supported my motivation
to succeed academically.......c..cccceveureunnnene 1

My experiences with academic support

services have made a positive difference
in my academic performance.................1
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Table 5
Student-Athlete Population and Sample Demographar&tteristics

Overall Population Sample Population Adjusted Sample

Variable N % N % N %
Population 678 100% 274 100% 209 100%
Gender

Male 387 57% 105 38% 79 38%
Female 291 43% 169 62% 130 62%
Sport

High profile 309 46% 36 13% 27 13%
Low profile 369 54% 238 97% 182 87%
Ethnicity

Non-minority 417 62% 198 75% 153 75%
Minority 261 38% 67 25% 50 25%
Recruited Status

Recruited 515 76% 208 76% 161 7%
Non-recruited 163 24% 63 23% 47 23%
Scholarship Status

None 165 24% 56 20% 39 19%
Partial 203 30% 126 46% 95 46%
Full 310 46% 92 34% 75 36%
Starter Status

Starter N/A N/A 180 68% 143 68%
Non-Starter N/A N/A 85 32% 62 30%
Academic Classification

Freshmen 186 28% 61 22% 5 3%
Sophomores 151 22% 54 20% 51 24%
Juniors 171 25% 85 31% 82 39%
Seniors 130 19% 62 23% 62 30%
Fifth Years 27 4% 6 2% 6 3%
Post-graduates 13 2% 6 2% 3 1%
Seasons of Eligibility Remaining

ZeroYears O 0% 16 6% 14 7%
One Year 117 17% 53 19% 51 24%
Two Years 150 22% 79 29% 76 36%
Three Years 162 24% 65 24% 56 27%
Four Years 249 37% 61 22% 12 6%

312



Table 6
Distribution of Student-Athletes by Sport

Overall Population Sample Population Adjusted Sample

Variable N % N % N %
Population 678 100% 274 100% 209 100%
MBA 28 41% O 0% O 0%
MBB 33 49% 2 70% 2 1.0%
WBB 29 43% 6 2.2% 3 1.4%
WBO 8 1.2% 6 2.2% 4 1.9%
MCC 36 53% 17 6.2% 14 6.7%
WCC 32 4.7% 7 26% 5 2.4%
MFB 219 32.3% 28 10.2% 22 10.5%
MGO 9 1.3% 3 1.1% 3 1.4%
WGO 15 2.2% 13 47% 11 5.3%
WCR 53 7.8% 37 13.5% 29 13.9%
MSO 27 4.0% 25 9.1% 17 8.1%
WSO 28 4.1% 26 9.5% 21 10.0%
WSB 17 25% 8 29% 7 3.3%
WSW 26 3.8% 21 7.7% 16 7.7%
MTE 15 22% 2 70% 2 1.0%
WTE 22 3.2% 8 29% 6 2.9%
MTR 30 2.9% 30 10.9% 20 9.6%
WTR 31 4.6% 23 8.4% 18 8.6%
WVB 30 44% 11 40% 9 4.3%

Note. MBA = Baseball; MBB = Men'’s Basketball; WBBWomen's Basketball;
WBO = Bowling; MCC = Men’s Cross Country; WCC = Wenis Cross Country;

MFB = Football; MGO = Men’s Golf; WGO = Women’s GoWCR =

Crew/Rowing; MSO = Men'’s Soccer; WSO = Women’s SociVSB = Softball;
WSW = Women’s Swimming & Diving; MTE = Men’s Tenn/TE = Women'’s

Tennis; MTR = Men’s Track; WTR = Women’s Track; W\sBVolleyball.
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Table 7
Distribution of Student-Athletes by Ethnicity

Overall Population Sample Population Adjusted Sample

Variable N % N % N %
Population 678 100% 274 100% 209 100%
Caucasian 417 61.5% 198 72.3% 153 73.2%
African Am. 150 22% 23 8.4% 17 8.1%
Hispanic/Lat. 27 4.0% 13 4.7% 7 3.3%
Asian Am. 10 1.5% 6 2.2% 4 1.9%
Hawaiian Nat. O 0% O 0% 0 0%
Al/Nat. Am. 11 1.6% 6 2.2% 4 1.9%
NR Alien 24 35% 5 1.8% 5 2.4%
Two or More 19 2.8% 10 3.6% 10 4.8%
Other 10 15% 3 1.4% 4 1.5%
Unknown 0 0% 9 3.3% 6 2.9%

Note. African Am. = African American; Hispanic/Lat Hispanic/Latino; Asian
Am. = Asian American; Hawaiian Nat. = Hawaiian Nati Al/Nat. Am. =
Alaskan/Native American; NR Alien = Non-Residentel; Two or More = Two or
More Races
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Table 16
Descriptive Characteristics of the Student-AthBtenple by Academic
Classification

Variable N Mean (SD)
GPA
Freshmen 5 3.14 71
Sophomores 50 3.19 .58
Juniors 79 3.32 49
Seniors 62 3.22 48
5" Years 6 3.02 .40
Post-graduates 3 3.78 15
START
Freshmen 4 1.25 .50
Sophomores 51 1.37 49
Juniors 81 1.25 43
Seniors 60 1.27 45
5" Years 6 1.67 52
Post-graduates 3 1.67 .58
MapAc
Freshmen 5 4.60 1.86
Sophomores 50 5.38 .65
Juniors 81 5.24 .78
Seniors 62 5.13 74
5" Years 6 5.22 .78
Post-graduates 3 5.67 .58
MapS
Freshmen 5 4,53 2.01
Sophomores 50 5.57 .50
Juniors 81 5.49 .73
Seniors 62 5.58 44
5" Years 6 4.94 1.10
Post-graduates 3 5.89 19
MavAc
Freshmen 4 3.58 1.50
Sophomores 50 3.87 1.05
Juniors 79 3.95 1.20
Seniors 61 3.57 1.12
5" Years 6 4.06 77
Post-graduates 3 2.22 .38
MavS
Freshmen 5 3.67 1.11
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Sophomores

Juniors

Seniors

5" Years

Post-graduates
PapAc

Freshmen

Sophomores

Juniors

Seniors

5" Years

Post-graduates

Freshmen

Sophomores

Juniors

Seniors

5" Years

Post-graduates
PavAc

Freshmen

Sophomores

Juniors

Seniors

5" Years

Post-graduates
PavS

Freshmen

Sophomores

Juniors

Seniors

5" Years

Post-graduates
SEAC

Freshmen

Sophomores

Juniors

Seniors

5" Years

Post-graduates
SES

Freshmen

Sophomores

Juniors

Seniors

5" Years

49
80
60

49
81
61

49
82
60

50
80
61

50
81
61

49
80
61

49
80
58
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4.23
4.24
4.03
3.67

3.33

3.80
4.88
4.75
4.73
4.53
4.22

4.33
5.24
5.02
5.21
4.50
5.89

4.00
3.94
3.69
3.54
3.22
2.78

3.87
4.19
3.90
3.82
2.83
3.11

4.10
4.81
4.85
4.95
4.96
5.88

4.05

4.99
5.07

5.17
4.50

1.17
1.26
1.06
1.07

.33

1.80
.92
1.07
.95
.56
1.68

1.70
74
1.01
74
.78
19

41
1.38
1.42
1.35
131
1.39

.99
1.47
1.34
1.36
.69
1.07

1.21
.65
.86
.67
73
A3

1.75

.67
.78
.56
1.06



Post-graduates 3 5.75 .00

Note. GPA = cumulative college grade point averégEART = athletic starter
status; MapAc = mastery-approach academics; Map8astery-approach sports;
MavAc = mastery-avoidance academics; MavS = masteoydance sport; PapAc =
performance-avoidance academics; PapS = perforrapmeach sport; PavAc =
performance-avoidance academics; PavS = perforrearadance sport; SEAc =
self-efficacy academics; SES = self-efficacy sports
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Table 17
Descriptive Characteristics of the Student-Athetenple by Seasons of Eligibility

Remaining
Variable N Mean (SD)
GPA
Zero 14 3.14 48
One 49 3.27 A7
Two 75 3.24 51
Three 55 3.25 57
Four 12 3.34 .54
START
Zero 14 1.21 43
One 49 1.31 A7
Two 75 1.19 .39
Three 56 1.39 49
Four 11 1.73 A7
MapAc
Zero 14 5.14 .78
One 51 5.20 72
Two 74 5.25 .79
Three 56 5.22 .85
Four 12 5.36 72
MapS
Zero 14 5.52 .80
One 51 5.59 41
Two 74 5.48 73
Three 56 5.48 .81
Four 12 5.36 .64
MavAc
Zero 13 3.62 1.21
One 51 3.52 1.09
Two 72 3.98 1.12
Three 56 3.71 1.19
Four 11 4.24 1.10
MavS
Zero 13 3.92 .98
One 50 3.94 1.16
Two 73 4.32 1.14
Three 55 4,10 1.28
Four 12 4.14 .99
PapAc
Zero 13 5.10 .58
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One 50 4.49 1.05

Two 74 4.85 1.01
Three 55 4.68 1.07
Four 12 4,94 1.03
PapS
Zero 13 5.15 .83
One 50 5.12 .78
Two 75 5.01 1.03
Three 55 5.21 .85
Four 12 5.19 .86
PavAc
Zero 13 4.05 1.45
One 51 3.38 1.36
Two 73 3.77 1.34
Three 56 3.70 1.35
Four 12 4.00 1.61
PavS
Zero 13 3.85 1.39
One 51 3.82 1.39
Two 74 3.88 1.33
Three 56 3.99 1.40
Four 12 4.00 1.48
SEAC
Zero 13 4,78 74
One 51 5.01 .70
Two 73 4.89 .85
Three 55 4,78 .75
Four 12 4.66 73
SES
Zero 13 4,93 .94
One 49 5.19 .56
Two 73 5.01 .79
Three 54 4,98 .84
Four 12 4.68 .64

Note. GPA = cumulative college grade point averggEART = athletic starter
status; MapAc = mastery-approach academics; Map8astery-approach sports;
MavAc = mastery-avoidance academics; MavS = masteoydance sport; PapAc =
performance-avoidance academics; PapS = perforrapmeach sport; PavAc =
performance-avoidance academics; PavS = perforreradance sport; SEAc =
self-efficacy academics; SES = self-efficacy sports
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