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Assessment of Student-Athlete Involvementina

University Reside
. nce Hall
Heather Diaz, Bob Gonyea, Darin L. Junct, Emily Ward

The purpose of this study is io nvestigate the involvement of student-
athletes in regzdence hall communities. Survey results were collected from nine
Sfloors of @ re.szdence hall center at a large public Midwestern research university.
Sevem{ significant findings are reported which indicate that student-athletes ar é
notlas involved in the life of the residence hall community as hl ; Impls
cations of the findings suggest that there it o stodent af

. ) ) may be an opportunity for student af-
Jfairs professionals to invelve student-athletes in the residence halls through in-

creased peer educator programmin,
veer e g and through a special emphasi, dent-
Rd relationships on floors with student-athletes. g phasts on resident

o Introduction

An zgstltution may not provide an on-campus or off-campus

housing b];:neﬁt for student-athletes that is not available on the

same asts  to the pgeneral student

{NCAA Proposal No. 30 as quoted by Spetber, 1990, p. ;)50(;1)3]-

In January 1991, the National Collegiate Athletic A;sociation (NCAA)
passed Proposal No. 30 on Athletics Housing which phased out the “athletic dorm”

as of 1996. One rationale for abolishing the athletic residence hall was to provide
student-.athletes with a more traditional college experience. The student}:)atillete
populapon had been isolated from mainstream campus life in the past in order to
mamtlam a more controlled environment, which could cater to their unique needs
In ‘domg 80, however, they had not been afforded the benefits of interacting Wiﬂ;
the general residence hall population.

Nowf as a result of the NCAA ruling, coaches like Georgia Tech’s Bobby
Ross, are saying that athletes, by living in the residence halls with non-athletic
students, “relate better to the student body...and the students get to know [the
athlete] as more than a number” (Wolff, 1991, p.53). However. Engstrom &
Sa'?dlacek {1991) suggest that athletes be considered a part of the;r own culture
with problems unique to their situation.

The student-athlete population appears to be, as a whole, 2 strongly sup-
pqrted group within the college environment. Student-athletes have a predeter-
mined social group, their teammates or other athletes, within the residence hall
Student-athletes spend much of their time attending classes with other student-
athletes and participating in athletic-related activities. Such a situation creates
oollege experiences that are unique to student-athletes (Sowa & Gressard, 1983)
Holifmd (1973) suggests that people with like interests and behaviors Wﬂf tend tol
gra_v;tafce toward one another; and that people will search for an environment
which is consistent with their values.

. T!:le purpose of this study was to investigate whether student-athletes
who lived in the residence halls of a large, public, Midwestern research university
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were involved in the general residence hall community. This was accomplished
by identifying how student-athletes spent their social and study time and examin-
ing their level of participation in residence hall programming and activities. It

“was hypothesized that student-athletes would not show significant levels of in-
volvement with non-athletes in the residence halls, nor with residence hall activi-
ties and programs. Additionally, it was hypothesized that non-athletes would iden-
tify student-athletes as a population that was not involved in the residence hall
community and might exhibit anti-social behaviors such as violating quiet hours
or causing vandalism in the residence hall environment.

This paper begins with a review of the literature regarding the benefits
of residence halls on the success and development of student-athletes on campus
and how that may conflict with Astin’s (1984) notion of student involvement.
Next, the methods, imitations, results and discussion of the current study are
presented. Finally, implications and conclusions are given with regards to stu-
dent-athlete involvement on campus.

Literature Review
Residence halls have been shown to have a significant impact on the
success and development of college students (Astin, 1984; Chickering, 1993;
Thompson, Samiratedu, & Rafter, 1993; Williams & Reilley, 1972). Researchers

find that on-campus students show higher performance, greater academic progress, - :

and higher retention than their counterparts who live off-campus (Blimling, 1989;
Thompson et al., 1993). Astin (1993) concludes that the experience of first year
students in the residence halls is the most important factor associated with gradu-
ation and refention rates. Chickering notes that residence hall arrangements are
important environmental conditions that affect development. He lists close friend-
ships, contact with important reference groups, and general attitudes and values
carried by the hall as environmental factors that impact college siudent develop-
ment.

Athletic residence halls are reported to have had both negative and posi-
tive attributes. Parker & Reese {(1991) point out that some individuals believe that
it is best to house all student-athletes together in one location. Some of the rea-~
sons for this are that the student-athletes know each other, have similar sched-
ules, possess common motivations and understand each other because of similar

day-to-day challenges. However, Parker & Reese also indicate that this type of

arrangement may not necessarily be the appropriate answer. Such a system may
actually restrict rather than widen the opportunities, perspectives, and alterna-
tives for student-athletes (Remer, Tongate, & Watson, 1978 in Parker & Reese).

Claims are also made that student-athletes in athletic housing are more isolated .

and destructive (Sperber, 1990},
The experience of student-athletes in residence halls can also be viewed

negatively in terms of Astin’s (1984) theory of involvement. His theory defines .
student involvement as “...the amount of physical and psychological energy that
the student devoles to the academic experience” (Astin, p. 297). Specifically, a -
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studegt Wlllo is highly involved is one who devotes considerable time studying
spending time on campus, becoming active in student organizations and interact:
ing on a regular basis with faculty members and other students. In simple terms
the more students get involved on campus, the more learning and developmenz
they achieve (Astin, {984),

While involvement is desirable, student-athletes surveyed by Stone &
Strange (1989) report less involvement on campus than do non-athletes, Stone &
Strange presuyme this to be the result of the student-athlete’s limited time and
freedom to explore campus organizations, services, and interactions with faculty.
Their research found that “...varsity competition does adversely affect participa-
tion in the traditional sources of campus involvement (i.e., clubs and organiza-
tions, residence halls, and fraternity/sorority life)” (Stone & Strange, p. 153).
Likewise, Lewis (1993) found that student-athletes who have limited contact and
low satisfactory interactions with non-athletes are less likely to do well academi-
cally. Within the context of Astin’s (1984) theory of student involvement, this is
problematic. ’

However, intercollegiate athletic participation can be considered a form
of studen_t involvement. Ryan (1989} reports that “...modest, additional benefits
are accruing to student participants” (p. 128) who are involved in intercollegiate
athletics. Ryan notes that this confirms Astin’s notion of student involvement
which “attributes beneficial outcomes to high levels of student involvement in
various collegiate environments™ (Astin, 1984 as cited in Ryan, p. 128).

Residence halls may be the best environments for encouraging involve-
ment among students. They typically have trained live-in professional and para-
professional resource staff, study lounges, developmental programs, social net-
works and activities, student organizations, and occasional visits by faculty, Many
also have libraries, computer labs, in-room computers, tutoring and advising cen-
ters, and other conveniences. Having all of these amenities close at hand paves
the way for students to make efficient use of their time, which is, according to
Astin (1984), “the most precious institutional resource” (p. 301).

It has been discussed that student-athletes have a much different sched-
ule than non-athletes, which tends to inhibit them from becoming involved with
non-athletes. Jordan & Denson (1990) note that student-athletes operate on sched-
ules that have very limited flexibility. Because of this limited flexibility, it is
difficult for the student-athlete to find time to interact with non-athletes and at-
tend floor or campus-wide functions. Generally, these student-oriented services
occur when student-athletes are in practice or games, and therefore cannot at-
tf:nd. Parham (1993) also mentions that student-athletes simply do not have enough
time in the day to fit in all of the activities in which they want to participate,
P:?rham finds that time constraints and the inability to participate in social and
leisure activities lead to feelings of estrangement for the student-athlete.

Negative attitudes among the general student population towards stu-
dent-athletes are an additional obstacle to student-athlete involvement in the resi-
dence halls (Engstrom & Sedlacek, 1991). These negative attitudes toward stu-
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i i 3
dent-athletes highlight the need for student-athletes to be 1pvo1ved i ;hecza;nﬁg
community. It is through this involvement, particularly in .the resi etn 5 es,
that non-athletes gain the opportunity to confront and question their stereotyp
of stadent-athletes (Engstrom & Sedlacek).

Methodology
N | |
Pammpa”?hi participants in this study were chosen from a single Iﬂsﬁ'er;;]izg
center at a large public Midwestern research universiicy. S(;lrlvsegs Wg,r:y;i, huted
j i hall an su
tudents on nine floors of the residence . J
tlc;lzgdg, STECSB nine floors were chosen because of the high percegltage ]?hfes;lacri;z’;
si i i d from 10 to 30% per floot. -
athletes in the residence hall, which ranged iro oor. The e
le with 2% not responding. R
ts were 34.6% male and 63.4% fema . . ‘
g?)HZZA: of the participants were White, 5.9% Nonvw'hite and. 3.’?;/0 d;d I[lsolz 111’3-
sp(-md Non-White participants include African-American, Asian/Paciic
ers, Mexican-American, Latino (Hispanic), and others.

t‘ »
Insrmme%?elz;vey used for gathering the data was drafted specifically for the

oses of this study, although certain items from thf_: College Studznt ?xi)zr;
Erliis Questionnaire (CSEQ) were used with pem;lsswn (cfl’e.xfrce, 1;12 ngE(é o
i i i d Ti were borrowed from !
le, many of the items in sections I and CS e
?nn(lalc)liﬁed toyﬁt the present study. In addition, most of the de'mo g:gpj:z; ;tgrma;t n
section V were taken directly from the CSEQ. The team of investig
inder of the mstrument. o . -
e 1.emar['he: survey instrument was pretested to assess 1ts utility 1nhstqdy1t§111g S:Illt
i i idence hall. Adjustments to the Instrum
dent-athlete involvement in the res: e S
Its from the participants o P
re made based on comments and resu m th
gflestions were reworded and the order of sections 1n the survey was rearranged
tter clarity. , . ‘
forbete Sectit?r; 1 of the survey assesses the students_ frequency of m}etr.actuiﬁz
within the residence hall community. Section I exammess thi' am;);ir;tf(;h eusriv -
i i {ivities on the floor. Section
student spends engaged in various activ foo o e e oo,
inqui icipants’ perceptions of the involveme: : :
inquires about the participan : on: T e pudos
i i thin that cominunity. dec
unity, and their sense of belonging w1 : ncludes
:;ghttiems designed to reveal the types of students w1th whomt.the participan
are interacting. Finally, section V reports demographic information.
Analysi Data from the survey were analyzed using both descriptive and. mferlcrﬁ
tial statistics, and were computed with the assistance of SPSS ’,;.5 .taslgggri\:ia-
’ ic data. For these items means and s .
and III of the survey are numeric da : : fard dov' e
igni determined using t-test analyses.
ions were calculated, and significance was ‘
:s;les in sections IV and V are categorical and were therefore analyzed using the

Chi-square test.
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Limitations

There are several limitations to this study that need to be mentioned.
First, although the residence hall was selected because of the high number of
athletes living there, there was a low response rate by athletes. In addition, the
selection of residence hall floors with higher proportions of varsity athletes living
on them may have skewed the results. This is because these athletes had greater
opportunities to interact only with other athletes. Unfortunately, this study is not
able to draw out those comparisons,

Second, there was an over-sampling of females in the non-athiete group
and an over-sampling of males in the athlete group. This may have had an impact
on the results reported by those groups. That is, it is possible that they represent
attitudes of gender-bias more so than athletic group-bias.

Third, there was no differentiation made between fall and spring ath-
letic participation. Since the survey was conducted in the late fall, it is likely that
athletes who participate in the spring would have responded differently had the
survey been conducted in the spring.

Finally, the survey instrument used in this study asked for information
regarding peer group interaction in section IV. These items allowed for multiple
responses, which are potentially ambiguous. For example, if a non-athlete rooms
with an athlete, it is hoped that the non-athlete roommate would check both of the
corresponding boxes in section IV which would indicate one for varsity athletes

and one for roommate. Other items in this section can be similarly criticized.

Resuits

Table 1 shows the sample means and standard deviations of numerical
variables from sections I, I, and 111 of the survey, sorted by athletic status. Almost
entirely, student-athletes responses are lower than non-athletes, with six of the
items showing significant mean differences. In section I, student-athletes (M=3.48)
report a significantly lower frequency than do non-athletes (M=4.03) on the scale
which gauges “hanging out with other students late at night”, #(142) = -2.183,
p<.05. Student-athletes (M=1.44) are also less likely than non-athletes (M=1.96)
to attend planned programs in the residence hall, #(141) = -3.589, p<.01.

The open-ended responses on section II yields results which show ath-
letes (M=011) report significantly fewer hours than non-athletes (M=.085) work-
ing per weekday, 4(137) = -2.809, p<.01. This result should, however, be consid-
ered with caution since there is a NCAA rule that prohibits full-scholarship stu-
dent-athletes from working in paying jobs during the academic year, Since there
is no indication of how many student-athlete participants are receiving a full-
scholarship, this finding may not show a significant difference in student-athletes
versus non-athletes” working behavior.

Consistently lower mean ratings are observed by student-athletes on the
first three items of section III, designed to measure the students perceptions of
their acceptance and involvement in their own floor commmunities. Specificaily,
student-athletes know fewer floormates by name, #142) = -5.118, p<.001, and
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like fower of them as well, 2(141) = -3.142, p<.003. Student-athletes also believe
that fewer of their floormates know their names, H(141) = -2.138, p<.05.
Numbers and frequencies on the categorical variables in section IV of
the survey are reported in Table 2. Chi-square analyses find the first five items to
have significant differences. Of these, the first four items show a larger propor-
tion of athletes preferring to eat (46.2%), spend time to gether informally (42.3%),
go out to social events (46.2%), and study with athletes. Interestingly, the fifth
item “of whom do you ask assistance” shows a break in this trend. On this item
the largest portion of student-athletes (51.9%) seeks the assistance of non-ath-

letes.

Discussion

The six items with significant mean differences in Table 1 show some
interesting trends. These Hems indicate that student-athletes do not seem to be
spending much time engaged with their floormates. These findings support the
earlier research of Jordan & Denson (1990), Stone & Strange (1989), and Parham
(1993) which indicate that student-athletes have a schedule with limited flexibil-
ity that makes it difficult for them 1o find time to interact with non-athletes and
attend floor or campus wide functions.

On the other hand, the majority of the items in Table 1 show no signifi-
cant differences between athletes and non-athletes in involvement behaviors.
Therefore, one may interpret these data to mean that student-athletes are having
similar involvements in the residence hall. The question is, with whom are these
individuals involving themselves? :

As stated previously, section IV (Table 2) reveals the types of students
with whom the patticipants are interacting. The largest proportion of student-
athletes report choosing to eat meals, spend time together informally late at night,
and attend social events with other student-athletes. The reasons for this low
level of involvement with non-athletes are not clear from these data. However,
one must consider that the average number of residents per floor was 51, and the
average number of student-athletes within that floor population was nine. There-
fore, one would expect student-athletes to have fewer opportunities for involve-
ment with other athletes, and more opportunities for involvement with non-ath-
tetes. This low level of involvement with non-athletes also supports the research
that shows a lack of flexibility in student-athletes’ schedules which make it diffi-
cult for them to fit in more than their required activities (Jordan & Denson, 1990;
Parham, 1993).

On those same three items the number of student-athletes that choose to
be involved with non-athletes only ranges from 15% to 27%. In addition, the
pumber of student-athletes that choose to be involved with both student-athletes
and non-athletes ranges from 27% to 38%. Combined, these numbers indicate
that about 50% of student-athletes are actually involved with non-athletes, de-
spite the unique demands on their time. These findings support the NCAA’s ra-
tionale for eliminating athletic residence halls, which was to increase the in-
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volvement of student-athletes with non-athletes.

On the fourth significant item, while 37% of the student-athletes
sponded that they usnally study with only other student-athletes, it must be n tr ec-l
tha’F varsity athletes at this institution are required to attend acad:emic study t %le
which are run by the athletic academic advising staff. T

o Contrary to the first four items, the fifth item of significance shows that
a majority of student-athietes ask only non-athletes for assistance. Perhaps stu-
flent-athletes prefer to ask non-athletes for assistance in an effort fo avoid appear-
fng.vplnerable to other athletes. Perhaps it is because they are including gther
individuals in the non-athletes category, such as resident assistants, academic
tutors, trainers, coaches, and faculty. ’

. Implications

. The implications of this investigation are interesting for student affairs
Professmna}s. The results indicate that mixing student-athletes with non-athletes
in the residence halls does not necessarily result in significant interaction be-
tween the two groups, While student-athletes indicate involvement in activities
and the campus community, this involvement does not seem to include man
non-athletes. Possible questions to pursue in future research are: What are thz
student-athletes” and non-athletes’ perceptions of this situation? Do they mind?
Are thf:j‘[ aware of the situation? Are the members of each group still learning an&
developing despite the lack of involvement with each other?

' The results of this study also indicate an opportunity for student affairs
profess.mnais to increase the involvement of student-athletes in the residence halls
by capitalizing on their tendency to ask non-athletes for assistance. This could be
done- through increased peer educator programming and through a special em-
phasis on resident-resident advisor (RA) relationships on floors with stndent-
athletes, It would be useful for further research to investigate exactly whom stu-
Flen.t-at.hletes arc asking for assistance. Thiz information would provide a clearer
indication of whether student affairs professionals can tap into the tendency of
student-athletes to ask non-athletes for assistance. ’

Conclusion

The purpose of the NCAA decision to phase out athlete-only residence
halls ?)y 1996 was to provide student-athletes with a more traditional college
experience. It was hoped that student-athletes would benefit more from their in-
volvemqnt in mainstream residence halls, than in privileged, separated environ-
ments with other student-athletes, coaches, and trainers. This study was designed
ther?fore, to explore the types and levels of involvement of student-athletes in one;
particular residence hall commumity. By use of a survey instrument, the investi-
gat_org -compared student-athletes and non-athletes in terms of their ,involvement
act1v1t1§s within the residence hall, how they spend their time, and how well they
are fitting in to their floor communities. The study also asked with whom the
respondents were generally interacting — student-athletes or non-athletes.
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Results indicate that student-athletes have lower levels of involvement Table 2: Numbers and Frequencies of Categorical Variables by Athletic Status
in the residence hall community and less frequent interactions with non-athletes. Variables ﬁ;thiﬂtﬁs Percent iﬂn‘Aﬂﬂ;frie ¢ MeanDifferonce
. . . - 11l 1 (911
This suggests that the decision to house athletes in the mgmstream res;dence Section [V
halls may not have the full effect intended by the NCAA ruling. More- deliberate With whom do you usualy eat meals? *
interventions on the part of student affairs professionals and athletic pro gram Athletes only 12 46.2 il 0
! taff b cess to foster the types and levels of involvement hoped for in Non-athletes onfy 6 231 101 87.8
Stall may be necessary to . d that future studies focus Both athletes and non-athletes 7 26.9 9 7.8
the integrated living environments. It is recon‘nmende that future s Alone/nons [ 3.8 5 41
more on specifics of the student-athletes’ experience and developmental outcomes With whom do you usually hang out late at night? *
. AT Athletes onl; 11 42.3 1] 0
ents. Y
based on the quality of their living arrangem Non-athictes only ; 29 99 86.8
. . i Both athletes and non-athletes 8 30.8 12 10.5
Table 1: Means, Standard Deviation, and Mean Difference of Numeric Variables Alone/none 9 0 3 2.6
by Athletic Status With whorm do you usuatly go out to social events? *
Vy o Athletes Non-Athletes Athletes only 12 46.2 0] 0
a Ne27 N=115 Non-athletes only 4 15.4 9% 873
Mean SD Mean SD Mean Difference Both athletes and non-athletes 10 38.5 13 11.8
. Alone/none 0 0 1 9
IS—IZT:;?\fer conversations With whom do you usualty study? *
; ) 1.49 3.35 1,40 Athletes only 10 370 0 0
with PC‘?E"‘ hers 3.19 Non-athletes only 6 22.2 53 473
Hang ".‘;;‘fl eries e 348 119 403 L6 * Both athletes and non-athtetes 3 1.1 2 1.8
atni . - :
i A 20, 56 50.0
Offer to help others with Ngone g 09 6 ; 90
errands 307 144 350 127 ne , .
Ask others for assistance 2.93 1.27 3.08 1.24 Of whom de you usually asic for assistance? *
Borrow things from others 263 124 277 132 Athletes only 4 14.8 ! 9
ol s outside Non-athletes only 14 519 98 86.7
Att;]:d 50(}:;;‘;61?&“ 278 134 2.93 1.33 Both athletes and non-athletes 7 25.9 8 7.1
G Ies1 . - )
Study swith ofhers 219 136 247 1.40 Alone/nqne ) 2 7.4 6 53
Aﬁegd programs with others 144 58 1.96 95 o Who commits the most vandalism on the floor?
Sum of Means of Section [ 271 91 3.00 92 Athletes only 2 7.7 9 9.1
Non-athietes only 11 423 39 394
Section Tl Both athfetes and non-athletes 0 ¢ 5 5.1
eCi1011
i 42 2.06 735 205 Alone/none 13 50 46 465
gours spent pZI; 3? 22??;2 ; 65 262 2.85 2.03 Who violates quiet hours most often ox the floor?
. ours spent p ] y study Athtetes only 3 11.1 12 113
5 Hours 's[i(.:n.t per day 368 443 5.00 3.42 Non-athietes only 16 593 74 69.8
H e ];:1361- day working ; il 58 85 2.52 rE Both athletes and non-athletes 0 0 8 7.5
ours spentper day Alone/none 8 29.6 12 113
on TIE What group does not participate in social activities ?
Sﬁ““"fnl e who vou know Athletes only 6 25.0 2 216
No.o beople whoyou 296 &1 3.17 .89 ek Non-athletes only 5 20.8 35 353
o 1:llame the floor - . Both athletes and non-athletes 2 8.3 14 13.7
No. Ofpl(.glgg contieto 222 1.05 291 .92 ok Alone/none 11 45.8 31 30.4
ol - . B - .
No.yofpeople who know your name 2,67 83 3.05 89 * *Asymp, Sig. £.001 for chi-square analyses
How often your door is open 274 90 2,61 85
How well people get atong on . o oy 50 References
. y““rﬂ‘mr i ;'(114 6 305 .76 Astin, A, W. (1993). What matters in college?: Four critical years re-
U Iit 1n - . ' ' .. .
How ;”;eny;w co mway on visited. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.
weekends 2.85 99 2.96 92 Astin, A. W. (1984). Student involvement: A development theory for
*P=.05; **p<.01; #+*ps.005; *#*+#p.001 for /-test analyses higher education. Journal of College Student Personnel, 25, 297-308. N
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