CHAPTER
8
INTERCOLLEGIATE  ATHLETICS CLIMATE
Effects on Students, Faculty,  and  Administrators


Janet H. Lawrence and Jon L.   McNaughtan

KEY TERMS
[image: ] climate [image: ]culture [image: ] athletes
[image: ] social isolation [image: ] faculty
[image: ] administrators


There’s a saying in New England, “If you don’t like the weather, wait a minute!” Despite years of research in nonacademic settings, conceptions of organizational climate continue to vary—just like the weather (Dickson, Resick, & Hanges, 2006; Moran & Volkwein, 1992). Because the sport management literature draws heavily on organizational research, we begin with a brief overview of conceptual and measurement issues relevant to studies of intercollegiate athletics climate (IAC).

WHAT  IS  INTERCOLLEGIATE  ATHLETICS CLIMATE?
Organizational climate research encompasses several branches of inquiry into peoples’ perceptions of their environments (Schneider, Ehrhart, & Macey, 2013). Broadly speaking, the focus is on the cognitive representations of organizational conditions (e.g., goals, policies, practices, procedures, processes) that individuals construct and that guide their behavior (Dickson et al., 2006). Higher education researchers define campus climate as the perceptions  of a college or university that constituents (e.g., students, faculty, administrators, alumni, boards) develop through their interactions and as they strive to interpret events at their institution (Allen, 2003; Moran & Volkwein, 1988).
While organizational culture is conceptually similar to climate, and the two concepts are sometimes conflated (Kuenzi & Schminke, 2009), they are theoretically distinct. Organizational culture is the “shared basic assumptions, values, and beliefs that characterize a setting and are taught to newcomers as the proper way to think and feel, communicated by the myths and stories people tell about how the organization came to be the way it is as it solved problems associated with external adaptation and internal integration” (Schneider et al., 2013, p. 362). These assumptions are deeply held beliefs that govern behavior, a form of tacit knowledge or “taken for granted reality” (Moran & Volkwein, 1992, p. 39).
Both organizational climate and culture help people make sense of their environments. However, culture evolves slowly and is based on a known history of considerable duration. Climate forms more rapidly and in response to situational contingencies, such as changes in personnel, finances, or policies. Whereas, culture is an enduring organizational characteristic, a view of reality that is “embedded in a kind of collective consciousness that exists quite apart from [individual perceptions]” (Moran & Volkwein, 1988, p. 371), organizational climate can differ across individuals and campus subgroups depending on their experiences. Consequently, multiple climates may exist within a single organization (Kuenzi & Schminke, 2009; Schneider et al., 2013). Returning to the earlier example of New England weather, climate is akin to hikers’ subjective interpretations of current environmental conditions, which vary across individuals. Culture is analogous to the accumulated knowledge about weather that is generally assumed

[bookmark: _GoBack]to be true and influences all the hikers’ interpretations.
A full discussion of the theoretical and measurement issues related to organizational climate is beyond the scope of this chapter. However, several concerns are germane to the intercollegiate athletics literature. One key theoretical issue is captured in debates about the multilevel nature of organizational climate, whether it is an individual, group, or organizational phenomenon. Does it exist only in the minds of individuals, as a result of personal efforts to understand particular situations? Is it a group attribute representing a common set of beliefs about environmental conditions that is co-constructed through interactions? Or is climate a distinct organizational feature that members comprehend as they repeatedly experience the same environmental conditions (e.g., policies and practices) (Kuenzi & Schminke, 2009; Moran & Volkwein, 1992)?
Answers to these questions guide the measurement of organizational climate in nonacademic and academic settings. Some proxies consist of an individual’s perceptions of conditions within an organization or in the external environment within which an organization is situated. Others combine individual perceptions statistically (e.g., cluster analysis) or draw together the perceptions of organizationally defined groups (e.g., students, faculty, administrators) to form indicators of subgroup perceptions. Yet others aggregate individual data to create an index representing the collective view of all organization members. There is little consensus regarding what level of agreement constitutes group consensus, whether climate is value neutral or has positive and negative valences, if the reference point is a specific facet (e.g., supportiveness) or multiple aspects of climate (e.g., supportiveness, communication), and what contextual and individual characteristics account for differences in climate perceptions between and within groups (Dickson et al., 2006; Kuenzi & Schminke, 2009).
[bookmark: _bookmark79]These disparities in the conceptualization and measurement of climate permeate the research on intercollegiate athletics and complicate the task of integrating this body of work. IAC can be an athlete’s perception of professors’ treatment of athletes and nonathletes (e.g., Simmons, Bosworth, Fujita, & Jensen, 2007); an index representing a common group perception, for example, athletic directors’ opinions about the valued characteristics of revenue and nonrevenue generating sports (e.g., Cooper & Weight, 2011); or a list of features that researchers develop and respondents rank order (e.g., Trail & Chelladurai, 2002). Whereas a strict definition of IAC includes campus constituents’ perceptions of intercollegiate athletics on their own campuses (e.g., Lawrence, Hendricks, & Ott, 2007), many inquiries ask people about their beliefs regarding intercollegiate athletics in general. For example, people assess the importance of winning athletic events and other outcomes in hypothetical situations (e.g., Putler & Wolfe, 1999). Sometimes the presence of a high-profile team like football is used to represent the athletic dimension of campus climate (e.g., Warner, Shapiro, Dixon, Ridinger, & Harrison, 2011). Controls on contextual variables, such as NCAA Division, and sociodemographic variables, such as faculty governance experience and students’ race and gender, also vary (e.g., Engstrom, Sedlacek, & McEwen, 1995; Kuga, 1996; Weaver, 2010).
While we acknowledge the issues raised in reviews of organizational climate research, we define the IAC broadly to include the perceptions of an individual, subgroup members (e.g., students, faculty, administrators), or all campus constituents regarding the goals, policies, and practices related to college sports developed as they interpret events primarily at their own university. The definition emphasizes the subjective nature of IAC but assumes these orientations to athletics are influenced by external environmental factors, such as regional norms and NCAA divisional policies and practices; internal factors, such as campus mission, resources, and culture; and individual differences in sociodemographic characteristics and organizational roles (Baxter, Margavio, & Lambert, 1996). By way of illustration, imagine two individuals at the same university, one employed by athletics and the other by an academic department. Both understand that their campus culture values winning athletic contests; they have heard the legends passed down through generations. Nonetheless, given the contexts in which they interact, they may differ in whether they believe winning athletic events is a legitimate campus goal and how they perceive the policies and practices implemented to achieve this goal.
What are the key features of IAC? Historical accounts and reform reports suggest a key component of IAC is the institutional emphasis given to select goals: winning records, commercialization, branding, amateurism, broad-based student participation in sports, access to college, and academic success (Flowers, 2007; Thelin, 1994). Baxter et al. (1996) conclude campus constituents typically fall into one of two groups depending on whether they believe amateurism and academics or commercialization and professionalization of intercollegiate athletics are primary goals.
[bookmark: _bookmark80]Eight distinct aspects of IAC emerge from quantitative studies: goals, policies, and practices related to college athletes’ education (e.g., academic and social/ethical development), college athletes’ health (e.g., substance abuse), campus image/visibility (e.g., branding), governance (e.g., decision making), winning (e.g., records), revenue/commercialization (e.g., costs and profits, professionalization of athletes), entertainment value (e.g., media

interest), and ethics (e.g., compliance, policy equity, attention to diversity) (Cooper & Weight, 2011; Fink, Pastore, & Riemer, 2003; Mahony, Hums, & Riemer, 2002; Putler & Wolfe, 1999; Schroeder, 2010; Trail & Chellandurai, 2000). The discussion that follows summarizes studies of administrator, faculty, and student perceptions and behaviors related to these dimensions of IAC.

PERCEIVED  IAC  EFFECTS  ON ADMINISTRATORS
Given questions raised by reformers and the press (Estler & Nelson, 2005; Morgan, 2008; Pine, 2010), we focus on college presidents’ and athletic administrators’ views of campus visibility, revenue, governance, and ethics.

Campus Administrators

Campus Visibility

Since the beginning of intercollegiate competition, presidents have used athletics as a marketing tactic (Flowers, 2007). Some administrators still believe joining athletic conferences with peer institutions, or ones they would like to associate with, will elevate their universities’ standings (Cunningham & Ashley, 2001). However, presidents’ perceptions vary (Duderstadt, 2000; Williams & Pennington, 2006).
The sport management literature is replete with inquiries into the role of intercollegiate athletics in campus “branding”—the strategic use of media to create a university image that it wants groups to recognize (Bouchet & Hutchinson, 2010; Brand, 2006; King & Slaughter, 2004). Despite empirical evidence indicating winning sports teams do not necessarily contribute to these outcomes (Fulks, 2011; Zimbalist, 2010), a key assumption is images that incorporate intercollegiate athletics achieve campus goals like increasing student applications, strengthening relationships with state legislators, and attracting gifts (Alexander & Kern, 2010). Researchers find “branding” assumptions prompt administrative decisions such as the reclassification of athletic programs and large financial investments in athletics (Bouchet & Hutchinson, 2010; Weaver, 2010).

Governance and Revenue

[bookmark: _bookmark81]Few large-scale empirical studies are conducted with sitting presidents, and most tend to focus on leaders of NCAA Division I Football Bowl Subdivision (FBS) schools. One highlights presidents’ perceptions of the governance and financial aspects of IAC (Knight Commission on Intercollegiate Athletics, 2009). Most were aware of the “insidious” divide between athletics and academics and alleged conflicts between athletic goals and institutional missions but felt their power to govern athletics on their own campuses is diminished by lucrative contracts with external organizations. Two-thirds were convinced that they can continue their current levels of operation but were unsure that other FBS institutions have the finances. Despite these circumstances, presidents held fast to the belief  that participation brings tangible (financial) and intangible (sense of community, visibility) benefits to their campuses. The report concludes that “personal experience (emphasis added) plays a much more powerful role in defining presidents’ attitudes toward athletics than do the results of [empirical] studies” (p. 13).

Ethics

Although presidents feel they have little control over the “athletics arms race,” case studies suggest they play important roles in setting positive ethical and educational climates. A president’s strong position, communicated through his charge to a committee, eliminated an offensive athletic mascot (Easter & Leoni, 2009). Administrators helped establish an environment that supports academic achievement among athletes at historically black colleges and universities (HBCUs) (Charlton, 2011).

Athletic Administrators
Critics of intercollegiate athletics assert coaches care most about winning, and athletic directors about generating revenue (Telander, 1989). However, studies show that athletic department staff members attend to multiple aspects of IAC.

Education

Administrators at one NCAA Division I institution rated the successfulness of hypothetical athletic departments (Putler & Wolfe, 1999). Win-loss records, athlete graduation rates, violations of regulations, home game attendance, gender equity, number of intercollegiate teams, and athletic department finances were manipulated. Across scenarios, athletic administrators’ assessments of success gave more weight to education factors. Researchers find, however, the growing emphasis on winning fosters academic fraud (Powers, 2007). To keep players eligible, coaches and athletic staff game the system using tactics like academic clustering, placing athletes in select majors (Christy, Seifried, & Pastore, 2008; Martin & Christy, 2010.

Revenue

Although Division I FBS presidents believe they will have sufficient revenue, they report they may need to discontinue certain varsity sports to contain costs (Knight Commission on Intercollegiate Athletics, 2009). This dilemma raises questions about athletic administrators’ beliefs that drive decision making (Cooper & Weight, 2011).

CASE STUDY

Supporting  College Athletes
Carl had been the athletic director for almost five years. The university had 15 Division I athletic programs and recently joined a new conference that would save the university money on travel costs, enhance completion, and hopefully open up some new revenue opportunities. Despite all of the good things that had happened during his tenure, Carl sat at his desk concerned and frustrated. He had just received another email from an anxious athlete who had just gotten the following email from a faculty member:

Dear Ms. Smith,
You are more than welcome to enroll in my class but I would advise against it. Athletes have never, and likely will never, do well in my class. I have a strict attendance policy and I have a hard time believing that you will be able to succeed.
Sincerely, Dr. Andersen
This was not the first email like this that Jana Smith, one of the gymnasts, had received. Carl decided it was time to visit with Jana. They emailed back and forth, and Carl finally set an appointment with her for later that week.
When they got together they talked about Jana’s experience at the university.

CARL: Jana, this is the third professor that you received an email like this from. Why do you think they are so concerned about your ability to succeed?
JANA: I think it’s because I am an engineering major. Most of the math professors don’t have many athletes in their upper division classes, so they don’t think I can handle the workload on top of my hectic schedule.
CARL: Do you think it is only because you are an athlete?
JANA: Oh yeah. I only sent you these emails because I wanted you to know how faculty view athletes. I hear things like this all the time, and, honestly, I’m about ready to change my major.
CARL: Are there many faculty members out there who are concerned with how athletes perform in their classes?
JANA: More than you would think. I know other athletes who changed their majors or took courses from more “athlete friendly” faculty just to lower their stress.
CARL: Are faculty the only ones who verbalize these concerns?
JANA: No. My academic advisor also told me that I could have a hard time finishing my degree in the four years of my scholarship. He told me that I would be better off to take something less time intensive. I also have had my coaches tell me that I need to focus more on improving my game. They would never tell me to not focus on school, but still I’m getting the message.

Carl’s conversation with Jana raised several questions for him. It appeared that Jana was experiencing a campus that was not conducive to her success as an engineering major. He wondered how many other athletes shared her perceptions and had just given up and changed their major or not taken the classes they loved because they did not feel supported.

Questions to Consider

1. What advice do you think Carl should give to Jana?
2. How do you think Carl should follow up this conversation?


[bookmark: _bookmark82]Senior members of athletic departments in NCAA Division I institutions identified features of revenue-producing and nonrevenue sports that they value (Cooper & Weight, 2011). Exemplary sportsmanship during competition and individual and team academic and athletic success were highly ranked features of both. Strong relationships between coaches and administrators and community involvement were valued characteristics of nonrevenue sports only. Fan support, revenue production, and fundraising were important characteristics of revenue-producing sports only.
Administrators from FBS schools assigned significantly greater value to athletic success, fan support, revenue production, and fundraising.

Ethics

The perceived fairness of policies and practices is an important aspect of IAC (Hums & Chelladurai, 1994). Patrick, Mahoney, and Petrosko (2008) examined how senior women administrators and athletic department directors across all NCAA Divisions rated the fairness of resource allocation decisions. They were given four scenarios: two were situations where campus funds increased (because of gifts or good seasons among revenue-producing sports), and two were situations where funds decreased (because of campus-wide cuts or poor seasons among revenue-producing sports). Across scenarios, females preferred decisions that provided for equal distribution across sports. Males ranked options as most fair when allocations were based on operating costs. Administrators from NCAA Division I institutions were more likely to think decisions based on revenue production and the costs of competing were fairest.
Since the passage of Title IX, many athletic policies and practices have garnered attention (Agathe & Billings, 2000), among them the perceived equity of career opportunities (Sartore & Cunningham, 2006). A key question is whether IAC, particularly in Division I schools, constrains advancement among women and minorities. Women often describe an IAC that favors Caucasian males, noting the selection criteria for athletic directors emphasize experiences as top-level staff, with fundraising, and with management of football coaches. Hoffman (2011) explains that senior associate teams rarely include more than one woman, and hence valued experiences are more available to men.

PERCEIVED IAC  EFFECTS ON  FACULTY
Faculty members, for the most part, value academics and amateurism over the commercialization and professionalization of intercollegiate athletics (Baxter et al., 1996). They believe athletic programs should emphasize students’ academic and social-moral development and support policies designed to achieve these goals (e.g., GPA standards for eligibility). They dislike practices catering to media and athletic performance (e.g., adjusting competitions to fit with TV schedules, awarding athletic scholarships) (Trail & Chelladurai, 2000).
Academic-oriented situations where male athletes appear to be privileged as compared to students in general (e.g., when those with lower SAT scores were admitted) evoke anger (Engstrom et al., 1995).
[bookmark: _bookmark83]While they prioritize the fit between academic mission and intercollegiate athletics, faculty views are not homogeneous. Professors’ characterizations of the policies, practices, and athlete behavior on their own FBS campuses varies in relation to experiences teaching athletes and serving on governance committees (Lawrence et al., 2007). Analyses reveal discrepancies between faculty members who believe intercollegiate athletics is not integrated within their campuses and presidents who see athletics as integral to their campus brand (Lawrence & Ott, 2013). However, most think that athletics are treated differently from academic departments; the entertainment industry exercises undue influence over decisions; athletics is a low-priority faculty governance issue; football and basketball players are not adequately compensated; and time demands on athletes are escalating.

PERCEIVED IAC  EFFECTS ON  STUDENTS
Many researchers have asked how colleges affect students (Astin, 1999; Kuh, 1995; Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005). They find that students engage with their campus communities in different ways, that how they spend their time leads

to different outcomes, and that engagement is often affected by perceived climate (e.g., Cabrera, Nora, Terenzini, Pascarella, & Hagedorn, 1999; Hurtado & Carter, 1997; Marsh & Kleitman, 2002).
As regards IAC, the perceptions and actions of individuals who self-identify as athletes, nonathletes, or fans are often compared (e.g., Clopton, 2008a; Yopyk & Prentice, 2005). Studies contrasting athletes and nonathletes yield conflicting results (Menon, Loya, & Rankin, 2012). Umbach, Palmer, Kuh, and Hannah (2006) found athletes are more academically engaged and more likely to believe their campuses provide academic and social support.
Pascarella, Bohr, Nora, and Terenzini (1995) showed participation in athletics was negatively associated with academic engagement in the first year. Within the nonathlete subgroup, comparisons of fans and nonfans are common (Clopton, 2008b). Students who regularly attend football games are more positive about their impact on students’ sense of campus community (Warner et al., 2011). Fans believe winning records enhance public perceptions of their campus, but students in general do not (Clopton & Finch, 2012).
Differences between athletes and nonathletes and among subgroups of nonathletes are informative across a range of issues. However, given athletic departments responsibilities for athletes, the focus here is on their climate perceptions and behavior. In particular, athlete beliefs about four aspects of IAC: athlete education, winning, athlete health, and ethics.

College  Athlete Education
Academic challenges arise because of structural features of college sports, particularly intensive practice and competition schedules (Watt & Moore, 2001). Because athletes find it difficult to schedule group work with nonathletes, they often form groups with teammates and fail to acquire important information presented when they are traveling. However, published inquiries focus largely on the disparaging images of classroom environments that athletes cognitively construct. Many report they internalize negative remarks faculty members or fellow students make and that they come to believe they will always be viewed as academically inept, regardless of their ability (Simons, Bosworth, Fujita, & Jensen, 2007). One athlete (male) explained: “If a professor knows you are an athlete, you are assumed to be stupid.” Adler and Adler (1991) suggest that repeated negative interactions combine with athletic department practices to undermine athletes’ academic performance. Initially, members of a men’s basketball team were optimistic about their academic careers and expected to graduate. However, over four years, coaches made most of their academic decisions. Players had little interaction with faculty, came to feel coaches would care for them academically, became detached from academics, and failed to graduate.
Climate perceptions, however, can vary among athletes (Melendez, 2006). Compared to individuals in “low- profile sports,” those in “high-profile” sports (e.g., football and basketball) report more positive relationships with coaches and claim that these interactions contribute more than relationships with team academic advisors to their academic performance (Menon et al., 2012). Racial subgroups’ perceptions of academic support differ (Comeaux & Harrison, 2007). Within a national sample, after controlling for precollege characteristics, white athletes more frequently than their black peers said they benefited from their interactions with faculty, and within the same team, perceptions of IAC varied by race (Beamon & Bell, 2006).
STAKEHOLDER PERSPECTIVE
The Loneliness of Being Part of a   Team
When I was playing high school basketball, I never felt the amount of pressure that I feel playing in college. It isn’t the pressure to perform well or win games. I have always felt that. I feel like everyone expects different things from me, and I can’t be what all of them want me to be. Coaches treat you like they own you because you have a scholarship, and even though we keep being told that academics come first, we are still expected to make basketball our top priority. I can’t miss a practice or team meeting no matter how short or “not mandatory” it may be. My professors treat me differently from other students. It doesn’t matter how I perform in class: I will always be an athlete to them first and student second. Other students (nonathletes) also just don’t understand what it is like when you work over 20 hours a week for your scholarship and still struggle financially to make ends meet. They think we have way more money than we actually do. The way I am treated makes it difficult to make real friends outside of the team or other athletes. I always thought being an athlete in college would make me popular. I guess in some ways it has: no one ever forgets what I do, but no one really knows who I am. To the other students, I am and always will be an athlete. Honestly, it is very isolating.


[bookmark: _bookmark84]Winning  and Commercialization
The growing emphasis on team standings and the commercialization of intercollegiate athletics contribute to higher levels of stress (Kimball & Freysinger, 2003) and social isolation among athletes (Broughton & Neyer, 2001;  Riemer, Beal, & Schroeder, 2000; Toma, Wolf-Wendel, & Morphew, 2001). High expectations result in longer practices, more team meetings, weight training sessions, required study halls, and team building social outings. Each of these activities also separates athletes from nonathletes. Lisa, a tennis player, captures the climate perceptions of many: “I really like my tennis team and I really like friendships with them but I spend so much time playing tennis and weight training and running and classes … we are like such a closed group” (Riemer et al., 2000).

College  Athletes’ Health
College athletes often form ego identities based on how they perform in their sport (Harris, 1993), and there is a risk to their health if self-worth is tied exclusively to their athletic ability (Howard-Hamilton & Sina, 2001). College athletes’ self-image can interact with performance expectations that underlie their financial assistance and heighten stress (Mazanov, Huybers, & Connor, 2011). Stress, in turn, affects their opinions about whether the use of performance-enhancing drugs is acceptable (Smith et al., 2010). College athletes are more likely to use drugs if they believe they will help them win, or if their scholarship or sponsorship is tied to performance (Mazanov et al., 2011).
Alcohol abuse and eating disorders are also prevalent (Lisha & Sussman, 2010; Juhn, 2003; Millman & Ross, 2003; Nelson & Wechsler, 2001). However, links to IAC are unclear. Doumas, Turrisi, and Wright (2006) posit unhealthy behaviors may already be ingrained in athletes before they arrive and are not due to college environments. Martens, Dams-O’Connor, and Beck, (2006) claim that substance abuse can be attributed to athletes’ high-risk-taking personalities. Doumas et al. (2006) proposes that social isolation leads to alcohol consumption whereas Grossbard et al. (2008) believe a strong attraction to one’s team increases alcohol and marijuana use.

Ethics
Athletic scholarships democratize higher education, facilitating interactions between students with different social and ethnic backgrounds (Duderstadt, 2000; Schulman & Bowen, 2001). However, athletes often encounter overt racism during the recruitment process. A case study of Ole Miss describes campus traditions and celebrations that minority students believe have negative racial overtones and explains how these perceptions influenced their college choices (Fondren, 2010). The study also raises questions about the ethics of athletic department and booster practices that use a rival campus’s racial climate as a recruiting tool.

[bookmark: _bookmark85]CONCLUSION
Our brief overview of the literature underscores both the variability of climate perceptions around intercollegiate athletics and the profound effects they can have on behavior. Campus leaders’ orientations toward intercollegiate athletics shape their budget decisions, faculty beliefs influence the positions they take regarding the place of intercollegiate athletics in higher education, and athletes’ climate perceptions influence how they engage the broader campus community. At the same time, mixed and often-conflicting study findings highlight the need to consider differences in campus contexts and individual experiences that inform these subjective interpretations of intercollegiate athletics goals, policies, and practices.
Why, then, might campus administrators be interested in IAC? Perhaps the university governing board wonders how integral intercollegiate sports are to campus life. Or the chief academic officer may want to know if perceived academic clustering of athletes affects campus-wide judgments about the quality of particular degree programs. An athletic department director may seek to understand the perspectives of campus advisory group members so that he or she can anticipate different positions and craft effective arguments in support of a particular decision option.
Knowing the perspectives of staff in other campus departments can help senior women administrators initiate and sustain conversations about coordinating and improving support for athletes.
We have identified many critical features of campus IAC and factors internal and external to a university that may shape it. The notion of IAC that we propose provides insights into why campus constituents respond differently to established athletic department goals, policies, and practices. It also offers a way to structure discussions of proposed changes. However, we recognize the limitations of our framework and encourage readers to critique it and
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