THE INTRINISC AND EXTRINISC MOTIVATION FACTORS OF SCHOLRSHIP AND
NON-SCHOLARLSHIP ATHLETES AT A HISTORICALLY BLACK COLLE®&

By

Oliver T. Jenkins, Jr.

A Thesis
Submitted to
Michigan State University
In partial fulfillment of the requirements
For the degree of
Masters of Science

Kinesiology

2011



ABSTRACT

THE INTRINSIC AND EXTRINSIC MOTIVATION FACTORS OF SCHOLRSHIP AND
NON-SCHOLARSHIP ATHLETES AT A HISTORICALLY BLACK COLLEGE

By

Oliver T. Jenkins, Jr.

The purpose of this study was to replicate and extend the previous work of Amorose and Horn
(2001) by examining the levels of interest/enjoyment of scholarship and nonrshipkthletes

at a Historically Black College (HBCU). Male and female athl@&s227) from a mid-major
Division | HBCU completed a demographic questionnaire and the Sports-Orientie wérhe
Intrinsic Motivation Inventory (IMI) at a pre-season athletic departmendest body meeting.
Cronbach alpha coefficients for each of the IMI subscales were found tadixeréhlpha > .70).
The results of the one-way ANOVA yielded no significant findings in intergsyment among
scholarship status (F (2, 113) = 0.28, p >.05) and grade classification (F (3, 207) = 1.44, p > .05)
for the student-athletes. Additionally, no significant finding was reportecefotey (p > .05).
However, a significant finding in interest/enjoyment for team sport type (p<arfib)evenue

sport type (p< .05) was revealed using an independent samples t-test. Jpetsfca sport
athletes reported greater enjoyment than individual sport athletes anderesgant athletes
(namely, football, basketball) enjoyed their sport experience more than nomeesf@ort

athletes. Findings partially supported earlier work. Team sport athledegvenue sport

athletes greater enjoyment may have resulted from the greatenitewogeceived through the
opportunity to play in larger venues and exposure of larger media marketg, itagtls noted

that the Black College Experience in itself might have influenced thegeduhe study.
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Chapter 1

INTRODUCTION

Since the early 1970’s researchers and theorists have systeméttaitythe
relationship between intrinsic motivation and extrinsic rewards (Weinbergu8dG2007).
Research in this area began with Edward Deci (1971, 1972), who found that monetary rewards
decreased intrinsic motivation while verbal reinforcements enhanced it. Onei'sf(D871)
first studies consisted of a sample of undergraduate students whom he paid to cmplete
mechanical puzzle called SOMA. The SOMA Cube is a solid transformation puzzieichvey
Piet Hein in 1936, which consists of seven unit cubes that must be assembled into a 3x3x3
designated colored cube. As a result he found that those who were paid to play sperd kEss
perfecting the game than those who were not. These responses would be sih@latdas and
definition of intrinsic motivation, which is that an individual engages in an activitihé
pleasure derived from the activity itself and not for extrinsic rewdbdsi( 1971).

Based on this definition of intrinsic motivation, Deci (1975; Deci & Ryan, 1985)
proposed the Cognitive Evaluation Theory (CET). CET specifies factors erglamiinsic
motivation and variability with it and examines how social and environmental faeiprer
hinder intrinsic motivation. The theory focuses on the psychological processeyimgderl
changes in intrinsic motivation. In particular, two propositions can be respofwilchanges in
intrinsic motivation, namely, the perceived locus of causality proposition and tresveer
competence proposition. It is the relative salience of the two propositions thatideteich
process will be operative (Vallerand & Reid, 1984). Deci and Ryan (1985) statedhbatths
perceived locus of causality process is "in operation,"” intrinsic motivatiors\asia function of

perceptions and feelings of self-determination. The increases andsdéscreaerceptions and



feelings of self-determination lead to increases and decreasesrisittniotivation. Cognitive
Evaluation Theory also suggested that when the perceived competence procegseiation”
intrinsic motivation varies in line with perceptions and feelings of competdncesases in
perceptions and feelings of competence will produce an increase in introtsration while a
decrease in perceived competence will lead to diminished levels of intrioBiation.

Research in sport has provided support for the influence of awards on intrinsic
motivation. Sport activities are representative of such intrinsically mioiiyattivities, because
individuals desire to experience such feelings as competence and satfiaigtien. Intrinsic
motivation in sport-related environments have received much attention through studies by
Ryan (1977, 1980), Orlick and Mosher (1978), Vallerand (1983); Deci and Ryan (1985),
Vallerand, Deci, and Ryan, (1987), and Amorose and Horn (2000, 2001). Their research has
investigated whether extrinsic rewards are an indication of an atldetepetence of a sport
skill or a controlling component of their behaviors.

E. Ryan (1977, 1980) conducted two studies that examined the effects of athletic
scholarships on intrinsic motivation in collegiate athletes. In his first sRyghn (1977)
measured the degree of intrinsic motivation in both scholarship and non-scholarship male
athletes. Ryan (1977) hypothesized that individuals on scholarship would score lower on
intrinsic motivation than would non-scholarship athletes. He argued that the sdtidetds
were essentially being paid (i.e., getting a scholarship) for doing anyath&itwas initially
intrinsically pleasing. Results supported Ryan’s hypothesis, with schplatkletes showing a
lower degree of intrinsic motivation than did non-scholarship athletes.

Ryan (1980) then replicated and extended his earlier research by includenguinalcts

from both wrestling and football and female athletes from a variety of spodaspport of



Ryan'’s first study, the results indicated that athletes on scholarship haxdéowis of intrinsic
motivation than did non-scholarship athletes, but that was only true for football pl&jahes
wrestlers and female athletes, who were on scholarship reported higheolewalinsic
motivation than did their non-scholarship teammates. Ryan suggested that sg®hagghi
have increased intrinsic motivation in both wrestlers and female athletassbemnly a few of
the athletes from each team were on scholarship at that time. Thereforeattiegwf
scholarships in these sports increased the athlete’s perception of compéteweser, most
football players in this study were on scholarship, so such rewards may have undlermine
perceptions of competence because the athlete may perceive theirssghaarcontrolling,
there by resulting in lower levels of intrinsic motivation.

E. Ryan (1977) suggested that the relative number of scholarships given to members of a
team might influence the degree to which athletes would perceive the sclpotarshpositive
indicator of competence or as a controller of their behavior. The inconsistapoe®d in the
two studies may very well lie within the sample of participants. Ryan’s (189¥#) was limited
to only collegiate male football players. Additionally, the ethnic backgrountiesé athletes
were not described. As we look at the participants that Ryan included in his 1980 stuyew
that the racial identities of the participants were not established faatdlog either. However,
from a historical perspective we know that during the late 1970s and early 198@% Afric
American athletes attended Historically Black Colleges and UnivesgiiBCUSs) at a higher
rate than they did predominantly white institutions (PWIs). In 1975, African Aaresimade up
only one-third of the population of college basketball players at PWIs, wheregshedhumber

has increased to almost three-fourths of the population (Harris, 1993). The dynfattnécs o



schools’ populations could have very well influenced and limited the inclusion of other gninorit
groups in Ryan’s (1977, 1980) study.

In addition, to these earlier studies by Deci and Ryan, other researchesas sdudick,
Mosher, Lepper, and Greene have played an integral part in the investigation of lasicextr
rewards affect intrinsic motivation. Orlick and Mosher’s (1978) study showedhhaiten’s
intrinsic motivation would be undermined by unexpected extrinsic rewards. Thele nwege
contradictory to Lepper, Green, and Nesbit (1973) and Lepper and Greene (1975) wied report
that expected rewards would have the most detrimental effect on intrinsiatiooti Although
these results yield similar findings, one thing is consistent among all oftteestudies; the
non-diversification of the participants, which only included middle class whitedraygirls.

In 2000, Amorose and Horn replicated and extended Ryan’s research (1977, 1980) and
found that indices of intrinsic motivation differed between scholarship and non-stinolar
collegiate athletes. Contrary to Ryan’s (1977, 1980) work, athletes who repogrthgea full
athletic scholarship tended to report a higher level of intrinsic motivation tharcholaship
athletes. Amorose and Horn suggested that perhaps the scholarship athletes didivet perce
their scholarships to be a controller of their behavior, but rather an indicationrof the
competence, thus facilitating their intrinsic motivation relative to non-sdiofaathletes. The
participants of Amorose and Horn’s (2000) study consisted of 386 student-athletes that
participated in Division | athletics around the United States (i.e., Midwesth Nord West). The
athletes represented a variety of sports that included football, field hockégcioey,
swimming, and wrestling. The vast majority (89.1%) of the athletes identifietbéhees as
European American, while the others identified themselves as Africandamégr.8%),

Hispanic American (1.8%), Asian American (.05%), Native American (.05%iJipmo



American (.03%). Again, the diversification of the population of minorities was ribt we
represented.

In another study, Amorose and Horn (2001) examined first year student-atih s¢esif
their intrinsic motivation would change from pre- to post-season as a functionrof the
scholarship status as well as the influence of their coach’s behavior. Amododera’s efforts
to replicate and extend their previous study included the examination of whetlatraages
occurred in first year collegiate athletes’ level of intrinsic motoratrom pre- to post-season
testing, and whether these changes were related to their perceptions afatleast behaviors
and/or would differ as a function of their scholarship status. The participants stuidys
consisted of 72 collegiate student-athletes who were between the ages of 17 and19. ke stude
athletes represented a variety of sports, which included softball, swimnaiciganhd field, and
wrestling. Of the 72 participants only one identified him/her self as being ichAfdescent,
while the rest of the student-athletes identified themselves as being tiropean descent.
Also, only 2 of the student-athletes reported receiving full-scholarships, whiladhsathletes
reported receiving partial-scholarships, which means 40 student- athletes dicena amy
financial support for participating in their respective sport. Only firat geudent-athletes were
selected, which provides the possibility that the new experiences involved kothrstips
would have the largest impact during their first year of collegiate jgation (Amorose &

Horn, 2000).

Amorose and Horn (2001) used pre-season and post-season measures. The pre-season
measures consisted of Amorose and Horn asking each participant to fill outdosxckg
information, which included the participants’ age, gender, race, and primaty Bper

guestionnaire also inquired about the student-athletes’ scholarship statuspdtdstiviere also



asked to check whether they received a full athletic scholarship, a pédsikcagcholarship, or

no athletic scholarship. The other measure was the sports-oriented versiomuwirtsie

Motivation Inventory (IMI; McAuley, Duncan, & Tammen, 1989), whose purpose was tsasses
the overall levels of intrinsic motivation experienced by an individual, who is engaged i
achievement-oriented task. The sport-oriented version of the IMI included fiveakggat
measure various dimensions of intrinsic motivation including interest-epjatyperceived
competence, effort-importance, tension-pressure, and perceived choice. Fot-deapos
measures, student-athletes were again measured by the sport-oriesitedofehe IMI to

assess changes in their intrinsic motivation after competition had ceased.tibnaddhe

second assessment of the IMI, the researchers also assessed thasilelestperceptions of
their coaches’ behaviors by having athletes complete the Leaderstl@gd@c@ports (LSS).
Chelladuria and Saleh (1978, 1980) developed the LSS with the intentions of measuriag an arr
of leadership behaviors.

Amorose and Horn (2001) hypothesized that student-athletes receiving &no athle
scholarship would experience higher levels of intrinsic motivation during both mersaad
post-season, than those athletes who were not on scholarship. No support for these predictions
was found. Rather there were no differences between scholarship and non-schdldetbgam
the changes in intrinsic motivation between pre-season and post-season méasures.
explanation for the non-significant finding provided by Amorose and Horn was tlyaa ¢l
student-athletes reported receiving a “full” scholarship, while modest-athletes included in
the scholarship group received only partial funding. Amorose and Horn (2001) concluded that a
partial scholarship may not be perceived as either a major controllerhartbhghavior or as an

indication of his/her competence which will have an impact on an athlete’s subsegeént |



intrinsic motivation. In addition to these conclusions, Amorose and Horn (2001) acknowledged
limitations to the study that would result in different findings. First, theguaaht sample

included in the study was comprised of only first-year Division | collegetathl# is possible

that different results could be found for athletes in other age groups and/a@rdiffempetitive
levels. Secondly, the athletes in this study were participants in individugd,sphich might

have impacted the results. Finally, there was concern with the timing of tsegmen data
collection due to the data being collected two to four weeks prior to the start oftitimmpe
Amorose and Horn believed that the initial exposure may have already begun to hapaan i

on the athletes’ level of intrinsic motivation.

The influence of granting partial scholarships that are received by stubletéshas not
been examined to date. The National Collegiate Athletic Association (NGAeaks sports into
two categories—head count sports and equivalency sports. Students who are offered a
scholarship to play a head count sport are typically offered a full scholarshig stutdents who
play equivalency sports might receive only a partial scholarship. At mahg efmaller colleges
and universities, it is common to find that the majority of the student-athletes aaetiah p
scholarships as opposed to larger universities. In fact, at most HistoridakRilkeges and
Universities (HBCUs), the majority of athletes are on partial athsetholarships that are
supplemented with other forms of financial aid (i.e., federal grants and ot ¢br
scholarship including academic). The question of how athletes at HBCUs vietotaki
package of scholarship in light of Deci’'s Cognitive Evaluation Theory (CET) would provide
needed insight into our understanding of minority athletes’ perceptions of combined

scholarships.



To understand student-athletes at HBCUs, you must first understand the mission and the
purpose of HBCUs as well as what it offers its students and student-athletestignder
Education Act of 1965, HBCUs are institutions who were established before 1964 and whose
main mission is the education of African Americans (Grimes, 1996). However, thera we
small number of African Americans who did attend other universities duringrtieatin
addition, a majority of these institutions were agricultural and mechamuoadrsities, which
focused on the skills and trades that would open jobs for African Americans. But it wagihot
the 1900’s that HBCUs built professional schools that were established for suedsjanas as
educators, lawyers, and doctors. Also, until 1968 almost 90% of the African American
physicians and dentists went to two HBCUs (Grimes, 1996). However, today’ smussi
HBCUs have not changed but more or less expanded upon its populations of students who may
be accepted or not readily accepted at other colleges or universities faayaofaeasons. There
are also a number of HBCUs that are regarded as Black Ivies, (i.e., HB&Uwsve high
academic standards similar to the other Ivy league schools) which have prathg of our
countries African American intellectuals. In addition to academic changesy of the HBCUS’
athletic programs experienced dynamic change. Before the “grgettion” of African
American athletes to predominately white institutions (PWIs), HBCUdyzmed many of the
African American athletes playing professional sports, especiaketizall and football, during
the 1970s and 1980s.

A number of Historically Black Colleges and Universities (HBCUSs) drkatéd with
the NCAA while competing at various Division |, I, and 11l levels. Due toatidetic budget
restraints of HBCUs, some universities have not been able to give fullagdeslarships to

athletes. In these situations the universities and coaches find ways to makelajpetrs that the



athletic budgets cannot cover. A portion of these student-athletes may use grarkefr
university or the government, as well as academic scholarships that maga@anecosts, but
some athletes are left no other option than the dreaded “LOAN". In reviewingatfon on
athletic scholarships from the Office of Postsecondary Education (2009} fownd that the
universities in Mid-Eastern Athletic Conference have the largestiathledget of any HBCU
conference operating with approximately $100M. However, one-third ($34M) of tHe&CME
athletic budget is comprised of monies for athletic scholarship for studeneatiNeinetheless,
for other colleges and universities that are comparable in size to the unisensitie MEAC,
many of their budgets exceed in area of athletically relate@-a., athletic scholarship) which
may have an influence on the athletes perception of their scholarship. FqieXdm® Big
South, which is a comparable conference to the MEAC has a conference budget of $128.6M and
a conference budget of $42M for athletically related-aid for its studelatet (Office of
Postsecondary Education, 2009). In addition many of these smaller Division | HBEUs
competing with budgets comparable to Division Il teams, which may be om& ey many of
these universities must find other options to reward their student-athletes.

However, researchers like Richard Lapchick at The Institute for liyemd Ethics in
Sport have studied and found racial differences in sport especially at the Divesieh
Lapchick (2009) found that in 2008 African American males made up only 18.3 percent of
student-athletes that compete in Divisions |, Il, and IIl, while 11.2 percerftioBA-American
females compete at this level. These statistics seem skewed beaauae Ainerican males
make up almost 60.4 percent of basketball players in Division | and 45.9 percent in football. For
females, 47.4 percent of African-Americans make up Division | basketbalé @®i7 percent of

African American females competed in track and field. As for the statifireak down by



divisions, African]American male studentthletes make up 24.7 percent of the total male
studentathletes in Division I. In Division Il, they comprise 23.7 percent and in Divisig®.1l
percent. In Division I, AfricanAmerican female studenathletes comprise 15.7 percent of the
total female studentathletes. In Division Il, they make up 12.8 percent, and in Division Ill, only
5.3 percent. In addition, it must be noted that Historically Black Colleges and Utnggersi
(HBCUSs) were not included in these data findings.

In summary, the studies above have provided evidence that scholarships can undermine
student-athletes’ intrinsic motivation under certain circumstances. Howesearch is needed
in the area of intrinsic motivation and the effects of extrinsic rewards auttweally diverse
athletic populations. Ryan (1980) suggested that there are gender differencesfinghed of
scholarship on intrinsic motivation, but made no reference to cultural differenoceg awilege
athletes. However, the above studies that described their participants did rae provi
sufficient and representative sample of minority collegiate athletes.réGearch conducted by
Ryan (1977, 1980) and Amorose and Horn (2000, 2001) indicated that athlete’s scholarship
status may also affect their intrinsic motivation. In addition, to looking at atlsigtiolarships it
has emerged that athletes who are on academic scholarship or receiving othef fitmancial
aid may experience different levels of intrinsic motivation when particigati sports at the
college level.

The purpose of this study is to replicate and extend the work of Amorose and Horn
(2001) by examining the effect of athletic scholarships on the intrinsic motivatrel of
collegiate athletes at a Historically Black College. Spedificthis study is designed with two
purposes. The first purpose is to replicate and extend Amorose and Horn’s (2001) study by

examining intrinsic motivation as a function of scholarship status, gender, pesantype,

10



revenue sport type, and grade classification at a Historically Blad&geol Secondly, this study
will examine HBCUS' results with the previous literature found on scholarship arngatrar.

The following hypotheses are proposed to test the level of enjoyment that the student-

athletes at a HBCU may experience in their playing of collegiatetithl

Hla: Athletes who receive no athletic scholarship will experience higheds lef
interest/enjoyment than athletes on partial- and full-scholarship.

H1b: Athletes on partial-scholarships will experience higher levels o&sttenjoyment
than athletes on full-scholarship.

H2: Female athletes will experience higher levels of interest/ergoithan the male
student-athletes when participating in college athletics.

H3: Athletes in individual sports will experience higher levels of intenegtyment than
athletes who patrticipate in team sports.

H4: Athletes in non-revenue generating sports (i.e., baseball, volleyball, etc.) will
experience higher levels of interest/enjoyment than athletes in reveneragng
sports (i.e., football, basketball).

H5: Sophomore and junior student-athletes will experience higher levels ointere

enjoyment than freshman or senior student-athletes.

11



Chapter 2
LITERATURE REVIEW
The purpose of this chapter is to present a review of the literature peytairiire
variables in this study. The review is presented in two sections, which inciydzodnitive

Evaluation Theory and (b) The HBCU Experience.

Cognitive Evaluation Theory

The Cognitive Evaluation Theory (CET) suggested that the presence of amralesde/ard
can induce a change in the perceived locus of causality from internal teagxtesulting in
decreased intrinsic motivation, whereas the absence of a reward and the presboi® can
induce a change in the perceived locus of causality from external to intsuking in
increased intrinsic motivation (Deci, 1975; Deci & Ryan, 1980, 1985). The theory also pointed
to a second process through which intrinsic motivation can be affected, nanteipge m
perceived competence. If an environmental event enhances people's peroégiomgetence,
their intrinsic motivation will increase. However, if their perception of cderp=e diminishes,
their intrinsic motivation would decrease (Arnold, 1976; Blanck, Reis, & Jackson, 1984; Dec
1971). This means that an environmental event can decrease intrinsic motivation iy timaki
perceived locus of causality more external or by deflating one's perceptiomspetence and,
conversely, an event can increase intrinsic motivation by making the pertmive of causality
more internal or by bolstering one's perceptions of competence (Ryan, 1982). Althaugto, pri
Deci and Ryan’s (1980,1985) studies, earlier researchers have testedcipednaises of the
cognitive evaluation theory and concluded similar findings; theses studieprmearily
conducted outside of sport.

For example, Deci (1971) had college age students play an inherentlytingetask,

12



called the SOMA puzzle, where he paid selected students to play. The partittipantsre paid
to play were given both monetary rewards and verbal rewards (i.e., vexbatiyraged), and the
other participants received on verbal rewards for participating. His studg that the
participants who were paid money to play spent a significantly less amount qildiyneg on
their own than participants who were not rewarded to play. However, those who recebatd ve
rewards, played for a longer amount of time than both conditions resulting in anencfeas
intrinsic motivation. Then Lepper et al. (1973) examined the undermining oferigdntrinsic
interest with an extrinsic reward (i.e., good player rewards). The partisiin the study
included predominantly white middle-class children ranging in age from 40 to 64snont
However, interestingly three black children who would have otherwise bdadedan the
experiment were arbitrarily excluded to increase the precision witthwiécpopulation could
be defined. This attempt to gain precision could lead one to believe that black childrédn woul
interpret a “good player” reward differently from their white peers. Thelt®of the study

found that subjects in the expected-award condition spent less time plathriibeviarget
materials than subjects in either unexpected-award or no reward conditioresrdhets
indicated that subjects who received expected rewards experienced deorgdsasic
motivation due to the reward serving as a controlling agent. For those subjects ewedrec
unexpected-rewards, the reward served to enhance intrinsic motivationngybeieived as
evidence of ability or competence. Although these previous researcheildrgsatsic

motivation on extrinsic rewards in various tasks, it was not until E. Ryan’s ckg@&77, 1980)
that the issue of the influence of an athletic scholarship on athletes’ mimosivation was
investigated.

In 1977, and again in 1980, E. Ryan looked at attribution and intrinsic motivation and their

13



effects in athletics. Ryan (1977) used a survey questionnaire at two unigdcsaress
athletes’ intrinsic motivation. He compared male athletes on scholarshipet@atimates not on
scholarship, expecting those who are receiving a scholarship to be less aityinsativated
than those who are not receiving a scholarship. His results were supported in tlzasisighol
athletes reported less enjoyment in sport than non-scholarship athletesirgghdy
scholarship was undermining to intrinsic motivation. Then Ryan (1980) extended his previous
work to include women from various sports and wrestlers. Ryan believed that women would
perceive the scholarship as informational because it was so new at theisirs@migle included
12 universities, 424 male football athletes and wrestlers, and 188 female atblates\fen
sports. Due to the implication of Title IX in 1972, which allowed women to participatelegeol
athletics, various sports were needed to obtain sufficient numbers of womendample (U.S
Department of Education, 1997).

Results of Ryan’s (1980) study supported his hypothesis that women would perceive a
scholarship as informational and not undermining to their intrinsic motivation. HowRyamn
also found that wrestlers also reported their scholarships to be informational and not
undermining to their intrinsic motivation. These results were explained asingdugcause so
few wrestlers and female athletes received scholarships, and if they didat signify their
being competent in that particular sport. In lieu of E. Ryan’s (1977,1980) studiegrddRyan
(1980, 1985) looked to the Cognitive Evaluation Theory (CET) as the foundation for research of
intrinsic motivation in sport today.

For example, Amorose and Horn (2000) examined collegiate athletes’ intnosi@tion
to see if it would vary as a function of several factors including scholarshig,sfender, and

perceptions of coaches’ behavior. The researchers used male and fer38@) (Nedent
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athletes from various Division 1 schools, who participated in football, field hockeynagyits,
ice hockey, wrestling, and swimming. Of the 386 athletes in this study 111 wisié on
scholarship, 163 were on partial scholarship, and 112 received no scholarship. Amorose and
Horn assessed intrinsic motivation of the athletes with the Intrinsic Miotivatventory (IMI;
McAuley et al., 1989). In the analysis, a Multivariate Analysis of VarightZ&eNOVA) found
that the scholarship status main effect indicated that athletes on fullrstileported higher
scores on perceived competence, and lower scores on pressure tension, than non-scholarship
athletes. Athletes receiving partial-scholarships reported highessooreffort-importance than
athletes on full scholarship. As for the gender main effect femalesedgogher scores on
effort-importance and tension-pressure subscales and males reportecdtogbs on perceived
choice. In addition Amorose and Horn (2000) believed that the effect size affecteditg for
gender differences, as 3% of the variability between the athletes’ intmasivation was
attributable to gender. Lastly, Amorose and Horn (2000) revealed one limitatiorr tettiokyi,
namely the samples not being representative across the college athletatipopatademic
classification of athletes, and concerns of instrumentation.

Following the 2000 study, Amorose and Horn (2001) replicated and extended their previous
work to examine whether any changes that occurred in athletes’ level oficntnioigvation
from pre- to post-season would be related to their perceptions of their coachegiseduad/ or
would differ as a function of their scholarship status. Only first yeartaiweere selected given
the possibility that the new experiences involved with both scholarships and coléedengo
behaviors would have the largest impact during the athletes’ first yeal@ege participation.
Amorose and Horn (2001) surveyed (N = 72) American male and female Divisidadecol

athletes who were in their first year of eligibility. The athletesi@pated in softball, swimming,
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track and field, and wrestling. Of the 72 athletes that participated in the stwdreported
receiving full scholarship, while 30 reported receiving partial, and 40 reportedaenting any
scholarship. Amorose and Horn (2001) hypothesized that athletes who received alsigholar
would report higher levels of intrinsic motivation in comparison to athletes whonweon
scholarship due to the previous research reporting that athletes on scholarshipdexigibée
levels of intrinsic motivation. The instrumentation used to assess intrinsic trartivas the
Intrinsic Motivation Inventory (IMI; McAuley et al., 1989). Results of the RM NIAVA
(Repeated Measures MANOVA) revealed that first-year athleteslaship status and time
interaction effect was not significant (p > .05). Thus, indicating that neithelagship status
nor time affected the athletes’ reported level of intrinsic motivatiomodigh the hypothesis was
not supported, Amorose and Horn (2001) believed that scholarships may have vargisgaeffe
intrinsic motivation depending on the amount of the reward. In addition, the researdiesedbe
that examining how the athletes perceive the rewards could clarify the steomgindings.
Moreover, limitations were also noted in this study. First, the participamileavas
comprised of only first-year Division | college athletes. It is beliehad different results might
be found for athletes in other age groups and/or different competitive levels. Setoadly
athletes in this study were participants in individual sports, which might havetadgae
results. Lastly, there was concern with the timing of the pre-seasorotiatdicn, which
occurred two to four weeks prior to the start of competition. Amorose and Horn (2001) noted
that there are a number of other influences that affect the development ofamtratisiation
(e.g., transition to college life, new peers, new teammates, moving away fremspatc.), and
future studies should continue to examine these possible social and intrapersométhaleter

In a more recent study conducted to assess extrinsic rewards on motivapaontj Medic,
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Mack, and Starkes (2007) assessed male and female (N=116) college bagkstdafrom
Canada and the United States. Of the 116 athletes in the sample, there werte®fad
four universities in Ontario with no scholarship and 46 athletes from seven Division |
univeristies in the United States on scholarship. To assess the effects afssgpan
motivation in sport, Medic et al. (2007) used two approaches; the first approach corppatred s
motivation between gender and scholarship status of Division 1 basketball plagethdrUS
and non-scholarship basketball players from Canada, and the second approach manipulated
athletic scholarship status through scenarios to examine potiential civapgesent and future
motivation in sport. Medic et al. (2007) used the Sport Motivational Scale (SM&tiétell
Fortier, Vallerand, Briere, & Blais, 1995) to assess motivation. The SM&tosseven
subscales that measure three types of intrinsic motivation (i.e., IM to knote,dbtomplish
things, and IM to experience satisfaction), three types of extrinsic moti@ae., external,
introjection, and identified regulation), and amotivation towards sport motivation.

First, Medic et al. (2007) conducted a comparison of gender and scholarship dilletes (
universities in the US) and non-scholarship athletes (Inter-Universitiesniada). A
MANCOVA revealed an interaction effect between scholarship statugeamter, (Wilks’
Lambda= .87; F (4,112)= 2.62, p < .05). A follow up ANOVA revealed that scholarship male
athletes (M= 4.76; SD= 1.32) reported higher levels of introjected regulatiqracedito
scholarship female athletes (M= 3.26; SD= 1.28; F (3,112) = 5.90, p < .01). Also, scholarship
males (M= 4.83; SD= 1.01) reported higher levels of external regulation thanrshimla
females (M= 3.60; SD= 1.51), non-scholarship males (M= 3.75; SD= 1.25), and non- scholarship
females (M= 3.62; SD=.92; F (3,112) = 6.13, p < .01). No other difference in present motivation

was found. Medic et al. believed that the results were due to male basketlaalt play
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experiencing a great deal of pressure to perform. Also, Medic at el. (2007) prdpeishe t
general selection bias of male athletes who receive a full scholarshig wiballly have higher
levels of non-self-determined motivation.

Secondly, Medic et al. (2007) used a within-group approach to manipulate scholarship
status to examine potential changes in sport motivation. To analyze the firvamnigsit
MANOVAs were used to examine present and perceived future motivation for non-daipolars
and scholarship athletes. For non-scholarship athletes, the main effect fonipelatian was
found (Wilks’ Lambda = .66, F (6, 63) = 5.58, p <.001). Also, ANOVA's revealed that
perceived future “intrinsic motivation to experience stimulation” would deer@a (1,68) =
7.64, p <0.01; ES=.19), “intrinsic motivation to accomplish” would decrease (F (1,68)= 7.16, p
< 0.01; ES=.24), and external regulation would increase (F (1,68)= 15.86, p < 0.001; ES= .33) if
scholarships were available. Medic et al. found similar findings for the matngpLveth
scholarship athletes (Wilks’ Lambda = .72, F (6, 39)= 2.64, p < .05). A follow up univariate
ANOVA revealed that scholarship athletes “perceived future” intrinsic ntaiivéo experience
stimulation (F (1,44)=4.99, p < .05; ES=.20) and intrinsic motivation to accomplish (F (1,44)=
9.10, p < 0.01; ES=.35) would decrease if scholarships should become unavailable.

Medic et al. (2007) also believed that their results were a combination o€nolarship
athletes perceiving scholarships would apply pressure to perform now thatetheyrey paid to
play, and scholarship athletes perceiving the removal of scholarship to lowehthiee
capacity, now that academics are their responsibility, which in-turn lingtsautonomy. In
addition, the researchers noted limitations to their study, i.e., the use of-aertissal design,
and the use of scenarios to assess perceived future motivation, and the timirgpthé¢hien of

data, could have influenced the results. There was no uniformity to collectingadrendanany
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of the teams completed the survey towards the end of their competitive seasonsturale cul
influence of the Canadian and American athletes on their collegiate expeaedoonly using
college age basketball players were identified as additional limitatiossltRenay change if
applied to other sports and age groups. Finally, Medic et al. (2007) believed that bewagechot
by extrinsic factors and having internal feelings of pressure suakilaargl anxiety are
associated with receipt of a full scholarship, especially male athletes.

In summary, the previous literature describes two main determinants oficntnioisvation,
the degree to which an individual feels self-determination in their environmeriedddree to
which an individual feels competent when completing a particular task. Additiomatlgsic
motivation will vary as a function of control as an individual feels that they havehbice in an
activity (Amorose & Horn, 2001). Although researchers have tested thedis effiemotivation
and scholarship, the results have been found to be questionable.

The previous literature should have noted in their results the limitations pertaimange.

In many of these studies African American athletes were underegpees even though
Lapchick (2009) reported that African Americans make up the majority othletes in the
sports that were tested. In addition PWIs were the only universities usedath ketsts’
motivation. Additionally there are four HBCU conferences that have beé&mexcfrom
numerous studies pertaining to sports. However, Deci and Ryan (1985) stateditisat intr
motivation would vary across time depending on the experiences of the individuptopased
that the HBCU environment is one that may alter an individual's experiencdy mii increase
or decrease motivation of athletes. The HBCU environment is unique, due to the majority of
university being habited by African Americans, which may be new forevgtitdents as well as

some black students.
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The HBCU Experience

Historically Black Colleges and Universities (HBCUSs) began in the UiStates
because of segregation, discrimination, and racism (Grimes, 1996). AlthoughHB&his
were established after the Morrill Act of 1890 that provided state support for amoHBCUS,
most were established prior to that time (Evans, A.L., Evans, V., & Evans, A.M., 2003) oMan
these universities were private but later state and public schools wéieskbstato provide
postsecondary education for black students (Brown & Davis, 2001). In addition, most HBCUs
were established wherever large black populations resided such as in the Sdothelastest,
and Northeast. Moreover, these universities were not designed to succeed, butewther t
purpose was to appease black people or to serve as a holding institution becausedaatk st
could not matriculate to predominately white institutions (PWIs) (Evans, &0812). Likewise,
many of the HBCUs established prior to 1870 were due to the support from white mapuity |
groups like the American Missionary Association (AMA), which was a Brawé¢-based
abolitionist group founded to eliminate slavery, to educate African Americans, toteroacial
equality, and to promote Christian values and the Freedman’s Bureau, was a Wab. fede
government agency that aided distressed freedmen (freed slaves) from 186Bl8¥2, (
1970).

In addition to HBCUs being holding or appeasing institutions for African Anrerica
students, the environment and atmosphere that is provided seems most appealiagtto curr
students (Martin, 2009). Many African American students feel comfortableoafident in
themselves when attending HBCUs (Drake, 2010). Moreover, students are femiigetift
determined due to the nurturing environment of the university, which can be definetignD

Ryan'’s Self Determination Theory (1985a; Ryan & Deci, 2000, 2002). The theory suggest
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three universal need- competence, autonomy, and relatedness. Although akduzare vital,
it is the concept of relatedness that may contribute the most to the HBConament, which
has the unique structure of the university being predominantly comprised arAiroericans.
The relatedness concept states, “the need to perceive that one is connectedrtmndes a
him/her and that he/she experiences a sense of belonging”. Having a cangmugassed of
majority African Americans (i.e. administrators, professors, staff), @@y increase levels of
intrinsic motivation because African American students may feel more dedngben having
administrators and professors who look like them. Additionally they feel supplied wath vi
knowledge and information that prepares them for future careers, which tend toeincreas
enrollment for these universities (The top colleges, 2000, p. 14). Due to increasiirgearty
these universities must be able to accommodate students’ needs, which includsmgcrea
tuition rates. HBCUs have always had problems securing funding to run thetse oms;
especially state universities. Each state allocates state dollggptiblic universities, but when
funds are not dispersed appropriately, HBCUs become underfunded (Martin, 2009). With
HBCUs being underfunded through the state dollars other areas of the universay @k to
function properly, one area being the athletic department.

Athletics play an important part in HBCUs, but with athletic departments’disidiging
appropriated from the university, it places limitations on what this departseapable of
offering (Martin, 2009). Limitations in athletic departments may include ladkrafing for
teams, facilities, and/ or most importantly athletic scholarships. T® agigropriate funds
athletic departments must rely on fundraisers and/or outside donations. Raisingfunds f
scholarships tend to be more challenging for these universities, espetialyHBCUs have to

share top African American athletes with PWIs, who have more resources araissasl
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(Sperber, 1990). For example, big time college athletic programs like, Utharsfichigan,
The Ohio State University, Pennsylvania State University, and Univefsigxas at Austin are
the premier frontrunners in the National Collegiate Athletic AssociatiotA@CThe Big Ten
Conference, which houses some of the country’s premier academic and athleamprce.,
University of Michigan, Penn State, Michigan State University, etc.) spamt$106 million
dollars in 2008 for student-athletic scholarships, which exceeded any other canfarte
country (Office of Postsecondary Education, 2009).

However, as stated before in 2008 universities from the Mid-Eastern AtGletiference
(MEAC) spent $34M in scholarships for its student-athletes (Office of &mstdary Education,
2009). The MEAC conference spent approximately one-third of the Big Ten’s proposetl budge
($112M) for athletic scholarships in 2008. It is clear that these two confereaceot be
compared by budgets, but what can be compared is the number of African Ameridas tihate
attend these universities. Lapchick (2009) found that 60.4% of college basketball and 45% of
college football programs from Division | colleges and universities wer@eeed of African
American student-athletes. However, Lapchick’s study failed to includettletes attending
HBCUs, which would give a better representative sample of all the confemtetudent-
athletes in the country.

In addition to the number of athletic scholarships available, scholarships at HBEUs
not delegated the same way as larger division 1 universities. At the Division 1cleekrships
are divided into two types, head count and equivalency. Head count scholarships are a set
number of scholarships, and they are all full, whereas equivalency scholarshigetaneraber
of scholarships, but each one can be divided among two or more student-athletes (George, 1999).

In addition to head count and equivalency, scholarships are broken down in to two forms of
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athletic aid, which are full and partial scholarships (Cozzillio, 1989). Full gshigta do not
exceed tuition and fees, room, board, and required course-related books, whereagipetidal
scholarships are any amount of aid that does not cover 100% of the total costs of atendanc
college or university (NCAA, 2009). However at HBCUs scholarships are based on exagcyyal
meaning scholarships are shared between student-athletes.

In addition, information published by the NCAA stated that more than $1.5 billion
dollars in athletic aid is awarded annually to approximately 126,000 studentsatddeteyear
(NCAA, 2009). However, at HBCUs and smaller institutions other forms of studenteaid a
utilized to supplement for athletic scholarship funding, which may include fegtards, state
grants, or academic scholarships. Thus, student-athletes at HBCUs who haa atphatiic
scholarship may be considered to have a full ride if the remaining fees areatabiniith
federal funding (i.e., grants). However, student-athletes who receive comthlegit a
scholarship and grants raises the issue of how athletes perceive this formnof thidsa their
perceptions of ability and/ or perceptions of autonomy.

In conclusion, the review of literature investigation of motivation for sportlgtes
search for the underlying process that initiates one’s participation (Adaert874). Earlier
researchers have found that athletes participate in sports primarilyriiesisteasons (i.e., they
enjoy it, they want to master a particular skill, and the enjoyment of bethdnends) (Gill,
Gross, & Huddleston, 1983; Sapp & Haubenstricker, 1978; Scanlan & Lewthwaite, 1986). With
most athletes beginning their athletic career with community youth spogsms, church
recreational leagues, or playing for their local middle and high schoolsnihate this love
affair with competition (Ogden & Warneke, 2010). Many of these athletes avdat/élop their

skills, as well as enhance their knowledge of the game, which would be considensdaity
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motivating reasons for participating in sport. In addition to wanting to beconee atttletically,
athletes tend to face societal pressures, which may stem from environmerdatel
influences to playing at the collegiate level and receive a scholarshiiei(Redden, &
Matranga, 1999). These influences tend to impede intrinsic motivation, which ltanezihance
or diminish self-determination.

Although, research on the influence of an athletic scholarship on intrinsic nostiot
student-athletes have been inconclusive these previous studies have set the foundation f
research in this area. Furthermore, the cognitive evaluation theory (D®g& 1985) states
that the two main determinants of intrinsic motivation include: (a) the degree to whic
individuals feel self-determining in their environment and (b) the extent to whichduoédls feel
competent in a particular domain. However, research in one particular environmergrhas be
notably absent, namely the Historically Black College. HBCUs provide a moteingrt
environment for African American students and student-athletes, which may lelaahiges
across motivation. This may be the result of the campus being mostly comprisedarnh Af
Americans, which may include the President of the university, other adntimistdaculty and
staff, and coaches. The presence of these individuals may lead to a sensedvfesddor the
students and student athletes. In addition, HBCUs provide a different experiesiuel éont-
athletes by way of its method of awarding scholarships, which may increasaeasite
motivation. The proposed study examines the perceptions of intrinsic and extotsation in

scholarship and non-scholarship athletes at a Division | HBCU.
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Chapter 3
METHOD
Participants

The sample consisted of 227 male (N =134) and female (N = 93) collegiate student-
athletes that attend a Division | Historically Black College. The stualiletes’ ages ranged
from 18 to 23 years (M = 19.78; SD = 1.19) with all students between their freshman and senior
year of college. Of the 227 athletes surveyed at the university, 191 (82%jeddiesng
African American, 19 (8%) indicated being Caucasian, 7 (3%) indicated batmp/Hispanic,

1 (.5%) being Asian/Pacific Islander, 1 (.5%) indicated being Native Aarerand 11 (6%)
indicated being “other” as their ethnicity. The student-athletes patadipaone or more of the
university's 15 intercollegiate sports plus non-competitive cheerleading.sgorts included
football (n = 78), men’s basketball (n=14), women’s basketball (n=10), baseball (n=203, m
track and field (n=12), women’s track and field (n=19), men’s cross country, (netjen’s
cross country (n=6), softball (h=10), men’s tennis (h=4), women’s tennis (n=6), noén’s g
(n=5), women'’s bowling (n=6), women'’s volleyball (n=11), and non-competitive chdertea
(n=25).

The student-athletes received full-athletic scholarships (37%), patiatiat
scholarships only (11%), partial athletic scholarships and academic shipd4690), partial
athletic scholarships and federal/ state grant-in-aid (23%), acadehalarship (6%), no athletic
scholarship (8%) at all, the remaining 9% was unreported. However, the onlytsttde were
assessed for scholarship status were students that indicated receiyiadudir) partial-, or no
scholarship. Of the 233 student-athletes given a survey only 132 reported readiypaytial,

or no athletic scholarship. Specifically, and of those 85 student-athletes indeszgdig a full
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scholarship, 25 indicated receiving a partial scholarship, and 22 indicated rge®ivin
scholarship. Lastly, scholarship student-athletes were then asked if treegat@n scholarship
would they still attend the HBCU, of the of scholarship athletes 45% reportedabiat stay

and 45% reported they would not stay if they were not on scholarship, the remaining H% wer
not on scholarship.

I nstrumentation

Demographic Information. Each participant was asked to complete a demographic
guestionnaire (See Appendix A). The questionnaire assessed the participargshdge, race,
and sport participation. The questionnaire also inquired about grade point average,aghich w
self-reported, and the program course of study for each participantyHihalquestionnaire
inquired about scholarship status of the participants. Participants were askexk toivbiner
they received full athletic scholarship, a partial athletic scholarship @plgstial athletic
scholarship with an academic scholarship, partial athletic scholarshipegéraf or university
grant-in-aid, or no athletic scholarship.

Intrinsic M otivation Inventory. The Intrinsic Motivation Inventory (IMI; See
Appendix B) assessed the overall level of intrinsic motivation that an individpatierced
when engaging in an achievement-oriented task (Ryan, Mims, & Koestner, 198&isktudy
the Sport-Oriented version of the IMI (McAuley et al., 1989) was used. The spatiedrie
version of the IMI included four subscales that measure various dimensions or indices of
intrinsic motivation including: (a) interest-enjoyment, (b) perceived caoenpet (c) effort-
importance, and (d) tension-pressure. Following the recommendations of Me&Aaley1989),
a fifth scale, perceived choice, was used to assess the degree to whicletbs fél they are

participating in their sport by personal choice.
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All items were scored on a 7-point Likert-type scale ranging fronrdn@ly disagree) to
7 (strongly agree). Mean scores were calculated for each of the fivalesbsidigh scores on
the subscales (i.e., interest-enjoyment, perceived competence, effortaingeoiand perceived
choice) would result in a high level of intrinsic motivation. However, a low scoreeosubscale
of tension-pressure would indicate a high level of intrinsic motivation (e.g.,ah@ilessure an
individual feels, the more self-determined they are which will increasel¢eis of intrinsic
motivation). McAuley et al. (1989) and Vallerand and Fortier (1998) reported the psydbome
properties of the sport version of the IMI. Reliabilities of the measuresdeézemined by
coefficient alpha (Cronbach, 1951). Internal consistency reliability estenfar the IMI
subscales were determined by the alpha coefficient and ranged from .68 tocBitatipe
pressure-tensiorii€ .68), interest-enjoymendé£ .78), perceived competenade=(.80), and
effort/importance d= .84) (note: perceived choice had not been tested for internal consistency
and reliability). The overall scale appeared to be consistent with an alpheieoedf .85.

As for the construct validity of the IMI, McAuley et al. (1989) tested several Imode
using the confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) and found that the data yiesiethipressive
results. A second-order factor with intrinsic motivation being subdivided intoifstiofder
factors was found to be the best model. Amorose and Horn (2001) also established véhidity wi
IMI from the reports of McAuley et al. (1989) and Vallerand and Fortier (199&)niait
consistency reliability estimates for the IMI subscales for athiatéhis study were determined
by the alpha coefficient and ranged from, interest-enjoynéent8?), for perceived choicé£
.81), for perceived competenae=(.85), for effort-importanceif .82), and for pressure-tension

(6= .86). The overall scale appeared to be consistent with an alpha coefficient of .86.
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Procedure

Following approval from the Institutional Review Board (IRB) for the Rtaia
of Human Subjects, the researcher obtained consent from university’s atmétiordiAD) to
complete the present study. The researcher contacted the athletic dineatscheduled
meeting time to conduct the research at a general body meeting for the-satitletes. Once
the secured meeting time was confirmed, the researcher personallgaitieagre-season
athletics meeting to distribute all surveys to the student-athletes at Yeesityi The
researcher was informed that each participant would be separateddificelasn (i.e.,
freshman, sophomore, etc.) and placed in separate classrooms respectively and he had
approximately 20-25 minutes to distribute, obtain informed consent, and collect thesduovey
the participants in each classroom. Once the survey packets were given ttidlpapey, the
researcher then informed the participants of their rights as subjectswé&teethen directed to
open and read the Informed Consent Form (See Appendix C). Also, participantskedreoas
raise their hand if they needed further explanation. Upon completion of reading the consent
forms the participants were asked to tear off those sheets and then began tdhlisouvey.
The researcher also informed participants that once they had completed thgitiseyweould
place it back into a packet to be collected by either the researcher oretic départment
administrator. Once the surveys were collected, the researcher thangadithpants for their
participation and at that time he notified that they could keep their MSU pen as gdbdok
their participation. Once done with one group of participants the researcher wouldrtizee t

next group and repeat the procedures.
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Data Analyses

Once the data were collected, the information was entered into a SPSS fieptives
statistics were used to create a demographic profile of the participa@dolBwing statistical
tests were used for each hypothesis:

Hla: A One-Way ANOVA was used to test the difference levels of ittengsyment
among athletes who are a receiving full athletic scholarship, a partetiathl
scholarship, and athletes receiving no athletic scholarship.

H1lb: A Paired-Sample t-Test was used to test the difference levate@st/enjoyment
between athletes on full- and partial-scholarships.

H2: A Paired- Sample t-Test was used to test the difference levelest/enjoyment
between female and male athletes.

H3: A Paired- Sample t-Test was used to test the difference levele@st/enjoyment
of athletes who participate in individual and team sports.

H4: A Paired-Sample t-Test was used to test the difference levels esirdajoyment
for athletes who participate in non-revenue and revenue generating sports.

H5: A One- Way ANOVA was used to test the difference levels of intengsyraent in

grade classification of the student-athletes (i.e., freshmen, sophomores, jancr

seniors).
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Chapter 4
RESULTS

This chapter is presented in seven sections, which include: (a) ScalslResaand
Correlations, (b) Scholarship Status (c) Gender, (d) Team Sport Type, (e) Reperugyfe,
(f) Grade Classification, and (g) Exploratory Questions. Within each questionptiesc
statistics are presented first, followed by inferential statistidsst#tistical analyses are reported
at a .05 level of significance unless otherwise specified.
Scale Rédliabilitiesand Correlations

Cronbach’s (1951) alpha coefficient was used to determine the reliabilitglof ea

subscale of the IMI. A minimum acceptable criterion was set at .70 as ®ayggdNunnally
(1978) and also used by Amorose and Horn (2001). Examination of the pre-season measures of
intrinsic motivation indicated that all five of the subscales demonstrateceptalsle reliability
(range .81 to .86). Correlations were run on the IMI subscales to test for ninkaiaty.
Correlations among the pre-season measures of the subscales of thggdsted that
multicollinearity was a factor (r = .39 to .70). More specifically, IrdgEnjoyment and
Perceived Choice (r = .704) and Perceived Choice and Effort/Importance (r = .7T@%otre
highly correlated. The variables that are highly correlated have @ sefationship such that a
given rise or fall in one variable will lead to a direct change in the other \v@rrabaning that
interest/enjoyment is related to the perceive choice of the individual and pdrckoiee is
highly related to the effort/importance an athletes exhibits. See Tatedrfelations of IMI

subscales.
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Tablel

Pearson Correlationsof IM| Subscales

Interest/ | Perceived Perceived Effort/ Pressure/
Enjoyment| Choice Competence | Importance | Tension
Interest/Enjoyment
1
N 212
Perceived Choice
*704 1
.000
N 210 213
Perceived
Competence 575 .505 1
.000 .000
N 205 205 208
Effort/ Importance
.615 *. 705 .630 1
.000 .000 .000
N 211 212 206 214
Pressure Tension
503 .504 .395 497 1
.000 .000 .000 .000
N 210 211 207 212 214

Scholarship Status

Due to the sufficient number of participants, Hypothesis 1a and Hypothesis 1b were

executed simultaneously. Using a One-way Anova Hypothesis la stated, “A\thieteeceive

no athletic scholarship will experience higher levels of interest/emoythan those who receive

a full or partial athletic scholarship”. The results were answered bgamamy the

interest/enjoyment of athletes with no athletic scholarship and athlgkea full and/or partial

athletic scholarship. Hypothesis 1b stated, “Athletes with partial-tiatslgholarships will

experience higher levels of interest-enjoyment than athletes withthiitia scholarships.” As
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shown in Table 2 athletes with no- athletic scholarship exhibited slightly higlets t&f
interest/enjoyment than athletes with full- or partial-scholarships. Henvawone-way Analysis
of Variance (ANOVA) was run to test the mean difference of athletic ssingpestatus for
subscale interest/enjoyment. Results showed that there were no signifiegahdes among the
three groups, F (2, 113) = 0.28, p >.05. Thus, Hypothesis 1a and Hypothesis 1b were not
supported. Also, see Appendix D for comparison of means and standard deviation with the
results reported by Amorose and Horn (2001), which are very similar. (Thesdestad under

Exploratory Analysis will be discussed later in this section.)

Table?2

Means and Standard Deviationsfor the M| subscales by Scholarship Status

No-Scholar ship Full Scholarship Partial Scholarship

(N=21) (N=74) (N=23)

Subscales M (SD) M (SD) M (SD)
Interest/Enjoymen 6.00 (1.23) 5.91 (1.14) 5.80 (1.09)

Exploratory Analysis

Perceived Choice 6.39 (0.84) 6.04 (1.03) 5.82 (0.87)
Perceived Competenc 6.04 (0.97) 6.03 (0.83) 5.73 (0.85)
Effort/Importance 6.07 (1.25) 6.30 (0.93) 6.09 (0.97)
Pressure/Tensio 5.43 (1.23) 5.15 (0.97) 5.05 (1.06)
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Gender

Hypothesis 2 stated, “Female student-athletes will experience hige&s téunterest-
enjoyment than male student-athletes when participating in sport.” To tgerder differences
on interest/enjoyment, an independent samples T-test was used to comparenthef itieatwo
groups. No significant difference was found for the subscale of interestfeano, t (210)=
-1.18, p >.05. Although there was no significant difference found for gender, malesdeport
having slightly higher levels of interest-enjoyment than females. See Fdbt means and

standard deviations for subscale interest/enjoyment and gender.

Table3

Means and Standard Deviationsfor the IMI| subscales by Gender

Male (N=131) Female (N=102)

Subscales M (SD) M (SD) t-Value Sig. (2-tailed)
Interest/Enjoyment  6.02 (1.15) 5.83 (1.11) 424 0.24
Exploratory Analysis
Perceived Choice  6.14 (0.93) 6.04 (0.97) 0.38 0.43
Perceived Competence 5.89 (0.88) 5.98 (0.89) 0.01 0.48
Effort/Importance 6.27 (0.96) 6.23 (0.99) 0.00 0.79
Tension/Pressure  5.33 (1.04) 5.09 (0.95) 0.65 0.09
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Team Sport Type
Hypothesis 3 stated, “Athletes who participate in individual sports will extpezihigher
levels of interest/enjoyment than athletes who participate in team spgortsitiependent
samples T-test was used to compare the means of participants from teamaddahsiports.
A significant difference was found for subscale interest/enjoyment, t (38Q%s p=.00.
Athletes from team sports reported significantly higher levels of interggyment than athletes
from individual sports. Thus Hypothesis 3 was not supported and in fact was in opposition to the
predicted direction. See Table 4 for the means and standard deviations for subscale

interest/enjoyment and sport type.

Table4

Means and Standard Deviationsfor the M| subscales by Team Sport Type

Team (N= 143) Individual (N=59)

Subscales M (SD) M (SD) t-Value  Sig. (2-tailed)

Interest/Enjoyment  6.09 (1.14) 5.54 (1.07) 0.46 0.00
Exploratory Analysis

Perceived Choice  6.14 (0.93) 5.92 (0.99) 0.73 0.16
Perceived Competence 5.95 (0.91) 5.75 (0.90) 0.16 0.19
Effort/Importance 6.32 (0.94) 6.05 (1.09) 1.88 0.09
Tension/Pressure  5.25 (1.03) 5.16 (0.97) 0.25 0.59
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Revenue Sport Type

Hypothesis-4stated, “ Athletes who participate in non-revenue generating sports (i.e.,
baseball, volleyball, etc.) will experience higher levels of interest/ergat than athletes who
participate in revenue generating sports (i.e., football and basketball).” Aveimtlent samples
T-test was used to compare the means of the two groups. A significant diffeesntmund for
subscale interest/enjoyment, t (181) = 2.12, p = .04. The hypothesis was supported, but not in
the predicted direction. Revenue sport athletes reported higher levaisrett/enjoyment than
non-revenue sport athletes. See Table 5 for means and standard deviations far subsest

enjoyment and revenue sport type.

Table5

Means and Standard Deviationsfor the M| subscales by Revenue Sport Type

Non-Revenue Sports  Revenue Sports

(N= 100) (N=102)

Subscales M (SD) M (SD) t-Value Sig. (2-tailed)

Interest/Enjoyment 5.75 (1.12) 6.11 (1.14) 0.05 0.03
Exploratory Analysis

Perceived Choice 5.97 (0.95) 6.18 (0.94) 0.01 0.13
Perceived Competence  5.84 (0.87) 5.94 (0.95) 0.83 0.47
Effort/Importance 6.18 (0.98) 6.30 (1.01) 0.07 0.44
Tension/Pressure 5.20 (0.97) 5.25 (1.05) 0.43 0.74
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Grade Classification

Hypothesis 5 stated, “Sophomore and Junior student-athletes will experience higher

levels of interest-enjoyment than Freshmen or Senior student-athletes Hypbthesis was

answered by examining the levels of interest/enjoyment among the grssi@aations of the

student-athletes. A One-way Anova was used to test the means among eaclags#aton.

Results showed that there was no significant difference for the subscadstietgoyment, F (3,

207) = 1.44, p > .05. Thus, no support was found for the hypothesis. Interestingly, sophomore

and junior student-athletes reported the lowest levels of interest/enjoymeiialde 6 for the

means and standard deviations for interest-enjoyment and grade classification.

Table6

Means and Standard Deviationsfor the IMI subscale by Grade Classification

Freshman Sophomor es Juniors Seniors

(N=40) (N=54) (N=65) (N=52)

Subscales M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD)
Interest/Enjoyment  6.19 (1.04) 5.75 (1.20) 5.84 (1.12) 6.03 (1.14)

Exploratory Analysis

Perceived Choice 6.23 (0.90) 6.13 (0.96) 6.03 (0.93) 6.02 (1.01)
Perceived Competence 6.08 (0.78) 5.79 (1.09) 5.86 (0.81) 6.03 (0.81)
Effort/Importance  6.38 (0.79) 6.14 (1.12) 6.33 (0.86) 6.15 (1.08)
Tension/Pressure  5.35 (0.92) 5.23 (1.03) 5.25 (0.99) 5.07 (1.08)
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Exploratory Questions

A series of exploratory questions were examined pertaining to the ragéuhl
subscales (i.e., perceived choice, perceived competence, effort/impopemesyed choice, and
pressure/tension). In this section six exploratory questions using the preypmtiisesis and the
remaining subscales of the IMI were examined.

The first Exploratory Question tested the remaining IMI subscalesefpecdcchoice,
perceived competence, effort/importance, and tension/pressure) by sieiposaatus for athletes
with no-athletic scholarship, full-athletic scholarships, or partial- atrdeholarships. A one-
way ANOVA yielded no significant difference for any of the subscales;dtved Choice, F (2,
113) = 2.65, p >.05, Effort/Importance, F (2,113) = 0.56, p > .05, and Pressure/Tension, F
(2,113) = 1.34, p > .05. The means reported in Table 2 indicated that athletes with no
scholarships reported slightly higher levels of perceived choice, efforttamoe; and
pressure/tension than athletes with full or partial scholarship for all IMtaldss See Table 2
for means and standard deviations of remaining IMI subscales and scholatsisipAdtaough a
non-significant difference was found for IMI subscale, Perceived Compete(®@1B) = 1.25,
p > .05, athletes on partial scholarships reported lower levels of perceived eocepbian
athletes on full scholarships or no scholarships.

Exploratory Question 2 tested the remaining IMI subscales for gender niiiésteAn
independent sample T-test was used to assess gender for each of the rdmaisungscales of
the IMI, no significant differences were found for subscales; Perceived&;h@211) = 0.38, p
> .05; Perceived Competence, t (206) = 0.01, p > .05. ; Effort/Importance, t (212) = 0.00, p > .05;
and Tension/Pressure, t (212) = 0.65, p > .05. Although no significant differences were found,

Table 3 indicated that male athletes indicated higher levels of perceived,choi
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effort/importance, and pressure tension, while females indicated higher lepelseived
competence. See Table 3 for means and standard deviation of the remaining Ilsllesudnsd
gender.

Exploratory Question 3 tested the remaining subscales of the IMI for difésr&etween
sport types. The independent sample T-test used to compare the means for sforhtype
significant difference for team or individual sport type for subscaleseRed Choice, t (182) =
0.73, p > .05; Perceived Competence, t (179) = 0.16, p > .05; Effort/Importance, t (183) = 1.88, p
> .05; and Pressure/Tension, t (182) = 0.25, p > .05. As shown in Table 4 athletes from team
sports indicated higher levels of perceived choice, perceive competencéngbortance, and
tension/pressure. See Table 4 for means and standard deviations for remainizgsobsce
IMI and team sport type.

Exploratory Question 4 tested the remaining IMI subscales for differbetesen
revenue sport type. The independent samples T-test used to compare the means®spare
type found no significant difference for any of the subscales, PerceivedeCh(i82) = 0.01, p
> .05; Perceived Competence, t (179) = 0.83, p > .05; Effort/Importance, t (183) = 0.07, p > .05;
and Pressure/Tension, t (182) = 0.43, p > .05. As shown in Table 5, athletes from revenue sports
reported higher levels of perceived choice, perceived competence, effortdngegrand
pressure/tension than athletes in non-revenue sports. See Table 5 for meamslardl sta
deviations for the remaining IMI subscales and revenue sport type.

Exploratory Question 5 tested the remaining IMI subscales for differancesg grade
classification. A One-way ANOVA was used to compare the means of the fssificktions,
and no significant difference was found for subscales Perceived Choice, F (3, 208) = .53, p > .05;

Perceived Competence, F (3, 203) = 1.23, p > .05; Effort/Importance, F (3, 209) = .78, p > .05;
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and Pressure/Tension, F (3, 209) = .62, p > .05. While not significant, as seen in Table 6
freshmen athletes indicated the highest levels of perceived choice, pdrcempetence,
effort/importance, and pressure tension, while seniors indicated the lowesblgyetseived
choice, perceived competence, effort/importance, and pressure tension.
Summary

A few differences were found among athletes at this HistoricallykBladlege.
Specifically differences in interest/enjoyment were found for athleesparticipated in team
and individual sports. Although not hypothesized, differences were found among atbietes f
revenue sports and non-revenue sports. In addition to the original hypothesesd series
exploratory questions were examined to look at the remaining IMI subscales.hil
significant difference was found for the majority of the exploratory questosignificant
difference was found for Perceived Competence by scholarship statusapidfiylartial

scholarship athletes.
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Chapter 5
DISCUSSION

The purpose of this study was to replicate and extend the work of Amorose and Horn’s
(2001) research, which focused on intrinsic motivation and scholarship status of athletes. W
examined factors that may affect the levels of interest/enjoymenhatasship and non-
scholarship athletes at a Historically Black College. A number of the lngged yielded results
that either aligned with or contradicted previous research. In the currepnttbieic were
significant findings in sport type (i.e., team or individual) and revenue sportitgpedvenue or
non-revenue). Additionally, non-significant findings for the other proposed hypotheses w
noted and will be mentioned throughout the discussion.

Of the proposed hypotheses predicted to influence interest/enjoyment faesa#tlet
HBCUSs, significant differences were found between athletes who partttijpatieam sports and
athletes who participated in individual sports. Although athletes from team sgqmotted higher
levels of interest/enjoyment than athletes from individual sports, the regthave been
influenced by a variety of reasons. Weiss, Smith, and Theeboom (1996) concludeahthat te
sports are more likely than individual sports to have all of the characteristompetency-
enhancing activities (i.e., leadership skills, cooperative behaviors, and buildirsjveohe
relationships). Additionally, participation in most forms of organized atklgtiovides
individuals with regular opportunities to interact with a role model, who encourages th
development of a strong sense of individual accomplishment or mastery. lessthysports
participation is different from participation in individual sports activitiesalose the team
environment encourages increased involvement with peers in a pro-social ,oehteltieads to

greater enjoyment (Pedersen & Seidman, 2004g may believe that athletes at HBCUs who
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are on team sports may exhibit higher levels of interest/enjoyment thalestiendividual
sports because the number of team sports at HBCUs may exceed the number of Irsghortiaia
suggesting that the university may place more emphasis on team sports. Fughedmidual
sport coaches at HBCUs may often have challenging times trying tot rexcfilliroster spots,
because of the low number of African American athletes who are intbeesdéor skilled
enough to play at the college level. This may be due to the prevalence and ditgedtdmm
sports (i.e., basketball and football) in predominately African American comesiriso,
playing team sports are more cost efficient especially for atHtet@spoor or working class
families. Another explanation for this result may include the assumption theaA#imerican
athletes’ chances of playing professionally are higher in team sports tiadual sports. It
should be noted that the influences of team sports and individual sports might have impacted the
results for revenue sport type, which are typically team sports. Additiptialynfluences may
be due to the fact that the vast majority of sports at a HBCU are team sports.

Along with team sport type, athletes in the present study reported a sigrtiiitargnce
in interest/enjoyment for revenue sport type. Athletes from revenweademy sports reported
higher levels of interest/enjoyment than athletes from non-revenue gegeadirts. One might
not believe that most athletic departments operate fiscally in the “RED"over budget), but in
many cases revenue sports do not produce enough profits for the department to faastion, t
many athletic departments rely on outside sources for funding, e.g., sponsoustupEsérs,
donations, and/or payout games. In many cases HBCU athletic departmeatsael
combination of these forms of funding to supplement their budgets, especially payout games
Payout games help to minimize the decreasing gap between sports revernxjgeasdsat

smaller universities, so if they win or lose, these schools will get theieyn@iulks, 2009).
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However, with tight budgets plaguing athletic departments nationwide, this raonkeymean
the difference between being able to operate their intercollegiagti@thépartment programs or
risk cutting budgets or even entire sport programs. Therefore, atmegsenue sports at
HBCUs may enjoy the experience of playing teams from highly regardedi@fiiograms and
traveling to some destinations by plane, which other HBCU student-athletesedyeafforded.
Furthermore, by playing these prestigious universities athletes ganalagkposure, which in
most cases HBCU'’s are never given.

Additionally, the results showed slight, but non-significant, differences in sshigla
status, gender, and grade classification. The direction of the differenceg achmlarship status
of athletes at this HBCU were aligned with previous work of Amorose and B0@1), in that
non-scholarship athletes reported slightly higher levels of interest/eaqdyhan scholarship
athletes (i.e., full or partial). Amorose and Horn (2001) explained that very liéatestin their
study reported receiving full scholarship, thus, the majority of the schqlattietes received
partial scholarships. Nevertheless, in the current study the sample chlbuship athletes
exceed the number of full scholarship athletes in the Amorose and Horn (2001) stsaly. Al
Amorose and Horn (2000) stated that partial scholarships might not be enough ofcatodvear
perceived as controlling or an indication of competence. Moreover, non-scholandtigsaht
HBCUs may just enjoy being a part of a team environment, which according tmgtingwve
evaluation theory (Deci & Ryan, 1985) may indicate competency because thess atialde
the team and are enjoying the amenities that come with being a part of sgntiedlithey
innately enjoy, while also receiving financial support.

In addition to scholarship status, gender yielded no differences in the ptesignt s

Amorose and Horn (2000) found similar results and hypothesized that this was due to the
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advancement in women’s college sports over the past few decades, which would cdotribute
the decrease of difference in male and female athletes levels oftietgimsnent. Another
explanation may be that due to the HBCU being in its last year of transitidimision |, the
administrators may have placed high emphases on all sports to do well and not jast men’
basketball and football. In addition to scholarship status and gender, grade ctass¥ietded

no significant findings for interest/enjoyment for athletes at thisgodat HBCU. One may
assume that the non-significant finding may have been due to the transition torDivigrior to
2007 this college was apart of a division transition in which they were an independent tea
Thus the athletes regardless of scholarship status, gender, and gradeatlaasiould not

have had previous experience of participating in post-season play.

Moreover, this study concluded that there are similar and dissimilar findimgs\tious
research involving the Cognitive Evaluation Theory (Deci & Ryan, 1985) and ativietes
attend HBCUs. Earlier research has stated that athletes who recextaraicareward (i.e.
scholarship) for once intrinsically motivating activities may expegdower levels of intrinsic
motivation. In this study it was found that athletes reported higher levels @stiggjoyment in
team sports and revenue-generating sports, which are not consistent witlvitheéspessearch in
the area. The results may have been contributed to a number of attributesafieglnesks of the
environment, the self-determination in ones environment, etc.) that may have itcrease
perceptions of competence and therefore increased levels of intrinskatooti

Although there were significant findings in interest/enjoyment of team apdrtevenue
sport athletes at this Historically Black College, it was my expeei@s a former collegiate two-
sport athlete at a HBCU, that “The Black College Experience” in iselfiough to alter the

levels of interest/enjoyment of its athletes. The Black College Experisracphrase that has
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been coined through out the HBCU system. It is also believed that individuals attetus HBC
because of the environment, the social capital, and the historical backgrousdftfered at the
university. Although there are athletes at HBCUs who may have wantedrd atst because of
what the university stands for and its historical background, | believe that thereraerous
athletes who did not have the opportunity to play collegiately at a PWI for an aremsons
(i.e., academically ineligible, team/university violation, or not measuring upetmléal college
athlete physique). Thus HBCUs may offer first chances and even secondsdioascene
athletes to get an education. For example, Jerry Rice attended a HBCU lheresasedeemed
to slow to play football at a top tier Division | school, and now he is revered as the NFL’
greatest wide receiver.

Although intrinsic motivation has been found to be an integral part of sport, but when
referring to HBCUSs, social motivation may better assess the infludmatesre presented to
HBCU'’s student athletes. Social motivation examines how others behaviotsnipaevay
individuals think, feel, and behave (Cialdini & Trost, 1998). Included in these influerces a
social environments, which may impact an individual’'s motivation. For instance, HB@&ds of
college experience that cannot be obtained anywhere else. Both Black andtidetes are
placed in an unfamiliar environment, Blacks are now the majority, and Whitesribatgniln
addition, African Americans are afforded the opportunity to see more adnioristndo look
like them. As stated by Deci and Ryan’s (1985, 1991) self-determination parauaégneed of
relatedness provides confidence because individuals feel connected to eithieasigoiifiers or
others who come from similar backgrounds. Athletes at an HBCU share sifilances
compared to everyone else at the university itself, which may reducent@nsioncrease

enjoyment of the athletic and academic experience.
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Limitations

The limitations of this study are worth noting. Although the study included a large
number of participants, only one HBCU was contacted to collect data, which may not be
representative of all HBCUs in the country. Additionally, the procedures of tiofjetata may
have influenced results of the study. The researcher had only 20 minutes to inform the
participants of their human rights, distribute, and collect the surveys for ed@hsik groups of
athletes. Thus, athletes may have felt hurried or pressured to respond withoutnmeuch ti
reflect on their feelings and experience. Also, as with most survey rlesaa@mmon method
bias may have been present because all data were self-reported. Moreowathéetes may
have misinterpreted or misrepresented their scholarship status, due to tleatiteiations of
resources. For example, athletes may have been on full scholarship, but onlyhgart of t
scholarship dollars were from the athletic department and the remaindeadaoiemic
scholarship, grants, or loans. This combination may result in feeling lesslieshby the coach.
Although previously noted, the university in the study was in its final year ofticans
Division I, and results may be impacted if participants were full mesnddfeheir selected
conference and had been able to compete in a conference championship or post season play.
Finally, the timing of the data collection (prior to start of classes)maag influenced the results
of the study, unlike Amorose and Horn (2001) who collected data two to four weeks prior to the
competitive season. The researcher was only able to collect data at tirergegf the fall term,
which may not have given an accurate account of the interest/ enjoymennhgfamtiwinter
sports given that they were out of season and freshman, in particular, had not hacegrateoll

athletic experience.
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Future Recommendations

Because this study was conducted at one university, future research should conside
doing the following. Researchers should take into account that there are onl\BfoUr &thletic
conferences (i.e., SIAC, SWAC, MEAC, and CIAA) and athletes from these cocdsrmay
report different findings in regards to the present study. Also researbloeitd ook at coaches’
behavior as an influence on intrinsic motivation and social motivation for athlé¢#&Cads. In
addition to the current study, researchers should look at the athletes from thidgrartic
university after they have completed full transition and are full membehngimconference.

Future research should also look at athletes’ from HBCUs socio-economic(Stagjsas an
influence on preference of school. In addition to SES, social factors should also be tdoked a
athletic participation at HBCUs. Qualitative research should be done to look aswehgiyable
about the athletes experience at an HBCU. Lastly, due to the increasdaiemrof white

students at HBCUSs, research should look at the enjoyment of white athleteSdsHB
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APPENDIX A
Demographic Sheet

Please do not write your name on this form. The information below will allow us to provide
accurate description of the participants in this study.

For the following items, please select the one response that is most desofigbu or fill in

the blank as appropriate.

1. Gender: __ female __ male Age:

2. Ethnicity:
____Asian or Pacific Islander
____ Black/African American (non-Hispanic)
____ Caucasian/White
____Native American
____Latino/Hispanic
____Puerto Rican

____Others (specify):

3. What type of community was your high school located? (Please check one)

Urban Rural Suburban Inner City

4. What is your Fall, 2010 college classification: (please check one)
____Freshman
____Sophomore
___Junior

____Senior (Including 5th year senior)

4. In high school did you live with your mother, father, or both parents: (please check one)

Mother__ Father____ Both__ Other (i.e. grandmother etc.)__
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5. Please list your parent/s Occupation:

Mother’s

Father’'s

6. Are you the first one in your family to attend college? Yes

No

7. Please write in your major and minor.

Major(s): Minor(s):

8. What is your current college G.P.A: (please check one)

40 __39-35

__34-30 _29-25

_24-20 19 >00
9. Do you plan to graduate? Yes_ No____

10. What sport/s do you currently participate in at NCCU? Place one X in front pbadl for
which you are currently listed on the roster. If you participate in more thasponi indicate
with a double X (XX) the sport from which you receive the greater amount ofi@tule

____Football ____ Baseball ____ Golf
____Men’s Basketball ____Men’s Tennis ____Track
____Women’s Basketball ____Women’s Tennis ____ Cheerleading
____Bowling ____ Cross Country
____Volleyball ____ Softball

11. Have you transferred to NCCU from another university? Yes ~ No____

12. Are you on the traveling team? Yes No

If yes, circle on average how much time did you play.

All 3/4 1/2 1/4
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13. How important is your degree compared to your athletic career? (Fheakeooe)
My Degree is not important compared to my athletic career
____My Degree is somewhat important compared to my athletic career
____ My Degree is important compared to my athletic career
My Degree is very important compared to my athletic career

My Degree is more important compared to my athletic career

14. Are you receiving financial aid in any form? Yes No
If yes, please check, which applies to you. If No, SKIP to Question 11.

Full athletic scholarship or equivalent (two or more partial athletic)
Partial Athletic Scholarshiponly

Partial Athletic and Academic Scholarship

Partial Athletic and Grants (NCCU or federal)

Academic Scholarship only

15. If you answered yes to question #14 in having a scholarship, please respond to whether you

would still play (your sport) if you were not receiving a scholarship? Yes _ No___hgfd w

16. If you were not on scholarship, would you still attend NCCU? YES NO

IF NO, where would you be?

17. Are you currently a starter (or a projected starter for the comingndeasthe team for
which you play? Yes No
18. On the scale from 1 to 5 please circle your perceived pressures ofdapabtations on
your educational achievements in college.

1 2 3 4 5
none below average average above average high
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19. On the scale from 1 to 5 please circle your perceived pressures of fgpeityations on
your athletic achievements in college.

1 2 3 4 5
none below average average above average high

Please answer the following question regardless of scholarship status.

20. Is an athletic scholarship important to you? Yes No . Please explain why.

21. How much satisfaction do you feel if you play well and lose the game?

1 2 3 4 5
none below average average above average high

22. How much satisfaction does have when you win the game and play poorly?

1 2 3 4 5
none below average average above average high

23. Please rate each of the following reasons for wanting to receive arsicipotey circling the
appropriate number ranging 1-4, (1=meaning not important, 2=meaning somewhéaampor

3=meaning important, and 4=very important.)

To paying for school 1 2 3 4

To leave home environment 1 2 3 4
To demonstrate my ability in sport 1 2 3 4
To make family/friends proud 1 2 3 4

(1=meaning not important, 2=meaning somewhat important, 3=meaning important, and 4=ve

important.)
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To feel good about myself 1 2 3 4

To develop skills to go pro 1 2 3 4

To have a chance to play at the college level 1 2 3 4

24. Rate the amount of pressure imposed by each of the following.

(1=meaning no pressure, 2=meaning a little pressure, 3=meaning some pegstsdren lot of

pressure.)
Yourself 1 2 3 4
Teammates 1 2 3 4
Coaches 1 2 3 4
Friends/family 1 2 3 4

25. How enjoyable is practice in college compared to high school?
1 2 3 4 5

Not at All Much less Less More Much More

26. In comparing high school athletics to college athletics. Please rateewbellege athletics
are as much fun as you had expected?
1 2 3 4 5
Not at All Much less Less More Much More
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Please answer the following questions in regardsto coaching influence.

27. How often does your coach work to see if each player is working to his or haty@apac

Never Rarely Every once  Sometimes  Almost Always
in a while
1 2 3 4 5

28. How often does your coach specify in detail what is expected of each athlete?

Never Rarely Every once  Sometimes  Almost Always
in a while
1 2 3 4 5

29. How often does your coach ask for the opinion of the athletes on strategies far specif
competitions?

Never Rarely Everyonce Sometimes  Almost Always
in a while
1 2 3 4 5

30. How often does your coach let the group set its own goals?

Never Rarely Everyonce Sometimes  Almost Always
in a while
1 2 3 4 5

31. How often does your coach not explain his/her action?

Never Rarely Everyonce Sometimes  Almost Always
in a while
1 2 3 4 5

32. How often does your coach refuse to compromise a point?

Never Rarely Everyonce Sometimes  Almost Always
in a while
1 2 3 4 5
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33. How often does your coach help athletes with their personal problems?

Never Rarely Everyonce Sometimes  Almost Always
in a while
1 2 3 4 5

34. How often does your coach look out for the personal welfare of the athletes?

Never Rarely Everyonce Sometimes  Almost Always
in a while
1 2 3 4 5

35. How often does your coach express appreciation when an athlete performs well?

Never Rarely Everyonce Sometimes  Almost Always
in a while
1 2 3 4 5

36.How often does your coach compliment an athlete for his performance in front efother

Never Rarely Everyonce Sometimes  Almost Always
in a while
1 2 3 4 5
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APPENDIX B

SPORT REACTION INVENTORY

DIRECTIONS: Please read each of the statements listed below and indicate how much you
personally agree with each statement by circling the appropriate response

Strongly Partly | Disagree | Neutral | Agree | Partly | Strongly
Disagree | Disagree Agree | Agree

1. I enjoy this sport 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
very much.

2. Ithink I am 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
pretty good at
this sport.

3. | put alot of 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
effort into my
sport practice
sessions.

4. | participate in 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
this sport
because | want
to.

5. Itis important to 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
me to do well in
a
competition/ga
me setting.

6. | feel tense 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
while
participating in
my sport.
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Strongly
Disagree

Partly
Disagree

Disagree

Neutr al

Agree

Partly
Agree

Strongly
Agree

7. ltry very hard
while
participating in
my sport.

8. I would quit this
sport if | could.

9. Participating in
my sport is fun.

10. | would
describe this
sport as very
interesting.

11. |feel pressurec
while
participating in
my sport.

12. Working hard
in this sport is
something |
choose to do.

13. |l am anxious
while
participating in
my sport.

14. ldon't try very
hard at
practicing my
sport.
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Strongly
Disagree

Partly
Disagree

Disagree

Neutr al

Agree

Partly
Agree

Strongly
Agree

15. After the
practice session
of my sport
ends, for a
while | feel
pretty
competent.

16. I am very
relaxed while
practicing my
sport.

17. When my
eligibility is up,
| will quit this
sport.

18. | am pretty
skilled at my
sport.

19. This sport does

not hold my
attention when
competing or
playing.

D

20. | can't play or
compete in this
sport very well.
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APPENDIX C

CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE IN A RESEARCH STUDY

Title of Study: The Intrinsic and Extrinsic Motivation Factors of Sclsbligr and Non-
Scholarship Athletes at a Historically Black College

Principal Investigators:

Martha E. Ewing, PhD Oliver T. Jenkins, Jr., B.S
Department of Kinesiology Department of Kinesiology
138 IM Circle 134 IM Circle

Michigan State University Michigan State University
East Lansing, M| 48824 East Lansing, M| 48824
(517) 353-4652 (252) 469-1884
mewing@msu.edu jenki248@msu.edu

You are being asked to participate in a research study. Your participation itutlyisss
voluntary. If you decide to be in this study, you will be one of approximately 260 people who
will participate. Details about this study are discussed below. It is inmpdinizt you understand
this information so that you can make an informed choice about whether you wanictpgiart

in this research.

Background and Purpose:

The purpose of this research is to examine the levels of intrinsic motivatiorebetalelarship
and non-scholarship athletes at a Historically Black College. Intrinslivation refers to
motivation that comes from inside an individual rather than from any external or outside
rewards. The research participants for this study are being recromedifdergraduate classes

at | G . Y ou must be 18 years of age or oldetitipade in this

research study.
Duration and L ocation:

Participation in this study will occur over a one-day period on Sunday August 22, 2010, in a

classroom here G sty \our participatithtasi for

approximately 45 minutes tol hour.
Procedure:

In this study you will be asked to complete a demographic questionnaire and th® e
Intrinsic Motivation Inventory (IMI), which measures an individual’s level of insic
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motivation in a sport setting. The principal investigator will administer theodeaphic survey
and IMI to a group of about 260 students.

Risks and Discomforts;

The risks and discomforts involved in this study are believed to be minimal. You maieegpe
some discomfort in answering questions about your intrinsic motivation to playpgdiaular
sport, and breach of confidentiality is also a risk (see Privacy and Confidgrsgdiion below),
but the likelihood of any serious problem is believed to be low.

Benefitsand Payment:

Research is designed to gain new knowledge that will be beneficial to s@yigigrticipating in
this research, you will be contributing to society’s understanding of theoredhaip of intrinsic
motivation between scholarship and non-scholarship athletes at a Historieaky®llege.
Also, upon completion of the questionnaire and the IMI you will be allowed to keep the
complimentary Michigan State University pen or pencil.

Right to Refuse or Withdraw from the Study:

Your participation in this study is voluntary. You may refuse to participatesed¢d answer any
particular questions, or may discontinue your participation at any time withaaitypel he
Investigator has the right to stop your participation at any time due to thegaentidisrupting
other participants from completing the surveys or compromising the intefthg surveys by
discussing information with others.

Use of Resear ch Results:

The data obtained in this study will assist investigators in the understandingnsiant
motivation in scholarship and non-scholarship athletes at a Historically Btaldg€, and will
help steer future research in this area. The data may be used in publicatiorieamtiiog
purposes.

Privacy and Confidentiality:

In order to protect your confidentiality, participants will be instructed N©OFut identifying
information on the questionnaire and IMI. Upon completion of the questionnaire and IMI,
participants will place the material in a manila folder such that the iga&st will not likely be
able to identify the individual responses of a given participant. Although itysuwndikely, it
may be possible that someone might be able to determine your identity based upon your
responses to the demographic questions. The investigators will protect yodenobality to the
maximum extent allowable by law. To ensure confidentiality, you will not bedask&ign this
consent form, instead if you choose to participate; you will indicate your volwudasgnt by
completing and submitting the attached surveys. Completed questionnairessiolidzein a
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personal file cabinet at MSU for at least three years following complétstay. Participants
will not be identified in any report or publication. Only the investigators andRBeat MSU
will have access to these completed questionnaires.

Questions about the Study:

If you have any questions about this study, such as scientific issues, how to da ahit,par

to report an injury, please contact the investigators listed on the first pagesiihgional
Review Board (IRB) S GG sty has approvedsthiy. If you have
guestions about your rights as a research participant, or if you have compl@ioteerns about
this study, you may contact the IRB Chair at |Rjjjjhccu.e{iir 919-530-6570, orabmdof
Research Compliance, uhofflejjjfjccu. i} 919-530-5140

If you have questions or concerns about your role and rights as a reseacipaodriivould like
to obtain information or offer input, or would like to register a complain about this studly,
may contact, anonymously if you wish, the Michigan State University’s Huraaedrch
Protection Program at 517-355-2180, Fax 517-432-4503, or gh@imsu.edwor regular mail
at 207 Olds Hall, MSU, East Lansing, M| 48824.

You indicate your voluntary consent by completing and submitting the attachedsstovey
Oliver Jenkins.
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APPENDIX D

Comparisons of Meansand Standard Deviations of the IM| Subscalesfor Scholarship and Non- Scholar ship Athletes.

No- *A/H (2001) Full- *A/H (2001) Partial-
Scholar ship No Scholar ship Scholarship Scholarship Scholar ship

(N=21) (N=40) (N=74) (N=32) (N=23)

Subscales M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD)
Interest/Enjoymen 6.00 (1.23) 5.96 (1.03) 5.91 (1.14) 5.94 (1.09) 5.80 (1.09)

Exploratory Analysis

Perceived Choice  6.39 (0.84) 6.31 (0.99) 6.04 (1.03) 6.45 (0.61) 5.82 (0.87)
Perceived Competenc  6.04 (0.97) 5.41 (1.05) 6.03 (0.83) 5.95 (0.73) 5.73 (0.85)
Effort/Importance  6.07 (1.25) 5.91 (1.06) 6.30 (0.93) 5.88 (1.19) 6.09 (0.97)
Pressure/Tensio  5.43 (1.23) 5.00 (1.35) 5.15 (0.97) 5.05 (1.59) 5.05 (1.06)

Note: * A/H (2001)-Amorose and Horn (2001), Pre and Post Season Changes in Intrinsicidoti&irst Year College Athletes:
Relationships with Coaching Behavior and Scholarship Status.

* In A/H (2001) 30 of the 32 athletes on scholarship reported on receiving a partial $upokafid (2001) scholarship chart was
placed in between full scholarship and partial scholarship to compare reports.
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