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ABSTRACT 

This study examines the psychological dynamics of self-esteem and belonging among 

undergraduate students of color at a private, Division 1 (D1), predominantly white institution 

(PWI) located in the South. Specifically, the study ascertains whether and how (among 

students of color) athletic status procures particular social and esteem advantages not 

extended to non-athletes by virtue of social support. Hypothesis 1 stipulates that student 

athletes of color will report greater well-being (e.g., self-esteem, belonging) than non-athlete 

students of color. Hypothesis 2 takes gender into consideration, stating that male athletes of 

color will report greater self-esteem and belonging than female athletes of color, who will 

still report higher levels of positive outcomes than female non-athletes of color. The gender 

discrepancy is predicated on the notion that male athletes are adhering to a positive 

stereotype, whereas female athletes may be labeled un-feminine due to their physicality. 

Hypothesis 3 investigates the specific mechanisms that underlie possible group differences in 

self-esteem and belonging, purporting social support from team members and staff — above 

and beyond the support proffered by the university at large — as the chief mediator. Results 

are presented in group comparisons highlighting mechanisms that explain possible disparities 

in self-esteem, belonging, college persistence and social support between male and female 

athletes and non-athletes of color. This research presents a unique angle on college 

adjustment for minority students at predominantly white institutions.  
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INTRODUCTION 

Acceptance into college is an exciting rite of passage for many young Americans. 

Acceptance, however, is but the first step; graduation is the feat of enduring consequence 

(Holmes et al., 2000). Conferral of a college degree offers the graduate greater opportunity for 

social and economic mobility throughout the lifetime, inciting positive changes that trickle 

through to future generations (Bettendorf, 2008). It is concerning, then, that even as more 

minority students matriculate into the nation’s universities, many fall short of graduation. This is 

especially true for those enrolled at predominantly white institutions (PWI), where attrition rates 

for students of color have been a cause of increasing concern in recent years (McClain & Perry, 

2017). A study by the National Center for Education Statistics explains that Historically Black 

Colleges and Universities (HBCUs) — which educate only 12.9% of black undergraduates in the 

nation—graduate proportionately more black undergraduate degree seekers than PWIs, which 

educate the remaining 87.1% (Provasnik & Shafer, 2005). Scholars have presented various 

reasons for the discrepancy in degree attainment for students of color, including the feeling of 

being in a hostile, unsupportive environment (Fleming, 1984; McCLain & Perry, 2017), 

difficulty establishing interpersonal relationships with non-minorities (Patterson-Stewart et al., 

1997), as well as racial discrimination, alienation, and social isolation (Bettendorf, 2008; 

McClain & Perry, 2017).  

Given the challenge of attrition for minority students at PWIs, it is imperative for 

research to examine the process of academic adjustment and well-being for students of color 

while they are actually enrolled. Prior research suggests that strong social networks (especially 

with other minorities), interpersonal validation, and academic advising are pivotal factors toward 

the reduction of internalizing symptoms (e.g., feeling worthless, hopeless, alone) and improved 

retention (Cooper, 2018; Davis, 1994). Orientation programs specifically designed to meet the 
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needs of minority and first generation students have been proven particularly effective in this 

regard (Neville et al., 2004; Smedley et al., 1993). Not only do such programs give students a 

head start in adjusting to college, they provide an immediate social network of peers who have 

more in common, helping to reduce the feeling of isolation (Holmes et al., 2000). Such resources 

are important because social and emotional adjustment is regularly demonstrated to predict 

academic adjustment and persistence for students of color at a PWI (Flowers, 2003). Although 

the data derived from academic adjustment research has helped to inform how institutions may 

best support minority students, the current study aims to better understand the specific 

institutional and social support factors that undergird the resilience of students of color at a PWI. 

The study employs the theoretical perspectives of Promoting and Inhibiting Environments 

(Garcia Coll et al., 1996) and Positive Youth Development (Lerner et al., 2005) to examine the 

mechanisms that facilitate adjustment of POC students at a PWI. Specifically, the proposed study 

will analyze possible discrepancies in well-being (e.g., belonging, social support, self-esteem) 

between student athletes (of color) and non-athletes (of color). This comparison will enable in-

depth examination of the potentially explanatory role of social support, a promoting environment, 

and positive youth development as facilitated by sport. 

Theoretical Background  

The circumstances of student athletes of color attending a PWI can be framed in a discussion of 

diverse developmental competencies within promoting and inhibiting environments (Garcia Coll 

et al., 1996) and positive youth development through sport (Lerner et al., 2005). As a mechanism 

to explain why the positive context of college sports might lead to better outcomes for athletes 

compared to non-athletes, the role of social support (Cutrona & Russell, 1987) will be also 

discussed. 
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Diverse Developmental Competencies  

Garcia-Coll et al.’s (1996) seminal article proposing a model for the analysis of the 

development of competencies in minority children is pertinent to the present study. Anchored in 

social-stratification theory and critical race theory, this model emphasizes the salience of racism, 

segregation, discrimination, and oppression within the minority child’s developmental niche. 

These forces necessitate varying competencies (e.g., resilience, streetsmarts, creativity, 

entrepreneurship) that scholars have historically overlooked or devalued. Social class, ethnicity, 

and race are essential considerations to an empirical study of human development, as these 

factors affect the developmental manifold and thus the bidirectional exchanges between child and 

niche. To practice best science, one must be prepared to see a diverse array of developmental 

competencies, not just those that correspond to the milieu of the researcher.  

Promoting vs. inhibiting environments. The conditions that support or hinder positive 

growth are associated with promoting and inhibiting environments, respectively. Inhibiting 

environments are those which deny access to the resources that facilitate development. Such 

resources include quality schools, nutritive foods, clean air and water, public amenities (parks, 

libraries), and safety (Garcia Coll et al., 1996). An inhibiting environment is also—and in this 

case, more saliently— found when the values held by an individual are incongruous with those of 

the dominant culture. This misalignment can cause stress and social isolation. Such is the 

experience of many college students of color, who could feel as though their life experiences and 

values are misunderstood and maligned by the dominant, PWI culture. Many students of color 

enrolled in PWIs are both ethnic minorities and the first in their families to attend college, both of 

which are considered risk factors for attrition (Holmes et al., 2000; Smedley et al., 1993). 

Another risk factor is the predominantly white campus environment itself, which can lead non-

white students to feel isolated and alienated (Holmes et al., 2000). 
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Such issues of social isolation can be seen through multiple levels of the institution. For 

example, students of color at PWIs describe having difficulty making friends and establishing a 

peer social network (Teranishi & Briscoe, 2008; Tracy & Erkut, 2002). Because affirmative 

action seeks to remedy racial disparities, some white peers might at times assume that a student 

of color was accepted into the university not because of their academic qualifications, but 

because of the color of their skin. Students of color also report struggling to connect with white 

faculty members, and thus feel deprived of important mentoring opportunities (Teranishi & 

Briscoe, 2008). More insidiously, the current political climate has inspired acts of discrimination 

and racism that have contributed to the inhibiting nature of many learning environments (Leath & 

Chavous, 2017).  

At a more interpersonal level, many students of color also worry about their ability to 

establish romantic relationships, wondering whether a potential partner from the majority culture 

will find him or her — with darker skin, different hair — attractive. This worry stems from a 

historical legacy of racism, whereby certain bodies (e.g., slim, light) were typed as more or less 

evolutionarily advanced, and from historically prevalent ‘anti-miscegenation’ attitudes (Craig, 

2006; Robinson, 2011). Many colleges and universities have come to understand that if special 

support (e.g., POC specific orientations, networking with faculty of color, cultural amenities and 

events) is not offered to students of color upon arrival at a PWI, isolation and social stress are 

exacerbated such that even well-performing students may choose to transfer out or to stop 

studying entirely (Rodgers & Summers, 2008). 

Examples of promoting environments for students of color are found among the nation’s 

HBCUs. HBCUs have done a historically better job at providing culturally responsive pedagogy, 

validating students of color (Cooper, 2017; Gasman et al., 2008). They also take a more 

collectivist approach to learning, prioritizing cooperation over competition (Cooper, 2017; 
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Flowers, 2003). HBCUs successfully graduate proportionately more African American students 

than the more limiting environments of non-HBCUs (Flowers, 2003; Gasman et al., 2008). In 

order to establish a promoting environment for students of color at a PWI, it is important to 

support, instrumentally and socially, the diverse ways in which students engage and learn 

(Flowers, 2003).  

Promoting/inhibiting environments for student/athletes of color. Student athletes of 

color at PWIs share many concerns with their non-athlete minority peers, with several distinct 

differences. First, student athletes at a D1 institution are recruited during high school on the basis 

of their athletic ability and promise (Rodgers & Summers, 2008). During the spring semester of 

senior year, high school athletes will ‘commit’ to a college, foreclosing other options. In highly 

profitable sports, such as football and basketball, college coaches are granted ‘special 

admissions’ for athletes who are at the top of their game, but not necessarily at the top of their 

class (Steinfeldt et al., 2010). It stands to reason that non-athlete students of color, granted 

admission on the basis of academic performance, might be better prepared to excel in college 

than the ‘special admissions’ counterpart. Second, many student athletes at PWIs would not be 

able to afford their education without the scholarship proffered by athletics (Steinfeldt et al., 

2010). Thus, their academic and athletic lives are deeply beholden to one another, though the 

athletic life is preeminent (Levine et al., 2014; Steinfeldt et al., 2010). 

In addition to these qualitatively distinct pre-college experiences, various cultural aspects 

of the higher education experience in the United States also contribute to an inhibiting 

environment for student athletes of color. Many feel as though their peers view them as lazy, 

freeloaders who unfairly benefit from their athletic status (Beron & Piquero, 2016; Steinfeldt et 

al., 2010). However, the majority of these Division 1 athletes are under great physical and mental 

duress, more so than peer athletes in less competitive programs who enjoy greater freedoms and 
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fewer time and energy constraints (Beron & Piquero, 2016). Instead, many athletes will have 

already practiced and trained for hours before sitting down for their first class. Moreover, the 

sheer physical fatigue experienced by student athletes affects academic concentration and 

performance (Kaier et al., 2016). Maintaining athletic prowess requires great commitments of 

time and energy, which can chip away at academic performance.  

However, in the face of possible inhibiting interactions, promoting environments for 

student/ athletes of color can be found within various pockets of a campus, including student 

athlete centers, team gyms (where sport specific trainers and coaches support their charges), and 

team lounges where peer athletes meet, eat, and relax (Holmes et al., 2010; Rodgers & Summers, 

2008). Student athlete centers often provide academic as well as psychological counseling (sports 

and general therapy), medical and psychiatric care, career advising, and, most importantly, a 

space where students with common goals and interests can converge and support one another 

(Steinfeldt et al., 2010). Sports settings are potentially replete with the specific resources (e.g., 

mentors and coaches, teammates) that constitute a promoting environment, notably by the 

provision of solid social support networks (Holmes et al., 2010; Neville et al., 2004). 

Also integral to this promoting environment is the presence of caring adults (faculty and 

staff) who take an interest in the athletes beyond standard professional obligation (Agans & 

Geldhof, 2012. Students athletes of color — from across all sports — quickly locate one another 

and forge meaningful bonds as they learn to navigate college as an “Other” (Steinfeldt et al., 

2010). Given the prevalence of these resources, one might surmise that student-athletes of color 

benefit from the wider array of social support networks, above and beyond the institutional 

support available to non-athletes. 
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Positive Youth Development  

Contemporary developmental psychology is evolving from a (primarily) deficit-based 

approach (i.e., symptoms, disorders, risks) toward a strengths-based orientation (Lerner et al., 

2005) that identifies a youth’s adaptive developmental competencies (e.g., competence, 

adaptability, resilience) as resources to harness and cultivate toward further incurrence of positive 

growth. In other words, instead of excavating all that might be ‘wrong’ with a child, 

developmental psychologists have increasingly aimed — with enthusiasm — to identify that 

which is ‘right.’ This approach is known in the literature as positive youth development (PYD). 

PYD is a systems-based approach constructed around the Five Cs. These include character, 

competence, confidence, connections, caring. Additionally, contribution and cultural context 

have been recently proposed as the sixth and seventh Cs (Lerner, 2001).  

PYD is grounded in the understanding that human beings are perpetually engaged in 

bidirectional exchanges across diverse systems. Systems-based models (e.g., PYD, ecological 

systems theory) emphasize the dynamic interaction between persons and context(s), and the 

unique potentialities and fortitude of young people (Overton, 2010). The systems approach 

encompasses diverse tiers of co-constitutive biopsychological systems (e.g., biological, 

cultural, ecological) (Lewin Bizan et al., 2010; Overton, 2010). The resultant idiosyncratic 

trajectories are not fixed but dynamic, responding to bidirectional exchanges within and 

between levels of empirical analysis (Gottlieb, 2007; Waddington, 1957). Such multifinality is 

what constitutes development as probabilistic, rather than predetermined (Gottlieb, 2007). 

Thus, DNA is not dogmatic but instead epigenetic, responsive to the demands and stresses of 

the individual within his or her environment. 

PYD — while relevant to all youths — holds special promise for those with 

marginalized backgrounds. PYD proffers a sense of well-being and the ability to affect change 
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in one’s own life, even in the face of otherwise stifling conditions (e.g., a resource poor 

environment, inadequate school support). The dynamism of PYD constitutes its promise; no 

person is beyond hope for positive change, and there is no ceiling to limit the corresponding 

growth (Lewin-Bizan et al., 2010). This is especially relevant to young people, who often find 

themselves in circumstances (e.g., poverty, family instability) beyond their immediate control. 

This is the case for many students of color at PWIs. College attendance is itself a testament to 

the individual’s levels of PYD (not to mention resilience), which will hopefully only increase 

in college.  

The 5Cs of PYD-caring, connection, character, competence, and confidence-tap into the 

basic needs of social support and connectedness, as well as self-esteem and competence. Given 

that these factors are proven to influence college retention rates, the 5 Cs are integral to the 

conversation at hand, explaining how and why support, connection, and esteem are pivotal.  

PYD, sports, and student athletes of color. Specific components of PYD are 

particularly relevant to understanding the experiences of student athletes. Youth participation in 

structured out of school time activities, such as sport, is associated with both short and long 

term indicators of PYD (Agans & Geldhof, 2012; Barber et al., 2005). Such activities provide a 

forum in which youth socialize and relate to their peers (i.e., caring and connection), display 

initiative, express unique talents, and take on new challenges (i.e., confidence and competence). 

In contrast to solo projects, group endeavors facilitate the development of advanced social, 

intellectual, physical, and creative skills (i.e., competencies) (Eccles & Gootman, 2002). By 

virtue of its salutary and time-consuming alternative, sports also reduce instances of risk taking 

while simultaneously promoting the Cs of PYD (Anderson et al., 2015; Eccles & Gootman, 

2002). 
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Team sports in particular confer high levels of identity work (i.e., character), diverse 

interpersonal relationships with peers and adults (i.e., connection, caring), and high levels of 

PYD especially as related to competence and confidence (Agans & Geldhof, 2012). 

Cooperating with and supporting peer teammates builds character and fulfills the need for 

social relatedness, forging strong bonds between players and with coaches (i.e., connection). 

The coach of a sports team is a ‘more knowledgeable other’ (Vygotsky, 1994), an adult mentor 

who offers support both on and off of the field. The presence of an adult mentor is also 

essential within the PYD framework (Lerner, 2017). Sports thus provide a unique context for 

the growth and development of diverse social relations (Herbison et al., 2018; Holt et al., 2016), 

as characterized by specific aspects of PYD.  

Sports have been demonstrated to improve mental health and academic outcomes, and to 

facilitate initiative taking and the development of greater emotional regulation (Agans & 

Geldhof, 2012). Athletes must learn to perform under stress, controlling and compartmentalizing 

the emotions that do not contribute to performance. Such characteristics are highly relevant to 

success in college, where academics are but part of the battle. College is a stressful and 

demanding experience for many, and the ability to self-regulate through trying times is 

invaluable to academic persistence (Agans & Geldhof, 2012). Even the most prepared students 

struggle with the adjustment to college. Living away from home for the first time, experiencing 

both greater autonomy and responsibility, can destabilize even the straight A student (Neville et 

al., 2004). 

Social Support  

As elaborated thus far, college life for a student of color at a PWI can bring both 

challenges and opportunities for positive development. It is also possible that the distinct 

backgrounds and daily institutional experiences of athletes and non-athletes of color might result 
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in diverging reports of well-being and academic adjustment. One specific mechanism that could 

be plausibly explain such differences, and contribute an even deeper understanding of college 

experiences for students of color, is social support. Social support has been consistently tied to 

academic persistence, and social support from faculty and peers serve to improve rates of 

retention for students of color, including student-athletes (Hyait, 2003; Oseguera et al., 2018).  

Social support is imperative to academic adjustment and positive outcomes in college 

(Oseguera et al., 2018; Rodgers & Summers, 2008). Indeed, facets of social support can be found 

in both Garcia Coll et al.’s model (1996), and Lerner’s model of PYD (2001). In the present 

study, social support is identified as a mediator, an additional predictor of adjustment outcomes 

and as a possible mechanism to explain why there might be group differences in well-being 

among student athletes and non-athletes of color.  

The three main facets of social support include instrumental support, emotional support, 

and informational support (Cutrona & Russell, 1990). Instrumental support refers to tangible 

instances of help, such as offering a ride or lending equipment to a friend or teammate. 

Emotional support — also known as esteem support — entails making one feel valued and 

cared for. In sports, emotional support involves being there for and encouraging your 

teammates. Informational support involves providing information, feedback, or advice to the 

recipient. In the realm of college athletics, informational support might include tips about plays, 

or advice on how to balance school and sport. The current study employs a measure that further 

breaks down the main facets of social support into six dimensions: reliable alliance, guidance, 

opportunity for nurturance, reassurance of worth, social integration, and attachment (Cutrona & 

Russell, 1990). Although specific subscales of social support could be meaningfully aggregated 

into broader categories, the current study preserved each facet for a more nuanced 
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understanding and examined these six dimensions separately, as Cutrona and Russell have 

recommended in their original work.  

A lack of social support can result in feelings of isolation and alienation (Cutrona & 

Russell, 1990). Social support is integral to the well-being of all people in all places and at all 

times, and involvement in team sports affords the researcher an opportunity to observe these 

pivotal facets of social support in action (Holt et al., 2016). Students of color at PWIs report 

lower levels of social support than their white peers or minority peers at more diverse 

institutions, and a greater difficulty in establishing peer and faculty support networks (Holt et al., 

2016; Oseguera et al., 2018; Reed & Wilson, 2015). Among athletes, there appear stronger 

reported levels of social support, with the team and coaching staff serving as a primary social 

support network (Reed & Wilson, 2015). Among non-athletes, however, such networks may be 

harder to come by and to maintain. This is not to say that the school itself does not offer support-

indeed, many PWIs sponsor intercultural centers aimed at establishing a promoting environment 

for diverse groups. However, such projects are often underfunded, subject to ‘soft money’ rather 

than steady institutional commitment.  

Thus, the current study pinpointed perceived social support as one possible mechanism to 

explain positive outcomes. First, it supposes that levels are indeed higher among athletes due to 

the extra layer of supports. Then, to the extent that this true, it examined whether it could help 

explain any other group differences in adjustment.  Implications from this study might allow 

insight into the ways in which adjustment might be promoted among vulnerable groups. 

Gender Considerations  

It is important to consider the role of gender in this study, particularly due to its 

emphasis on sports experiences and athletics. Around the globe, sporting events have been 

construed as arenas for the ritual enactment of masculinities (Fields, 1990; Oseguera et al., 2018). 
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Participation in sport is twice as likely to be construed as a sign of prestige for male athletes than 

it is for female athletes (Holland & Andre, 1994). Team sports societally coded as more 

‘masculine’ (e.g., invasion sports like basketball or soccer, as opposed to more feminine ‘back 

and forth’ sports like volleyball or tennis) see the steepest declines in female participation during 

adolescence, when gender socialization becomes increasingly salient (Holland & Andre, 1994; 

Videon, 2002). This is perhaps because sports socialization is congruent with and essentially an 

extension of masculine socialization (e.g., leadership, strength, competition), whereas female 

athleticism is a deviation from the norms of feminine socialization (e.g., caregiving, affection, 

deference to others) (Schug et al., 2015; Videon, 2002). Such social expectations could be 

particularly salient among specific geographical regions. For example, the Southern U.S. is 

known for especially rigid gender norms. The unobtrusive charm and docility of the ‘southern 

belle’ exemplify an ideal southern femininity (Carbado, 2013).  

Because Western gender stereotypes promote a femininity of fragility and dependency, 

women who are assertive and take up space (e.g., a female athlete) may be perceived as 

transgressing social norms. Female athletes like Serena Williams are publicly punished for such 

‘transgressions,’ criticized for unrestrained physicality and body language that goes beyond 

“performances of [restrained] normative feminine motility, spatiality, and comportment” (p. 42; 

Burns-Andolino, 2003). Notably, Serena Williams is not only a female tennis champion; she is 

an African American female tennis champion. Race and gender are intersectional identities that 

confer discrepant affirmations of femininity and masculinity depending on the ideology of the 

dominant culture (Crenshaw, 1991; Galinsky et al., 2013). Stereotypes often converge on 

intersectional identities, leading to prevalent yet scientifically unfounded beliefs (Carbado, 2013; 

Galinsky et al., 2013). For example, a pervasive stereotype suggests that black men are the most 

masculine of men (Galinsky et al., 2013; Schug et al., 2015). While this may not appear 
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discriminatory, it promotes the objectification of the black men. Objectification always serves to 

undermine subject-hood and agency (Carbado, 2013). Black women are also caught in this 

stereotype, having been historically and concurrently construed to be more masculine than other 

women (Galinsky, 2013; White, 1999). These historical discursive legacies continue to trickle 

through modern society. Serena Williams — despite being both a wife and a mother — is often 

colored by this stereotype, accused of being unfeminine, aggressive, and ‘manly. 

It is plausible that, for male student athletes of color, the threat of stereotype is 

insignificant or even beneficial. For female athletes of color, however, pervasive stereotypes may 

negatively affect the self-concept because they highlight transgression, deviance from 

‘traditional’ femininity. In the current study, it is anticipated that male student athletes will have 

the most positive outcomes, followed by male non-athletes, female student athletes, and finally, 

female non-athlete students. 
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THE PRESENT STUDY  

Promoting and inhibiting environments, PYD, and elements of social support are relevant 

to the experiences of students of color at PWIs. Yet, an even more distinct and understudied 

sliver of the student body at PWIs includes student athletes of color. The social support of a team, 

presence and dedication of multiple adult mentors, and character building activities (e.g., 

community service projects, self-improvement workshops, spiritual opportunities) can facilitate 

positive youth development within the athletic community. In promoting spaces such as team 

lounges and gyms, athletes engage with teammates, counselors, and coaches, and are recognized 

for their talents and efforts. A better understanding of these positive resources could contribute to 

the cultivation of more supportive and cohesive university climates, wherein diverse students, 

athletes or otherwise, could feel equally welcome and capable.  

Based on this background, this project aims to elucidate whether disparate feelings in 

belonging and self-esteem are found between athletes and non-athletes of color. Guided by 

frameworks relevant to positive developmental outcomes, the current study proposes that the 

unique network of social support as enjoyed by athletes could help explain any differences in 

social and/or academic adjustment that might be found. At a predominantly white institution, it is 

plausible that athletes of color will exhibit greater levels of these positive outcomes (e.g., 

belonging, social support, college persistence, self-esteem) than their nonathletic peers, due to the 

sustained and preeminent cultivation of PYD, the social support proffered by teammates, trainers, 

and coaches, and greater ethnic representation and affinity within frequently traversed spaces 

(i.e., athletes of color are often around many other athletes, many of whom are also of color). 

Moreover, the similar experiences and goals of student athletes of color — as well as the fact that 

they are all on scholarship — minimizes the appearance of social stratification within the athletic 
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milieu, thus promoting solidarity and cohesion (Garcia Coll et al., 1986). Student athletes often 

appear on par with one another, frequently wearing the same sponsor provided clothing, 

backpacks, and accessories regardless of race or socioeconomic status. This cohesion could 

constitute a promoting circumstance within the athletic community.  

At the same time, male athletes might also enjoy these outcomes to a greater degree than 

female athletes, given the regular reinforcement of the positive, masculine stereotype of being a 

college athlete (Galinsky et al., 2013; Goff et al., 2008). Black women have been historically 

construed as more masculine than white women, and this ideology — which serves to 

delegitimize black womanhood (Goff et al., 2008) — is still prevalent (Galinsky et al., 2013; 

Schug et al., 2015). Thus, it is predicted that female athletes of color will enjoy less levels of 

positive outcomes than their male counterparts (due to nonconformity to feminine stereotypes), 

but will still have an advantage when compared to non-athlete women of color.  

In sum, this study seeks to answer the following: a) Do student athletes of color at a PWI 

report higher levels of well-being (e.g., self-esteem, belonging, academic persistence) compared 

to their non-athlete counterparts, b) Do male athletes of color experience the benefits of athletic 

status to a greater degree than female athletes of color (i.e., is there an interaction with gender)? 

Can any observed differences be explained by violating expectations of gender stereotypes, and 

c) Does social support mediate differences in well-being between athletes and non-athletes of 

color?  

Hypotheses 

(H1) Student athletes of color will report greater well-being (e.g., self-esteem, 

sense of belonging, academic persistence) than non-athletes of color.  
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(H2) There will be an effect of gender, such that male athletes of color will report greater well-

being than female athletes of color, who will still report higher levels than female non-athletes of 

color. Among non-athletes, I predict no significant gender differences.  

(H3) Social support will mediate group differences in well-being outcomes between athletes and 

non-athletes of color.  

Positionality  

As a researcher, it is important to consider how positionality affects an investigation, both 

in its design and execution. I was inspired to conduct this study after working as a tutor to student 

athletes, most of whom were racial minorities. Myself being bicultural, I became interested in 

how minority students navigate a majority white space, and whether the subculture of athletics 

might proffer greater support to student athletes of color versus non-athletes. 
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METHODS 

Participants 

Participants included 165 undergraduate students of color in attendance at a D1 

university. Originally, over 200 participants were included, but many had to be excluded due to 

incomplete survey status, or because participants failed to identify as male or female. Since 

gender is a key factor in this study, those who identified as nonbinary or who failed outright to 

identify their gender were not included in the present analyses.  

In the present pool, there are 80 males and 85 females, 76 athletes and 89 non-athletes. 

Of the athletes, the number of students represented in each of the following sports were: Football 

= 35, Basketball = 9, Soccer = 15, Field Hockey = 1, Track = 7, Golf = 5, Volleyball = 4. 

Students of all class cohorts are represented (Freshman = 53, 31.93%; Sophomores = 51, 30.72%; 

Juniors = 35, 21.60%; Seniors = 20, 12.05%; Super Seniors = 6, 3.61%). Students self-identified 

as Asian and/or Asian American (n = 15); Black and/or African American (n = 73); Latinx (n = 

27); Native American (n = 1); mixed (n = 27) and the remainder failed to report (n = 23). Of all 

participants, 51% reported coming from a low-income household (i.e., participants checked “low 

income” as opposed “not low income,” reported at the rate of 49%), and 34% indicated that they 

are the first in their family to attend college. A detailed breakdown of participants who provided 

information on key demographic categories is shown in Table 1. 
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Table 1 
Demographic Breakdown 

 

 Athlete Non-Athlete 

Male 50 30 

Female 26 59 

 

 First Gen Not First Gen 

Athlete 27 47 

Non-Athlete 31 55 

Male 38 20 

Female 41 61 

 

 Low SES Not Low SES 

Athlete 36 32 

Non-Athlete 40 41 

Male 45 25 

Female 31 48 

 
Procedures  

Students were recruited via a student center on campus focused on supporting and 

enhancing the college experiences of students from diverse backgrounds, the student athlete 

services center, as well as flyers, direct emails to athletes based on team rosters, and word of 

mouth. Amazon gift cards were distributed as compensation to four randomly selected 

participants.  

Participants completed a short, mobile friendly survey on Qualtrics at their convenience. 

They were told that the study itself would focus on campus experiences. Upon consent, students 

provided basic demographic information (e.g., age, race/ethnicity, graduating class, athlete status, 

first generation college student) and completed several 
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Table 2 
Demographic Breakdown, Continued 
 
 

 Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior Senior + 

Athlete 26 24 20 6 0 

Non-Athlete 26 26 16 14 6 

Male 27 31 15 3 3 

Female 25 19 21 17 3 

 

 Asian/Asian 
American 

Black/African 
American 

Hispanic/Latino Mixed 

Athlete 3 40 3 19 

Non-Athlete 11 32 24 8 

Male 5 41 9 12 

Female 9 31 18 15 

   (No report = 23) 

 

validated scales. Food and drink were provided in two in-person sessions that were aimed to 

boost recruitment and held to encourage participation in a group setting (though surveys were 

still completely individually).  
 
Measures  

All measures can be found in Appendix A.  

Self esteem. The Self Perception Profile for College Students (Harter & Neeman, 1986) 

was used to measure self-esteem — both in terms of global self-evaluations as well as 

developmentally-relevant subscales or domains. The measures use a structured response format 

that first asks students to identify whether they identify more with one of two reference groups, 

and then asks whether that identification is moderate or strong. The reference group formatting 

serves to offset the propensity to supply socially desirable answers. Each of the five subscales 
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employed in this study (global and four domain-specific subscales) includes four questions. 

Responses are scored on a 1-4 scale with higher mean scores reflecting higher levels of self-

esteem.  

The Global Self-Worth subscale addresses one’s general feelings about the self, and 

includes items such as liking the kind of person one is, and liking the way one is leading one’s 

life. Unlike other self-esteem measures that tap manifest components of self-esteem, this one 

directly solicits the self-perception of self-esteem (e.g., “Some students like the kind of person 

they are”). The Scholastic competence subscale addresses mastery of coursework (e.g., “Some 

students feel confident they are mastering their coursework”). The Intellectual competence 

subscale taps perceptions of general intellectual competence or intelligence (distinct from 

scholastic performance) (e.g., “Some students feel like they are just as smart or smarter than 

other students”). The Appearance subscale asks whether one feels as though he or she is 

attractive (e.g., “Some students like their physical appearance the way it is”). Finally, the 

Romantic competence subscale taps the ability to develop novel relationships, as well as whether 

one feels romantically appealing (e.g., “Some students find it hard to establish romantic 

relationships”). These are concerns especially relevant to college students. The alphas for the 

subscales were as follows: global α =.75; scholastic α =.70; intellectual α =.70; appearance α 

=.76; romantic α =.77.  

Belonging. Students’ sense of school belonging was measured using Goodenow’s (1993) 

Psychological Sense of School Membership scale. There are 18 items that tap feelings of 

belonging, and uses a three point Likert-type scale (never = 1, sometimes = 3, always = 5) with 

higher numbers corresponding to greater feelings of belonging. The scale was originally five 

points, but was condensed to three distinct points as recommended in an evaluation of the 

‘Beyond Academics’ program at the University of North Carolina at Greensboro (UNCG). This 



 
21 

reduction eliminates the anchors ‘rarely’ (2) and ‘often’ (4), simplifying the measure for 

participants. Originally developed to assess secondary school students, the present study utilized 

adapted wording (e.g., ‘professor’ instead of ‘teacher’) for use in a college setting. There is 

precedent for doing so, and the literature recommends adding the name of the particular 

institution (Pittman & Richmond, 2008).For example, a sample item that originally reads “I can 

really be myself at ______” was adapted to read, “I can really be myself at (University).” 

Belonging is calculated as a sum score (Pittman & Richmond, 2008). Cronbach’s alpha for the 

adapted belonging scale was α = .91. 

College persistence. The current study’s measure of academic adjustment was drawn 

from a comprehensive assessment of college persistence (i.e., College Persistence Questionnaire; 

CPQ, Davidson, Beck, & Grisaffe, 2015). The CPQ is comprised of 60 questions rated on a 5-

point Likert-type scale with anchor points that vary depending on the specific item. Mean values 

are calculated to reflect levels of college persistence. There are 10 interrelated subscales geared 

toward gauging the likelihood of an individual receiving a bachelor’s degree from the institution 

in which he or she is currently enrolled. These subscales include institutional commitment (i.e., 

the extent to which students are confident and satisfied with their choice of college); “How 

confident are you that this is the right university for you?”; α = .75), academic integration (i.e., 

feelings of compatibility and satisfaction with the curriculum, instruction, and academic 

standards; “How much do the instructors and the courses make you feel like you can do the work 

successfully?”; α = .89, financial strain (i.e., the degree to which financial preoccupations may 

detract from college persistence; “How often do you worry about having enough money to meet 

your needs?”; α = .86), social integration (i.e., a sense of belonging based on satisfaction and 

compatibility with people encountered; “How much do you think you have in common with other 

students here?”; α = .96), scholastic conscientiousness (i.e., responsibility and accountability to 
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academic obligations; “How often do you turn in assignments past the due date?”; α = .98), 

motivation to learn (i.e., the drive to learn, even when challenges arise; “Some courses seem to 

take a lot more time than others. How much extra time are you willing to devote to your studies 

in those courses?”; α = .60), degree commitment (i.e., commitment to earning a college degree; 

“At this moment in time, how strong would you say your commitment is to earning a college 

degree, here or elsewhere?”; α = .80), collegiate stress management (i.e., coping with stress 

related to the coursework required to attain a college degree; “How often do you feel 

overwhelmed by the academic workload here”; α = .78), advising effectiveness (i.e., sense of 

being well counseled); “How easy is it to get answers to your questions about things related to 

your education here?”; α = .93), and academic efficacy (i.e., sense of competence related to 

ability to succeed in academics; “How much doubt do you have about being able to make the 

grades you want”; α = .71). Overall, these specific subscales gauge students’ feelings of 

compatibility and satisfaction with their school, as well as the ability to both fiscally afford and 

academically complete requisite credit hours.  Consistent with prior work (Beck & Milligan, 

2014; Davidson et al., 2009), the current study considered each subscale separately, as well as the 

scale in its entirety. 

Social support. A multidimensional approach was used to measure social support. 

Specifically, the Social Provisions Scale (Cutrona & Russell, 1987; Mancini & Blieszner, 

1992) is a 24-item instrument that includes six subscales: reliable alliance, guidance, 

opportunity for nurturance, reassurance of worth, social integration, and attachment. 

Participants rate each item on a 4-point Likert-type scale (1 = strongly disagree, 4 = strongly 

agree) with higher mean scores corresponding to higher perceptions of social support. In 

brief, reliable alliance refers to the sense of assurance that others can be depended on for 

tangible assistance (e.g., “There are people I can depend on to help me if I really need it”; α = 
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.87). Opportunity for nurturance focuses on how others might rely upon an individual for 

their well-being (e.g., “There are people who depend on me for help”; α = .71). Reassurance 

of worth reflects the recognition by others of one’s competence, skills, and value (e.g., “I 

have relationships where my competence, skills, and value (e.g., “I have relationships where 

my competence and skills are recognized; α = .73). Social integration refers to a feeling of 

belonging to a group with shared values and attitudes (e.g., “I feel part of a group of people 

who share my attitudes and beliefs”; α = .79). The subscale of attachment reflects emotional 

closeness (e.g., “I have close relationships that provide me with a sense of emotional security 

and well-being”; α = .81). As done in prior work (Russell & Cutrona, 1990; Scarapicchia et 

al., 2017; Zaki, 2009), subscales were examined as separate indicators of social support; an 

overall aggregate combining all items was also created and examined (α = .91). 
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RESULTS 

Data Structure and Analytic Plan 

Preliminary analyses were run in order to attain bivariate correlations and descriptives 

relevant to the objectives of the present study. For all but the scale on belonging (which 

employs a sum score), means were calculated to reflect levels expressed on a particular scale 

or subscale. As part of preliminary analyses, mean differences in variables based on first 

generation college-going status was explored. In light of the first two primary research 

questions, differences between groups will be examined by conducting 2 (athlete, non-

athlete) X 2 (male, female) factorial ANOVAs. Dependent variables will include self-esteem 

(multiple dimensions including global self-esteem, scholastic competence, intellectual 

competence, appearance esteem, and the ability to establish romantic relationships), sense of 

belonging, college persistence (subscales include institutional commitment, academic 

integration, financial strain, social integration, scholastic conscientiousness, motivation to 

learn, degree commitment, collegiate stress, advising effectiveness, and academic efficacy), 

and social support (subscales include reliable alliance, guidance, opportunity for nurturance, 

reassurance of worth, social integration, and attachment). Main effects as well as any 

interactions will be analyzed. If appropriate (e.g., conditions for mediation are found), 

mediation analyses with the PROCESS macro in SPSS will be conducted in order to 

determine whether, as hypothesized, social support explains any portion of the group effects 

on DVs that are found.
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Preliminary Analyses and Descriptives 

The subscales of primary variables are related to one another in meaningful and 

expected ways (e.g., reassurance of worth and institutional commitment, correlated at .44 (p 

< .01), except for the self-esteem subscales (related internally to one another, but not as 

strongly related to subscales of other primary variables). Social support subscales produced 

the most consistently high means (M = 3.2, out of a possible 4 points), followed by college 

persistence (M = 3.43, out of a possible 5 points), self-esteem (M = 2.37, out of 4), and lastly, 

belonging (M = 58.52, out of a total 90 possible points, minimum 18 points). 

Mean differences in primary study variables based on their possible relationship to 

first generation college-going status were explored to assess whether first generation status 

should be included as a covariate in analyses. This possibility was explored through a series 

of t-tests, in which no significant differences were found t(96-130) = .06-1.81 (ns). 

Primary Analyses Examining Group Differences in Variables 

Self esteem. Each dimension of the self-esteem subscales was examined in individual 

2 X 2 ANOVAs to examine main effects and interactions by athlete status and gender. 

Global self-esteem. A statistically significant main effect of athletic status showed 

that student athletes reported lower self-perception of global self-esteem (M = 1.94, SD = 

.53.) than non-athletes (M = 2.35, SD = .64.), F(1, 97) = 10.71, p = .001. There was no 

statistically significant main effect of gender, F(1, 97) = .046, p = .830, and no significant 

interaction, F(1, 97) = 1.19, p = .279. 
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Table 3 

Bivariate Correlations 

 

*Indicates correlation significant at p < .05 
** indicates correlation significant at .01 

1) First Generation College Student; 2) Low Income; 3) CPQ Academic Integration; 
4) CPQ Academic Efficacy; 5) CPQ Advising Efficacy; 6) CPQ Degree Commitment; 
7) CPQ Financial Stability; 8) CPQ Institutional Commitment; 9) CPQ Motivation; 
10) CPQ Scholastic Conscientiousness; 11) CPQ Social Integration; 12) CPQ Stress 
Management; 13) CPQ Total; 14) Appearance Esteem; 15) Global Self Esteem; 
16) Intellectual Esteem; 17) Romantic Esteem; 18) Scholastic Esteem; 19) School Belonging 
(sum score); 20) Social Support: Attachment; 21) Social Support: Guidance; 22) Social 
Support: Integration; 23) Social Support: Opportunity for Nurturance; 
24) Social Support: Reliable Alliance; 25) Social Support: Total; 26) Social Support: 
Reassurance of Worth 
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Table 4 

Correlations of self-esteem subscales 

 
 Variable Mean 1 2 3 4 5 

 
 1. Global SE 2.15 1.00 

 2. Intellect 2.21 .54** 1.00 

 3. Romantic 2.74 .30** .20* 1.00 

 4. Scholastic 2.32 .37** .51** .09 1.00 

 5. Appearance 2.42 .57** .41** .39** .10 1.00 
 
 
*Indicates correlation significant at p < .05 
**Indicates correlation significant at .01 
 
 
 
 

 

Figure 1. Mean differences in global self-esteem by athlete status  
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Scholastic competence. No significant group mean differences related to the self-

perception of scholastic competence were present in this sample. The main effect of gender 

was not significant, F(1, 94) = .06, p = .811, and neither was the main effect of athlete status, 

F(1, 94) = 2.24, p = .138. The interaction was likewise not significant, F(1, 94) = .22, p = 

.638. 

Intellectual competence. No significant group mean differences were found related 

to the self-perception of intellectual competence. The main effect of gender was not 

significant, F(1, 92) = .14, p = .710, neither was the main effect of athlete status at, F(1, 92) 

= .05, p = .832. The interaction was likewise not significant, F(1, 92) = 1.96, p = .165. 

Appearance. There was a statistically significant group mean difference related to 

the main effect of athlete status. Student athletes reported lower self-perception of 

appearance (M = 2.22, SD = .58) than non-athletes (M = 2.64, SD = .84), F(1, 94) = 6.1, p = 

.015. The main effect of gender did not yield any significant results, F(1, 94) = 1.02, p = 

.314, and neither did the interaction, F(1, 94) = .138, p = .711. 

 

 

Figure 2. Mean differences in appearance esteem by athlete status 
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Romantic competence. There was a statistically significant group mean difference 

related to the main effect of athlete status. Student athletes reported lower self-perception of 

the ability to cultivate romantic relationships (M = 2.47, SD = .60) than non-athletes (M = 

2.99, SD = .75) F(1,93) = 16.14, p = .000. The main effect of gender was not significant, F 

(1,93) = 1.50, p = .223, and neither was the interaction, F(1, 93) = .176, p = .190. 

 

 

Figure 3. Mean differences in romantic competence by athlete status 

 

Belonging 

No statistically significant group mean differences in belonging were found within 

the present sample. Neither the main effect of gender, F(1, 121) = .01, p = .942, nor athlete 

status, F(1, 121) = .47, p = .496, was significant. Their interaction, F(1, 121) = .90, p = .344, 

was also not statistically significant. Males and females report only modest levels of 

belonging (M = 58.31, SD = 8.07; M = 58.76, SD = 13.82).  

College Persistence 

Each dimension of the college persistence subscales was considered in individual 2 X 

2 ANOVAs in order to examine main effects and interactions by athlete status and gender. 



 
30 

Possible differences in a total college persistence support score (averaged from all items in 

the measure) were also examined. 

 

Table 5 

Correlations of college persistence subscales 

 
 Variable Mean 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 

 
 1. Acad. Integ. 3.930 

 2. Acad. Eff. 3.450 .480** 

 3. Advis. Eff. 3.650 .480** .310** 

 4. Deg. Comm. 4.320 .460** .320** .380** 1.000 

 5. Finan. Stable. 2.580 -.053 .060 .100 -.220* 1.000 

 6. Inst. Commit. 3.800 .360** .400** .300** .510** -.122 1.000 

 7. Motiv. Learn. 3.350 .290** .340** .300** .360** -.220* .440** 1.000 

 8. Schol. Consc. 2.350 .020 .040 -.060 .150 .030 .080 -.050 1.000 

 9. Soc. Integ. 3.050 .580** .460** .370** .420** -.070 .410** .419** .050 1.000 

 10. Stress 2.230 .077 .430** -.010 -.270** .290** -.050 -.100 -.070 -.020 1.000 

 11. CPQ Total 3.430 .680** .700** .650** .590** .260** .620** .500** .150 .660** .201* 1.000 

 
*Indicates correlation significant at p < .05 
**Indicates correlation significant at .01 

 

Institutional commitment. No significant group mean differences related to 

institutional commitment were detected. The main effect of gender, F(1, 105) = 1.57, p = 

.213, and of athlete status, F(1, 105) = .48, p = .489, were not statistically significant. 

Likewise, the interaction was not significant, F(1, 105) = .126, p = .723. 



 
31 

Academic integration. A significant main effect of athlete status showed that student 

athletes experience lower levels of academic integration (M = 3.74, SD = .72) than non-

athletes (M = 4.10, SD = .76), F(1, 102) = 5.25, p = .024. There was no significant main 

effect of gender, F(1, 102) = .42, p = .520, and no significant interaction, F(1, 102) = .2.12, p 

= .148.  

 

 

Figure 4. Mean differences in academic integration (college persistence) by athlete status 

 

 

Financial stability. A significant interaction among groups was found in terms of 

mean differences in this subscale. The subscale addressing financial preoccupations (tapping 

financial health as related to the cost of completing the degree) uncovered a significant 

interaction indicating that male athletes experience lower financial stability (M = 2.65, SD = 

.73) than female athletes (M = 2.99, SD = 1.15), whereas among non-athletes, males 

experience higher financial stability (M = 2.83, SD = 1.39) than female peers (M = 2.18, SD 

= .88), F(1, 105) = 6.15, p = .015. The effect of gender by itself was not statistically 

significant, F(1, 105) = .60, p = .440, nor was the effect of student athlete status, F(1, 105) = 

2.50, p = .117.  
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.  

Figure 5. Mean differences in financial stability (college persistence) by gender and athlete status  

 
 
 

Social integration. There was a main effect of gender whereby male students 

reported lower levels of social integration (M = 2.84, SD = .81) than female students (M = 

3.25, SD = .79), F(1, 105) = 4.64, p = .034. There was no significant main effect of athlete 

status, F(1, 105) = 2.53, p = .115, nor was present a significant interaction, F(1, 105) = .31, p 

= .582.  

 

Figure 6. Mean differences in social integration (college persistence) by gender 
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Scholastic conscientiousness. There was a main effect of athlete status whereby 

student athletes reported lower levels of scholastic conscientiousness (M = 2.07, SD = .54) 

than nonathletes (M = 2.59, SD = .53), F(1, 102) = 21.04, p = .000. There was no statistically 

significant effect of gender F (1,102) = 1.25, p = .266, and no significant interaction F(1, 

102) = .60, p = .440.  

 

 

Figure 7. Mean differences of scholastic conscientiousness (college persistence) by athlete status 

 
 
 

Motivation to learn. No significant group mean differences related to academic 

motivation were uncovered. The main effect of gender was not statistically significant, F(1, 

104) = 1.36, p = .247, and neither was the main effect of athlete status, F(1, 104) = 1.37, p = 

.245. The interaction also displayed no statistical significance, F(1, 104) = .04, p = .841. 

Degree commitment. There was a main effect of athletic status regarding degree 

commitment. Student athletes reported lower levels of degree commitment (M = 4.05, SD = 

.90) than non-athletes (M = 4.56, SD = .66), F(1, 104) = 8.81, p = .004. There was no 
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significant effect of gender, F(1, 104) = 1.72, p = .192, and no significant interaction, F(1, 

104 ) = 3.06, p = .083.  

 

 

Figure 8. Mean differences in degree commitment (college persistence) by athlete status. 

 

 
 

Collegiate stress management. There is a main effect of gender whereby male 

students reported greater levels of stress management (M = 2.35, SD = .61) than female 

students (M = 2.10, SD = .80), F(1, 104) = 3.94, p = .050. There was no significant main 

effect of athlete status, F(1, 104) = .82, p = .367, and no significant interaction, F(1, 104 ) = 

.114, p = .737. 

Advising efficacy. This subscale yielded a significant interaction among groups, 

revealing that academic advising has differing levels of efficacy on the different population 

subgroups. Among student athletes, males report lower perceived benefits from advising (M 

= 3.48, SD = .68) than their female peers (M = 3.95, SD = .87). Among non-athletes, males 

report higher advising efficacy (M = 3.90, SD = .71) than their female peers (M = 3.50, SD 
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=.91), F(1, 104) = 6.06, p = .015. Gender itself was not significant, F(1, 104) = .19, p = .661, 

and neither was athletic status, F(1, 104) = .004, p = .952.  

 

 

Figure 9. Mean differences in stress management (college persistence) by gender 

 

 
 

 

Figure 10. Mean differences of advising efficacy (College persistence) by gender and athlete status 
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Academic efficacy. No significant group mean differences were found with regard to 

academic efficacy. The effect of gender was not statistically significant, F(1, 105) = .001, p = 

.976, and neither was the effect of athlete status at, F(1, 105) = .94, p = .334. The interaction 

was likewise not significant, F(1, 105) = .06, p = .802. 

Total college persistence. The scale in its entirety yields a significant interaction 

among groups sampled. Among student athletes, males report lower college persistence (M = 

3.25, SD = .38) than their female peers (M = 3.54, SD = .50). Among non-athletes, males 

report higher college persistence (M = 3.60, SD = .37) than their female peers (M = 3.49, SD 

= .45), F(1, 105) = 5.94, p = .016. Gender itself was not statistically significant, F(1, 105) = 

.1.35, p = .248, and neither was athletic status, F(1, 105) = 3.17, p = .078. 

 

 

Figure 11. Mean differences of college persistence by gender and athlete status. 

 

Social Support 

Each dimension of the Social Provisions Scale (Cutrona & Russel, 1985) was 

considered in individual 2 X 2 ANOVAs in order to examine main effects and interactions by 
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athlete status and gender. Possible differences in a total social support score (‘global ss’—

averaged from all items in the measure) were also examined. 

 

Table 6 
Correlations of social support subscales 

 
 Variable Mean 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 
 1. Reassurance 3.10 1.00 
  of worth 
 
 2. Reliable 3.21 .61** 1.00 
  Alliance 
 
 3. Opp. for 3.00 .32** .35** 1.00 
  Nurturance 
 
 4. Social 3.28 .48** .77** .38** 1.00 
  Integration 
 
 5. Guidance 3.23 .53** .83** .33** .80** 1.00 
 
 6. Attachment 3.11 .55** .69** .30** .61** .78** 1.00 
 
 7. Global SS 3.20 .72** .90** .55** .86** .91** .77** 1.00 
 
 
*Indicates correlation significant at p < .05 
**Indicates correlation significant at .01 
 
 
 

Reliable alliance. No statistically significant group mean differences in reliable 

alliance were found within the present sample. Neither the main effect of gender, F(1, 130) = 

1.68, p = .197, nor athlete status at F(1, 130) = 2.02, p = .158, was significant. The 

interaction, F(1, 130) = .82, p = .366, was also not significant. 

Guidance. Male students reported lower levels guidance (M = 3.09, SD = .71) than 

female students (M = 3.38, SD = .59), F(1, 130) = 5.14, p = .025. The main effect of athlete 

status was not significant, F(1, 130) = .87, p = .352, and neither was the interaction, F(1, 

130) = .00, p = .988.  
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Figure 12. Mean differences in guidance based social support by gender 

 

Opportunity for nurturance. There were no significant group differences related to 

nurturance. The main effect of gender was not significant, F(1, 130) = 2.50, p = .117, nor 

was the main effect of athlete status, F(1, 130) = 2.33, p = .630. The interaction was also not 

significant, F(1, 130) = .32, p = .572. 

Reassurance of worth. No statistically significant group mean differences related to 

reassurance of worth were present in this sample. Neither the main effect of gender, F(1, 

130) = 2.25, p = .085, nor athlete status at F(1, 130) = .1.40, p = .239, was significant. The 

interaction was also not significant, F(1, 130) = .50, p = .483. 

Social integration. No significant group mean differences related to social 

integration were detected. Neither the main effect of gender, F(1, 130) = .46, p = .498, nor 

athlete status, F(1, 130) = .33, p = .566, was significant. No significant interaction was 

detected, F(1, 130) = .01, p = .942. 

Attachment. Male students reported significantly lower levels of social support with 

regard to the dimension of attachment (M = 2.98, SD = .58) than female students (M 

= 3.24, SD = .63), F(1, 130) = 4.44, p = .037. The main effect of athletic status was not 
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significant, F(1, 130) = .78, p = .380, and neither was the interaction, F(1, 130 ) = .013, p = 

.909. 

 

Figure 13. Mean differences in attachment based social support by gender 

 

Global social support. No significant group mean differences related to global social 

support, the overall summary score culled from all items in the scale. The main effect of 

gender, F(1, 130) = 3.78, p = .055, and of athlete status, F(1, 130) = 1.75 p = .188, were not 

statistically significant. Likewise, the interaction was not significant, F(1, 130) = .21, p = 

.649. 

Mediation Analyses 

Considering the patterns of results, conditions for testing for mediation (Hypothesis 

3) were not supported. Contrary to hypotheses, student athletes did not report more positive 

outcomes compared to their non-athlete peers. They also did not report higher levels of 

perceived social support. The lack of support for the study’s hypotheses, and interpretations 

for the patterns that were found follows. 
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DISCUSSION 

The goal of this study is to better understand the experiences of students of color at a 

PWI. Specifically, this study seeks to elucidate whether the experiences of self-esteem, 

belonging, college persistence, and social support vary by student athlete status and gender at 

a Division 1 university in the Southeastern U.S. This study is important because of its 

implications for broader inclusivity in the context of higher education, and its potential 

contributions to improved retention rates for American college students of color. Drawing on 

theoretical perspectives from Promoting and Inhibiting Environments (Garcia Coll et al., 

1996) and Positive Youth Development (Lerner, 2001), this study is a first step in addressing 

the gap in existing literature regarding the intersection of race, gender, and college athletics. 

Differences by Athlete Status 

Past research shows that belonging and social support are essential to academic 

persistence and collegiate well-being for students of color at a PWI (Museus et al., 2017; 

Neville et al., 2004; Reason, 2009). A lack of supportive networks can lead the student to feel 

isolated and helpless. This is increasingly the case even for Euro-American college students 

who in recent years are reporting greater levels of anxiety and depression, and taking more 

mental health related medical leaves than in previous times according to a study of university 

counseling centers (Rostain & Hibbs, 2019). Reasons for this are not entirely clear, but 

scholars suggest that students are under more pressure than ever before to compete in order 

to stand out in the modern economy (Rostain & Hibbs, 2019). If majority status students are 

struggling with the stresses of college, minority students might be at even greater risk. Often, 

students of color who do not complete a degree at a PWI cite feelings of alienation and 

underrepresentation as key reasons for withdrawing (Bettendorf, 2008; Holmes et al., 2000; 

Neville et al., 2004; Sato et al., 2018). A lack of cultural representation might exacerbate this 
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perceived isolation and lack of social support (Bettendorf, 2008; McClain & Perry, 2017), 

contributing to the inhibiting nature of an environment. 

In light of these social and environmental obstacles, the current study hypothesized 

that student athletes of color at a PWIs might be somewhat protected due to the extra 

supports that are available through, for example, athletic counseling, athletic centers, and 

other shared spaces and promotive resources (Agans & Geldhof, 2012; Barber et al., 2005; 

Herbison et al., 2018; Holt et al., 2016). However, contrary to expectations related to 

Hypothesis 1, student athletes in the present sample did not generally report better outcomes 

regarding self-esteem, belonging, college persistence, or social support within the context of 

the university. In fact, student-athletes generally reported worse outcomes than non-athletes 

in the battery of measures that comprised the study. 

Though the original hypotheses were predicated on the assumption that student-

athletes would enjoy stronger systems of social support, it is important to recognize that 

support systems exist for non-athletes of color as well. For example, centers on campus that 

specifically support diversity, equity, and inclusion among minorities and women, faith 

organizations, and campus based volunteer groups may provide valuable support to non-

athletes of color. These different centers — to which non-athletes have more time for 

involvement — might facilitate other avenues to belonging. 

The self-esteem subscales, for example, indicated that athletes reported lower self-

esteem than their non-athlete counterparts on three of the five subscales: global self-esteem, 

appearance, and romantic competence (means of Scholastic and Intellectual Competence did 

not vary significantly across groups). Global self-esteem reflects how satisfied and pleased 

one is with one’s current self, whereas the appearance subscale reflects how satisfied one is 

with one’s body and physical appearance. The romantic competence subscale reflects one’s 
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self perception of the ability to cultivate meaningful romantic relationships. One reason why 

athletes, irrespective of gender, reported lower appearance esteem could be due to the over-

amplification of diet and musculature in athletic culture (Biesecker & Martz, 1999; Oseguera 

et al., 2018). Athletes are frequently placed on diets in order to either gain or lose weight 

(and often both throughout the course of a career) (Biesecker & Martz, 1999; Oseguera et al., 

2018). Diets are known to affect mood and focus, which influence academic performance. 

Pain experienced from workouts can also distract from the classroom. The goal of 

functioning like a perfectly tuned machine is ultimately unreachable; it is a corporeally 

rooted perfectionism. One can always be more fit for one’s particular sport; with such elusive 

and idealized standards, there is no ceiling to ‘improvement.’ Research has indeed 

demonstrated that male models likewise experience lower appearance esteem then men of the 

non-modeling population, despite their cultivated looks (Grieve & Helmick, 2008; Grossbard 

et al., 2009). This likely has to do with the over amplification of looks and diet in their line of 

work, which — similar to athletes — is highly body focused as a rule. This can contribute to 

body dysmorphia (Gonzales Marti et al., 2014; Grieve & Helmick, 2008) and low self-esteem 

more generally speaking. 

Furthermore, the lofty demands of time and energy undergird athletes’ lower self-

perception of the ability to establish romantic and other relationships outside of athletics 

(McPherson, 1980). This lack of time for endeavors outside of sport and coursework cannot 

be overstated, and may preclude dating entirely regardless of proclivity. Finally, structural 

impediments — such as fraternities that prohibit male athletes from attending parties — 

might also contribute to this particular circumstance. Although no differences in the measure 

of school belonging were found, athletes also reported lower levels of college persistence, 

particularly in terms of dimensions of scholastic conscientiousness, degree commitment, and 
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academic integration. More specifically, scholastic conscientiousness is a facet of college 

persistence that reflects the prioritization of academics by tapping attendance, tardiness, and 

the on-time submission of assignments. Similarly, degree commitment is characterized by an 

individual’s sense dedication and grit to work towards earning a degree. Also in the realm of 

school life, recall that academic integration is defined largely by perceptions related to the 

quality of instruction, individuals’ perceived ability to succeed in coursework, and overall 

satisfaction with academics. Clearly, these dimensions are inter-related and suggest that the 

same obstacles that face athletes (e.g., time, energy, investment in sports) could be depleting 

their levels of academic persistence within these specific domains. Regarding degree 

commitment, the salience of sport as a tool of social mobility for young men of color may 

have the effect of minimizing the importance of academic endeavors, as they are secondary 

to the primary goal (Leeds et al., 2007). 

The literature suggests these unique demands might also be attributable to the intense 

role-conflict (e.g., athlete versus: student, friend, partner, student government president) 

many student athletes experience in balancing their sport with college life (Chartrand & Lent, 

1987). According to Sack and Thiel (1985), role-conflict occurs when the demands of one 

domain are incompatible with those of another. For student-athletes, role-conflict can lead to 

poor time 41 management, limited socialization with non-athlete peers (thus limiting social 

networks), lack of career development (outside of sport), and a restricted self-concept leading 

to a shrunken perception of self-worth (Lanning, 1982; Purdy et al., 1982). 

Role-conflict might also hinder further PYD in the college years by reducing 

connection with non-athlete students (and thus also limiting opportunities for caring) and 

decreasing one’s experiences of confidence and competence in non-sport areas. A restricted 

self-concept and shrunken sense of self-worth can hurt potential character development. 
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Indeed, though not measured directly in this study, PYD was thought to bolster the ‘better 

outcomes’ hypothesized for student-athletes (Agans & Geldhof, 2012; Bowers et al., 2014; 

Durlak et al., 2012; Hershberg et al., 2014). For example, competence and confidence might 

contribute to self-esteem and college persistence; connection and caring might increase 

belonging and social support; character relates to all of these aspects, not least of all the drive 

to continue toward a degree. 

Another explanation for these mean differences could be due to context and perceived 

campus climate. Some students and faculty members may assume that student athletes — 

especially male athletes — are poor academic performers, only afforded their seat within the 

institution because of physical prowess and potential contribution to the athletic franchise 

(Brooks & Blackman, 2011; Holmes, 2000; Hyait, 2003; Leeds et al., 2007). The allotment 

of ‘special admissions’ slots afforded to players who on academic merit alone would be 

ineligible for admission suggests that some student athletes may indeed be ill-prepared for 

the challenge of a rigorous college education (Hyait, 2003; Oseguera et al., 2018). To be on 

the receiving end of such prejudicial perceptions — regardless of preparedness for college — 

might have the effect of further alienating the student-athlete from the domain of academics, 

reducing experiences of academic integration and leading to lower scholastic 

conscientiousness. Such patterns would be consistent with Garcia Coll and colleagues’ 

(1996) conceptions of inhibiting environments that hinder developmental outcomes. 

Beyond preparedness or academic intent, early morning workouts and practices mean 

that an athlete might be already exhausted by the time he or she sits for their first class of the 

day (Comeaux & Harrison, 2011). Because of their packed and demanding schedules, 

academic counselors tend to select classes that do not conflict with team obligations. This 

means that the athlete might be less invested in a particular course that they were enrolled in 
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out of scheduling convenience rather than interest (Comeaux & Harrison, 2011; Cooper, 

2018; Gayles & Hu, 2009). Even if outside time is carved out for a particular pursuit or 

interest, fatigue can overwhelm genuine interest (Cooper, 2018; Gayles & Hu, 2009; Leeds et 

al., 2007; Oseguera et al., 2018). These demands may also contribute to the lower levels of 

academic integration and scholastic conscientiousness exhibited by student athletes in the 

college persistence questionnaire. 

However, it is notable that, despite the apparent detriments in athletes’ sense of 

academic persistence, their overall levels of competence with regard to their abilities did not 

seem to suffer, at least as measured by the self-esteem scales related to intellectual and 

scholastic competence. While speculative, these results suggest that the academic-related 

obstacles that athletes face could be experienced as more externally driven, rather than 

internally driven by dips in perceived self-competence. If a student is underperforming due to 

perceived barriers that might be targeted, improved, and/or overcome (e.g., scholastic 

conscientiousness), rather than failures due to perceptions that one is simply less intelligent 

or competent than others (as indicated by self-esteem subscales), then there could be 

important implications in terms of developing strategies to increase persistence and retention 

in high education. 

Differences by Gender 

Hypothesis 2, which suggested that female athletes would report well-being outcomes 

that were somewhat in between male athletes and female non-athletes, was largely 

unsupported by the data. Indeed, males as a whole reported worse outcomes than females on 

several of the measures, particularly in light of the dimensions of social support. For 

instance, males reported lower guidance (advice and information) and attachment (emotional 

closeness) based social support. 
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The role of a more knowledgeable other (Vygotsky, 1994) remains relevant to 

development even during adulthood, and mentorship is key to college student retention and 

degree attainment (Rodgers & Summers, 2008). Given that men are less likely than women 

to seek out emotional support more generally speaking (Ashton & Fuehrer, 1993), it might 

make sense that male students report lower levels of perceived attachment or connection with 

school officials. Regarding guidance-based support, it is important to note the measure does 

not include support seeking, but rather perceptions of support received. Thus, even though 

men in prior literature are on par with women when it comes to pursuing guidance or 

informational support (Ashton & Fuehrer, 1993; Barbee et al., 1993), they still seem to fall 

short of receiving the guidance they seek (Hyait, 2003, Oseguera et al., 2018). 

The only measure in which men as a group fared better than women was that of 

stress. Female students of color reported more negative effects of stress as detracting from 

college persistence. For women athletes, this can be attributed to their need to keep up with 

both sides — the academic and athletic — as statistically fewer women will pursue a 

lucrative pursue sports career. As such, women are more likely to use their sport as a means 

to an education, not a professional career. The demands of balancing a competitive sport with 

a rigorous education and professional aspirations might cause female athletes to experience 

more stress. Considering all college women (regardless of athlete status), the stresses related 

to balancing the demanding role of student with more traditional, socially oriented roles 

(sister, daughter, partner, friend) that entail significant emotional labor might cause the 

female student to experience more stress than their male peers. Similarly, the pressure to 

prove one’s self as a female student (and student of color, at that) — especially in more 

masculine typed STEM fields — might cause disproportionate stress to women in college 
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(Kuchynka et al., 2018). This pressure is especially intense for women of color who might 

feel underrepresented in a particular field, and thus discouraged from further pursuit. 

Athlete, Gender Intersectionalities 

Several notable interactive effects are also worth discussing, mostly in the context of 

college persistence dimensions. When considering college persistence as an overall aggregate 

of items, a significant interaction was found whereby among student athletes, males reported 

lower levels of college persistence than their female peers. Among non-athletes, males 

reported higher college persistence than their female peers. A similar pattern was found in 

terms of the financial stability component of college persistence. Again, female college 

athletes and male non-athletes seemed to report more favorable outcomes than their male 

athlete and female non-athlete counterparts. Also, in terms of one indicator of social support, 

male non-athletes and female athletes appeared to perceive more benefits from advising than 

the other two groups. 

The financial stability subscale indicates that male athletes reported lower financial 

stability than female athletes, whereas among non-athletes, males reported higher financial 

stability than their female peers. It is possible that male athletes — mostly football and 

basketball players — come from lower income households to begin with, and as such 

experience greater financial pressure. Because fortunes are generally not made in women’s 

sports, the female athlete is more likely to be engaged in her sport for the immediate benefits 

of participation (e.g., comradery, athleticism, college access). Among non-athletes, female 

students of color experience more financial strain than males. The reason for this is unclear, 

and further research must be conducted to determine the factors that contribute to this 

discrepancy. It could be that families with limited resources are more likely to be more vocal 

about the exorbitant price of an elite education when it comes to their daughters. 
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The advising efficacy subscale of the CPQ indicates that among student-athletes, 

males reported lower perceived benefits from advising than their female peers, whereas 

among nonathletes, males reported higher advising efficacy than their female peers. In fact, 

female studentathletes reported the highest level of efficacy in advising, followed by male 

non-athletes, female non-athletes, and male athletes. This supports the aforementioned notion 

that women athletes are more likely to use their sport as a means to a quality education, 

opening a life path with many options. This also supports the notion that male athletes are 

more likely to have professional aspirations and to see their role of student as perfunctory to 

that of athlete. 

These interactions taken together suggest that among all groups, male athletes and 

female non-athletes are most vulnerable. For female non-athletes, this might be partially 

attributed to lower financial stability (no athletic scholarship to fall on) and the higher levels 

of stress reported by all women (as indicated in the CPQ). For male athletes, role conflict 

might drive negative differences. For both groups, it might prove beneficial to increase the 

frequency of advising, and to create a supplemental (and more informal) advisor network 

composed of peer academic mentors. Peer advisors can hold regular rotating office hours in 

residence halls and in common areas (e.g., the library, the gym). This increased accessibility 

and peer to peer connection might improve the efficacy of advising. 

Taking a broader view, some of these group discrepancies could be related to the 

nature of sports themselves. Because men’s sports are more popular and lucrative than 

women’s sports (Videon, 2002), male athletes in a competitive Division 1 program might be 

focused more on their sport and professional ambitions than their studies and peer networks 

(Purdy et al., 1982). The randomly selected female athlete, however, is more likely to use her 

sport as a means to attend college, not as a vehicle to a professional sports career (Otto & 
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Alwin, 1977; Videon, 2002). Thus, she might view her athletic scholarship as a ticket to the 

college experience, and to all which that entails (i.e., campus life, studies). Consequently, the 

competing roles of student and athlete might be more balanced among the female athlete, and 

ultimately lead to some degree of resilience or well-being. 

For some young men, the sport might be the intended end (Brooks & Blackman, 

2011). The prioritization of athletics over academics might be related to the promise of 

athletics as ‘a way out,’ a tool of social mobility, especially for young men of color (Brooks 

& Blackman, 2011; Leeds et al., 2007). While a positive force in the lives of those who 

indeed become professionals, this narrowing of opportunities may hurt the wider pool of 

athletes who will not reach these heights, either due to injury, underperformance, bad luck, or 

excommunication for disciplinary reasons (Leeds et al., 2007). Additionally, the literature 

confirms that sports — when employed as the avenue for success at the exclusion of other 

cultivable talents (e.g., creative realms, academic endeavors) — pigeonhole the individual 

such that he experiences a limited self-concept and sense of self-worth from performance on 

a court or field (Leeds et al., 2007; Otto & Alwin, 1977; Purdy et al., 1982). To this end, 

many student-athletes who do not go on to professional sports careers experience a profound 

sense of loss and purpose upon graduation (Chartrand & Lent, 1987; Otto & Alwin, 1977). 

All things considered, male athletes are more at risk of prioritizing their sport above other 

projects and, as a result, their belonging, social support, college persistence and self-esteem 

might suffer. 

Men’s basketball and football players might be at highest risk. Because these are the 

highest grossing collegiate sports (Brooks & Blackman, 2011; Hyait, 2003), these highly 

profitable programs are frequently administered more like athletic franchises than college 

programs. This leads to what Thelin (1996) describes as the ‘peculiar institution’ of college 
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athletics (1996), explaining that because college athletics serve a vital social and fiscal 

purpose within their communities, problematic practices and scandals related to academic or 

general misconduct are pushed under the rug. Although football and basketball players may 

appear to benefit from their privileged status in the athletic world, they also graduate at lower 

rates and are more likely to leave in poor academic standing than student-athletes of other 

sports (Leeds et al., 2007; McClain & Perry, 2017; Thelin, 1996). While not without agency 

in the matter, these young men have been groomed in a particular environment, and the 

adults involved in their cultivation prioritize winning. Education is, to some coaches, an 

afterthought. This ‘peculiar’ circumstance might also have the effect of impeding the 

continued cultivation of PYD. 

On first glance, it was surprising that male athletes did not enjoy a greater degree of 

social support relative to their male non-athlete peers in the sample. These findings might 

relate to the intersectional status of being both male and non-white in a majority white 

environment. Historically, men of color in the United States have been perceived as a threat 

to the structures of white patriarchy, more so than women (portrayed instead as exotic and/or 

vulnerable). Men of color have been denied a masculinity deemed normative and desirable 

(Goodwill et al., 2019). For example, men of Asian backgrounds have been historically 

maligned as effeminate, whereas black men have been portrayed as aggressively masculine 

(Bowleg et al., 2017; Craig, 2006; Galinsky et al., 2013). Additionally, black male non-

athletes in the sample might suffer socially as a result of deviating from the stereotype of 

athletic ability (Craig, 2006; Goodwill et al., 2019). Due to the intersectional nature of 

identity, future research must be conducted in order to parse and better understand these 

discrepancies. 



 
51 

The Role of Social Support 

Original hypotheses speculated that student-athletes would report greater levels of 

social support, and that this support would mediate differences between athletes and non-

athletes with regard to belonging, self-esteem, and college persistence. This mediation could 

not be tested because athletes did not report higher levels of social support than non-athletes. 

Thus, social support was treated as an additional outcome, and athletes reported lower levels 

in several of its dimensions. It is still conceivable that social support is related to the other 

outcomes (rather than an outcome in and of itself). Further research is needed in order to 

better understand sources of support, resilience, and the special context of college athletics. 

Limitations and Future Directions 

Although the current study’s hypotheses were largely unsupported, the results still 

have meaningful implications in terms of understanding processes of adjustment among POC 

at PWIs. Yet, there were a number of limitations that should be noted, as well as related 

research directions to further advance understanding. There is increasing awareness within 

the social sciences that identity is intersectional. That is to say, no one facet of identity stands 

on its own; rather, we are constituted by uniquely embodied arrangements of gender, race, 

class, ability, sexuality, etc. (Crenshaw, 1991). Emerging adults are often engaged in projects 

of identity, seeking to better understand the self. Although the present study explored basic 

race by gender interactions, it could have benefitted from an even greater intersectional 

perspective. To this end, there should be a more intentional solicitation of identity related 

factors including but not limited to class income bracket, sexual orientation, and ability. 

Although the current study centered on a range of well-being variables (e.g., self-esteem, 

belonging, college persistence), it would also be helpful in future research directions to 

collect even more information on, for example, internalizing and externalizing symptoms, 
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utilization of campus counseling services, parents’ educational background, and key reasons 

for participation in college athletics (e.g., social mobility, love of the game, college access). 

A measure on perceived discrimination and objectification would also assist in provider 

greater clarity. 

If this study were to be re-administered, items should be condensed and interactive 

graphics utilized in lieu of heavy text in order to improve response rates throughout the 

entirety of the survey. To improve generalizability, future studies should seek to compare the 

experiences of POC across multiple campuses of each type of relevant college institution 

(HBCU, PWI, state university). This might provide more insight as to the effect of the unique 

institutional setting on belonging, social support, college persistence, and self-esteem. 
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CONCLUSIONS 

This study found that, among students of color at a PWI, student-athletes generally do 

not experience better outcomes compared to their non-athlete peers with regard to self-

esteem, belonging, college persistence, and social support; in fact, it is often the case that 

they experience worse outcomes. This might be explained by role-conflict, experienced in the 

struggle to balance the competing demands of — in this case — student and athlete life 

(Chartrand & Lent, 1987). Male athletes with professional ambitions are susceptible to 

prioritizing sport before education, to different ends. While some do reach professional 

status, others leave college without a degree. A disproportionate emphasis on winning and 

athletic stardom might detract from the further cultivation of PYD. Compared to male-

athletes, female athletes could experience less hardships in terms of well-being because they 

are more evenly invested in both aspects of their status: the student and the athlete. For all 

students of color, male and female, a cultural mismatch and experiences of prejudice might 

contribute to the perception of an inhibiting PWI environment. Female non-athletes appear 

particularly vulnerable, which might be due to a perceived lack of support. To improve the 

promoting nature of the environment, the Intercultural and Women’s Centers should be 

afforded the resources to expand and sponsor more events and initiatives to connect and 

support students of color. 

This study is but a first step toward better understanding the complex issues related to 

minority student adjustment and retention (among both athletes and non-athletes) at a PWI. 

More research should be done to explore potential areas for improvement (e.g., belonging, 

social support networks, peer advisor networks) toward improved student outcomes. 
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APPENDIX A 

Social Provisions Scale (Cutrona & Russell, 1990) 
 
Instructions: 
 
In answering the next set of questions I am going to ask you, I want you to think about your 
current relationship with friends, family members, coworkers, community members, and so 
on. Please tell me to what extent you agree that each statement describes your current 
relationships with other people. Use the following scale to give me your opinion. (Hand a 
response card.) So, for example, if you feel a statement is very true of your current 
relationships, you would tell me “strongly agree.” If you feel a statement clearly does not 
describe your relationships, you would respond “strongly disagree.” Strongly Disagree (1) 
Disagree (2) Agree (3) Strongly Agree (4) 
 
 1. There are people I can depend on to help me if I really need it. _____ 
 2. I feel that I do not have close personal relationships with other people. _____ 
 3. There is no one I can turn to for guidance in times of stress. _____ . 
 4. There are people who depend on me for help. _____ 
 5. There are people who enjoy the same social activities I do. _____ 
 6. Other people do not view me as competent. _____ 
 7. I feel personally responsible for the well-being of another person. _____ 
 8. I feel part of a group of people who share my attitudes and beliefs. _____ 
 9. I do not think other people respect my skills and abilities. _____ 
 10. If something went wrong, no one would come to my assistance. _____ 
 11. I have close relationships that provide me with a sense of emotional security and well-

being. _____ 
 12. There is someone I could talk to about important decisions in my life. _____ 
 13. I have relationships where my competence and skills are recognized. _____ 
 14. There is no one who shares my interests and concerns. _____ 
 15. There is no one who really relies on me for their well-being. _____ 
 16. There is a trustworthy person I could turn to for advice if I were having problems. 

_____ 
 17. I feel a strong emotional bond with at least one other person. _____ 
 18. There is no one I can depend on for aid if I really need it. _____ 
 19. There is no one I feel comfortable talking about problems with. _____ 
 20. There are people who admire my talents and abilities. _____ 
 21. I lack a feeling of intimacy with another person. _____ 
 22. There is no one who likes to do the things I do. _____ 
 23. There are people I can count on in an emergency. _____ 
 24. No one needs me to care for them. ______ 
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Subscale scores may be computed by summing items as follows: 
•Attachment: Items 2R, 11, 17, and 21R 

•Social Integration: Items 5, 8, 14R, and 22R 
•Reassurance of Worth: 6R, 9R, 13, and 20 

•Reliable Alliance: Items 1, 10R, 18R, and 23 
•Guidance: Items 3R, 12, 16, and 19R 

•Opportunity for Nurturance: 4, 7, 15R, and 24RScores. 
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Sense of School Belonging (Goodenow,1993) 

 

1.     I feel like a real part of Wake Forest University (WFU). Never Sometimes Always 

2.     People at WFU notice when I’m good at something. Never Sometimes Always 

3.     It is hard for people like me to be accepted at WFU. Never Sometimes Always 

4.     Other students at WFU take my opinions seriously. Never Sometimes Always 

5.     Most instructors at WFU are interested in me. Never Sometimes Always 

6.     Sometimes I feel as if I don’t belong at WFU. Never Sometimes Always 

7.     There’s at least one instructor or staff member at WFU I 
can talk to if I have a problem. 

Never Sometimes Always 

8.     People at WFU are friendly to me. Never Sometimes Always 

9.     Instructors at WFU are not interested in people like me. Never Sometimes Always 

10.   I am included in lots of activities at WFU. Never Sometimes Always 

11.   I am treated with as much respect as other students. Never Sometimes Always 
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12.   I feel very different from most other students at WFU. Never Sometimes Always 

13.   I can really be myself at WFU. Never Sometimes Always 

14.   The instructors at WFU respect me. Never Sometimes Always 

15.   People at WFU know I can do good work. Never Sometimes Always 

16.   I wish I were at a different school. Never Sometimes Always 

17.   I feel proud of belonging to WFU. Never Sometimes Always 

18.   Other students here at WFU like the way I am. Never Sometimes Always 

  

Goodenow: Responses are in a 5-point Likert scale format, ranging from 1= Not at all true, 
3=Sometimes, to 5 = Completely true. 

Reverse scoring is necessary. Items 3, 6, 9,12, and 16 are reverse coded. The scores are then 
summed into a total score. 

 



 
65 

 

 



 
66 

 

 

Items are scored 4, 3, 2, 1, where 4 represents the most competent or adequate self-judgment and 
1 represents the least competent or adequate self-judgment. Items within each subscale are 
counter-balanced such that half of the items begin with a statement reflecting high competence or 
adequacy, and the other half begin with a statement reflecting low competence or adequacy. 
Therefore, the item scores for those with the most adequate description on the left are scored 4, 3, 
2, 1 (from left to right); whereas the item scores for those with the most adequate description on 
the right are scored 1, 2, 3, 4 (from left to right) 
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College Persistence Questionnaire 
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Reverse Scoring Items: 3, 5, 8, 13, 15, 18, 23, 24, 25, 27, 28, 31 
 
Calculate Means: 
Academic Integration – 2, 12, 22 
Motivation to Learn – 9, 19, 29 
Academic Efficacy – 7, 17, 27 
Financial Strain – 3, 13, 23, 31 
Social Integration – 1, 11, 21 
Collegiate Stress – 5, 15, 25 
Advising Effectiveness –6, 16, 26 
Degree Commitment – 10, 20, 30 
Institutional Commitment – 4, 14, 24, 32 
Scholastic Conscientiousness – 8, 18, 28 
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