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ABSTRACT
This qualitative study examined the mission, role, and fit of intercollegiate football
programs at two faith-based higher education institutions. This intersection of faith and football
is rarely discussed, though on these campuses the football program wields considerable power
due to the roster size, student makeup, and resources consumed. Further, faith-based institutions
are called to evaluate each curricular and extracurricular program against the mission of the
institution which is, at least in part, to serve Christ‟s kingdom. Seventeen faculty and
administrator interviews and three student focus groups were conducted, as well as game day
observation, document review, and archival research. Five themes emerged from the data: (a)
coach as referent leader, (b) everyone loves a winner, (c) mission and values alignment, (d)
disconnect with the student body, and (e) enrollment management and community relations lever.
The findings resulted in implications for campus constituents who are interested in the interplay
between athletics and the campus environment as well as recommendations for areas of future
research.
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CHAPTER 1

Introduction
Faith and football are two threads of American higher education that are tightly woven
into its fabric, yet their intersections have rarely been examined. This study engages this
intersection by examining the fit of football programs at faith-based institutions. Recognizing
that religious orthodoxy preliminarily suppressed the expansion of sport on campus (Smith,
1988) and that higher education has secularized from its early roots in this orthodoxy (Noftzger,
1992; Ringenberg, 1984), it is important to discover how football is considered today on faithbased campuses. Have the roles been reversed? Has the “rise of football” (Rudolph, 1962, p.
373) placed athletics in a seat of control over the mission of the institution that religion once
held? With modern society in many ways judging collegiate institutions by their football
programs and with rampant examples of athletes behaving badly, research must be done to
review the role of football on faith-based campuses. Can the pigskin and the cross coexist?
Studying the history of higher education in the United States is tightly coupled to
studying the evolution of the Christian movement and denominationalism. From 1636 to the
present day, church, religion, and faith have played a major role in the form and context of
colleges and universities nation-wide, just as Christian education and church-sponsored
colleges have deeply impacted the development of Christian denominations. Though the
interplay between the church and higher education was much more involved in the first two
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centuries of American higher education (Sloan, 1994) the church is still a driving force,
particularly among a population of private institutions that intentionally wrestle with the
integration of faith and learning as a key point of their academic missions. Duane Litfin (2004)
former president of Wheaton College (Illinois), identified this segment of institutions as being
“distinguished by a mission statement that articulates a Christian worldview and implements it
through curriculum and faculty anchored in the same worldview” (pp. 18-19). Litfin asserted
that this missional commitment requires institutions to assess the role and priority of each and
every program (curricular and co-curricular) against this mission. There should be no standalone programs or competing agendas; at these institutions everything should point back to the
integration of faith and learning—including football.
From the early inception of football on college campuses in the 1860s it has captivated
the campus as well as the masses. Though football‟s primary role was originally for recreation
and character building (Smith, 1988) it sprouted new agendas such as beginning intercollegiate
relations among institutions, serving as a key public relations agent, recruiting additional
students, and making money for the institution (Danzig, 1971; Rudolph, 1962). In fact, an
article written in 1923 asserted that “football was so profitable that someone could buy a small
college and run it as a cloak for his football team” (Danzig, 1971, p. 31). Though the inception
of the NCAA and other governing bodies as well as the evolving profitability of college
athletics have kept such a catastrophe from taking place, football remains to have an enormous
impact on higher education and the institutions at which it is played.
Statement of the Problem
The overwhelming majority of research on college athletics considers the smallest
population of programs and athletes: those at the elite level. This is likely because they receive
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the most media coverage and because they are the athletes that end up performing
professionally; however, they are by no means the only segment of programs and athletes that
have a broad influence on their institutions. In fact, Shulman and Bowen (2001) asserted that
on small college campuses where student-athletes make up between 20 and 30 percent of the
enrollment the impact is so great that “the nature of intercollegiate athletic programs may shape
[emphasis added] as well as reflect the missions of the colleges and universities that offer them”
(p. 3). Therefore, at these institutions the creation, administration, and direction of
intercollegiate athletics have the potential to deeply impact the mission and ethos of campuses
that should theoretically be guided by their faith traditions.
In their study of small-college athletic programs, Shulman and Bowen (2001) provided
a list of the campus elements that are significantly impacted by intercollegiate athletics. That
list included “composition of the student body, the distribution of students by field of study, the
degree to which various groups of students interact, and the overall emphasis placed on
academic achievement” (Shulman & Bowen, 2001, p. 3). Further, on faith-based campuses
“student fit” is an additional element that must be brought into the equation because only a
small subset of the college-searching population is intentionally seeking out the integration of
faith and learning that is offered at these institutions (Muntz & Crabtree, 2006). Therefore,
with a list of influenced elements that comprises significant components of enrollment
management, academic programming, student life, and institutional mission it is clear that the
role of athletics within an institution must be examined.
This study specifically focused on intercollegiate football programs because they wield
a disproportionate amount of influence on the campus in comparison to other athletic programs
for a number of reasons. First, due to roster sizes, intercollegiate football programs impact
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enrollment significantly more than other athletic programs. The average football roster consists
of approximately 80 students, with some as large as 130; other athletic programs typically have
around one-third or one-quarter as many student-athletes. Second, this group has considerable
impact on student composition because of the fact that football is a male sport and it often
draws a considerable number of Black student-athletes to campus. Few other curricular or
cocurricular programs have the power to shape the gender and ethnicity make-up of campus
like intercollegiate football. In a time when competition for male students is fierce and higher
education is growing more and more ethnically diverse, the presence of football is a major
factor on a campus.
Because intercollegiate football brings this plethora of men to campus, which can on
some campuses account for as much as 30% of the male population (and a similar, or greater,
percentage of the students of color), the resulting third issue is the student-campus “fit” of these
student-athletes. Research shows that many student-athletes make college choice decisions
based on athletic-related factors in conjunction with (Doyle & Gaeth, 1990; Gabert, Hale, &
Montalvo, 1999; Goss, Jubenville, & Orejan, 2006) or more than (Cooper, 1996; Konnert &
Giese, 1987; Kraft & Dickerson, 1996) academic or other campus factors. At some institutions
the revolving door of football program and institutional retention requires coaches to refresh
each incoming class with as many as 50 or 60 new players, half of their roster. These students
are often more concerned about their relationship with the head coach or with their opportunity
to compete than with the programs of study or the campus atmosphere. Research on Black
football players at predominantly White institutions further indicates a need for this
examination as these students often feel isolated, rejected, judged, mistrustful, under-resourced,
without a voice, and without role models (Melendez, 2008; Singer, 2009). With this
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understanding, it is the responsibility of the coaching staff and athletic administrators to target
student-athletes who understand, agree with, and participate in the faith-centered elements of
the campus and to support and empower those students who choose to matriculate. When a
significant population of the student body is made up of individuals who are isolated, apathetic,
or even antithetical to the campus conduct policies or Christian mission of the institution, it can
have a considerable, and negative, impact on the campus community. Football coaches must
recruit students who fit the campus ethos at faith-based institutions in order to align the
programs with the institution‟s mission and to increase the likelihood that the students will
persist (Morris, Smith, & Cejda, 2003).
Finally, intercollegiate football is a very expensive program to operate. Among other
factors, recruiting costs, scholarships (at some institutions), equipment, large coaching staffs,
and travel expenses add up to a serious investment on the part of the institution that far exceeds
the cost of most other athletic programs. Further, very little of this cost is recovered through
ticket sales, merchandising, or “booster” programs which may be the case at larger or more
prominent institutions. The commitment an institution makes by financially supporting an
intercollegiate football program indicates that it believes there is some value—related to
enrollment, campus culture, fulfillment of mission, or otherwise—to its existence.
Statement of Purpose
The purpose of this study was to examine the mission, role, and fit of intercollegiate
football programs at intentionally faith-based institutions. A subset of institutions that share in
this mission are members of the Council for Christian Colleges and Universities (CCCU), a
group of 111 institutions across the United States and Canada that serve over 100,000 students
through a “strong commitment to Christ-centered education” (CCCU, 2009, p. 3). Among this
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population, approximately one third currently have intercollegiate football programs, which
position them at or near the 20 to 30% benchmark set by Shulman and Bowen (2001) for
campuses where intercollegiate athletics are powerful enough to play a role in shaping the
mission of the institution. It is from this population that this study drew a sample of two
institutions for case study investigation. Although there is undoubtedly some disparity in the
composition, mission, resource allocation, and structure of the football programs (and athletic
departments as a whole) on these campuses, the common thread remains that the mission of
these programs should be measured against the institutional mission. There is very little
scholarship to suggest that this impact has been considered.
The findings from this research give campus administrators insight into the interplay
between intercollegiate football programs and the campus mission and ethos at intentionally
faith-based institutions. Topics of discussion and examination touch all facets of the campus
communities. Further, this research is particularly important for administrators who are
examining the role of athletics within their institutions and for those at intentionally faith-based
institutions who are considering adding or dropping intercollegiate football programs or are
considering changing competitive divisions.
Research Questions
Two primary research questions were employed to investigate the football programs at
these institutions:
1. In what ways does football contribute to the mission and ethos of campus at faith-based
institutions?
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2. What policies and practices commonly guide football programs at faith-based
institutions and what do institutional stakeholders think about these policies and
practices?
Definitions
Faith-based institutions. In this study, faith-based institutions are those that purposefully
integrate Christian faith into the curriculum, co-curriculum, and mission of the
institution. Other terms that intend the same meaning are church-related institutions
and Christian institutions. Where specific definitional differences are intended a special
note will be made.
Fit. Examination of the congruence of institutional mission and the educational goals of a
student. There is said to be a “good fit” when these elements align and “bad fit” when
there is significant dissonance between the two.
Non-believer. A student or institutional employee who does not confess a Christian faith.
Student-athlete. A student who participates in an organized competitive athletic program that is
sponsored by the institution.
Stakeholders. Individuals who are involved in or impacted by decisions.
Researcher Perspective
As a former student-athlete at a faith-based institution who has dedicated his career to
higher education, I had a lot invested in this topic. The athletic program as a whole has an
enormous impact on the makeup and ethos of college campuses and I believe this impact has
been dramatically under-researched. As mentioned previously in this chapter, the impact of the
football program is greater than most athletic programs and therefore it requires separate
attention. From personal observation I know that football has the ability to greatly enhance the
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student experience and faith development, and it has an equally devastating ability to detract
from the mission and objectives of both the athletic department and the institution as a whole.
Recognizing that a researcher‟s perspective on the world is impossible to ignore
completely and that perfect objectivity is a myth (Patton, 1990) it was important to take
measures to avoid bias. One way I accomplished this was to recognize preconceived notions
formed by theory or observation and to be “sensitive and responsible to contradictory evidence”
(Yin, 1984, p. 57). Furthermore, developed the discipline of phenomenological reduction,
where “the researcher brackets out the world and presuppositions to identify the data in pure
form, uncontaminated by extraneous intrusions” (Patton, 1990, p. 408). While my personal
experiences could not and should not be dismissed completely, these methods allow the
research to speak for itself without unwarranted contamination.
Organization of the Study
This study is organized into five chapters. This chapter introduced the need for
investigating football at faith-based institutions by identifying their key intersections and by
identifying a gap in the literature. Chapter 2 is a review of the literature that is pertinent to
college athletics, intercollegiate football in particular, faith-based higher education, and
institutional mission and ethos. Chapter 3 details the case study methodology that was utilized
to examine the key research questions at two selected CCCU member institutions. Chapter 4
presents findings from interviews, campus observation, and an examination of relevant
documents, web sites, and artifacts. Chapter 5 presents a discussion of the findings in light of
the research questions, purpose of the study, and previous literature; it also identifies
implications for policy and practice, limitations of the study, and suggestions for future
research.
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CHAPTER 2

Review of Literature
The purpose of this study was to examine the mission, role, and fit of intercollegiate
football programs at intentionally faith-based institutions. This chapter overviews the research
and literature that gives the background for investigation into this subject and the primary
research questions. The first section examines the history and current context of faith-based
higher education in the United States, including an overview of the CCCU. Second is an
overview of intercollegiate athletics, intercollegiate football programs, athletic administration in
higher education, and an overview of the NCAA Division III. Next is a section on institutional
mission that explores the core guiding philosophies of higher education institutions from a
holistic as well as faith-based context. Following institutional mission, the next section reviews
literature pertaining to campus culture and ethos and the factors that shape and influence them.
Finally, the last sections review the literature that addresses the intersections among
intercollegiate football, institutional mission, and campus culture in a faith-based context.
Faith-based Higher Education
Of the approximately 4,200 degree-granting institutions in the United States,
approximately 900 are private, non-profit colleges and universities that claim some sort of
religious affiliation (Litfin, 2004). Though the relationship between Christian faith and
American higher education has changed over the course of time, it is clear from these numbers
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that there is still significant interconnectedness. This section will review literature pertaining to
the history, purpose, and challenges of faith-based higher education.
From the birth of Harvard in 1636 until Thomas Jefferson founded the University of
Virginia in the early nineteenth century, virtually every American institution of higher
education involved Christian faith in its founding and/or student life (Ringenberg, 1984). In
these early years clergy started colleges and formulated the curriculum specifically to train
future ministers, which encouraged stringent lines among denominations. However, as the
mission of these institutions slowly broadened and more young people were invited to
participate in higher education, locality dictated attendance and the institutions served almost as
Christian community colleges. Tuition was low, on occasion to the point of institutional
subsidy, so that more young people could attend and be immersed in knowledge and faith.
College leaders “sought to create an environment in which the Christian faith and Christian
morality influenced every aspect of the collegiate experience” (Ringenberg, 1984, p. 60). The
influence was at private and state institutions alike: both held requirements for Sunday service
and chapel attendance as well as similar rules and behavior codes.
The intentional shift by Jefferson at the University of Virginia signaled a change in the
way constituents viewed the relationship between religion and higher education, and it was one
catalyst of the well-documented secularization of the academy that by many accounts continues
today (Adrian, 2003; Ringenberg, 1984; Woodrow, 2006). Burtchaell (1998) cited other
reasons for this disengagement: one was access to new sources of funding that made the
institutions less reliant on the churches and their trustees and a second involved an evolving
leadership structure that removed church representatives from governance positions. Marsden
(1994) attributed much of the shift to two other reasons. First was the tendency of the
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institutions to follow the same track of cultural and religious diversity as society and therefore
educational leaders could no longer prescribe a Protestant agenda for all. Second was the shift
of modern science to see the Christian faith as outdated and thereby ill-suited as the basis of
educational thought. While these forces worked to oust religion from higher education, Sloan
(1994) cited three strategies employed to sustain the connection. One was to encourage the
faculty to explore how religious faith impacted their specific discipline. A second was effort on
the part of theologians such as Reinhold Neibuhr, Richard Neibuhr, and Paul Tillich to shed
new light on the relationship between faith and knowledge. The third was an attempt to
inextricably link theology to scholarship so it is not seen as supplementary or competitive.
These many influences, some circumstantial and some intentional, forced institutions to make a
plethora of decisions about their structure, mission, and market. Some chose to clearly identify
as related or unrelated to Christian faith while others allowed the relationship to remain
ambiguous.
Recognizing the tremendous shift in the relationship between Christian faith and the
academy, it is important to plot out the present state and purpose of faith-based higher
education. Holmes (1991) defined the modern faith-based institution as one that focuses on the
integration of faith and learning. It does not compartmentalize religion, instead it maintains
that Christian faith is the lens through which the world is best learned and understood both
inside and outside of the classroom. Finally, Holmes (1991) proclaimed a perfect union
between these faith-based institutions and liberal learning because they have the ability to
“steward life more effectively by becoming more fully a human person in the image of God, by
seeing life whole rather than fragmented, by transcending the provincialism of our place in
history, our geographic location, or our job” (p. 36).
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Litfin (2004) closely related to Holmes‟s concepts yet suggested a clear delineation
between faith-based institution types by asserting that there are two models: umbrella and
systematic. The umbrella institutions are those that seek to
provide a Christian “umbrella” or canopy under which a variety of voices can thrive.
Typically a certain “critical mass” represents the voice of a sponsoring Christian
tradition, so that sponsoring voice remains a privileged one. But the institution will
nonetheless demonstrate genuine diversity. Some campus voices may be unhesitatingly
secular, others open but searching, while still others may represent competing religious
perspectives. Yet all are welcome under the umbrella so long as they can at least
support the broad educational mission of the school. The institution has made room for
them; they are asked only to make room for the institution. (Litfin, 2004, pp. 14-15)
Conversely the systematic institutions are those that seek to
make Christian thinking systematic throughout the institution, root, branch, and leaf.
The curriculum is typically all-encompassing. Their goal is to engage any and all ideas
from every perspective, but they attempt to do so from a particular intellectual location,
that of the sponsoring Christian tradition. Thus they draw their faculty exclusively from
those who know what it means to live and work from that tradition — indeed, from
those who embody it. (Litfin, 2004, p. 18)
Though their missions differ, Litfin (2004) affirmed the values and struggles of both models.
Significant challenges lie ahead for these institutions, some that are unique to faithbased colleges and universities and others that are shared with the broader spectrum of higher
education. First, institutions that rely on denominations for resources and students will struggle
because denominationalism is subsiding (Beers, 2008; Maguire Associates, 2001). Second,
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evolving funding patterns cause these faith-based institutions to be more reliant on tuition
revenue and thereby in competition for students (Vander Schee, 2008). Third, smaller
institutions that specifically serve undergraduates will struggle in an era of institutional
isomorphism as they are competing on the same policies and measurements with larger
institutions yet have fewer resources (Eckel, 2008).
In order to cope with the rapid change of the industry and of culture, Dockery (1999)
suggested that faith-based institutions must “become focused on and driven by our distinctive
mission” (p. 1). Similarly, Noftzger (1992) wrote:
Since church-related institutions exist side by side with public and other private
institutions, in order to be distinctive they must speak with a different voice. This voice,
although different in tone, quality, and emphasis, must be apparent in both theory and
practice, in the mission statement and in institutional culture, in the curriculum and in
the expected conduct of students, in the projected majors and vocations of students and
in the shared commitments of Christian vocation, and in administrative policies and
classroom teaching. (p. 91)
Subsequently, Noftzger (1992) made eight suggestions to faith-based institutions that, though
they are nearly two decades old, still remain relevant today.


Church-related institutions must resolve their theological problems.



Denominations must convene conferences for representatives from each of their
respective affiliated institutions.



Church-related colleges must take the initiative to develop consortia.



Church-related colleges must develop distinctive graduate schools and programs in
order to prepare and track new institutional leadership.
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Church-related institutions must exhibit and promote justice.



Standards of accountability must be sought according to the purposes of the institution.



Principles of stewardship must guide the application of resources to ensure wise use of
available funds within the institution according to its priorities.



Church-related institutions must speak clearly concerning their efforts to integrate faith
and knowledge.
The Council for Christian Colleges and Universities. The mission of the CCCU is

“to advance the cause of Christ-centered higher education and to help our institutions transform
lives by faithfully relating scholarship and service to biblical truths” (CCCU, 2009, p. 1). The
109 institutions from the U.S. and Canada are examples of the systematic model identified by
Litfin (2004) in that they “have a strong commitment to Christ-centered education” and have
“Christians hired for all full-time faculty and administrative positions” (CCCU, 2010, para. 4).
Generally, these institutions are seen as
conservative both morally and politically. Their students for the most part are “bornagain” Christians from mainstream Protestant denominations which put a major
emphasis on spreading the word of the Christian gospels. The curriculum at these
schools is similar to that found at many secular liberal arts colleges with more emphasis
on religious and moral values. (Cross & Slater, 2004, p. 391)
Today these institutions encompass 29 different denominational affiliations and range in
enrollment from 374 to 32,123. All together they enroll approximately 325,000 students and
employ over 20,000 faculty (CCCU, 2009).
Patterson (2005) tracked the history of this group which was conceived as the Christian
College Consortium in 1971. These 10 institutions sought to distance themselves from
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fundamentalism and embrace evangelicalism. As the consortium grew in members it also grew
in diversity, yet it maintained criteria for membership that included accreditation, commitment
to Christ, Christian hiring policies, and intentional integration of faith and learning. Significant
growth in the 1970s and 1980s strengthened its political clout and the addition of “affiliate
members” later expanded and diversified the group even more. “The CCCU now has
positioned itself as the primary voice in higher education circles for the 170-plus Christian
institutions that take part as members or affiliates” (Patterson, 2005, p. 53).
Many aspects of these institutions and their students have been researched. Using data
from the Higher Education Research Institute at the University of California at Los Angeles,
Railsback (2006) found that among students who identified themselves as “born-again”
Christians, those “students attending CCCU institutions appeared to strengthen and/or maintain
their evangelical religious commitment more so than students at the other seven types of
institutions” (p. 39). Further, he found that students attending four-year public institutions
reported the least growth and those attending secular private institutions were most likely to
sway from their Christian commitment.
The Faithful Change project, a study of 240 students on six campuses, examined the
spiritual maturation of students at CCCU institutions (Holcomb & Nonneman, 2004). Using
Fowler‟s schema and a series of faith interviews, Holcomb and Nonneman (2004) found that
students who developed the most through the transitional stages did so as a result of crisis. In
this context, crisis is defined as having beliefs challenged or being around people who think
differently, exposure to various cultures, and general emotional challenges. The authors
suggested that the appropriate balance of challenge and support created an environment for
maximum spiritual growth.
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In studies by Morris, Beck, and Smith (2004) and Morris, et al. (2003) the concept of
spiritual integration was found to be the most powerful predictor of retention and global
satisfaction. Citing a lower-than-industry five-year graduation rate at CCCU institutions as the
impetus for their research these authors examined why students who persisted were likely to do
so. Using Tinto‟s fit indices along with a spiritual questionnaire survey showed that “students
who reported good spiritual fit with the university were more likely to return to the university”
(Morris et al., 2004, p. 96) and they were more likely to report “positive interactions with
faculty, positive interactions with peers, greater satisfaction with the academic challenge
provided at the school, and greater interest in succeeding in college” (Morris et al., 2004, p. 96).
These studies are very significant to this research and will be discussed further in a subsequent
section.
Enrollment fluctuations and significant industry shifts within the CCCU in the late
twentieth century prompted a pair of cogent studies. Meyer and Sikkink (2004) examined how
enrollment growth impacted financial indicators for institutions during this time period. They
found that institutions that had increased enrollment significantly were actually in the weakest
financial position whereas those that had slightly declined were in the strongest financial
position. The authors proposed that significant enrollment growth in these institutions
correlated with a loss of distinctive niche (change in competitive environment) in which case
the institution is dealing with a host of issues that impact profitability. Cramer (2002)
examined one specific institution that dealt with these tumultuous elements and successfully
emerged a new, vibrant institution. Perceptions of board members, administration, and faculty
members indicated that a focus on mission, strong holistic leadership, and an entrepreneurial
spirit helped transform this institution.
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Intercollegiate Athletics and Higher Education
For years intercollegiate athletics was left virtually unstudied because it would be
considered giving even more attention to a nonacademic aspect of institutions that was already
getting more attention than the core functions of the academy (Estler & Nelson, 2005). This is
why even though “athletics often lie at the center of campus dynamics related to academic
standards, race, gender, reputation, finance, community relations, politics, priorities, legal
responsibilities and liabilities, and ethical responsibilities” (Estler & Nelson, 2005, p. 11) they
were under-represented in the literature. It is safe to say that when athletics eased into the
collegiate way of life as a mode of physical release and social interaction no one could have
predicted what would come of the relationship between athletics and higher education. Today
intercollegiate athletics is a multi-billion dollar industry with many of the same positive
attributes and effects from the early days of intercollegiate competition, but also with a myriad
of trouble spots that dampen its impact and confuse the mission of the academy. This section
begins with a review of the purpose and current state of intercollegiate athletics on college
campuses. The section then explores the origins and impacts of intercollegiate football, the
sport that is of primary interest to this study. Third, the section covers literature pertaining to
the history and function of athletic administration. The final piece of this section reviews the
formation, make-up, and philosophy of the National Collegiate Athletic Association (NCAA)
Division III, the division in which a growing number of CCCU institutions compete.
Brand (2006) asserted that “college sport is far from perfect, but it is a popular cultural
artifact that serves well both the university community and the students who participate” (p. 9).
Further, he contended that there are two ways to view intercollegiate athletics. One way, the
standard view, is to view athletics as just another extracurricular activity that is beneficial to
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student development but is not necessarily a piece of the educational experience. Under this
concept, which Brand proposed is widely held by administrators, faculty, and external
constituents not closely affiliated with the institution, sport “has more educational value than
fraternity parties but less than the chess club” (p. 10). The second view, the integrated view,
intertwines athletics with the holistic educational mission of the institution. This view sees the
physical talent in an athletic context on the same educational plane as musical ability “if
academic credit is provided for music students, should it not also be provided for studentathletes” (Brand, 2006, p. 17). Brand argued that “the advantage of mainstreaming the athletic
department into the mission and structure of the university is that it reflects the balanced
approach to education that includes both cognitive and physical capacity” (p. 18).
However an institution‟s administration chooses to view athletics and work the
programs into their mission and culture (which will be discussed in more detail in future
sections) it is clear that athletic programs do significantly impact campuses. Goff (2000)
contended that
current evidence indicates that success, and at times merely participation, in college
athletics provides several benefits including direct financial gain and such indirect
benefits as increased university exposure and, in turn, increased financial contributions
and increased student applications and enrollment. (p. 85)
While this is true on the grandest scale for “big-time” college sports, it is true at the smallcollege level as well. “Athletics and athletic programs have a far greater impact on the
composition of the entering class (and perhaps on the campus ethos) at an Ivy League
university or a small liberal arts college than at most Division IA universities” (Bowen &
Levin, 2003, p. 7).
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Various reasons have been posited as to why athletics and higher education are at odds.
Early in the history of college athletics the primary reasons were violence and moral values
(Bernstein, 2001; Sears, 1993). In 1894 a group of administrators resolved the following:
That as ministers of the Kansas conference, being more fully convinced than ever that
intercollegiate games are dangerous physically, useless intellectually, and detrimental
morally and spiritually, we respectfully request, with renewed emphasis, the trustees
and faculties of our institutions of learning to do all in their power to abolish such
games. (Sears, 1993, p. 211)
Later, as the institutions brought athletics within their purview of control there began a
competition for resources (Beyer & Hannah, 2000); as athletics grew more powerful questions
arose about athletics being a distraction to the academic mission of the institution (Flowers,
2009; Thelin, 1978).
One primary issue is the methods by which student-athletes are wooed to college
campuses. Athletic recruiting tactics tend to overemphasize the needs of the athletic program in
comparison to the needs of the prospective student. Fit to the academic profile or academic
program of an institution is often an afterthought and many student-athletes are academically
under-qualified to receive general admission (Bowen & Levin, 2003). Though recruiting
regulations are promoted at each level of competition, enforcement is commonly thought to be
absent and/or punitive (Sperber, 1990). Further, athletic scholarships are leveraged by many
institutions to entice students to attend. Though some may argue scholarships afford students
the opportunity to pursue an education that was otherwise unattainable, many agree that the
system is severely flawed when institutions are verbally committing scholarship dollars to
students in junior high school (Arnold, 2010).
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A second issue lies in the enormous sums of money tied to the business of college
athletics. Institutions that compete at the highest level of intercollegiate athletics deal with
television contracts, bowl games, and coach salaries that dwarf the entire operational budget of
most small institutions (Sperber, 1990). But even at the small college level, athletic facilities,
equipment, and travel expenditures significantly impact the budget as well as the reputation of
the athletic program.
Third, student-athletes are increasingly seen as professionals-in-training rather than
college students. In the early years of intercollegiate athletics, institutions were allotted a
certain number of roster spots for professional athletes to join the team (Rudolph, 1962), but
today all participants are required to be full-time students at the institution. The strenuous
demands of competition and travel, at all levels of intercollegiate athletics, make the studentathlete paradigm challenging; when questionable college choice motivation and lackluster
academic preparation are paired with these rigors it is no wonder graduation rates are lower for
student-athletes (Bowen & Levin, 2003). Many students are choosing to use the college
playing courts and fields to enhance their athletic prowess as opposed to engaging the
classroom for a lifetime of learning (Melendez, 2008).
By the 1990s, the concepts of corruption and power dominated even the headlines and
book titles about college sports: Games Colleges Play: Scandal and Reform in Intercollegiate
Athletics (Thelin, 1994), College Sports Inc.: The Athletic Department vs the University
(Sperber, 1990), The Hundred Yard Lie: The Corruption of College Football and What We Can
Do to Stop It (Telander, 1989), Unsportsmanlike Conduct: The National Collegiate Athletic
Association and the Business of College Football (Lawrence, 1987), Unpaid Professionals:
Commercialism and Conflict in Big-Time College Sports (Zimbalist, 1999), The Rules of the
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Game: Ethics in College Sport (Lapchick & Slaughter, 1989). Clearly, for the last 20 years
issues of intercollegiate athletic control, corruption, finances, and professionalization have
impacted the higher education landscape.
Intercollegiate football. On Saturday, November 6, 1869, the first intercollegiate
football game was played between Rutgers and Princeton in New Brunswick, New Jersey
(Danzig, 1971). Walter Camp, commonly referred to as the “Father of American Football,”
was a key player, coach, and friend of the game who helped mold the style of play and “saved
the game” (Danzig, 1971, p. 11) with the introduction of the forward pass. Adaptations to the
style of play and the rules came quickly, but even quicker was the way the campus embraced
the game: “Few movements so captured the colleges and universities” (Rudolph, 1962, p. 374).
Soon, campuses would be judged by their football involvement (Smith, 1988).
Campuses and communities were so caught up in the excitement of the game that the
brutality was overlooked for a time on many campuses. Other institutions, such as Harvard and
Columbia, dropped football in 1884 calling it brutal, demoralizing, and dangerous, and then reformed teams a few years later. In 1905, even after many rule adjustments were made to lessen
the brutality, 18 student-athletes died and 149 suffered serious injury (Falla, 1981; Rudolph,
1962). President Roosevelt, a staunch football fan and supporter, noted the nationwide
sentiment turning against the game so he pulled together a conference to force progress toward
making it a safer game.
The embrace of football on the college campus was both for the excitement of sport and
for the vision of financial opportunities that laid ahead. In 1883, in preparation for the annual
Harvard-Yale game Harvard spent $13,000 redesigning the football field and Yale acquired
property to build a new field. “Both schools are relying on the anticipated gate receipts of their
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forthcoming game to help meet costs of the new fields” (Falla, 1981, p. 9). As stadiums began
to sprout up around the country in the early twentieth century it was clear that football, and
athletics as a whole, represented “more than a vehicle for student physical and social
development” (Adams & Guarino, 2005, p. 31). In addition to the money that could be raised
by these endeavors football served as a powerful recruiting tool from early in its existence
(Flowers, 2009; Lawrence, 1987).
Football‟s effect on campuses and student-athletes continues to be questioned and
studied. In a study of the 233 institutions competing at the highest levels of football, Smith
(2009) found that football programs positively affect institutions. Further, he found that those
institutions with long and rich football traditions typically have students with better academic
credentials. In Goff‟s (2000) examination of the impact of athletics on universities he found
that “dropping football can have measureable, negative impacts on enrollments and possibly
other direct variables (e.g. giving), even for universities that do not have top tier programs” (p.
101).
Athletic administration. The first athletic administrators were the students who played
the games. It was only after athletic momentum was rolling and the possibilities (and dangers)
were apparent that institutions and governing bodies took control of the reins (Flowers, 2009;
Sears, 1993). In the late nineteenth century on most campuses governing boards and the faculty
began to steer this new entity that had potential for both profit and destruction. One relatively
short-lived concept was to integrate the coaching staff into the faculty to set expectations for
salary levels (as some head coaches in 1916 were already making three times the salary of
professors), professional conduct, dignity, and contribution to the institution (Zimbalist, 1999).
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Today intercollegiate athletic administration is a dynamic and growing profession that
employs tens of thousands of professionals and “opportunities for employment far exceed what
are available at the professional sports level” (Harrison, Lapchick, & Janson, 2009, p. 93). On
campuses of all sizes the role of the athletic director is to help the institution wrestle with the
difficult issues that come with intercollegiate athletics, namely resources, external
constituencies, and the integration of athletics into the educational mission of the institution.
The late Miles Brand, former president of Indiana University and the NCAA, asserted that
present day athletic directors
should have a role similar to those of deans of major units such as medicine and arts and
sciences. It would be good if there were a direct reporting relationship between the
athletic director and the president. . . . The athletic director should serve in the
president‟s cabinet or similar body. Doing so enables the athletic director to gain
knowledge of and contribute to the strategic priorities of the institution, as well as
providing an opportunity for university leadership to be informed about the issues
facing the athletics department and to assist the department in fulfilling its institutional
role. (Brand, 2006, p. 18)
Another role that is particularly important for athletic administrators is hiring head
coaches. “People who value character development don‟t just show up. They are carefully
selected and then intentionally socialized to this point of view” (Kuh, 2000). The leadership of
these positions has a profound impact on student athletes and the programs as a whole
(Martinov, 2003).
A review of the racial and gender makeup of the intercollegiate athletic administration
profession by Harrison et al. (2009) found that “men, particularly White men, still
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overwhelmingly dominate the leadership of college athletics” (p. 93). By reviewing the Black
Coaches Association Report Card, the Racial and Gender Report Card, and the Women in
Intercollegiate Sports Report Card these researchers identified disturbing trends in hiring
practices of college athletics. “Whites hold between 88 and 97 percent of all positions in the
following NCAA Division I, II, and III categories: university presidents, athletic directors, head
coaches, associate athletic directors, faculty athletic representatives, and sports information
directors” (Harrison et al., 2009, pp. 93-94). Also, in 2008 “NCAA member institutions and
their conferences lost ground for their records in gender and racial hiring practices” (Harrison,
et al., 2009, p. 95). Though some gains have been made for White women, “women of color
are particularly rare in administration and coaching” (Harrison et al., 2009, p. 94).
One tool that has proven successful in raising up athletic administrators is the concept of
mentoring, “a process in which a more experienced person (i.e., the mentor) serves as a role
model, provides guidance and support to a developing novice (i.e., the protégé), and sponsors
that individual‟s career progress” (Weaver & Chelladurai, 1999, p. 25). Weaver and
Chelladurai‟s (2002) study of 515 associate and assistant athletic directors at NCAA Division I
and Division III institutions found that mentoring relationships have a positive correlation with
job satisfaction facets. Furthermore, they found that an equal percentage of men and women
reported being in mentoring relationships.
On the national level there are three major sanctioning bodies for intercollegiate
athletics. The NCAA currently oversees 1,055 active member institutions, which are broken
down into three major divisions: Division I (335 active members), Division II (288 active
members), and Division III (432 active members) (NCAA, 2010a). The second largest
sanctioning organization is the National Junior College Athletic Association (NJCAA) with an
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active membership of 519 institutions (NJCAA, 2010). The third national sanctioning body is
the National Association of Intercollegiate Athletics (NAIA), which currently oversees 290
member institutions (NAIA, 2010). Much speculation exists about the future makeup and
financial viability of the NAIA which makes examination of the NCAA Division III
particularly important as administrators at faith-based institutions consider the future of their
athletic affiliation.
NCAA Division III. The NCAA existed as one unified division for more than 50 years.
After experimenting with division solely along competitive lines, by the early 1970s it was
decided that the different competitive and institutional atmospheres of a diverse membership
required different bylaws in addition to simple competitive equality on the playing field. After
nearly two years of debate and negotiation, the current three-division structure was formed at a
special convention of the NCAA membership in 1973 (Falla, 1981). At that point 237
institutions chose to affiliate with Division I, 194 with Division II, and 233 with Division III
(Falla, 1981). Almost 40 years and 200 institutions later, the present day Division III
philosophy statement closely mirrors the philosophy statement that was presented to the
Division III membership back then (Weller, 1978). The Division III philosophy statement is:
Colleges and universities in Division III place highest priority on the overall quality of
the educational experience and on the successful completion of all students‟ academic
programs. They seek to establish and maintain an environment in which a studentathlete‟s athletics activities are conducted as an integral part of the student-athlete‟s
educational experience, and in which coaches play a significant role as educators. They
also seek to establish and maintain an environment that values cultural diversity and
gender equity among their student-athletes and athletics staff. (NCAA, 2010b, para. 2)
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Of the 111 institutions in the CCCU 25 currently compete athletically at the NCAA
Division III level and 16 of those institutions have football programs. Of the other 86 CCCU
institutions (which compete in the NAIA and NCAA Divisions I and II) only 20 have
intercollegiate football programs (CCCU 2008; NCAA 2010a). There are many differences in
the bylaws and rules between the NCAA Division III and the other divisions in which CCCU
institutions compete (primarily the NAIA and NCAA Division II). Many of the differences
pertain to recruiting practices; however, the most notable difference is that NCAA Division III
institutions do not offer athletic scholarships.
Institutional Mission and Mission Statements
An institution‟s mission is its reason for existence; one of the primary tasks for the
management of every institution is “to think through and define the specific purpose and
mission of the institution, whether business enterprise, hospital, or university” (Drucker &
Maciariello, 2008, p. 26). Leaders of nonprofit organizations need to be especially focused on
their mission for two primary reasons. First, they lack “the discipline of the bottom line”
(Drucker & Maciariello, 2008, p. 26), therefore they need a focused guiding principle to direct
their efforts. Second, there is the temptation to be so focused on a good cause that they neglect
to consider measured successes, and a worthwhile mission always points to an end result in
addition to the process of achieving it. Without a mission (or being driven by a mission)
organizations default to the characteristics and values of the people within the organization
which may or may not represent the intended purpose of the organization (Abrahams, 1995).
Higher education in the United States has long been known for its diversity of missions.
Variance among control systems, degrees awarded, student populations, size, resource
structure, governance structures, and cultural beliefs contributes to the breadth of missions
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offered at over 4,000 institutions of higher education (Eckel, 2008). However, changing trends
in public policy, funding, and competition are changing the landscape.
These trends have important implications for mission diversity in U.S. higher
education. They are (1) leading to an increasingly uneven playing field; (2) creating
challenges to access and affordability; (3) redefining notions of quality; and (4)
promoting mission similarities. (Eckel, 2008, p. 183)
van Vaught (2008) further asserted the importance of mission diversity within the higher
education system and pointed to seven specific reasons why it is important. First, a diversified
system is able to meet the broad needs of students. Second, a diversified system is better suited
to promote upward mobility among students. Third, a heterogeneous labor market demands a
heterogeneous higher education system. Fourth, a diversified system meets the political needs
of interest groups. Fifth, it allows for the combination of elite and mass higher education.
Sixth, a diversified system increases the effectiveness of institutions. Finally, diversity
provides opportunities for innovation. “More diversified systems, generally speaking, are
thought to be „better‟ than less diversified systems” (van Vaught, 2008, p. 155).
Institutions that carefully craft programmatic efforts based upon their distinctive
missions are found to be more effective at student engagement (Kezar & Kinzie, 2006).
Through case study examination of 20 institutions, Kezar and Kinzie identified two particularly
strong relationships. The first relationship was between mission and enriching educational
environment. Institutions that scored high on this measure were found to reference the concept
within their mission and subsequently create programs to make it happen. The second
relationship was between mission and academic challenge. Institutions that scored high on this
measure found unique approaches to translate their mission into effective programmatic reality.
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Mission statements are a concise and popular way for institutions to communicate their
purpose(s). “Thinking of a mission statement as part of a company‟s overall blueprint for
success—and communicating that to employees, customers and the public—gives a company a
head start on achieving that success” (Abrahams, 1995, p. 34). Fugazzotto (2008) asserted that
mission statements in the higher education setting, in combination with purposeful use of
physical space, have a powerful ability to affect the performance of constituents and the overall
culture of an institution.
Just as structural roles and normative bonds grow deep-seated and difficult to change in
any organization, mission statements and the use of space often seem fixed
embodiments of structure and culture at colleges and universities. Thinking
strategically about mission and space allows institutional leaders to question structures
and cultural elements that may seem unchangeable. In short, strategy gets to the heart
of what makes institutions effective. (Fugazzotto, 2008, p. 295)
Morphew and Hartley (2006) began their investigation of institutional mission
statements with a more pessimistic view.
Mission statements are normative—they exist because they are expected to exist, much
the same way that students expect colleges and universities to award credit in the form
of hours and persons inside and outside higher education expect college campuses to
have “quads,” well-landscaped gardens, and football stadiums. Institutional theorists
point to organizational artifacts like mission statements and knowingly describe them as
ritualistic or mythological. From this point of view, mission statements are certainly
important but not for the direction they provide. Rather, they serve as a legitimating
function. (p. 458)
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These researchers completed document analysis of 300 institutional mission statements to
identify integral pieces of the phrases. After identifying 118 unique elements the analysis
revealed three primary findings. First, institutional control predicts mission statement elements
better than Carnegie Classification. Second, common themes (such as diversity or a
commitment to the liberal arts) show up across institution types. Third, the concept of
“service” is prevalent, though the definition may differ among institution types (Morphew &
Hartley, 2006).
Mission at faith-based institutions. Faith-based institutions are committed to the task
of integrating faith and learning in a constructive way (Holmes, 1991). That is, they are not
educating students simply to defend their faith and education in a polished way as if there is a
giant chasm between secular and Christian truth, but they are expanding the bounds of
knowledge by approaching education from all angles, “a lively and rigorous interpenetration of
liberal learning with the content and commitment of Christian faith” (Holmes, 1991, p. 7).
Litfin (2004) asserted that a truly “Christ-centered” institution keeps this concept as the focal
point of decisions for every aspect of the campus. No department, program, resource,
employee, or decision can be outside of the scope of the mission centered on integrating faith
with learning.
Noftzger (1992) asserted that it is critical for faith-based institutions that want to remain
distinctively Christian to fight the urge to cater to everyone and that discipline should be based
on the mission.
Efforts “to be all things to all people” may be deceivingly successful in the short run.
However, clarity of institutional mission ultimately will attract the kinds of students that
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a church-related college desires and will validate the expressions of those who teach and
administer policy within the institution. (Noftzger, 1992, p. 86)
Noftzger (1992) suggested institutions need to confront several realities in the process
of clarifying their current mission strategies. First, institutions must continue to wrestle with
how the integration of faith and learning takes place within the curriculum. Second, he noted
that the interactions between students and faculty constitute the bulk of the teaching and
learning process, therefore a special focus should be on nurturing faculty. Third, institutions
must recognize the changing dynamic of the higher education population and respond
appropriately with new efforts to keep the campus culture relevant. Fourth, new challenges in
the marketplace call for visionary leadership by the president and executive team. Fifth, faithbased institutions and churches should work together to strengthen their relationship to one
another in a way that is beneficial to both sides. Finally, institutions need a clear and relevant
mission statement that communicates the identity of the institution.
Woodrow‟s (2006) quantitative content analysis of CCCU member mission statements
serves as a keystone reference to the topic of the faith-based institutional mission. He asserted
that a Christian college mission statement “must not be aloof and impersonal. It must offer to
change lives; to make a distinctive difference in people‟s lives; to offer deep meaning; to be
something everybody can really believe in; to be something they know is right” (p. 315).
Woodrow‟s study examined the components and core values of 105 mission statement and
found 15 key words and phrases among the mission statements: Christian, education,
curriculum, world, service, intellectual, Divinity-related (God, Christ, Lord), Spiritual,
Affiliation, Community, Church, Career, Leadership, Biblical, Christ-centered. Though there is
considerable diversity among the wording of member mission statements, and though they
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greatly differ from mission statements of secular institutions, a macro perspective proves them
to be relatively homogeneous.
Abelman and Dalessandro (2009) performed a similar analytical analysis of the vision
and mission statements of institutions associated with the CCCU, Association of Catholic
Colleges and Universities, and the Evangelical Lutheran Church in America. The purpose of
the study was to “explore the institutional vision in Christian higher education, and address how
and how well these statements serve as defining, governing and promotional documents”
(Abelman & Dalessandro, 2009, p. 86). The authors defined vision as encompassing both the
present situation (mission) and an aspirational future. Findings of the investigation indicate that
the mission statements of Catholic colleges were clear and complex, but they were not widely
shared and did not display relative advantage compared to the other institution types. CCCU
mission statements were widely shared and displayed relative advantage, however they were
the least compelling statements. Mission statements of the Lutheran colleges were found to be
compelling and easiest to locate, yet they were the least complex. In combination with the
analysis of vision statements the authors found that “collectively, Christian institutions of
higher education offer welcoming, highly optimistic statements that possess language intended
to inspire and generate enthusiasm among their stakeholders” (Abelman & Dalessandro, 2009,
p. 105).
A unique vision for the faith-based institutional mission was cast by Bouma-Prediger
and Walsh (2003). Based upon the theories of Wes Jackson, Wendell Berry, and David Orr
these authors asserted that the overriding driving forces of higher education are for “upward
mobility, to alienate people from their local habitation, and to encourage the vandalization of
the earth” (Bouma-Prediger & Walsh, 2003, pp. 281-282), a concept they call “homelessness”.
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Conversely, Christian higher education should look very different; it should look more like
“homecoming” and “homemaking” (Bouma-Prediger & Walsh, 2003, p. 282). Christian higher
education as “homecoming” and “homemaking” would focus more on the geographic locality
of each institution; an overarching sense of community, intimacy, and affection; and a
succession from the secularized Christianity movement toward something much more
authentic.
Intercollegiate athletics and institutional mission. “Intercollegiate athletics has the
potential to contribute far more to the academic enterprise than it does currently. The
contributions of intercollegiate athletics have failed to be realized because of misconceptions of
college sports and preconceptions in the academy” (Brand, 2006). Brand (2006) recognized
and worked hard to narrow the gap between “athletics” and the “academy” that is prevalent on
campuses today, but it is a wide chasm to bridge. The centerpiece of the argument is, and has
been for nearly two centuries, the questionable role of athletics within the academic mission of
the institution. Brand‟s positivist integrated view of athletics where “athletic programs are
made part of the educational mission of the university” (p. 17), which was discussed in more
detail in a previous section, is inspiring yet overshadowed by sentiments that athletics are outof-place.
Flowers (2009) posited that the omission of reporting about intercollegiate athletics in
things such as accreditation self-studies, mission statements, and annual reports is a sign that
the attention they receive is for reasons other than serving the mission of the institution.
The process of rationalizing athletics to create efficiency and victories in order to serve
as a marketing tool was well established by the turn of the [twentieth] century. College
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sports had evolved into a separate business unrelated to the core educational mission of
higher education. (Flowers, 2009, p. 352)
Though faculty objected to this distraction to the educational mission from the beginning,
Flowers stated they were overruled because of the prestige and profit that was available by
attaching athletics more tightly to the institutions.
Thelin (1978) pointed out that from a global perspective the U.S. is unique in the way it
has attached intercollegiate athletics to higher education. He contended that the values,
emphasis, and policies surrounding athletics speak volumes about the educational ideals of the
institution. “American colleges and universities are caught in the embarrassing situation of
sponsoring intercollegiate athletics which no longer go through the rituals or formalities of
deference to educational purposes” (Thelin, 1978, p. 182).
Big-time athletic programs garner the most attention in this conversation for their
alleged corruption and blatant commercialization, yet some contend the situation is no better,
and perhaps worse, on small campuses. Primarily because of the large proportion of studentathletes on small campuses, it is possible that institutional priorities and goals are actually
shaped, in part, by the athletic departments instead of the athletic departments being shaped by
the mission (Shulman and Bowen, 2001). Examples of athletics steering the educational
mission include involvement in admissions decisions, athletes consistently settling in the
bottom third of class rank, and concentration of athletes in similar academic programs which
can alter the entire academic structure (Bowen & Levin, 2003).
Small colleges and universities include both those that grant athletic scholarships
(NCAA Division II and NAIA) and those that do not (NCAA Division III). Even these non-
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scholarship institutions are not impervious to the forces of athletics. Writing specifically about
the changes in Division III athletics, Tobin (2005) stated
this academics-athletics divide takes many forms. On some campuses, it can be seen in
the substantial differences between recruited athletes and other students in test scores, in
high school grades, and in subsequent academic outcomes such as rank-in-class. At
other colleges and universities, the divide is most noticeable in recruited athletes‟
choices of fields of study and, in particular, in patterns of residential and social life. The
cultural forces widening the divide within both athletics and higher education are deepseated and are increasingly evident in growing concerns about the relationship between
faculty members and members of the coaching staff. (p. 25)
One group of Division III institutions has combined efforts to take a closer look at this
missional divide in order to bring athletics and higher education back into a complementary
relationship. The College Sports Project was founded in mid-2003 (in part due to the findings
of Shulman and Bowen (2001) and Bowen and Levin (2003) to first identify the reasons for the
divide and then to develop an agenda for reform. The four factors identified are
1. The dramatic increase over the past 10-15 years in the time Division III athletes spend
on their sports (often more than 25-30 hours per week);
2. The increased pressure on coaches to win, which may be transferred to students in
potentially negative ways;
3. The ever-increasing intensity and specialization in sports at the precollegiate level and
the effect of this development on expectations of the college athletic experience; and
4. The greater significance of Division III national championships, relegating conferencelevel competition to little more than stepping-stones to nationals. (Malekoff, n.d., p. 64)
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In addition to the negative impact this divide causes on the college campus, this promotion of
athletics sends a message to high school students that athletic excellence is more important than
academic excellence when it comes to college admission and financial aid (Malekoff, n.d.).
The College Sports Project identified two core concepts that could work together to
narrow the divide: representativeness and integration. Representativeness refers to the fact that
student athletes by academic and student life measures should resemble their classmates.
Integration involves an intentional effort between athletic, academic, and student life
departments to work together to align athletic programs with the educational mission of the
institution.
The integration of college sports into the life of the academy must be embraced as a
two-way street; faculty, academic administrators, and student life personnel must
become more knowledgeable about the important and many times positive role that
athletics can play on Division III campuses. (Malekoff, n.d., p. 65)
Findings from Covell‟s (1999) examination of the perceived role of athletics in one
highly selective NCAA Division III athletic conference support the need for faculty to be
educated about the positive role athletics can play within institutions. They also suggest,
conversely, that students should be reminded of the importance of the classroom. Using both
survey and interview techniques, Covell found a significant perceptual difference between
faculty and student-athletes on the topic of athletic importance.
Faculty were considerably more skeptical of the values to be gained from the time and
effort expended on intercollegiate athletics, while student-athletes consider these same
expenditures to be not only valuable, but on an equal plane with those made in the
academic realm. (Covell, 1999, p. vi)
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Institutional Culture and Ethos
An organization‟s culture is not formulated, aspirational, or manufactured, it just is.
Denison (1990) defined culture as the “a code, a logic, and a system of structured behaviors and
meanings that have stood the test of time and serve as a collective guide to future adaptation
and survival” (p. 175). By this definition, he argued that culture is what produces the
management practices and activities that drive an organization. In this sense culture determines
what may be accomplished through an organization.
Morgan (2007) called it “the pattern of development reflected in a society‟s system of
knowledge, ideology, values, laws, and day-to-day ritual” (p. 116). He further asserted that this
culture is the fundamental nature of an organization just as much as its structure, procedures,
and mission; yet it is much more difficult to influence and plan. It “is not something that can be
measured on a scale because it is a form of lived experience” (Morgan, 2007, p. 147). Good
planning and leadership can have structures and systems in place, yet a competing value
system, divided loyalties, or unhealthy subculture can arise that splinter the culture and
therefore the effectiveness of an organization. Conversely, when organizational culture is
healthy and in alignment with structure and mission organizations can thrive.
Schein (1985) identified three levels of culture. The first level, that which is visible and
sometimes tangible, is artifacts. Artifacts include
all the phenomena that one sees, hears, and feels when one encounters a new group with
an unfamiliar culture. Artifacts include the visible products of the group such as the
architecture of its physical environment, its language, its technology and products, its
artistic creations, and its style as embodied in clothing, manners of address, emotional
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displays, myths and stories told about the organization, published lists of values,
observable rituals and ceremonies, and so on. (Schein, 1985, p. 17)
Though these are easily observable, artifacts are difficult to decipher as two different cultures
could have similar artifacts with very different meanings behind them. Attempting to interpret
deep meanings from artifacts is dangerous because the interpreter will likely bring in personal
feelings and judgments.
The second level of culture is espoused values, which are beliefs that the group shares a
learned perception about and which were originated by group leaders or founders (Schein,
1985). These espoused values are informally tested and socially validated and can “predict
much of the behavior that can be observed at the artifactual level” (Schein, 1985, p. 20).
Understanding these values allows an observer to get a better understanding of why a group
operates the way it does and can give the observer insight into the group‟s core mission.
However, the third level, basic assumptions, gives the deepest level of understanding. Basic
assumptions “have become so taken for granted that one finds little variation within a cultural
unit. In fact, if a basic assumption is strongly held in a group, members will find behavior
based on any other premise inconceivable” (Schein, 1985, p. 22). These are the things that
define what is important, what needs attention, how to act in different situations, and what
things mean. “Though the essence of a group‟s culture is its pattern of shared, taken-forgranted basic assumptions, the culture will manifest itself at the levels of observable artifacts
and shared espoused values, norms, and rules of behavior” (Schein, 1985, p. 26). In order to
understand the culture of a group, one must uncover these basic assumptions and learn about
the processes of how they are formed within the group (Schein, 1985).

38
Bergquist (1992) asserted academic organizations have their own context for cultural
examination. In this view institutions must “be understood within the context of the
educational purposes of collegiate institutions. The ceremonies, symbols, assumptions, and
modes of leadership in a college or university are always directed toward the institution‟s
purpose and derive from its cultural base” (Bergquist, 1992, p. 3). Further, Fugazzotto (2009)
stated that physical space on campuses is a tangible statement of purpose that impacts and is
impacted by institutional culture. Physical space, such as the location of a building or presence
of green space (or even in an online environment), has communicative value that can make
culture more apparent and real.
Kuh and McAleenan (1986) proposed that this concept of a unique academic culture has
a special meaning for small colleges.
The resiliency of the small college may be linked to the extent to which the college
remains true to its “saga” and maintains its distinctive values and rituals. Ceremonial
events such as academic convocations, chapel, commencement, the “last lecture” (a
faculty member chosen to make a final address to the college community), and
homecoming are cultural celebrations that put on display what is important to the
college. Such expressive events, the substance and heart of small colleges, are also
important for students. (Kuh & McAleenan, 1986, p. 6)
In this view the ability of a small institution to persist in a tumultuous competitive environment
may hinge on its culture.
Kuh (1991) further explored the differences of institutional cultures among institution
types in a study that focused on student learning. Using a qualitative assessment of each of 13
institutions he created six variables that served as proxies for institutional culture.
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Subsequently, he combined the culture variable with campus environment and student effort
variables to determine relationships with student learning. The six variables that Kuh assert
make up campus culture are


Location—perceived or real distance from urban settings and their attendant amenities



Status—status distinctions between students, faculty, and administration



Ethos—pervasive assumptions about how to encourage learning



Philos—student life philosophy



Strength—strength of institutional culture, from weak where there are relatively few
pervasive cultural values and norms, to strong where numerous traditions, ceremonies,
and rituals as well as binding behavioral norms dominate



Multi—enacted (not merely espoused) institutional commitment to multiculturalism
(Kuh, 1991, p. 10)

Results of the study indicate that campus culture does impact student learning. “Not only are
feelings of institutional loyalty, safety, and security advanced when members of a college
community share common way of knowing and understanding; student learning also seems to
be advanced” (Kuh, 1991, p. 29).
As a transition to the next section about institutional culture at faith-based institutions it
is important to explore Kuh and Gonyea‟s (2006) examination of the impact of spirituality on
liberal learning. Through review of National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE) data on
149,801 students at 461 different institutions the researchers investigated:
Whether students who frequently worship or engage in other spirituality-enhancing
practices are more or less likely to engage in deep learning activities; interact with
students from different religious and political backgrounds; participate in community
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service and service-learning programs; perceive the campus environment to be
supportive; be satisfied with college; make gains in writing clearly, speaking effectively,
self-understanding, understanding others, and so forth. (Kuh & Gonyea, 2006, p. 42)
Findings suggest that “students who frequently engage in spirituality-enhancing practices also
participate more in a broad cross-section of collegiate activities” (Kuh & Gonyea, 2006, p. 44).
These students participate more in cultural events and community service, they are generally
more satisfied with the college environment, and these practices “appear to contribute to
personal and social development through a deepened sense of spirituality” (Kuh & Gonyea,
2006, p. 44). A second finding is that “institutional mission and campus culture matter more to
spirituality and liberal learning outcomes than most other institutional characteristics” (Kuh &
Gonyea, 2006, p. 46). Essentially, when students feel supported outside of the classroom, they
develop more holistically. Further implications from this study specific to campus culture at
faith-based institutions will be discussed in the next section.
Culture at faith-based institutions. The goal of intentionally faith-based institutions is
to perpetuate the integration of faith and learning by hiring the right people, matriculating
students who are interested in the journey, and creating environments (academic and otherwise)
that are conducive to this process. While each campus will have its own distinctive campus
culture formed by the elements previously discussed, the commonly shared values and mission
result in elements of a shared culture among these institutions. This section presents theories
and studies that help articulate aspects of the shared culture of faith-based institutions.
In a comparative examination of student character development at different institution
types Kuh (2000) found that campus environmental factors and institutional culture have a
measurable impact. In fact, at CCCU institutions “the environment seemed to matter to
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character development as much (or almost as much) as did the nature of students‟ experiences”
(Kuh, 2000, para. 30). Considering the attention that is given to the importance of student
effort and experiences during the college years this is an important finding. Some element, or a
combination of elements, within the campus culture and environment is successfully helping
students develop as people of character.
On faith-based campuses across the country a common phrase to describe the culture
and ethos is community. Duemer and Cejda (2003) explored this concept of community at
CCCU institutions to determine what it is made of and how it is communicated. Through indepth review of the academic catalogs the researchers found that the institutions “used two
distinct ways to define and communicate the importance of community” (Duemer & Cejda,
2003, p. 128). The first way is through specific and intentional catalog sections that address the
concept of community and why it is an important element of the institution. Duemer and Cejda
found this to be the ideal method of communicating about community.
As we move into an increasingly diverse and heterogeneous society, Christian
institutions will find themselves more effective at developing community by clearly
articulating their definition of community and transmitting to all members information
about how they can play a role in the community. (Duemer & Cejda, 2003, p. 134)
The second way institutions defined community was through other statements and
characteristics spelled out in the catalog. Whether direct or indirect, three common themes
emerged that highlighted community elements that are important to these CCCU institutions:
behavioral expectations, emphasis on interpersonal relationships, and fusion of intellectual and
religious life (Duemer & Cejda, 2003). Behavioral expectations included referred to concepts
of activities that were promoted to encourage development as well as those that were
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prohibited. The institutions that promoted interpersonal relationships emphasized the concepts
of partnership and togetherness. Fusion of intellectual and religious life is another phrase for
integration of faith and learning which is a commonality in the mission of CCCU institutions.
The Duemer and Cejda (2003) study highlighted important commonly held beliefs and values
of CCCU institutions and how they communicated these features through published catalogs.
Unique elements that are common to these institutions such as valuing community and
the integration of faith and learning do not automatically disqualify nonbelievers from attending
all faith-based institutions, but these elements do suggest that some students would be a better
fit than others. In our inclusive and politically correct society this “fit” concept is not employed
regularly but Schreiner‟s (2000) work deftly connected this concept with student persistence in
a meaningful way. “When students feel that they fit into our institutions—academically and
socially, but also spiritually—then they are much more likely to stay and graduate” (Schreiner,
2000, para. 10). A six-year longitudinal study using data from CCCU member institutions
provided a host of findings about the factors that help students “fit” in such a way that they
persist. From an academic fit perspective


Students find their classes to be stimulating and enriching, with just the right amount of
challenge.



Students participate in class and take ownership for their own learning process.



Students perceive that faculty are involved in students‟ lives outside of class.



Students experience academic advising as a process that helps them set goals and create
individual paths for success, not just in college, but also in life. (Schreiner, 2000, para.
9)

Students who experience a social fit report
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High levels of involvement in campus activities.



A strong network of peer support.



Feeling a strong sense of belonging and being part of a community on campus.



Feeling welcome on campus and perceiving that the institution takes a personal interest
in them.



Participation in campus organizations that meet their needs and interests and in which it
is easy to become involved.



Participation in a student activities program that reinforces and complements the
classroom learning experiences. (Schreiner, 2000, para. 42)

Students who fit spiritually report:


They feel comfortable with the level of spirituality on campus.



They are growing spiritually, and attribute that growth to being on campus.



They are satisfied with the opportunities for ministry available to them.



They find the support they need on campus when they are struggling with doubts and
questions.



They are challenged to critically examine their faith and values, within a context of
supportive relationships.



They feel comfortable talking to faculty and staff about faith issues.



Their understanding of God is being strengthened by experiences they are having in the
classroom and elsewhere on campus.



They are learning ways of connecting “knowing” with “doing”—connecting their
knowledge of God with living a lifestyle that is congruent with that knowledge.
(Schreiner, 2000, para. 57)
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The concept of spiritual fit and integration at faith-based institutions was further
examined by Morris et al. (2004) and Morris et al. (2003). The purpose of this research was to
“examine the relationship between a student‟s spiritual integration and Tinto‟s constructs of
academic integration, social integration and goal and institutional commitment” (Morris et al.,
2004, p. 93). Findings indicated that students who reported a strong spiritual fit reported strong
connections with faculty and fellow students as well as satisfaction with the academic rigor.
Significantly, the authors of these studies found spiritual integration to be the single best
predictor of student persistence. If students are not integrated and invested in the spiritual
elements of the campus culture at these institutions, they are at greater risk for departure.
Kuh and Gonyea‟s (2006) study of spirituality and liberal learning found that students at
faith-based institutions have fewer in-depth conversations with individuals whose views are
different from their own than students at other institution types. In Christian college circles this
is one byproduct of the oft-mentioned Christian bubble. At first glance this seems relatively
harmless, yet in conjunction with findings from four additional studies there could be cause for
concern. First, in a study of student spirituality on faith-based campuses, Ma (2003) found that
scores related to cultural diversity experiences were low. Second, Cross and Slater (2004)
found that even though Black enrollment at CCCU institutions is slowly increasing many Black
students still feel as though these institutions are behind the times and “off limits.” Finally, two
recent studies produced findings that indicate sexism still exists on faith-based campuses. In a
study of gender roles Lidzy (2005) found that students maintain “traditional” gender roles and
encounter cognitive dissonance about them post-graduation. Joeckel and Chesnes (2009)
interviewed over 1,900 CCCU professors and found that “female professors are considerably
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less likely than their male colleagues to agree that female faculty and students are treated
equally to male faculty and students” (p. 115).
In concert, these five articles signal a warning as to the level of equality and diversity
available on faith-based campuses. However, Obenchain, Johnson, and Dion (2004) found that
faith-based institutions are well positioned to deal with change. In their study of the association
between institutional type, organizational culture, and innovation they found that faith-based
institutions implement innovations more often than other private independent institutions.
Additionally, as Noftzger (1992) looked to the future of faith-based higher education he
anticipated the need for change and adaptation in these arenas and asserted that
denominational institutions are uniquely positioned to address these contingencies with
freedom, innovation, and vision. . . . The challenge is to cultivate a campus culture that
both honors the institution‟s church-related identity and responds to the contextual
needs and interests of tis participants with energy and imagination. (p. 88)
Intercollegiate athletics and institutional culture. “Many aspects of intercollegiate
athletics in the U.S. function as cultural forms by expressing, affirming, and celebrating cultural
beliefs and values of the wider society” (Beyer & Hannah, 2000, p. 108). But are these cultural
beliefs and values of the wider society an element of the widening gap between athletics and the
academy? This section will examine how this rift exists not only at the missional level, as was
discussed previously, but also on a cultural level—how athletics and athletes interact with and
contribute to the campus environment.
In addition to their contribution to the topic of athletics and institutional mission, the
works of Shulman and Bowen (2001) and Bowen and Levin (2003) spoke to the issue of
athletics and institutional culture. They asserted that few studies have concentrated on this
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concept and there is little “understanding of the effects of athletic recruitment on admissions,
the academic performance of athletes, the composition of the student body, and the ethos of
campus” (Shulman & Bowen, 2001, p. 291). However, at small colleges where student athletes
can comprise 25-40% of enrollment they clearly influence elements of culture on campus.
Especially since differences in values and interests between athletes and other students
continue to widen, women‟s athletic programs look more and more like those of the
men, and athletes are increasingly being recruited on the basis of talent that
differentiates them from other students. (Shulman & Bowen, 2001, p. 273)
There is general agreement on many campuses that an “athletics subculture” exists. In
addition to carrying around stigmas about academic performance (Bowen & Levin, 2003;
Engstrom & Sedlacek, 1990; Martens, Watson, & Beck, 2006) this subculture is “associated
with atypically heavy use of alcohol and a variety of behavioral and disciplinary problems”
(Bowen & Levin, 2003, p. 113).
Ridpath (2008) asserted the “problems relating to the culture of college sports and
character development cannot be repaired without changing the culture with regard to
academics and academic integrity” (p. 11). The plan put forward by The Drake Group
(Ridpath, 2008), a faculty-driven athletics reform committee, is seven steps toward doing just
that. The first step is to do away with the term “student-athlete” as it brings undue attention to
the separation. Second, institutions need to unify the location and control of academic support
services for all students. The third step is a policy to address the campus-wide importance of
class attendance and to make sure athletic contests do not cause student-athletes to miss class.
Fourth is to ensure that scholarships are for the duration of a student‟s education as opposed to
having it annually renewable. Fifth, institutions should raise the minimum grade point average
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required for eligibility to at least a 2.0 on a 4.0 scale. The sixth step is to reduce grade inflation
and academic fraud by creation of a system of reporting and accountability. Finally,
institutions should enforce a one-year residency requirement before students are eligible to
compete. The Drake Group asserted that this plan would help to revert athletic culture back to
the overarching culture of the institution (Ridpath, 2008).
One element of the intercollegiate athletics and campus culture issue that needs to be
explored further is the concept of athletic recruiting. Recruiting is one of the primary
responsibilities of coaches at institutions of all sizes and this function makes a sincere impact
on who shows up to campus to play in the games and sit in the classrooms. As the
intercollegiate coaching profession is growing more specialized and professionalized, these
individuals are becoming increasingly distanced from the overall life of the institution (Bowen
& Levin, 2003). This makes recruiting athletes who fit the fabric of the institution more
challenging. Recruited athletes prove to be different from the population of the student body in
academic performance variables (Bowen & Levin, 2003; Moltz, 2009), and in high-profile
men‟s sports students, they are more likely to be from underrepresented minority groups
(Bowen & Levin, 2003).
In a grounded theory examination of Black football players at predominantly White
institutions, Melendez (2008) found that Black and White classmates and teammates, coaches,
and the campus community all “negatively influenced these players‟ emotional and educational
experiences” (p. 423). The author‟s examination generated a theory that “suggests that these
participants struggled to adapt to differing social and value expectations, were left feeling
mistrustful, isolated, and misunderstood, and were therefore hindered in reaping the full
benefits of their educational opportunities” (Melendez, 2008, p. 442). For the group of Black
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football athletes that was examined, the author suggested that peer acceptance and fitting into
the college environment was more challenging than the other challenges of college life. Singer
(2009) asserted that more Black role models within athletic departments at predominantly
White institutions would significantly improve this dynamic. Though contributing to the
diversity of campus and providing the opportunity for higher education to an underserved
population is a benefit of the athletic department, it is critical that the opportunity is first and
foremost beneficial to the student.
Two studies investigated the psyche of male athletes compared to female athletes. A
study of 161 student-athletes at a mid-sized public university found that male and female
athletes are different on both variables examined (Flood & Hellstedt, 1991). Regarding
motivation for participation women compete primarily for the social and fitness benefits while
men are more concerned with competition and winning. Of particular importance, women
develop a stronger affiliation with the university than do men. Further, Melendez (2008) found
that even though athletes report stronger bonds to the institution than do nonathletes, men relate
more closely to the role of “athlete” than the role of “student”.
Faith-based Higher Education and Intercollegiate Athletics
Early in the inception of intercollegiate athletics, some faith-based administrators made
it known that sport was not a good fit on their campuses. Football specifically was seen as
“inextricably linked to alcohol, sabbath-breaking, gambling, de-civilizing public violence, and
the sinful waste of youthful blood and time” (Sears, 1993, p. 211). As the violence (or at least
the death toll) waned and initial objections to athletics as contrary to morality subsided, the vast
majority of faith-based institutions adopted intercollegiate athletic programs just as those
distanced from a church connection did. During the past centuries of secularization there has

49
been no mention of the role of athletics in that process and only a few explorations into the
relationship between athletic programs and faith-based higher education. Though very little has
been developed on the relationship from a theoretical perspective it is important to review two
recent studies for context and insight.
Schroeder (2003) examined the role of the athletic department in one private faith-based
institution that was in the secularizing process moving toward a more academically elite model.
The researcher found that there were tensions within the department that mirrored the tensions
of the institution as it went through this process. Further, the athletic department aided in the
transition by increasing school visibility, access to donors, and community relations.
Conversely, the move toward academic prestige was a challenge for the athletic department
from a competitive standpoint and thereby the move weakened the department‟s connection to
the college culture (Schroeder, 2003).
Schroeder and Scribner (2006) investigated the influence of religion on the athletic
department at a faith-based institution with a nationally competitive athletic program. Over the
course of a calendar year the researchers studied and observed institutional culture through 19
semi-structured interviews with campus leaders, observation of games and practices, and
document review. Findings indicated that the important role of religion in the athletic
department culture helped it remain tightly coupled with the values and organizational culture
of the institution. Evangelical Christianity influenced the athletic department in three primary
ways: “constraining its membership, influencing its pedagogy, and guiding department
decisions” (Schroeder & Scribner, 2006, p. 39).
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Model of the Literature
As a way of visually depicting the literature reviewed including where it stands alone
and where it interconnects, the following model is offered along with primary examples from
the literature drawn from those discussed in this chapter.

Figure 1. Model of the literature and intersection.

The top-left quadrant honors the work of Ringenberg (1984) and Litfin (2004), which
provide the historical perspective and current context of faith-based higher education. The topright quadrant credits Rudolph (1962) for a rich description of the outset and progression of
intercollegiate athletics, and football specifically, into the higher education landscape and
Brand (2006) for his vision for the place of athletics within higher education.

51
The bottom-right quadrant recognizes the contributions of three authors to literature
pertaining to institutional mission. First, Fugazzotto (2009) described the contribution of
mission to the symbolic and aspirational element of institutional life, and also weaved in the
practical ways mission can influence a campus. Second, Holmes‟s (1991) work identified and
defined the special niche of the faith-based institutional mission within higher education.
Third, Shulman and Bowen (2001) shared their research on the role of intercollegiate athletics
within institutional mission.
The final quadrant notes the contributions of four authors to the literature pertaining to
institutional culture and ethos. Schein (1985) laid the groundwork for recognizing the elements
of institutional culture and gives tips for research. Next, Kuh (1991, 2000) shared research on
the dynamics and characteristics of institutional culture at faith-based institutions. Third,
Shulman and Bowen (2001) described the impact of intercollegiate athletics on institutional
culture, particularly at small colleges.
Finally, the center of the model is where these core issues intersect. The archetypal
literature was provided by Schroeder (2003) and Schroeder and Scribner (2006). These studies
examined how the culture and mission of faith-based institutions impact and are impacted by
intercollegiate athletics.
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CHAPTER 3

Research Methods
The purpose of this chapter is to present the rationale for the research framework and to
give an in-depth description of the research design, collection processes, and data analysis.
Successful implementation of this methodology supports the purpose of the study, which was to
examine the mission, role, and fit of intercollegiate football programs at intentionally faithbased institutions. Two primary research questions drove this investigation:
1. In what ways does football contribute to the mission and ethos of campus at faith-based
institutions?
2. What policies and practices commonly guide football programs at faith-based
institutions and what do institutional stakeholders think about these policies and
practices?
As the previous two chapters establish, intercollegiate athletic programs (and
specifically football programs) have a deep connection to and impact on many facets of
institutional life and deserve thorough investigation. Sports studies have matured to a point that
they are no longer viewed as an inferior field of research and therefore inquiry has opened up to
“the critical interrogation of a plethora of intimate and previously taboo topics in the social
sciences of sports studies” (Andrews, Mason, & Silk, 2005, p. 12). Furthermore, at faith-based
institutions where every program and department should be examined for its contribution to the
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spiritual development of students (Litfin, 2004) these research questions are particularly
important. This research contributes significantly to the gap in sports literature and has
additional application for faith-based institutions and other relevant fields of study.
Qualitative Research
Creswell (2007) stated “we conduct qualitative research because a problem or issue
needs to be explored” (p. 39). This study sought an in-depth exploration of relationships and
meanings among intercollegiate football programs and faith-based institutions that could only
be accomplished through the use of qualitative research. Recognizing the complexity and
interconnectedness of the issues at hand, a qualitative methodology allows the researcher to
utilize a variety of investigative tools that “make the world visible” (Denzin & Lincoln, 2003,
p. 4) in a whole new way (Stake, 1995). Furthermore, researchers are able to better observe
things in their natural settings and get closer to the participants in qualitative rather than
quantitative research (Denzin & Lincoln, 2003). For this study, observation and interviews on
participating campuses gave me access to intricate description and invaluable details that would
not have been available through other methods.
Case study research. Yin (1984) asserted that case study research is the appropriate
qualitative inquiry method “when „how‟ or „why‟ questions are being posed, when the
investigator has little control over events, and when the focus is on a contemporary
phenomenon within some real-life context” (p. 13). This methodology allows the researcher to
utilize multiple sources of information to concentrate on understanding and describing
processes as opposed to seeking for a right answer to a singular problem (Creswell, 2007;
Merriam, 1988). Furthermore, “qualitative research assumes that there are multiple realities—
that the world is not an objective thing out there but a function of personal interaction and
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perception” (Merriam, 1988, p. 17). By examining a single case, or multiple cases within a
comparable framework, case study research allows the researcher to examine these interactions
and perceptions at a deeper level (Patton, 1990) and to recognize and substantiate new
meanings (Stake, 1995). Case study research was utilized for this study in order to glean a
wealth of information from a wide swath of sources and thereby obtain a rich collection of data
for interpretation and meaning-making for the fields of intercollegiate football programs and
faith-based institutions.
Design of the Study
The study of intercollegiate football programs at faith-based institutions was designed as
an interpretive multiple case study. Data were gathered from a variety of sources on two
CCCU institutions that have NCAA Division III intercollegiate football programs. Because
there is currently a lack of theory addressing this phenomenon, findings are utilized to theorize
on the mission, purpose, and fit of intercollegiate football programs at these faith-based
institutions.
Regarding selection of campuses examined, Stake (1995) asserted “the first criterion
should be to maximize what we can learn” (p. 4) and Andrews et al. (2005) stated that cases
will likely be selected based on certain characteristics they possess. With those concepts in
mind, I chose to study two NCAA Division III faith-based institutions located in the Midwest
with well known and respected football and academic programs and that were also regionally
accessible to me. The depth of research on each campus paired with the contrasts between
these institutions provide ample context for this study. With the help of administrators on my
home campus, I made telephone connections with senior-level administrators who oversee
intercollegiate athletics at each of the targeted campuses. At the time of these contacts I
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presented the administrators with an overview of my research agenda and secured consent to
investigate their institutions.
A pilot study on my home campus aided in the design and specific interview questions
formed for each participant. I selected my home campus for the pilot study due to factors of
convenience and congeniality. This pilot study utilized each of the data collection methods
detailed in the subsequent section and lessons of substance as well as methodology were
learned (Yin, 1984). Because the skills and interpretation of the researcher are critical to the
success of qualitative research (Denzin & Lincoln, 2003; Merriam, 1998; Stake, 1995) the
experiences of the pilot study were paramount to the success of the study as it regarded
formulating questions that aligned well with the research questions. After permission was
granted from the Institutional Review Board, I embarked on the data collection methods in the
subsequent section.
Data Collection
For this investigation I utilized five of the six data sources Yin (1984) noted as relevant
to case study research: documents, archival records, interviews, direct observation, and physical
artifacts. Interviews and direct observation are the two methods that produced the majority of
findings while documents, archival records, and physical artifacts served primarily to
triangulate and support research findings. The first step of data collection was to create a data
log and organizational process by using both an electronic database as well as a physical file
folder system. Second, I developed a protocol that documented the rules and steps that needed
to be taken to pursue and collect pertinent information. Third, I invested the time necessary to
develop a good working relationship with one key constituent at each campus who acted as a
gatekeeper of access to people and information. This step of overcoming barriers to access
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required patience and persistence (Andrews et al., 2005). The remainder of this section details
the strategies I undertook to incorporate each of these five sources and notes their overall
contribution to the study.
Interviews. Interviews were conducted in person on each campus with a total of 17 key
stakeholders using a semi-structured interview guide approach (Patton, 1990). Stakeholders
were defined as campus insiders who play an important role in the character, quality, and
decisions of the institution. The interview protocol can be found in Appendix One. This semistructured approach allowed me to predetermine the focus of the interview yet remain “free to
build a conversation within a particular subject area, to word questions spontaneously and to
establish a conversational style” (Patton, 1990, p. 283). A list of preferred interview
participants was built to represent a cross-section of institutional departments, and to include
individuals closely connected to the athletic programs as well as those with little, or no,
connection. Potential interview subjects were contacted via email to request their participation,
and 15 out of 16 individuals contacted agreed to participate. One interview at each case site
transpired due to snowballing; interview participants were not originally on the interview
protocol but were identified in the course of conversation with the originally planned interview
participants.
At Blue College the eight stakeholders included a cabinet-level administrator, an
athletic administrator, a football coach, two faculty members with connections to the athletic
program, an enrollment administrator, a religions life administrator, and a student affairs
administrator. At Gray University the nine stakeholders included a cabinet-level administrator,
an athletic administrator, a football coach, two faculty members with connections to the athletic
program, two enrollment administrators, a religious life administrator, and an advancement
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office administrator. Each interview was approximately one hour long and was guided by a
prepared list of questions covering specific topics, but the exact wording and order was not
predetermined (Merriam, 1988). “This format allows the researcher to respond to the situation
at hand, to the emerging worldview of the respondent, and to new ideas on the topic” (Merriam,
1988, p. 74). As I had hoped, some respondents stepped into a role Yin (1984) defined as an
informant. “Such persons not only provide the case study investigator with insights into a
matter but also can suggest sources of corroboratory evidence—and initiate the access to such
sources” (Yin, 1984, p. 83). All interviews were recorded digitally and transcribed verbatim.
Member checking was utilized to ensure the accuracy of transcribed data (Stake, 1995).
Focus groups were conducted on each case site to obtain input from the student
perspective. At Blue College the group was made up of eight students, four of whom were
football athletes, who were identified by a member of the student life staff. The focus group
was conducted in the dining commons during the dinner hour so it was a convenient and
comfortable atmosphere for all participants. At Gray University separate focus groups were
conducted for football student-athletes and nonathlete students. The student-athlete focus
group was conducted in the players‟ lounge after their morning workout and before classes
began. Later that evening the other student focus group convened in the student lounge/snack
bar just before the dinner hour, which was also a comfortable and familiar setting. Questions
for students in the focus group can be found in Appendix A.
Direct observation. The “rich descriptions of the social world” (Denzin & Lincoln,
2003, p. 16) that are so important to qualitative researchers can best be captured by personally
witnessing the phenomenon in its natural setting. For this reason, I made at least two visits to
each of the two campuses, with one visit being on weekends of home football contests. On
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these Saturdays in the fall I was able to observe students, alumni, faculty, staff, athletes,
coaches, opposing teams, and the general tenor of the football experience on each of the
researched campuses.
Archival records. During a visit to each campus I spent time in the institution‟s
archive collections. Through prior arrangement with the archive managers I had access to
material related to the history of the intercollegiate football program and other materials
pertinent to the examination of intercollegiate athletics and campus mission and ethos. Though
archival data served primarily as a source of triangulation for other research methods, some
new information was obtained through this method.
Documents. Document research is one element of the collection process that I was able
to begin before site visits through use of the internet and correspondence with campus officials.
Perusal of campus newspapers, meeting minutes, and web sites laid a foundation of knowledge
about the campus itself and produced unexpected clues that were important to the study (Stake,
1995). Similar to archival records, these documents primarily served as a source of
triangulation for other research methods.
Physical artifacts. Observation and collection of physical artifacts took place during
the interviews and game day experiences. Examination of the culture and ethos of campuses
makes this tool relevant and useful for descriptions of the settings (Yin, 1984). Examples of
artifacts include trophies, yearbooks, photographs, memorabilia, and office décor.
Data Analysis
Many ways exist to aggregate and analyze data gathered through case study research,
yet “qualitative study capitalizes on ordinary ways of making sense” (Stake, 1995, p. 72).
Sometimes direct observation will lead to greater understanding and other times it will be a
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recognition of patterns that brings enlightenment. A qualitative researcher never knows which
of these will be the case, therefore, it is important to analyze information as it is collected to
ensure focus on the purpose of the research yet not miss opportunities for critical dynamic
changes to the design when necessary (Merriam, 1988; Patton, 1990).
Once formal data collection ended I immersed myself in the case files to begin coding
and categorization of data. Stake (1995) refered to the process of meaning-making through
realization of patterns during data analysis as correspondence. During this process I organized
all findings topically and read several times through all pertinent materials including case notes,
interview transcripts, and documents (Merriam, 1988) toward the goal of developing a case
record for each campus investigation (Patton, 1990). Patton (1990) aptly described the
challenges and aims of this process:
The challenge is to make sense of massive amounts of data, reduce the volume of
information, identify significant patterns, and construct a framework for communicating
the essence of what the data reveal. . . . There are no formulas for determining
significance. . . . There are no straightforward tests for reliability and validity. In short,
there are no absolute rules except to do the very best with your full intellect to fairly
represent the data and communicate what the data reveal given the purpose of the study.
(pp. 371-372)
The case record is an edited and sorted accumulation of all data sources for each campus and it
is the document that prompted further analysis, report writing, and theory development.
A thorough research protocol, triangulation, diligent attention to detail, and member
checking were all utilized to enhance internal validity. These elements were considered from
the very conceptualization of the research in order to produce meanings that match up with
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reality (Merriam, 1988). Further, the goal of this interpretive case study was to aid in theory
development for the phenomenon being examined. Though generalizability from case study
research is disputed, or at least viewed as tenuous, among research experts (Merriam, 1988;
Patton, 1990; Stake, 1995; Yin, 1984), my goal was to provide a rich narrative that produced
naturalistic generalizations (Stake, 1995) on the part of the readers. An investigation into the
intersection of intercollegiate football and faith-based institutions is long overdue; I believe
constituents are ready for the conversation begun by this study.
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CHAPTER 4

Findings
The purpose of this study was to examine the mission, role, and fit of intercollegiate
football programs at intentionally faith-based institutions. Two research questions gave
direction to the study. First, in what ways does football contribute to the mission and ethos of
campus at faith-based institutions? Second, what policies and practices commonly guide
football programs at faith-based institutions and what do institutional stakeholders think about
these policies and practices?
This chapter reports the findings of this qualitative case study investigation. Following
a rich description of the first case site, Blue College, findings to the research questions are
presented segmented by research method. The first section presents findings from the gameday observations. Second is an overview of faculty, administrator, and staff interview
participants and the findings from the hour-long face-to-face interviews. Third is a section that
reports findings from the student focus group. Where appropriate, sections are infused with
support and findings based upon archival research, artifact inspection, and document
examination. After all findings from Blue College are presented a second major section
introduces the second case site, Gray University, and findings from this case are presented in a
similar fashion to case one. Pseudonyms are used for institutional and study participant names.
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Overview of Blue College History, Athletics, and Football
Blue College is nestled in an upscale suburban city on the outskirts of a major city in the
middle United States. Founded in 1860, Blue College grew out of Central Institute, a small
Wesleyan-founded institution struggling to survive the economic and enrollment conditions of
the time (Bechtel, 1984). Deeply committed to discipling Christ-followers and empowering its
constituents to make an impact on their world for the cause of Christ, Blue College strives to be
an academic institution of the highest order as well as evangelical in both faith and practice.
Blue College offers programs at the undergraduate, masters, and doctoral level and
maintains a total enrollment of approximately 3,000. The student body comprises primarily
out-of-state students and exhibits significant racial diversity for this segment of higher
education at approximately 17% non-White (College Board, 2010). Academically, Blue
College students are high-achievers, boasting an average ACT of 31. Blue College is among
the segment of faith-based institutions that require a personal faith commitment on the
application for admission; without claiming a personal faith in Christ, students are ineligible to
attend.
The Blue College campus has that unmistakable “collegiate feel” with massive brick
buildings, beautifully manicured sprawling lawns, statues and plaques honoring significant
figures in the campus‟s history, and an overwhelming sense of expectation and pressure.
Constituents from all areas of the institution are consistently referred to as “Type A,” and the
motivation and drive displayed by individuals I encountered during the research process
perfectly line up with that generalization. These individuals are driven both from within as well
as from the expectations placed on them by a culture that demands and expects excellence in all
facets of life, work, academy, and sport.
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Athletics have played a role in the life of Blue College from early in its heritage. As
athletic competitions became increasingly popular on college campuses across the nation in the
late nineteenth century, administrators of Blue College were cautious of the role of sport in the
life of the institution. In 1892 the president of Blue College wrote in the college newspaper:
“good students only are wanted. Persons who wish to spend their time in sports or social
recreation are advised to remain at home until they wish to study or to go elsewhere” (Coray,
1979, p. 10). But as sport gained momentum and acceptance and as physical conditioning was
increasingly valued, the faculty and administration began looking differently upon athletic
competition. Sport became a part of the leadership development programming at Blue College
and from that time forward it has been seen as a valuable element of campus. “To [Blue
College] athletes, participation in sports is more than a rugged exercise in discipline and
competition. It involves a positive witness by life and by lip, by walk and by talk” (Coray,
1979, p. 23).
The sport of football played a significant role in this tumultuous introduction of sport to
the academy. Football was banned from Blue College for a time in the early twentieth century
while debates over the brutality of the sport raged across the nation. In 1914, however, over
90% of the student body rallied to the cause and encouraged the president to reconsider his
position on the sport. For a time this president considered football as detrimental as gambling
and hard liquor, but as the sport‟s rules changed and brutality lessened he saw a positive place
for the game in the life and development of young men. Blue College administrators in the
current era continue to seek this positive impact for the program in the life of the young men
who participate in it.
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Records kept on football in the college archives focus more on the modern era of
football than its origination and more on the game day experience than the conversations
behind the scenes. As I examined 11 boxes full of game day programs and year-end reviews
during my time in the archives, it was exciting to get caught up in the spirit of Blue College
football but a challenge to go deeper than the game-to-game experience. Review of these
records shows that the success of the program as reported through wins and losses has varied
greatly throughout the years, but football‟s growth and achievement have been steady and
positive under the leadership of Coach Stone, who took the helm in 1996. With a career record
of 124-37 it is clear that Coach Stone places importance on excellence on the field. In an
interview for the campus newspaper at the time he was hired to replace the legendary coach
who preceded him at Blue, Coach Stone spoke about his role as coach and the place of football
within the institution:
It‟s been a very simple transition. I‟ve been here 11 years, and knew this was going to
happen sometime down the road three or four years ago. This has never been R.J.‟s
team and it‟s not my team now. It‟s always been our team. This is Blue College‟s
football team. It‟s 80 players, it‟s nine coaches, it‟s this college and we are representing
this institution. R.J.‟s always been concerned about winning football games, and that‟s
all I am concerned about. (Clark, 1996, p. 16)
Coach Stone‟s priorities and operating guidelines are further defined by the program
philosophy:
We at Blue College are looking for leaders, highly motivated individuals who take their
Christian commitment, their education and their football seriously. We, in turn, are
committing to providing such young men an opportunity and environment where they
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can experience growth and success in all three of these areas. Blue football is about
making a difference in your life for Christ and His Kingdom, so that you can do the
same in the world for a lifetime. (Swider, n.d.)
In recent years Blue College‟s commitment to and support for athletics has been tested
by the challenge of supporting a broad athletic program in an era of significant financial
difficulty. Though the institution‟s overall financial profile is secure because of a sizeable
endowment, strains on the operating budget have called for an evaluation of all programs, and
athletics has been a significant part of that review. In 2009 administrators called for five sports
programs to be discontinued, largely due to the expense involved in supporting them. An
outcry from the supporters of these programs convinced administrators to repeal this decision
and reinstate these sports while further analysis was performed. One element of this analysis
was the formation of a task force charged with the responsibility of examining the role of
athletics within the institution and bringing together faculty, administrators, and coaches to
review the ways athletics operates at Blue College. During the 2010-11 school year this task
force met once each month and at the end of the year submitted a proposal to the president of
the college. This proposal called for the reinstatement of four of the five programs, for
considerable adjustments in the way athletics is supported financially by the institution, and for
future conversation about the ways the athletic department goes about fundraising. The
proposal was endorsed by the president and work is currently under way to make these
adjustments. In many ways this examination of the mission, role, and fit of intercollegiate
football on the faith-based campus is well-timed and the Blue College campus is primed for this
research.
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Research Question One
The first research question is an examination of the ways in which the intercollegiate
football program interacts with and impacts the campus environment, its progress toward its
academic and spiritual mission, and how the program, coaches, and players fit within the
institution. Game day observation afforded the opportunity to witness firsthand some of the
contributions of the football program to the campus and its constituents. Interview and focus
group research gave constituents the opportunity to recount their own views and understandings
of how the intercollegiate football program contributes to the campus as well as giving me a
deeper understanding of the mission and ethos of the institution. Data collection through
archival research, documents, and artifacts offered historical and symbolic perspective on the
contributions of football as well as triangulated data provided through other sources.
Game day experience. On a cool Saturday afternoon late in the football season I
traveled to Blue College to watch them face Red College, their crosstown archrival. Many
elements of this observation experience pointed to the contributions of intercollegiate football
to the Blue College campus and those findings are reported in this section. The game was the
last of the regular season and the teams had a combined record of 16 wins and no losses; this
game determined which team contended for the conference championship and impacted the
seeding for the Division III national tournament. As I drove into the strip mall-infested
suburban town that morning, it was hard to see the evidence that it was a big game day.
Breakfast at Panera was accompanied with a mixture of townspeople enjoying their Saturday
morning and the occasional Blue College family congregating and exchanging welcomes; after
all, it was family weekend on campus just a mile away. A game preview in the local paper also
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chronicled the rivalry of these two local teams and it seemed Red College had a slight upper
hand in recent years.
During the next five hours on campus that Saturday afternoon several things pointed to
the contributions of the team to the mission and ethos of campus. Campus was already buzzing
when I arrived two hours prior to the game; everyone seemed to be wearing Blue College gear
and a small troupe of fans representing each side was tailgating in the parking lots. As I walked
through campus toward the rec center I watched a group of students playing ultimate Frisbee
and heard a shout-out to an athletic warm-up-clad passerby: “Good luck out there number six!
Go get „em today.” Number six responded with the obligatory head-nod and resumed his quiet
and focused trek from the rec center toward the football stadium.
Passing through the gates about 45 minutes before game time I was immediately caught
off-guard by the pre-game music blaring from the stadium speakers. The song “Gimme a
Bullet” by legendary hard rock band AC/DC was followed by Rage Against the Machine and
other rap and rock „n roll artists. I may not have recognized this to be unusual or may not have
judged it to be out of place on campus if it was not for the fact that I had just left the student
center where I had made note of the peaceful classical and contemporary Christian music that
seemed to fit the atmosphere so well. Further, this was the music selection for the minutes
before the team even took the field for warm-ups, which diminishes the possibility for it being
student-athlete selected “pump-up music”. I was curious if this musical style would
characterize the atmosphere of the game, the coaches, or the players for the rest of the
afternoon.
Players streamed onto the field to begin warm-ups and coaches were close behind
providing the pats on the back as well as encouraging fist-bumps and words of encouragement.
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I counted approximately 95 Blue College players on the field during the warm-ups and secured
a total roster number of 107 from the game day program. By visual assessment there was very
little racial diversity among the Blue College football team—less, in fact, than appearance of
the general student body from spending the morning on campus. However, geographic
diversity was apparent during the introduction of the teams. States represented among the Blue
College starters were Georgia, Indiana, Michigan, Illinois, Arizona, and Washington.
As the stadium crowd settled into their seats, a group that would end up numbering just
over 4,500, I chose a spot in the midst of a group of Blue College parents and supporters. I had
originally hoped to settle near the student section that I assumed would form, but I was
unsuccessful identifying that group at the beginning of the game, so I intended to change
perspectives around half-time and assumed I would find the group at that time. The seat ended
up to be ideal as I was able to listen in on a freshman soccer player‟s overview of his first eight
weeks of school to his parents who were visiting campus for Parents‟ Weekend. Amid
conversations about classes, grades, activities, Young Life, and women, the freshman student
did make reference to this lack of a student crowd when his father asked where the students
were. He replied “the students all sit over there,” pointing to the other end of the grandstand,
“but they don‟t cheer much. It‟s not that big of a deal.” I stayed in my seat to listen a little
more to this student‟s transition to Blue College but made note to study the composition of the
crowd more closely and how the students in the crowd interacted with each other and the game
itself.
At kick-off the line to get into the stadium was still as long as the football field and the
stands were starting to fill up, but the energy of a “big game” was certainly missing. The
smallish set of stands on the other side of the track that held Red College‟s crowd seemed to
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have more of a buzz than the home grandstands that nearly tripled it in size. Families and
friends on the home side were enjoying the day, deep in conversation about the weather, church
activities, and Blue College throughout the first quarter as the teams on the field were battling
one another. Red College jumped out to a considerable lead in the first half, which may have
subdued the crowd, but even at the moments that could have served as critical turning points no
one stood to their feet and it hardly seemed as if they were paying attention to the game at all.
The atmosphere was more of a community picnic or family reunion than the match-up between
heated and undefeated rivals battling for a conference championship and berth to the national
tournament. One lonely bare-chested student wandered the aisle at the bottom of the stands and
attempted to inspire the crowd, but he was met more with snickers and smiles than cheers and
chants.
After half-time where the senior players were honored by the university president I
changed seats to gain a different perspective on the game and on the crowd. The freshman
soccer player‟s assertion and my original observation still rang true; though there were students
spread throughout the crowd there was no organized student section and it was clear that they
were not following the action of the game. Mid-way through the third quarter Blue College
was trailing 21-3 but had an opportunity to gain momentum and possibly get back into the
game. A pivotal fourth-down effort by Blue College went nearly unnoticed by the home
stands; again no one stood, and no one reacted when the effort was denied by Red College.
Blue College‟s fate was sealed and they would receive their first loss of the season, yet the
conversation I overheard was two students commenting on a folder of sheet music and their
excitement for the piece by Schubert.
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A final stab at school spirit was made by the Blue College men‟s swim team, which
burst through the stadium gates and onto the track behind the Blue football team with just a few
minutes remaining on the clock. The majority of them were still only clad in their Speedos even
though the temperature outside was in the mid-30s. This scene brought the most noise from the
home stands since the introductions at the beginning of the game. As the clock ran out and the
victory was well in hand for Red College, the sideline of players was obviously dejected, but
the swim team chose to make it a light moment by collectively singing the Sunday school
classic “I am a C.H.R.I.S.T.I.A.N.” The football game was clearly a destination event for many
Blue College alumni, family, community supporters, and students yet the product on the field
that day was not the center of attention for most people in the home stands.
Interviews. Eight interviews of approximately one hour in length were conducted with
administrative and faculty constituents representing a broad cross-section of the Blue College
campus. Four of these participants have an institutional role that is directly connected to the
athletic program, or specifically the football program, while the other four have just ancillary
connection with few or no responsibilities that touch the athletic department. The four
connected with athletics are as follows: Dr. Adams sits on the President‟s Council and has
responsibility for the athletic programs; Dr. Palmer is an athletic administrator; Coach Stone is
on the football staff; and Dr. Winger is an Assistant Professor of Theology who is the faculty
NCAA liaison. The other four participants are as follows: Pastor Miller is an administrator in
the Spiritual Life department; Dr. Cooper is an Assistant Professor of Communication; Ms.
Smith is an administrator in the enrollment management division; and Mr. Hawk is an
administrator in the student life department. Table one provides more details about these
participants including their background and a synopsis of their interviews.
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Table 1
Blue College Interview Participants
Participant

Dr. Adams

Background
Alumnus of Blue College who
was heavily involved in campus
activities and intramural athletics.
Currently completing Ph.D. and
has been back on campus as an
administrator for 13 years.

Alumnus of a different CCCU
institution who has served in
Dr. Palmer
athletic administration for 28
years at Blue College
Alumnus of Blue College who
was the star quarterback during
Coach Stone
his time on campus. Has served
on the football staff for 26 years.
Alumnus of Blue College who
was a star wide receiver while on
campus. Did graduate studies at
Dr. Winger
Ivy League institutions and has
been back on campus full time
since 2007.
Pastor
Miller

Dr. Cooper

Ms. Smith

Mr. Hawk

Full-time Presbyterian minister
for 15 years before coming to
Blue College. Has served in his
current role for 22 years.
Alumna of Blue College who has
been back on campus in a faculty
position for six years. A die-hard
sports fan.
Originally from the city Blue
College is located in and started
working in the Office of
Admissions after returning home
from college. Has been in the
enrollment division for 11 years.
An alumnus of a different CCCU
institution and an All-American
quarterback while at that
institution. Has been at Blue
College for two years.

Synopsis
Excited about the contribution of athletics
to the campus and acknowledges the good
work of the football coaching staff in
forming a strong program committed to
Christian mentorship but sees opportunity
for growth in the connectedness of the
players to the broader student body.
Sees athletics as the life-blood of small
private institutions and hiring good
coaches as the most important part of
facilitating successful programs.
Energetic and passionate leader
committed to mentoring Christian young
men through football in preparation for
lives devoted to Christ and family.
A former football player who values what
athletics contributes to campus and
student athletes but questions the level of
importance that is sometimes placed on
these programs and the pressure that is
placed on student-athletes.
Spiritual mentor to the entire Blue
College community who sees a unique
opportunity for spiritual growth through
the accountability and brotherhood that is
facilitated on the football team.
Passionate about what athletics brings to
the campus yet dissatisfied with the
integration of football student-athletes
into the broader campus community.
Appreciative of the commitment of the
football staff to recruiting to recruiting
student-athletes who “fit” campus both
academically and spiritually and
affirming of the contribution of athletics
to the recruitment process of all students.
Leads a football student-athlete
accountability group and is amazed by the
commitment of the football coaches to
spiritual and personal mentorship and by
the quality young men in the program.
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In response to questions about what the intercollegiate football program contributes to
the institution and about how the campus would look different without a football program four
common responses surfaced that were shared among the group of interview participants and
four other responses emerged among one or two participants. First, the idea of the football
program bringing a sense of individual and collective enthusiasm was commonly mentioned.
Coach Stone strongly believes this enthusiasm is unique to what football brings to the table.
If you took our football team off this campus—I‟ll tell you one word—enthusiasm. We
got 110 kids around that love life. You‟re looking at one sitting here right now. You‟re
perceiving a little enthusiasm in me. Take 110 kids off our campus and the dining
hall—they‟re standing up and cheering and singing songs. And you know, if somebody
wants
enthusiasm at their event—they‟re calling me. The swim coach—can you get your
players here? They‟re not calling other sports. . . . The five biggest crowds on this
campus ever year are for our football games. „Cause we‟ll get four or five thousand—
six thousand, seven thousand at a game. No crowd—there‟s no other event on our
campus that brings that many people to the campus at one time. You know what‟s that
called? It‟s not better Joe, it‟s called enthusiasm.
Professor Cooper also articulated the uniqueness of what the football atmosphere brings to Blue
College.
As I said I like the football culture. I think it is unifying—it is the big game. Just
because of the, I think this is true, because of the scale of the game, the amount of
people involved, the bigness of the stadium. You know there is a different game day
feel for a big soccer game, wrestling match, whatever, compared to even just a Joe
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Average football game. There are so few of them on campus—there are only five or six
per year—however many home games there are—that each one of them is Game Day.
You know it‟s the only one that people are tailgating for; it's the only one that people
have a whole ethos around the events.
Finally, Ms. Smith connected this enthusiasm and school spirit to the alumni of Blue College
and their connection back to campus.
I just can‟t imagine having homecoming and alumni events without a football game.
And the whole nostalgia and feel that it brings for people. And feeling all collegiate and
all that sort of—again those nostalgic kind of feelings that I—it would be interesting. I
think people would feel a huge void here if it wasn‟t here.
A second consistent finding among the group of interview participants is that they see
football as a critical piece of the culture of the institution to the point that it would weaken the
institution‟s reputation and credibility if it were not there. Several members of the group
pointed out that a key point of the institution‟s mission is to impact the world for Christ, and
therefore they must be relevant to the world in order to be taken seriously. It is clear that Blue
College constituents cite football as a key part of that connection to culture.
Professor Cooper used her previous faculty appointment to describe how football
positions an institution.
I also think, this is perhaps just a perception on my behalf, it gives you legitimacy as a
college—that you have a football program. Without it I think you really seem small
time. I was at Northern University before I was here—fairly decent soccer program,
okay in some of the other sports. They are an East Coast school so lacrosse and field
hockey have a greater importance but without football—sports seemed really small. So
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I think football, just because of the size of the program—the investment of the
institution in the program—it‟s so expensive—it‟s so costful. But it makes, it raises the
profile of the institution but it also clearly raises the profile of athletics I think at that
institution.
Mr. Hawk was visibly stirred up by the idea of Blue College without a football program and
stated why he thinks it is so critical.
I mean basketball and soccer are great sports but there‟s just something that the culture
creates—the football team creates—Saturday afternoon, Saturday evenings. Getting
everybody out there—this big event. I guess there is that kind of, like not barbaric, but
just this like intense physical type sport and there‟s something to rally around. I guess I
think of like big Division I schools that have this. It is a really big piece of the culture.
Coach Stone stated that the impact goes beyond the view of the outside world to an impact on
the fabric of the institution.
We‟re supposed to be a school that reaches the world. You take football—you take
athletics off a Christian campus—it becomes a weird place, Joe. You know it and I
know it. It becomes weird in the world‟s eyes—you lose credibility right or wrong—
you‟re going to lose credibility in the world‟s eyes. Oh there‟s the little Christian
school—you know what—they don‟t have athletics „cause you know what, they don‟t
want to be competitors. It‟s too tough—they are milquetoast—you know the whole
stereotype. True or not—it‟s going to rage and you‟re throwing gas on that fire. Now
you have a campus that has athletics and doesn‟t have football—you‟re missing it too.
I‟m going to tell you, right, they don‟t like war. You know that‟s that little pacifist
place—swimming, tennis golf, and everything else. You‟re missing part you know
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what. I think ROTC on our campus gives us credibility too. You put—you take ROTC
and football off this campus—it will change the campus, Joe. It will change it in a
second. You put football and ROTC on it, you change it. And I‟m going to tell you
something right now—you take music off our campus—you change it too. You take
swimming off our campus—you change it too. You take soccer off and you change it
to. But you take football, you change in a different way—but you change it and that
ain‟t for the better. I think you take it off just the outside perception of Blue—you take
football off and they‟re going to see you as not as connected with our culture. You
remove that from the campus and you disconnect yourself from a huge part of America.
You remove football you remove America‟s sport, man.
Dr. Palmer‟s thoughts on the subject were succinct but powerful: “Being in the arena is a part
of a culture of a college.”
Third, conversations about the contribution of the football program led to participants
explaining the impact of the football student-athletes on the campus. Respondents noted that on
a campus of this size not only are football players easy to spot when they are grouped together,
but they also have distinctive traits individually. Dr. Adams pointed out a physical difference
and further articulated how they are known on campus:
Well they‟re the most visible people on campus because there‟s a lot of them and just
physically at a stature that most people are not used to seeing on a regular basis. So I
mean these guys many of them are just, you just know there‟s something different about
them. Their neck is thicker. I mean they‟re just thick. They come in big and they just
get bigger over four years. You know I think what you—if you were to ask the average
person on campus—I think they‟d say, you know they eat together in the dining hall,
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they live together. You know they stay pretty close to each other….They like to be
close to each other. So there‟s a positive image of the football team on campus I think
because they‟re taking their faith in Christ and fostering faith development seriously.
People know that.
Mr. Hawk expressed that the culture and identity of the squad is formed by the challenge of the
coaches and young men strive to live up to the call.
I would say an elite group of men. And they want to be perceived as an elite group of
men. The challenge the coach always puts out there for the guys is that if there is a job
that is difficult that the person could only say—only Blue football players could
accomplish this task. You know only the grit, the toughness, the determination, the
follow-through of a Blue football player is capable of taking on this task and so it is a
culture where these guys are going to have blood, sweat, and tears together and then
they do all these team building things throughout the year, whether it starts with the
small groups that every guy is in, to spring break missions trips that are solely about
missions and not even picking up a football. To the trips the guys are taking together, to
their eating together in the dining hall, to their lifting. That, kind of, has created this
culture of really, I think, people finding their identity in this being part of the Blue
College football team.
Dr. Palmer shared that any negative stereotype of football student athletes is likely due to the
size of the group.
So I think football players here have a negative reputation to some degree just because
they are a critical mass. You get 100 guys in the dining hall—somebody throws a roll
or something—then the whole team is identified as being obnoxious or whatever. But I
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find them for the most part to be critical elements of the institution. I would say this—
the institution couldn‟t do without them. I think it‟s a holistic perspective. I don‟t know
that there‟s anybody here now who would argue against football. When I came, there
was a fairly significant group of faculty who did not want football. Now do we have
any bad actors or have we graduated some folks who have gone astray so to speak?
Sure. But the majority are really integrated into the institution and so that‟s the positive
side.
Ms. Smith also spoke to this transition that Dr. Palmer mentioned:
In the past there has probably been a little bit more stereotypical, wild kind of you know
“jocky” kind of guy. But I think more now they are viewed as being—they‟ve been
able to be a little bit more involved in campus now. I think there‟s a positive view of
certainly our football guys and not as rowdy and you know segregated as maybe
sometimes they have been in the past. I don‟t hear the same kinds of—“oh we have
these football guys on our floor and they just like did all these crazy pranks and were
throwing this around and completely disregarding whatever”—they seem to be a lot
more in balance with everyone else.
The fourth consistent finding regarding the contribution of football to the Blue College
campus was that the football program brings a diversity to the makeup of the student body that
is, in the eyes of the participants, a critical element of what strengthens the institution. Again
pointing to Blue College‟s mission to impact the Kingdom of God, Coach Stone insisted “the
ability to impact and permeate society is going to be directly related to the diversity on your
campus. Not only cultural diversity, but talent diversity, passion diversity.” Several
participants articulated how football student-athletes bring that diversity to campus.
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Dr. Adams defined the diversity largely in terms of rounding out a student body that
otherwise has an extremely academic focus:
We have a lot of type A, driven, bookish kinds of students and I think the football
program and athletics in general, you know, they recruit a student that, it does I think, it
makes Blue more well-rounded. If everyone here only focused on academics and didn‟t
have that game to go to, I mean the games are, football games, are really social events.
There‟s only four of them every year, usually 2 night games and 2 afternoon games.
And the stands are packed. I mean that‟s kind of—it‟s the place to be for students and
alumni and people in the community—it‟s just really fun. So, I mean, if we didn‟t have
those—I mean Blue is a stressful place—I think people are pretty tightly wound. Pretty
driven, and I think if we didn‟t have those social outlets, I don‟t think—I think the stress
level on campus would not go in a good direction. But you know, I think if the football
team were not here we‟d have a bunch more 3.9 students and I just, you know, I think
you start to get slanted. I think we would get myopic as an institution if we only—we
would be way more homogeneous. And I don‟t think that would be a good thing. So it
does—it adds a particular kind of diversity to our student body that is really important.
Mr. Hawk also noted the distinctiveness of what football players bring to campus life.
Without having those 100 guys around—that would really be different. The weight
room would be so much more empty, the culture in the residence halls would be empty,
the dining hall would be different. It would definitely soften some of that. And not
only testosterone—I feel like there‟s a good strength—a goodness. That healthy male
strength can bring something to a campus. There‟s some real strength in there that I
think fires me up.
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Dr. Palmer noted that even though Blue College does not rely on the athletic programs
to fill spots in the incoming class as other institutions might, the football program brings a
flavor of students who would not be at Blue otherwise.
One thing that maybe isn‟t recognized is that the football program attracts students who
would have no interest in Blue College otherwise. And maybe someone could see that
as a downside—well they‟re only coming to play football—I see that as a real upside.
You get kids here who might not otherwise be interested and then that gets their parents
interested, their family interested, and so it broadens I think the reach and you get a kind
of student that you maybe wouldn‟t get otherwise. So we don‟t have a very—we have a
very very very very small Roman Catholic contingent of students—a lot of them are
athletes. That‟s interesting in and of itself but I think that contributes to the college that
you get a different kind of students. You don‟t—a student whose whole family didn‟t
go here or who from age knew “oh I‟m going to go to Blue since everybody in my
youth group went to Blue.” We get kids who meet Stone or they hear about it and they
come so I think that‟s a benefit that maybe isn‟t recognized. Because there is talk on
campus of “we don‟t need the athletic department for enrollment” and there‟s some
truth to that, I mean we can fill every slot whereas other schools as you know and
especially in our conference—they‟re adding men‟s sports because they have to attract
male students. But I guess I would be suspicious or hesitant to sort of overplay that
“well we don‟t need the athletic department for that.” Well it does contribute to the
color of the or the diversity of the student body. Even if statistically, no, we don‟t need
that but in a real sense we do need them to contribute to the makeup of the student body,
just like we need theater people, and conservatory people, and international students.
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Ms. Smith noted that this diversity is recognized by the parents of students on campus and
brings an important element to campus.
It‟s interesting—I did have some conversation with some parents on our parents‟
council. I remember last year I talked with them about a number of issues and just to
kind of get their perspective on what they valued about their kids experience here at
Blue. If I can hear that it‟s helpful for us for recruitment. „Cause many times again
we‟re so busy out there trying to get people that it‟s hard to know how people are—once
we bring them here—what‟s their experience like, what are the parents thinking…that
sort of thing. So a number of the parents said that they really appreciated having
athletes on campus because it kind of balanced out the student population here that can
be so—I mean our athletes can be type A as well—but so like academically tunnel
vision. That they brought more balance, social balance—you know just a little more
light heartedness—just kind of that again—just thinking of that well-roundedness that
kind of helped bring that to the campus. So they really appreciated having athletics here
because of what it did for their students as far as like interaction with other folks.
Three additional findings were less commonly mentioned, yet they provide important
insight into the role of football on the Blue College campus. First, Coach Stone and Dr. Palmer
shared the belief that the football program has the ability to be productive (or said in a different
way “get stuff done”) in a way that contributes to the campus community. The productivity
Coach Stone referred to involved individuals in and around the Blue College community
relying on the manpower of the football program.
People need stuff done. We had a flood the other year and all of a sudden physical plant
needs 150 sand bags filled because we had stuff…who did they call? Football team.
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Swim team needs bleachers moved, who do you call? Football team. Soccer team
needed bleachers moved, who did they call? Football team. Physical plant needs help
shoveling salt, who did they call? Football team. Faculty, the masses, they need jobs
done. Community people call and we want football guys.
The productivity Dr. Palmer spoke of refers to the financial contributions the football coaches
can solicit from alumni and friends.
Probably, I don‟t know, 15 years ago I convinced my vice president that we needed turf
on the football field. So then to convince Coach Stone that we need turf. Okay, but
then conceptually that idea was bought but there was no money for it. So what they
allowed is the soccer coaches, football coach—Stone in particular—to raise money to
turf the field. So in one sense we developed for the institution a solution for a lot of
their facility problems without the institution investment in that. And so in the end,
Coach Stone would argue, and well I would argue as well, it‟s been a great thing for
football or for soccer. But it‟s even been better for the institution—for intramurals, club
sports. I mean we can use those fields every day—winter, spring, or summer.
Second, two respondents spoke more to this fact that football serves as an important
connection between Blue College and football alumni as well as the broader community. Dr.
Winger draws this connection to the community through consideration of Blue College without
a football program.
It is the most well-attended event that we have here. So usually Saturday afternoons or
Saturday night students come out for that. In big ways that they don‟t come out for
other things. So I think that would be a loss that it just doesn‟t—there would be
something missing as far as a consistent regular event that brings student body, alumni,
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townspeople, faculty together. So I think that would be a negative. I don‟t think soccer
could carry that even though the soccer program is really successful and has supporters.
There is something about football that, you know, brings people out even if they‟re not
necessarily interested in the game—they‟re there for social reason. So I think that
would be a loss. I think there‟s a very strong, committed, capable group of football
alumni who would, I think very quickly, lose interest in the college if something
happened to the football program. So from the standpoint of contributing to an
interested, invested, committed alumni, I think the football program plays a very big
role in that. Well the athletic program in general—but probably the football program
just because of the numbers
Dr. Cooper also spoke to this important community connection that is achieved through the
football program.
I will also say that it is not just a student thing. We have a lot of community
members—alumni and others—who come with their families and their small kids for
instance and bring them out on a Saturday afternoon or evening and go down to the
games. Obviously it‟s a big event during homecoming—it‟s one of the gathering points
during homecoming. One of our perks as a faculty member is free admission to all the
athletic events. A lot of faculty members who will bring out their family to particularly
football events—sometimes soccer—sometimes basketball. Pretty thin anything else.
Those are about the three that draw. Baseball or softball a little bit. And that‟s probably
because they play on campus where baseball doesn‟t. But football, people will bring
their small kids—their kids will play on the end—side of the field—toss a ball around
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during the game and so I think all of those things, I think are part of the fall at Blue—
it‟s that sense of football.
The third finding that was important but not shared by the majority of respondents was
shared by Pastor Miller. He posited that the football program has contributed significantly to
the structure of spiritual formation programs and progression of spiritual development that is
very important to campus life.
The discipleship small group program began in the 1980s as a small group program for
the football team. And it was members of the football team that organized themselves
in small groups for bible study and prayer and encouragement. And the Chaplain at that
time, Mick Simpson, who assisted the football team athletic coaches in instituting that
program work at developing a similar discipleship program outside of athletics, outside
of the football team and it became a campus wide program. . . . The football team also
offers leadership in another area that you‟ve probably learned about since you‟ve been
on campus. And that is the service trips that the teams have taken to Africa and Eastern
Europe and this Spring Break there‟s a group that‟s going to be going to Haiti. And this
kind of involvement in serving cross-culturally, sacrificially, is really I think it has an
impact beyond the football team. As these students have life-changing experiences and
serving cross-culturally where they learn about life, they learn about poverty, they learn
about values in an altogether different context than they would be familiar with. So this
is cross-fertilization that takes place when these football players interact with their peers
on campus and these stories come back of what they have learned, how their lives have
been impacted by these service trips that they take overseas.
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Focus group. Eight students, four football student-athletes and four non-athletes,
participated in the focus group, which was held during the dinner hour in the dining commons.
All students were traditional undergraduate students and all were White. They were: Davis, a
sophomore elementary education major and football athlete from Wheaton, IL; Christopher, a
junior philosophy major and football athlete from Washington, Missouri; Mike, a senior applied
health sciences major and football athlete from Holland, Michigan; and Dennis, a senior
biblical studies major and football athlete from Chesterland, Ohio; Dustin, a sophomore applied
health sciences major from Marietta, Georgia; Becca, a senior math major from Delmar, New
York; Kristianna, a junior applied health sciences major from Derwood, Maryland; Jartavius, a
sophomore communications major from Marietta, Georgia.
Questions about the contribution of football to Blue College and about how the campus
would be different without a football program led to four findings. First, three of the football
athletes noted that the football program brings an element of diversity to the campus that would
not be present without the team. Davis focused specifically on the personalities of football
athletes:
I‟d say the football team has more of a distinct character about it. A lot of people—a lot
of guys on the team wouldn‟t be here if it weren‟t for the football team. That‟s probably
true to say about me—the football team really brought me here and I mean I thank God
because of it. But I‟d say it brings a different aspect of character that you wouldn‟t
necessarily normally see around the school as a whole. Not necessarily in a bad way or
good way, but just a distinct, loud, outgoing, sometimes obnoxious—just different
personality.
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Dennis stated that this personality rounds out a campus environment that is heavily focused on
academic achievement.
It [football] brings a good balance because Blue is such a strong academic school and I
mean I just think it sometimes brings athletes in that maybe typically wouldn‟t have
gotten into the school if they didn‟t have football helping them. It brings in actually just
an entire different dimension because not only are they athletes, but yeah, they are
bringing a different background than just a purely academic high school—like someone
in high school—a book smart-type person. You know, maybe they aren‟t as book smart
but they are bringing another part to the campus. Which I think has been important. I
think it‟s good that athletics is able to help people get into schools like Blue.
Mike saw the diversity that the football program brings a very intentional effort on the part of
the institution to round out the student body.
It seems like every school is the same thing - one of their goals is to have a diverse
campus and I feel like the football team is one area where you increase diversity. Not
necessarily racially, we don‟t have that many different races on our team, but definitely
backgrounds and personalities and it definitely adds a lot of flavor to campus.
Second, Dustin and Jartavius—two nonathletes—pointed out that the football program
brings in serious students who contribute in the classroom in addition to on the football field,
which they noted is not what they always expected. Jartavius doesn‟t feel as though the
football program diminishes the academic profile of the institution.
I‟ve been impressed every single time I‟ve heard football players open their mouth. I‟d
say at a lot of big schools, they‟re stereotypically not focused on school, not always the
most intelligent on campus, not always well spoken. But I‟ve been impressed every

86
single time I‟ve either had a one-on-one conversation, or a group setting, or just heard
them speak in class. So I‟d say the football team engenders that type of academic
focus—just by definition of the people they bring in.
Dustin concurred with Jartavius‟s statement and added that football players seem to do a good
job balancing the pillars of faith, learning, and football that are referenced in the team‟s
philosophy.
It talked about a commitment to faith, learning, and football and that‟s a whole lot to
balance. But I‟ve been really impressed with the way the football players are able to
balance those three. Just coming in, when I would think about a football player, I
honestly think about someone who just wants to play four years and really not focus on
class that much. But in my experience they are really committed to doing well in
classes and are pursuing their faith in addition to striving to be good athletes.
A third finding that was expressed by Mike and Becca is that football brings energy,
enthusiasm, and a community feeling that is important to a school like Blue College. They
shared that, in a high-pressure environment where students do not always take the time to get
involved in the large group activities, football can bring a much-needed distraction and energy.
Becca said it best in the following statement:
I think it just brings energy to the campus. Not only Saturday games, like everybody‟s
going to the football game and you can hear the stands from around campus and then
also the guys on the team bring energy. As you can see when they‟re like chanting in
the dining hall where they‟re eating or like you [Davis] said, being obnoxious at times.
But it‟s energy, kind of lightens the mood sometimes.
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Becca went on to describe how the energy and crowd generated by Blue College athletics, and
football in particular, contributed significantly to the institution.
I think one of the, like, biggest things about Blue athletics is kind of giving Blue
College the big school feel but at a small school. Especially, I think football plays that
role because a lot of big schools I think have football, and a lot of small schools don‟t. I
think that plays a huge role just in bringing the community in. I mean I look at other
Christian schools or, like, have visited and they don‟t have football teams or they don‟t
have men‟s and women‟s soccer teams or just the big sports. Yeah, I think the unity
isn‟t there as much and I mean it‟s fun for fans to just kind of band together and cheer
on—even if they‟re not best friends with the kids on the team. You‟re still cheering on
your school. Yeah and just getting that big school spirit feel but we‟re in this, like, 2500
student school—it‟s not that big.
Finally, Jartavius noted that though these individual football athletes contribute
positively to the institution he has noticed a less positive contribution when they form as a
group around campus.
The guys that I‟ve had one-on-one-conversations with—I‟ve loved getting to know
them—really enjoyed that. They‟re incredibly thoughtful guys. I‟d say sometimes when
they get together though, it can be kind of herd mentality, group mentality and I just
don‟t always enjoy being around a group of football players. I‟ve always enjoyed being
around the individuals and just talking with them. With two of the guys—they were
saying that they recognize a shift in their actions when they‟re around a group of
football players and when I said that I don‟t necessarily like them in that group they said
they probably wouldn‟t like themselves either—the way that they were acting. So with
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all that said, I think that just is kind of the nature of the beast when you have such a tight
knit community that it‟s the one downside to being that close physically.
Research Question Two
The second research question is an investigation into the policies and practices that
drive the intercollegiate football program and the views of the program constituents on these
policies and practices. Game day observation offered insight as I could pick up on some of the
rituals of the team, the interaction between players and coaches, and the totality of the football
experience on the campus. Interview and focus group research provided the opportunity for
individuals to recount the standing policies, or at least their versions of them, as well as the
general practices of the team and how they felt about these things. Document, artifact, and
archival research served both to provide new insight into the policies and practices of the team
as well as helping to triangulate data.
Game day experience. As the line of Blue College football players approached the
field and formed lines for stretching and warm-ups the discipline and focus was apparent. The
swarm of coaches filtered through the lines taking time to engage players one at a time, giving
encouragement or possibly advice about the game plan for the day. Besides the orchestrated
and regimented warm-up orders the players remained silent in preparation for the game ahead.
An announcement over the loudspeaker invited friends and families of the Blue players
to meet at a corner of the stadium at 12:40 p.m. for prayer before the game. When the time
arrived approximately 30 individuals gathered together. After a few minutes of going around
the circle for introductions the group held hands and prayed for about five minutes; giving
thanks for the day, praying for safety for the teams, and thanking God for His creation. The
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group of 30, all decked out in Blue College Football gear, exchanged hugs and small talk for a
few minutes before filtering back to their places in the stands or against the fences.
I recognized many of these same individuals on the field at halftime when the seniors
were being honored for their four years of accomplishments. During this ceremony the
president of the college along with the wife of the head football coach filtered down the line of
approximately 25 families exchanging greetings, hugs, and congratulations. Over the
loudspeaker the players were mentioned along with their accomplishments on and off the field.
These players and their contributions to the program and to Blue College likely received more
applause than any single play during the course of play on that Saturday. It was obvious that
the pride in the players and the program ran deeper through that community than the love of
football; it was a love for Blue College and the people who invest their lives in the institution.
In the third quarter after a Blue College turnover and with Red College leading 21-3 an
offensive huddle on the sidelines created the perfect opportunity to witness the interaction
between coaches and players in the heat of the battle. Though the offensive effort had been a
failure thus far the coaching staff remained positive and upbeat, yet stern. Mistakes were
pointed out but not dwelled upon; players were encouraged and not singled out; coaches
insisted that Blue College football is a program that overcomes adversity and they will prevail
through this challenge.
After a relatively uneventful closing to the second half and a 28-3 Red College victory
family and friends filtered to the field to witness the post-game pep talk Coach Stone would
present to the players. With over 100 players on one knee and several hundred supporters
surrounding the group, Coach Stone delivered what seemed to be a somewhat scripted but
nonetheless inspiring monologue. He told the young men that in the second half he saw the
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heart of a champion come out in them and that if the two teams meet on the field again Blue
College will prevail by two scores. The players and athletes remained in complete silence as
Coach Stone urged the young men to keep on fighting but more importantly to remember who
they are fighting for: Blue College and their Lord and Savior Jesus Christ. Coach closed the
talk with a passionate and spirit-filled prayer for and over his prayers—asking for
encouragement and thanking Christ for dying on the cross for our sins.
Interviews. An overview of the participants‟ insights regarding the policies and
practices of the football program is best understood if it is preceded by Coach Stone‟s personal
view of the core mission, policies, and practices that guide the program. It was clear through the
interview with Coach Stone that he is accustomed to sharing these beliefs that make up his
personal and professional mission; it effused from every topic of conversation and was thick
with passion. The core of the Blue College program can be described through the following
statements.
The number one thing that we try to do in football other than football is encourage our
kids to love God. And we structure our program that way. We encourage these kids to
love God. Encourage this kid in the classroom, and make this kid tough. And that kid
will make a difference. And I think football gives me a microcosm of life—it gives me
a classroom that is so unique and so different. Even more than any other sport, because
in no other sport are so many required to put aside personal differences to achieve. . . .
When you are part of our program and you are part of Blue Football, you‟re a part of
something that‟s bigger than yourself. And these are the qualities that football is going
to instill in a young man that academics never will. That this campus never will.
Number one—selflessness. It‟s not about you. There‟s 110 kids on this football team.
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And it‟s not basketball, it‟s not swimming, it‟s not track and field. It‟s football. And
you know what—it doesn‟t revolve around you. It revolves around us and every
decision you make is going to be made and you‟re going to be driven by a cause. And
it‟s no different than the cause of Christ. Jesus said lay it all down and follow me,
right? Well I‟m not Jesus but I‟m telling em right now—lay it all down and follow us.
It ain‟t about you. And it‟s never going to be about you for the next four years. It‟s
going to be about Blue Football. And every decision we make it‟s not going to be about
what‟s best for Joe Davis—it‟s going to be about what‟s best for Blue Football. And
you‟re going to fall in line. And you‟re going to learn something our culture knows
none of. Selflessness, humility, cause driven. . . . Be someone who wants to be
challenged. Be someone who wants to be confronted. If you don‟t want to be
motivated, if you don‟t want to be confronted, nobody is ever going to make a
difference in your life.
Drawing from this philosophy Coach Stone went on to describe the policies that he and
the other coaches put in place to motivate the football athletes and to shape their spirit and
behaviors.
The first thing that I tell a young man when he‟s coming in here and I would tell a
parent too: there‟s a sign on the front of our campus that says For Christ and His
Kingdom—don‟t screw it up. When you walk around it‟s—you have Jesus written on
the back of your coat. Don‟t ever forget the responsibility of being a student. Of being
a child of God. It‟s Jesus, and then it‟s Blue College. That‟s my first rule. That‟s on
your shirt. Wherever you go downtown in the city to watch the Bulls play—whatever.
There is Jesus and there is Blue. Don‟t ever forget the responsibility you have of being
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a student and a child of God. Child of God and a student at Blue. If you don‟t ever
forget that there should be no rule behavior type rule that I need to put on you. . . . And I
remind every kid of this—don‟t ever forget the cost of your salvation. He was beaten
beyond human recognition and he suffocated and bled to death on a cross. He sweat
blood the night before—have you ever sweat blood before, Joe? Out of apprehension of
knowing what he had to do. Don‟t forget what he did for you. And don‟t forget who
you represent. That‟s my first rule. And I mean that‟s—and if that‟s not the kind of
place you want to be and if that bar is too high for you, don‟t come here…. The first
thing you do—you don‟t cut class. If a kid is not making it and you know this, Joe, if a
kid is not making it 95% of the time it‟s because he‟s not going to class. A Blue
football player will not cut class. Number two—when a class starts he‟s going to shake
the professor‟s hand, he‟s going to introduce himself to the professor, he‟s going to
know who I am, he‟s going to say “I‟m a football player here at Blue College. You
know what, I‟m interested in doing well in your class, I‟m not just a football player.
I‟m a student, here‟s my name, I‟m going to work hard.” So he‟s going to set the bar
for himself. He‟s going to sit in the front half of the class. A football player will not sit
in the back half of your class. You‟re going to sit in the front half of the class and if
you‟re assigned 50 pages, you‟re going to read 50 pages. If you‟re assigned to write a
paper, you‟re going to write it. A kid fails in college „cause he doesn‟t go to class, the
teacher doesn‟t know who he is, he sits in the back row, he doesn‟t do what he‟s asked.
A football player does not fail „cause he ain‟t smart enough. „Cause he‟s not a dumb
idiot. And our football players are going to do those four things and you know what?
Someone is going to make sure he‟s doing em. And it‟s not the teacher, the dean, the

93
director of admissions, the head of financial aid. It‟s the football coach…. I have
policies. Kids drinking, the whole bit. I got a lot of little things that there‟s a response
but when it comes to it: don‟t forget guys, you signed your name to Blue College and
there‟s a statement of responsibilities and there‟s a statement of faith and all those
things, but ultimately man, don‟t let your Savior down, man. This is what He did for
you. And there‟s the institution and the institution is bigger than you. Don‟t let it
down. That‟s my rule and that‟s what I tell the parents. Now I got rules that are run this
and be in this kind of shape—again I got all kinds of „em. You know—you‟re drinking,
you‟re flunking a class, whatever, there‟re policies there. Don‟t let your Savior down
and don‟t let the institution down and ultimately don‟t let the program down.
When asked questions about what defines the football program, many interview
participants pointed to the recruiting policies and practices as what sets the tone for the
program. It is clear that Blue Football places a priority on finding the right students with the
right fit for both the program and the institution as a whole. Coach Stone described his
recruiting philosophy this way:
Okay the first thing we do when we recruit, first thing I tell our coaches is don‟t look at
the videotape first. „Cause you know what will happen, you‟ll see a great player and
you marginalize everything else. Okay? The first thing when we are evaluating players
is we evaluate their faith. Do they fit Blue? „Cause if I look at a tape and I see a guy
and the first thing I do—here, here is a tape—watch it. I go holy cow! Just like you.
You know what I‟m going to do? Well, we don‟t have to be quite there, this guy is so
good. You know what—does he fit Blue spiritually? He does! Well, how about the
transcript? Is he capable of succeeding? He is! Okay let‟s look at his tape. Don‟t ever
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forget it. That‟s the order. You‟ve gotta find does he spiritually fit? If you foul up the
order, you will foul up the recruits. Every time. We‟re human beings. And I‟ll do it.
I‟ll foul it up. First thing I walk in a high school, first thing I do. I get a kid‟s name,
right on the phone. “Son, Coach Stone from Blue College. Do you love Jesus?” Right
out of the shoot. Hard sell. Hard sell. Hard sell. „Cause I‟ll tell ya what happens, Joe.
You soft sell the spiritual component of Blue and you will get kids here, you soft sell it
„cause you‟re worried about losing the kid because you‟re going to turn him off. And
you know what you do? You get kids here that shouldn‟t be here and you lose the one
that‟s looking for someone to say that. And that‟s the one you win with. You lose the
one „cause you become like everybody else. You‟re no longer distinctive. Oh you‟re a
Christian school but well you know. Hey you know are you a good kid? No I‟m not
looking for a good kid. I‟m looking for a young man who has given his heart to Christ
and who loves Jesus. And wants to play with 110 kids like that. You come recruiting.
Hard sell it. This is who we are. . . . When I talk to kids and I recruit kids, Joe, here is
what I say: “Young man the most important thing that can be said about you well no, no
back up, other than a young man‟s decision for Christ, the two most important decisions
a young man can ever make is where he goes to school and who he marries. No two
decisions will have more to do on his state of being at age 30 than those two. Make
good ones, you end up okay. Make bad ones your life is probably in chaos at age 30.
And nine times out of ten the first one affects who you‟re going to marry. If you don‟t
find her there, you start developing a profile of who you‟re looking for. You date
somebody in high school; you date somebody to see if she‟s good enough for the senior
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prom. When you date someone in college, you‟re starting to say is this someone good
enough for life? And so this decision on college is way bigger than what people think.”
Constituents across campus recognize the commitment of the football coaching staff to
this method of recruiting and credit these practices for bringing the right kids to campus. Dr.
Palmer noted the uniqueness and power of Coach Stone‟s recruiting methods:
Did you ask Coach Stone about recruiting? Did he tell you what his first question is? Do
you love Jesus? Okay. There are very few football coaches who would go that route.
What it does it really divides the sheep and the goats—that‟s probably a bad analogy.
But it helps the individual student decide up front whether they want to be here or not.
So then the student doesn‟t have to waste a lot of time trying to be somebody. Perhaps
he‟s in FCA [Fellowship of Christian Athletes], but really not a Christian. Well
probably shouldn‟t be here, then. Not that he‟s bad but it‟s just the fit would not be
good, okay? And it helps Coach Stone conserve time recruiting. You know the football
coaches…I think the recruiting framework has changed here. But when I first came
here partly because of lack of success in football and basketball—those two men‟s
sports—the statement was one, we can‟t recruit because we have to just restrict
ourselves to Christians and then we‟re too high academically so we‟re missing all these
run-of-the-mill kinds of folks. Actually, this group of coaches has turned all that
around. I mean it‟s the most attractive thing; I mean we have such an advantage. If
you‟re a Christian kid…your parents are Christian. I mean you sell your mom and your
dad because this just isn‟t a safe place but this is the best place for you to be if you‟re
investing—if dad‟s going to invest money for you for 40 years of your life. It‟s a small
price to pay.
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Dr. Winger commented on how impressed he is with the recruitment success in the tough
competitive environment in which Blue College competes.
I recognize how highly competitive our conference has become and the real struggle it is
for Blue to compete. Some of these other schools have huge rosters on their football
team—they get every local kid. We have to beat the bushes all over the country to get
kids. So that makes me admire the work that Stone has done with the sort of things
against him. It‟s pretty impressive. He cares deeply about the whole student-athlete
and would never, as far as I know, compromise Blue‟s faith commitment just to get a
stellar athlete.
Ms. Smith is involved in the admissions process on a daily basis and she recognizes the
commitment of the coaches to recruiting the whole student.
You know if you‟re going to come here, you‟re coming here because you want to be at
this institution and you want to play football for our program. And so they do, again,
they‟re just very passionate about that and do a great job of letting people know exactly
what they‟re going to get. And so students who are coming to their program want to
play specifically because of that passion and that leadership that they have. I think
that‟s one of the areas where I feel they are going to find out where a student is at
spiritually. Sometimes they‟ll go on a limb and try to get someone who‟s a little more
questionable—not questionable—but just they aren‟t certain. Or someone who‟s like
okay there‟s potential there. But one of the things for Blue—we‟re one of the few
Christian colleges where we have an absolute requirement that you have to be a
Christian. There‟s no admission without faith in Christ. We don‟t take students who are
seekers and in our general population when we‟re evaluating applicants. I‟m not looking
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for just a nominal Christian—I‟m looking for someone who‟s really serious about their
faith. And so that‟s kind of a requirement across the board. So and that‟s a
nonnegotiable and they know that. And so I think again the coaches have kind of
learned how to pick their battles. They don‟t even go there because it‟s just not worth it.
It‟s too much work and it‟s not going to help them in the long run for their team or
program or what have you. Because those students are not going to do well in this kind
of environment. So I think that most of our coaches have been here long enough that
they‟re just like, you know, they want to make their recruiting life as smooth as possible
so they start with some certain things. In fact, I was talking to the football coach; the
football coach says we don‟t even look at any tapes of guys, we look first, we find out
about their faith in Christ. Then we ask them for their GPA and test scores so we know
what we‟re dealing with. If they can work with that then they‟ll look at the tape. And
football coach told me, “I tell my coaches, don‟t even look at it—cause you‟re going to
compromise yourself. „Cause if it‟s someone who‟s really good, and they find out later
on that they‟re barely a Christian or just kind of faking it or they‟re so low
academically—then you‟re going to start thinking differently, like well hmmm what can
we do…”
Participants pointed to the roles and responsibilities of the coaches as another key factor
that makes the program distinctive. Specifically, the coaches are intentional about the
mentoring of football athletes and they serve as coaches of more than just the football element
of the students‟ lives. Dr. Adams noted that this commitment from the coaches is the starting
point for a holistic program.
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Well it starts with the coaching staff. And these guys bleed Blue College but even
above that, they love Jesus. And it just comes through their pores. That‟s a key way it‟s
lived out—by the staff—the coaching staff. I think if the athletes and the football team
didn‟t see their coaching staff living out the mission of the college of becoming a more
whole person in Christ and pointing them in that direction through the competition, and
the training, and the small groups, and the mission experiences that they have; all those
things work together, I think, to help reinforce the mission of the college.
Dr. Cooper pointed out the investment and involvement of the coaches differs greatly from
secular institutions because of the element of faith development.
I do think in wonderful ways they do it differently here. There are places where they
falter in my view and act more like everybody else, but I do think their issue on team,
their issue on character, their spring mission trips, all of those things that are team
building around a single vision, which often has a spiritual component to it “to finish
strong” is this year‟s [team theme]. I do think they do it differently and that‟s a
wonderful thing. And when they come in as a football player and they come into Coach
Stone‟s program, and they are in that system, they are cared for differently than they
would be if they were a football player at Red College or a football player at University
of State. And so it is a huge value added to their lives I think.
Dr. Palmer suggested that this mentorship is possible because of the vulnerability that is
manifested through intense competition and bonding as a team, and it takes shape through
intentional planning and almost military-like execution.
What we‟re able to do especially in football, but it‟s not only true in football it‟s true in
every sport here, the crucible of that competition really opens a players so they‟re very
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vulnerable in a situation, whether it‟s in practice or in the game, and where the coach
can intervene in a specific situation. So the person…it‟s not necessarily a question of
right and wrong, but how one lives, how one responds to adversity. So that‟s why it‟s
so very important. A history professor here this term teaches what, 4 hours a week?
Well in the fall if you‟re taking football, football coach is going to have about 20 to 30
hours with those guys. So obviously, that football coach is going to have a much closer
relationship. He will know the heart and soul of that player. I think football is unique
in the sense that there is a little bit of one-on-one. It‟s almost a military aspect where
you‟re developing leaders and squads and that kind of thing.
Coach Stone expressed that this mentoring role is an intentional element of coaching at Blue
College along with an overall loyalty to the cause of the program.
I think the first one thing the assistant coaches have got to do, the first role is, they gotta
buy into the cause. Your assistant coach has gotta buy into the mission that you‟ve set.
You‟ve got this mission. This is your idea. And they‟ve gotta buy into it. And the first
thing they‟ve gotta be is they‟ve gotta be loyal people that buy into the cause and are
driven by the cause and not upward mobility. So the first role of our assistants in my
mind is that they demonstrate to our players that they are in this together and our goal is
to hear the voice of the authority—hear the goal that‟s set and then put themselves
second to that and be driven by achieving collectively. No different than the player—
not driven by scoring a touchdown—driven by winning the game. The first thing they
can do is demonstrate that as they interact with our players. The goal. Second thing is
mentorship. They can expand my mentorship. They get—our players have gotta be
mentored. I have a statement, Joe—you‟ll love it. Rules without a relationship equals
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rebellion. Demands without a relationship equals rebellion. Demands with a
relationship equals responses. You take the time to develop relationships with your
players, they will respond to your demands. If you don‟t take the time, they will rebel.
Another common thread of responses centers on the concept of accountability, both
player-to-coach and player-to-player, as a hallmark practice of the football program. Some
suggested that this accountability is another intentional practice that can be brought about
because of the vulnerability and bonds that are formed among a team that connects like a
family. Pastor Miller explained that the accountability he witnesses among football athletes is
like no other student-to-student accountability that he has ever seen.
The athletes really encourage me in a discipleship way in the way that they do
discipleship. And I always use the football players as an example. I don‟t speak about
this but I think about it anyway, is the way that they‟re able to lovingly confront each
other with regard to this ideal of living Christianly. And I see it happening more
successfully among the football players than anyone else. And I think it has to do with
the kind of personality that is required to play the game. It‟s kind of an “in your face”
way of living. And so they will be very bold in their witness, they will be very bold in
their confrontation of each other. And they will be interested in holding each other
accountable to living Christianly. In a way that I don‟t see—in a way that I see
regularly among the athletes, especially among the football players—in a way that I see
not very well developed among the others. I think in our small group program in
general, I think that‟s a tough thing to do. It‟s tough, it‟s easy to love and care for and
support and affirm one another. It‟s tougher to call each other on things where we want
to care for one another. But to call each other to account when there‟s a crossing over
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the line that shouldn‟t be crossed. And the athletes seem to be, I think by temperament,
more capable of doing that kind of caring for each other and kind of a peer discipleship
in that way. So that‟s one thing that just comes to mind as I‟ve just observed that over
the years. Like I said I really don‟t speak publicly about that but I just observe it and it
truly happens. And they are comfortable with it so that they even are able to accept that
from each other and they‟re okay with that. Whereas, in our general culture—the
campus culture—students are disinclined to want that kind of interference.
Mr. Hawk recognized a similar tendency among the football players in the way they approach
team discipline and following team rules and explained that it is supported and endorsed by the
coaching staff.
They run a tight ship. I know Coach really encourages guys. I actually disciple a few
of the captains on the team and Coach really challenges the captains to follow the
Matthew 18—one on one—you guys handle this thing. If you need us to get involved at
the next level, we will. And I‟ve heard of one on one, and then it‟s like bring a
couple—three, four, five guys on one if somebody‟s heart‟s not changing. So Coach
really wants them to handle it in house.
All constituents pointed to the spiritual development aspect of the football program as a
distinctive component that is promoted intentionally through the policies and practices of the
program. In addition to the mentorship and accountability practices mentioned previously, the
three corporate components of the intentional programming are reported to be the small group
ministry, team chapel, and the spring break mission trips. Dr. Adams strongly believes that
these programs are at the core of a Blue College football player‟s college experience.
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All the players are involved in a small group, so I think that communicates too that it‟s
not just about what we do in the weight room, it‟s not just about what we do on the
field, and what the wins and losses are. But those small groups, I think, even the fact
that it‟s an important part of the structure of the program communicates value—what‟s
really important. We want to develop the heart and not just the body and the athletic
ability. But the heart is really important—core part. For it‟s become a ten year tradition
that the team take a mission trip to support football alums who are doing missions
around the world, so that largely has been in Senegal, West Africa, but now it‟s
branching out into the team is going to Romania and I think they have Dominican
Republic just in a few weeks. So that gives guys a flavor for “wow—this is not just
about football—this is about the kingdom of God.” And you know where is my—it
starts forcing them to ask questions about where is my place after I‟m done playing
football and going to Blue College. Where am I going to make a contribution to God‟s
kingdom, which is really what the mission of the college is about. We‟re about
kingdom citizenship and so it‟s often—very often—students come here in general, and
they think “I‟m going to Blue „cause it‟s a good academic school and if I get a degree
there then I‟m going to get a good job” and I think their mind gets kind of blown out—
their world view gets blown up a little bit in their classes and then chapel and they
realize—“oh oh this is much bigger than me getting a degree and getting a job”—there‟s
a lot more to it than that.
Dr. Palmer also sees these practices as a really positive contribution to the program, and he
explained a bit of the evolution of how these facets were embraced by Coach Stone.
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Almost every team now has that here [small groups]. It‟s most developed in football,
partly because of the structure. They need it to keep accountability for the group. I‟m
trying to think if there‟s a negative to that. I suppose it helps isolate a little bit more
football so instead of having a small group across campus—it‟s self-contained. I mean
you can‟t have it both ways - can‟t be in so many small groups. So it is seen as a real
positive. It‟s a growth area. Coach Stone has had one of the wide receivers who
graduated here in the mid-90s stayed in the chaplains office and developed small group
ministries here so the football team has used that. So I would say though that the
program developed not necessarily with Coach Stone‟s blessing so it was an outgrowth
of others and then Coach Stone finally bought into it. In the early days of taking the
team overseas, Coach Stone was afraid they were going to get injured or they weren‟t
lifting weights. But you know, ultimately he was won over.
Coach Stone described the football chapel experience and the importance of an atmosphere of
worship to the football program.
We don‟t practice on Friday. We don‟t go on the field, we don‟t practice at all. We
sing and pray. We have a football chapel 4:30 p.m. to 6:00 p.m. every Friday in lieu of
practice. We have two seniors share about what Blue football has meant to them, how
they‟ve grown spiritually, how they‟ve matured, how the fruits of the spirit have been
brought out in their life. We sing, we pray, we bring in a major speaker—an alum or
somebody and those kids are encouraged to love God collectively. We open up to
faculty, to staff, the community, the students. So that we destroy the stereotype that
these are a bunch of big ugly mugs that are around lifting weights and grunting. No,
these guys love God too—just like y‟all do. And we open it up and it‟s been the other
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great thing to connect with our campus. We have students just show up and they sit in
the back—our players are in the front. It‟s targeted at them but anybody else can show
up. And we‟ll have up to 500 people show up to our football chapel. Players, the
parents come to chapel; sometimes they go home because they don‟t even stay for the
game because they‟ve seen enough. It‟s more important than anything what they see
occurring in that chapel. So that's another way we are encouraging our kids to love God
and to carry out the mission of the institution.
Ms Smith. also sees the football chapel program as a really unique and important element of
spiritual development for the football players.
It‟s really kind of phenomenal. All the football guys get together and they worship
together. They sing, they encourage, different ones get up and they share testimonies
and what‟s going on in their lives. They have different speakers come in to encourage
them. The parents of the football guys can come if they want to and they do that every
Friday. And that‟s of course mandatory but it‟s really again part of that shared
relational experience that they have. They do that together spiritually.
Policies related to classroom behavior were addressed by both faculty members, Dr.
Winger and Dr. Cooper, during the interview and their reflections largely resonate with the
policies described by Coach Stone. When asked about the policy of introducing themselves on
the first day of class Dr. Cooper was unsure if it happens with every player but can see some
value in the practice.
It would be a positive thing if you were a sports person, but it is rare. And honestly, I
don‟t know how well I could answer that neutrally because most of them, especially the
guys that I have in class, know pretty quickly my sports interest. So I‟m a safe
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audience, you know, so if you—I think that probably changes how the conversation
progresses. A student I just had—the kicker in public speaking class last quad. And so
right away he identified himself as, “this is who I am,” but I already know that.
Dr. Winger reflected on his experience with football student-athletes in class as a primarily
positive experience, yet he has some concern with their tendency to choose football over class
time when forced to make a decision.
Yeah, they do sit in the front. I don‟t think each and every one of them have come to me
to introduce themselves. But yeah they do, they don‟t sit in the back. That is true. They
are easily identified because they wear Blue football sweatshirts or jackets. They sit
together. They tend to sit together. In my experience they are very respectful. They‟re
not always the most vocally participating students that I have. And I don‟t know if
that‟s because they are football players or just the ones that I happened to have. But
they do tend to sit together. It always comes out somehow in the course—“oh Dr.
Winger you played football, tell us about that.” So I tell them—most of the other
students are like “really, we never would have thought.” But they perform well. I mean
I don‟t think I‟ve ever had problems and if I have I make a phone call to Coach Ryan
and say “hey, can you talk with so and so,” and he‟ll do that. And this isn‟t just football
players but across the board athletes: I think sometimes they are in a tough position of
who do they disappoint, right? And so I‟ll have students who will come, “Oh I‟ve
gotta—I have to leave class early—I have to go to the training room to get to practice on
time.” And generally I let them go but sometimes I want to say to them—“well, why is
that more…why are they more important than what we‟re doing here?” Maybe you tell
the coach—“I have to be late to practice today because I have a class that‟s important
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and it ends at 3:05.” But I think they would much rather disappoint me than their coach.
And I don‟t know how to address that because I recognize they are 20 years old and
they are trying to figure out how to navigate all of that.
The final finding related to the second research question was the impact of a roster size
policy on both the enrollment picture as well as resource availability. Dr. Adams explained that
the roster is capped at one hundred players for a number of reasons.
One hundred [football student-athletes] is our target. I think we‟re looking at numbers
and saying, you know, we can‟t afford 130 guys first of all. I mean if Christ-centered
mentoring and discipleship is really at the heart of our program, then we can‟t really do
that well with 130 guys. And financially I think we‟re not institutionally willing to pay
what it takes to run a program with 130 people. And the elite Division III schools are
running excellent programs at 85 athletes. So I mean 100 is still huge. So I think
gender equity-wise too, I mean, you‟ve got 130 guys and you know it‟s already hard
enough to have a football program and try to make progress towards gender equity. And
boy,130 is not going to help that at all. So I think those are some of the pressing issues.
Focus group. Six of the focus group participants related their views of the policies and
practices of the football program at Blue College. These students articulated answers most
clearly when asked how the policies and practices help the football program live up to its lofty
mission statement. As a graduating senior reflecting back on his experience with Blue College
football, Mike was the most outspoken respondent, largely crediting the involvement of the
coaching staff and the accountability of fellow players for his personal development.
They are the kind of coaches that you kind of aspire to be, you know. Men of character
and integrity that just push you in your own faith and your own…every area of life you
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know whether it‟s being in…you see how they are husbands, how they are dads,
coaches, just men in general. The passion that they live with is just inspiring. If I had
to name, you know, like name five heroes in your life—like my coaches would be in
that top five with my dad and people like that. Like they are really inspiring and just
good people….I‟d say you look at the difference of people when they come in as
freshmen and when they leave as seniors. There‟s a very noticeable change in 99% of
the guys that come through this program. And I‟d say it‟s because of our philosophy
and how Blue football lives up to that….Obviously not every individual case lives up to
that standards, but in general, I would say we do. And a lot of that is due to kind of the
accountability that you have within a group like this and just how we challenge each
other, especially in the Christian faith and in football. Education, everybody varies in
their intelligence or motivation, or what they want to do after college kind of a thing.
Team plays a big role. But even there if you‟re slacking, your roommate is going to
push you, your coaches are going to get on your case.
Dennis pointed to the intentional practices of community building as the catalyst for
intense connection, vulnerability, and challenge that have been transformational in his life.
You know we‟ve been talking about even on the campus of the idea of the vulnerability
and the intentionality and how those are key to growing in your faith and being
challenged academically, spiritually, whatever—athletically was the other component.
And the vulnerability and intentionality is unavoidable with Blue football and I think
that‟s what makes it, why it is actually effective. Because you know we could have—
that philosophy could be ineffective if we aren‟t spending as much time together and if
we aren‟t doing those activities that we‟re doing together. But because, you know, we
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are spending this many hours together and you can‟t lift with someone for two hours,
and you can‟t run with someone for an hour, and you can‟t room with someone your
freshmen year and not get to know that person, not let them into your deeper life. And I
think that‟s like what it‟s made up of is just people that, whether they planned it or not,
were able to be vulnerable with a large group of people. And that just promoted, you
know, the ability to challenge each other in all those areas. And I think that‟s why—I
think that‟s what make it effective in football is the vulnerability and the intentionality
in everything.
Davis pointed to the practices of spiritual mentorship and development as qualities he
saw in the program during his recruitment that have subsequently come to fruition in his life.
I wouldn‟t be here if it weren‟t for Blue football. And coming here I was a little
nervous „cause I wasn‟t necessarily in my own terms up to par with how I thought the
Blue football team was religiously. So, I mean, I didn‟t come from such a religious
family or what not; but to say that I haven‟t grown with Christ would be the biggest
understatement of my life. I realized once I got here—before I made my decision it
would be the biggest mistake if I didn't come here and just what how I‟ve grown with
Christ with the football team, under the influence of our head coach. Just leaps and
bounds and I can truly say that if I weren‟t here, I mean, I don‟t even like to think about
what would be happening with my life if I weren‟t at a place like this.
Chris gave credit for the alignment between philosophy and reality to the mentorship
and intentional spiritual practices of the coaches.
The coaching staff is definitely taking it upon themselves to use the program and use
what is fundamental to football to grow in us things like discipline, perseverance,
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honesty, integrity. And so I think a hallmark of Blue football would be the pursuit of
excellence in all phases of life. And so, there are definitely, like Mike said, guys on the
team who struggle in those various areas. „Cause you know a player could come here
and be—and not respond to the small groups we have or the team chapels, team
worship. Or all the times that the coaches are trying to encourage us to really pursue
Christ, be men of the cross, men of virtue. So guys can come through and ignore that,
but at the same time, it‟s part of the fabric of the program and I think it lives out fairly
well….You can tell that there‟s a difference with the coaching staff here and it‟s very
unique when they‟re asking about how your family is doing, how your parents are,
whether or not you have a girlfriend, and if you do they want to meet them and talk to
them. These coaches really care about who we are as men and that‟s just—we‟re not
just a number. We're not just a guy with a jersey number who produces for them, or not.
You know on the field. They care about who we are as people, who we are as men. And
they‟re willing to—they want to get to know us.
Becca pointed to both the modeling of the coaches and the team chapel experiences
when recounting her view of the Blue College football program.
Every week they do senior share, seniors on the team do, at their football chapel. I feel
like I shouldn‟t be explaining this—you guys should—but I‟ve gone to see them for the
guys that I‟m friends with. And all of them just, like, exhibit integrity throughout the
whole time they‟re talking. And I feel like that brings most of the guys to tears talking
about the impact that Blue football has had on their lives. But I think a side note to that
is just, like, the responsibility that there is on the coaches to kind of instill that. I think it
could easily go, I don‟t know, they were kind of saying how like the coaches really push
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them to be, like, men of God and keep them accountable. I think that is, like, a huge
thing—it‟s just like the leaders on the team. „Cause you get 100 guys together, and who
knows what could—you know, like, anything could happen. And too, like, I really
think that the coaches set such a high standard for them. And I don‟t know how it
works but somehow the guys are really, like, affected by it. And part of it is the coaches
themselves exhibit integrity. So yeah, I think there‟s a huge responsibility on the
coaches to really make that happen and to really carry out that philosophy, you know.
Walk the walk instead of just saying that‟s the philosophy and hoping the boys follow
suit.
From the outside looking in Jartavius also spoke to the mentoring of the football
coaches and disciplined spiritual practices of football athletes as the hallmarks of the program.
I haven‟t been able to interact with them [Blue football coaches] personally, but I have
seen the effect of their influence both on their players and also on their family. I have
one of their daughters in two of my classes and she‟s always talking about how
encouraging the whole staff is, what a loving father her dad is, and just how that football
program hasn‟t taken away from the family aspect—it‟s almost strengthened it. And
I‟ve just really, really respected them from everything I‟ve heard about them. And I
also see discipline in their lives. Seeing them in the weight room all the time, working
out individually as well as helping their players out. That shows just the level of
discipline in their lives that they carry over into their spiritual life.
Jartavius further mentioned how the mentorship and accountability within the program has the
possibility to impact the broader student body.
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I‟ve even seen that, like, spill over into the rest of the campus. As a freshman last year,
my small group leader was a football player and his co-leader wasn‟t a football player
so that was a really cool dynamic just to have him investing into my life. And to be
back on his freshmen floor, just investing into all of us. That was a really cool thing for
him to be able to share what he‟d been learning as a football player on the football team
and play that to our spiritual lives as well.
A final finding related to policies and practices of the football team was tendency of
football student athletes to skip out on the freshman orientation experience. Mike articulated
how that beginning to his Blue College experience set the tone for the future.
Being on the football team, our orientation was training camp. We didn‟t do the school
orientation. I feel like that kind of set the tone almost for the four years; like your
introduction was the football team and only the football team. Those are the guys you
are drawn to right away—you worked hard with, spent all your time with. It‟s like it
kind of kept me from branching out more, I guess you could say, versus if I‟d done
orientation with an entire freshman class.
Overview of Gray University History, Athletics, and Football
Gray University sits on the edge of SmallTown, USA, a village in the middle states that
is recognized for its family and community focus and that has a population of approximately
4,000 people. Founded in 1899 by a Christian denomination distinguished by its teachings of
peace and service, Gray University has long fought to maintain a unique niche in the realm of
faith-based institutions. For decades early leaders refused to lean toward either secularization
or evangelicalization, which were the two primary trends in the Christian college segment
throughout the middle of the twentieth century (Bush, 2000). However, at the end of the
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century Gray University found that pursing its mission to “prepare students of all backgrounds.
. . . ultimately for God‟s universal kingdom” (Academic Catalog, 2010, p. 5) had attracted both
students and leaders who were more evangelical in nature. Today, Gray University is
characterized by educating students in an environment that is deeply dedicated to the peace and
service ideals of its founding faith tradition in a moderately evangelical environment.
Gray University offers programs at the bachelor‟s and master‟s level and claims a total
enrollment of approximately 1,000 students. The student body is primarily made up of in-state
students, has a gender mix of slightly more men than women, and is 92% Caucasian
(Peterson‟s, n.d.). Gray University is a moderately selective institution where the average
ACTs are approximately 22 and students come from the top half of their high school graduating
classes. The three largest academic programs are business, education, and social work.
Students who attend Gray University do not sign a statement of personal Christian faith;
rather, they sign a conduct policy that covers lifestyle policies such as drinking and gambling as
well as an academic honor system. The honor system involves students signing a statement
about academic integrity each time they turn in a paper or take an examination. Further, faculty
members do not monitor classrooms during examinations, relying on this honor system to keep
students acting with integrity. This community of respect is further demonstrated in the way
students drop off their backpacks and other belongings in hallways a floor above the dining
commons during mealtimes, fully trusting that their personal property will be undisturbed while
they gather for meals. Other distinguishing characteristics of the Gray University community
include social justice activism, peace studies, and community service. Many of these elements
have roots in the denomination through which Gray University was founded.
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From the early days of Gray University students have shown interest in athletic
competition.
Soon after the college was founded, students began to toss around a baseball and a
pigskin in the cow pasture between College Hall and the creek. Before long they had
organized teams and begun to seek competition. Informal games of tennis and baseball
appeared on campus not long after the first students arrived, and the College Record of
June 1903 observed the formation of the school‟s first baseball team. (Bush, 2000, p.
41)
Though intercollegiate competitions were off-limits in those early years, physical exercise was
supported by institutional leadership and a healthy competitive spirit between the classes
formed; a lively student body and community experiences have long been a mark of Gray
University. By 1912 the faculty lessened opposition to intercollegiate competition and students
reveled in the opportunity.
The Gray University football team began competition in 1905 and became an
intercollegiate program in 1913. After this very first year of intercollegiate competition the
Board of Trustees banned the program, largely because the churches from the founding pacifistminded denomination “judged it barbaric and worldly” (Bush, 2000, p. 82). Students quickly
put together another team that was less officially connected to the institution, but that was
snubbed out as well. For almost a decade the two sides wrestled for position on this topic and
finally in 1923 the Board relented and allowed intercollegiate football competition again.
Many in the founding church were not happy with this decision and, as a result of the football
program, “a gulf gradually began to appear between the college and many conservatives in the
churches” (Bush, 2000, p. 83). I examined the evidence of this battle over football in the
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university archives: campus-wide bulletins, pictures of teams from the 1920s, presidential
statements, and even the ballots alumni used to try to pressure the institution into reinstating the
program. A deep sense of history and connection to the heart of the institution were captured in
these four cartons of archival material—football is clearly important to this institution.
Gray University football enjoyed its most success under long time coach Hank Hammer
who led the program from 1979 to 2003. In addition to national rankings and conference
championships, Coach Hammer is well known for the contributions he made in leading the
football program off the field. In 1991 he rolled out the “M.O.R.E. than Football” program to
mentor his players and staff to become responsible citizens and leaders in the Gray University
community. In a letter to faculty and staff in August of 1991 he explained the rationale behind
the program:
For some time, I have felt that as a coaching staff we have not done enough to enhance
the contribution that our football team can make to the social structure of our campus.
We have approximately 120 people in our program this year, with over 60 of them
being freshmen. Because of sheer numbers, we can have a tremendous impact—either
positive or negative—on our campus community. [Carpenter letter to faculty and staff]
Under Coach Hammer‟s leadership this program thrived for more than a decade and gained
national recognition for the athletic program. At Gray University there is a history of judging
the football program by more than wins and losses.
Today, Gray University football is led by Coach Chris Canyon. In his fourth season at
the helm Coach Canyon is making progress to build back a program that was in sharp decline
for several years after Coach Hammer retired. Thus far Coach Canyon has impacted both the
retention rates of football student athletes and the win/loss record. After just one win in his first
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two seasons combined, Gray University was 4-6 in the 2010 season. Further, they entered the
2011 season with 25 seniors, which is more than in the past three seasons combined. One
additional task at hand for Coach Canyon and Gray University administrators is to enhance the
integration of the football program into the broader community of the institution. In Spring
2011 research was conducted for this study, meetings on this topic were taking place as
constituents had recognized an element of disconnect between football student-athletes and
other Gray University students and programs. While no information has been released as to the
results of these meetings or the specific topics of conversation, it is clear that this examination
into the mission, role, and fit of intercollegiate football on the faith-based campus is ideally
timed and is important to the institution.
Research Question One
Similar to Case 1, the first research question seeks to understand the ways in which the
intercollegiate football program interacts with and impacts the campus environment, its
progress toward its academic and spiritual mission, and how the program, coaches, and players
fit within the institution. Game day observation afforded me the opportunity to witness
firsthand some of the contributions of the football program to the campus and its constituents.
Interview and focus group research gave constituents the opportunity to recount their own
views and understandings of how the intercollegiate football program contributes to the campus
as well as giving me a deeper understanding of the mission and ethos of the institution. Data
collection through archival research, documents, and artifacts offered historical and symbolic
perspective on the contributions of football as well as triangulated data provided through other
sources.

116
Game day experience. On a brisk Saturday morning near the end of the football
season I traveled to Gray University to observe the game against River College, a conference
rival near the top of the conference standings. This section reports the findings from the trip
that are related to how the football program contributes to Gray University. The game was
important to these two programs for two different reasons: River College was fighting to finish
the regular season with just two losses, which might offer them a chance at the national
tournament, while Gray University with a record of 3-5 was already enjoying more success than
in the previous five seasons and they hoped to build momentum for coming years.
As I pulled into the two-stoplight town that is home to Gray University a few hours
before kick-off, there was no immediate indication of the presence of the institution, let alone
the contest that was slated for 1:30 that afternoon. A sign on the town square advertising good
coffee and free WiFi invited me for an early lunch and afforded the opportunity to get to know
this small town. Several groups of what seemed to be “regulars” at this quaint shop visited with
one another, and a smiling Gray University student (as indicated by her t-shirt) served my
lunch. One other family that appeared to be traveling from out of town was joined by a broadshouldered young man clad in a Gray University sweatshirt, who I assumed was dutifully
checking in with his family while mentally preparing for the upcoming contest.
After lunch I found my way to the outskirts of town where Gray University is nestled
between quaint neighborhoods and freshly-harvested corn fields. I circled campus once to get
my bearings and then found a parking lot near the athletic complex, a corner of which was
already being organized by a few Gray University parents for tailgating. As I walked around
campus looking for the imprint of the football program, I located the student center, which was
clearly the hub of activity. A sign-in table for Family Weekend was near the entrance and
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groups of smiling and hugging families clustered in the corners of the coffee shop catching up
on what life has been like at school over the past eight weeks. Several groups of teens in high
school letter jackets passed through as part of student-led admissions tours, examining if Gray
University would be the right place for their college experience. A quick examination of the
college bookstore showed that topics of interest on campus are faith and Christian thought,
peace, arts, culture, music, and nature. These displays were reflective of the faith tradition of
the institution, and many of the works were authored by members of the Gray University
faculty.
As I exited the bookstore and student center to begin my trek across campus toward the
stadium, I observed a few football players in full gear standing on the stairs outside of another
building. I watched as the crowd of players grew, coaches joined the ranks, and there was
stretching, fist-bumping, and head-patting all around. The coach gave a brief pep talk and then
led them on a walk through campus toward the stadium. A spectacle that would have been
witnessed by hundreds or even thousands of fans at the state university two hours away was
witnessed only by this lonely researcher.
On the Northwest corner of campus the stadium was beginning to show signs of life as
the players arrived and fans began to accumulate. The metal bleachers were comfortable and it
was clear that they were fairly new, yet they made for a very sterile and industrial viewing
platform. As players formed lines for calisthenics, Ozzy Osborne blared over the sound system,
followed by a poorly-censored Eminem tune. Of the 120 players listed on the Gray University
program it appeared that all but six or seven were warming up with the small troop of injured
players clinging to their splints and crutches near the home bench. Approximately one third of
the Gray University squad was African American, a surprisingly high percentage based on my
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observation of the broader student body earlier that morning in the student center. Also
surprising was the emptiness of the home bleachers; with just a half-hour before kickoff I was
among a crowd of only about 200 Gray University supporters. Parents and community
supporters were much better represented among those 200 than students. Only a small cadre of
students made it by the kickoff.
The first half went by quickly with little to report either in the stands or on the field.
River College dominated the flow of play and led 20-0 by the end of the half. The stands were
very subdued with conversations centering more on Family Weekend topics than the game
itself. Conversely, the visitors‟ stands across the field were packed with a small, but rowdy,
crew of parents and students from River College. The small crowd of about 20 students who
had finally assembled on the home side seemed to have very little connection to the game or
players on the field. Two women who were notable exceptions sported mock Gray University
football jerseys and had numbers painted on their cheeks. I observed this “student section”
with particular interest while the team was going for a fourth down conversion late in the first
half to attempt some sort of comeback or momentum going into halftime. With the play clock
dwindling and the biggest play of the game drawing near, I watched as the crew of students was
posing for a picture with the Gray University mascot, completely oblivious to the thwarted
effort of the home team.
Huddling for shelter from the stiff wind during halftime, I was able to overhear various
conversations among Gray University constituents. Families were reconnecting with one
another while discussing various topics such as Family Weekend activities, church activities,
and occasionally the football game. Meanwhile, the college-aged students (I could not confirm
whether they were Gray University students or other community members) competed for one
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another‟s attention through traditional teenage means and discussed party opportunities at the
nearby state university. The third group was the massive heap of Gray University football
players on the outside of the complex behind the bleachers. Their focus was intensely upon the
task at hand with players and coaches huddled in small groups discussing the next half of
football.
Something must have sparked in those halftime conversations because the second half
belonged to Gray University. As they gained momentum and mounted a comeback on their
conference rivals, the crowd slowly began to see potential and gain interest in the product on
the field. The volume and excitement of the crowd steadily built as their home team showed
signs of life and potential for a great come-from-behind victory. The all-star running back and
multi-talented quarterback led the charge and came within one score of pulling off the
improbable upset. Fans on the home side showed appreciation for their team‟s efforts and were
clearly more engaged by the performance of the second half. Even in a disappointing defeat,
the men of Gray University showed good sportsmanship as they congratulated their River
College counterparts at the end of the contest.
Interviews. Nine interviews of approximately one hour in length were conducted with
faculty and administrators representing a broad cross-section of the Gray University campus.
Three of these participants have an institutional role that is directly connected to the athletic
program, or specifically the football program, while the other five have just ancillary
connection with few or no responsibilities that touch the athletic department. The three
connected with athletics are as follows: Mr. Blatch is an athletic administrator; Coach Canyon
is on the football staff; and Dr. Stein is a professor of education and serves as the faculty
NCAA liaison. The other five candidates are as follows: Dr. Serta sits on the President‟s
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Table 2
Gray University Interview Participants
Participant

Mr. Blatch

Coach
Canyon

Dr. Stein

Dr. Serta

Dr. Taylor

Mr. Kayes

Background
Alumnus of a different
CCCU institution whose
background is in sports
medicine. Has served in the
athletic department at Gray
University for 26 years.
In his fourth year at Gray
University. Alumnus of a
different small private
institution within the state.

Synopsis
Believes athletics are a central element of a
small private institution. Does not believe the
faith element of the institution or academic
reputation plays a role in the recruitment of
student-athletes at Gray University.

Believes football is an ideal classroom for
young men to prepare themselves for the
challenges and opportunities of life. Values
the roles of faith and respect in the mission
of the institution but does not consider faith a
central element of the football program.
Previous experience in K-12 Strongly believes in the value of athletics
and higher education
both to the institution and to the student but
administration and has now recognizes there is work to do if the
served on faculty for 10
institution wants to integrate the programs
years.
more fully into the life of the institution.
Started at Gray University
Recognizes a gap in fit—both academically
as a resident director during and from a faith standpoint—between
his graduate program in
football athletes and the broader student
1993. Over the past 18
body. Positions athletic success, measured
years has worked in various by winning and competitiveness, as an
capacities and worked his
important element both for the student
way to the President'
experience and the recruitment and
Council.
reputation success of the institution.
Alumnus of Gray University Believes football plays an important role in
who returned as faculty
the life of a small institution because of the
after completing graduate
cultural significance of football. Recognizes
degrees. Is in his 19th year the immense power that football recruitment
serving on the faculty.
has on the culture of campus and credits the
football coaches with understanding and
lining up priorities based on campus culture.
Has served as a director on
Recognizes that the enrollment success of the
the Enrollment Team for six institution depends heavily upon the football
years. Previously served as
program and is working to broaden
the Dean of Students at
recruitment efforts of nonathletes. Believes
another school in the central the partnership between the recruiting
States.
functions of admissions and athletics are
working smoothly.
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Table 2 (continued)

Mr. Baker

Pastor Gert

Ms. Brock

Alumnus of Gray University
who played football for four
years. In his fourth year
working on the Enrollment
Team.
Served in pastoral ministry
and missions work for the
Gray University-affiliated
denomination for most of
his career. Has served on
the spiritual life staff for
five years.
Has served on the
advancement team for five
years. Moved to the city
where Gray University is
located largely for the
charm of the small town for
her family life.

Firm believer in the mission of the institution
and the value of athletics in the student
experience. Believes that football players fit
at Gray because of the “all backgrounds
clause” but does not believe the program is
active in developing faithful believers.
Believes sports are generally given too much
importance in our culture and sees
intercollegiate athletics as purely an
extracurricular endeavor.

Values football for the community and
alumni connection. Believes the discipline
instilled in players by the coaching staff is
invaluable to their education and future
success.

Council and has responsibility for student affairs; Dr. Taylor is a professor of mathematics; Mr.
Kayes works in enrollment management; Mr. Baker is on the enrollment team and is a former
Gray University football player; Pastor Gert is in the spiritual life department; Ms. Brock works
in the advancement division. Table two gives more details about the background of these
participants, their roles at the institution, and a synopsis of their interviews.
In response to questions about what the intercollegiate football program contributes to
the institution and about how the campus would look different without a football program, five
responses surfaced that were shared among the group of interview participants and four other
responses emerged for individual participants. One individual response that exemplifies how
participants recognize the significance of the football program in the culture of campus was
shared by Dr. Taylor.
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Football by just its very size—if there is a very large incoming class of football players
that changes the character of the incoming class. We have an incoming class here of
you know 230, 240, 250, plus or minus in a given year, and if 80 to 100 of those people
are football players, that‟s 25 or more percent of the incoming class of football players.
And there is a certain kind of team ethos or team spirit or something that develops in
that group. And they have typically—they‟ve had the opportunity to kind of bond as a
football team for three weeks before classes start so you can kind of tell that right at the
beginning. That means that the sentiment of, you know, or the spirit of that group of
incoming freshmen can greatly affect the overall spirit of the incoming class. So when
those things come up, it happens because we have a particularly large group of football
players and there might be some bad eggs in the bunch—enough to kind of turn that
team spirit in a negative direction. It doesn‟t happen every year—you know we have a
large football class—large group of football players come in this last fall and I didn‟t
really hear it that much.
The impact that the football program has on enrollment at Gray University was
mentioned by each interview participant and that concept seems to be a consistent topic of
conversation within the administrative ranks. As the member of the President‟s Cabinet who is
responsible for enrollment, Dr. Serta‟s perspective of athletics and enrollment is particularly
important.
We always used to say that we attracted about a third, a third, and a third. A third of the
students because we‟re local, another third of the students because of our academic or,
excuse me, our religious component, and another third because of athletics. And of
course there‟s overlap between those three. Sometimes you‟re local and you‟re
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interested in athletics or local and interested in religious life. But some combination of
those three things is what attracts students here. So we know that at a Division 3 school,
athletics is huge for us. You know the entire time I‟ve been here we‟ve said that at least
a third of our students have been in intercollegiate athletics or athletes. And that‟s
remained the case in most…in the last several years more than 50% of the incoming
class have been athletes and so students are choosing us because of the opportunity to
continue to play sports. So on the admissions side, it‟s very important—students need a
reason to come and to connect with us and that seems to work well for us.
Referring specifically to football he went on to say:
We depend on a certain percentage of our class to be football players. We‟d like to have
more non-football players; we‟d like to increase the numbers across the board. . . . Also,
it brings a lot of males. We‟ve had, we have a new football—well shouldn‟t say new—
a relatively new football coach and he‟s been very successful at recruiting and so much
so that he‟s changed the demographics of our student body to having more males than
females in the freshman class the last two years.
Another enrollment administrator, Mr. Kayes, agreed that participation in athletics is a draw,
but placed academics at the center of recruiting strategy.
We‟d be remiss if we didn‟t know that aside from academic programs and music and art
and drama and that—it‟s a draw for students to be able to continue to participate at that
level [of sports]. But as an NCAA Division 3 school, we know that academics are at the
forefront and it‟s certainly—the sport—is viewed as participation from my vantage
point. So we don‟t have people that are aspiring to become a professional athlete, you
know.
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Coach Canyon asserted that recruiting success is so critical to the institution because of
tuition dollars that it is an element of performance evaluations for coaches.
Make no bones about it—especially at schools like us it‟s important for enrollment, no
question. If enrollment didn‟t matter here, then we wouldn‟t have those as part of our
goals in our evaluation, too. Which correlates into how you are financially as an
institution, right? So what you always see, sure, what Big State made for the school and
how they funded all the other sports. But when you take a look at the amount of
students in athletics, but just say football right, we have 125 guys on the team right.
Well that profits the institution as much as Big State does with what they do. On
relative terms, so it‟s definitely on that footing. Every school has a pace that they can
work at based on how they are financially, if that makes sense. So you know some
schools‟ endowments they want for nothing, nor worry about nothing, right? There‟s a
long list of those. So I think a place like Gray University is certainly, it‟s not private
knowledge, but we don‟t have any astronomical endowment. We do well with every
penny we have here and, you know, there‟s certainly a portion of that devoted to
athletics to help it out just like in all the other programs.
Mr. Blatch stated that recruitment numbers were a factor in the most recent football coaching
change three years ago.
Football at a tuition driven institution is huge. So obviously, when we made a coaching
change three years ago, I mean, our numbers were awful. You know we probably
would start to see 65-75 kids on a team. And we always asked for our football program
to bring in 50. We were bringing—in the last recruiting group we brought in was 25—
25! Do the math—25!
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Dr. Taylor also commented on how difficult it is for the admissions department to fill this void
when the football program is not living up to their recruitment expectations or, even worse, if
the football program was no longer around.
It would mean a pretty tall order for admissions to replace that group of 70 to 80 to 100
students coming in. I mean, at least in a good year you hope you‟re getting about 50 to
70 football players or more. So finding a replacement for that group, I mean, it‟s a little
bit mercenary to say that, you know, partly it‟s about dollars and bodies, but football
brings in bodies and even if they don‟t keep playing football, some of those kids stick
around and stay here for four years. So taking out football in particular would have a
pretty big impact on recruiting and size of the student body.
Additional thoughts on enrollment by administrators in the admissions, athletics, and
spiritual life departments describe specifically how recruitment to the football program
generates a population of students who often would not consider Gray University. As a
recruiter and former football student athlete Mr. Baker has a unique perspective, indicating that
the diversity of backgrounds is an intentional approach by the institution that is even written
into the mission statement.
I think almost inherently on the football team you tend to get some guys that can be a
little rougher, you know, and they can cause a little bit of ruckus on campus and stuff
like that. So sometimes I think that‟s kind of a bitter pill to swallow at times, but at the
same time you know the football team is such a large percentage of guys coming in and
it helps the university stay afloat and stuff like that. But this is a bittersweet thing,
right—that can happen but those guys are getting exposed to some good things on
campus, Christian-wise. And so that‟s kind of the bittersweet thing I think. So as an
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institution I would think upper level administration would view that as a good thing in
terms of getting students here that aren‟t from, obviously. . . . I think they view that as a
good thing getting students here who aren‟t from a Christian background. But in terms
of sports I think they enjoy that it draws people. It‟s almost concerning to a point. I
mean just because of retention issues, you know what I mean. I think that‟s why it was
a little bit concerning. But it‟s a big number and the reason I think it‟s excellent is
because of the all background clause in there. Man athletics—you can get a kid at this
institution that would probably never come here otherwise—too small of a town, too
small of a school, Christian school, but you got recruited by football or got recruited by
basketball or softball or whatever. And so you start to get these students here who
might not come here otherwise and they might end up loving it. But they‟re getting on a
campus where if they would have gone to more of a secular campus, they wouldn‟t have
heard the mention of Jesus, they wouldn‟t have heard the fruits of the gospel. And
maybe in social issues, social justice issues stuff like that. So they‟re getting confronted
like in forums which are on Tuesday, chapels if they go, and just in the talk probably in
the dorms and in, you know, things that are hanging up probably, that are pretty visible
on our campus because we‟re a Christian school, that they‟re getting exposed to things
than probably a higher rate than they maybe would have otherwise, in terms of Christian
life. So you‟re getting those students here, so I think that‟s taking that all background
clause and moving it towards the purposes of God‟s universal kingdom mission
statement by drawing in student athletes because of the sport they‟re playing. They
have done a fantastic job with that.
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Pastor Gert‟s response resulted from the question about what Gray University would be like if
the football program did not exist.
Well, we‟d have a higher percentage of females than males. We‟d have, enrollment
would be lower I think, and although some people feel like—I‟ve heard some students
say sometimes like, well, the influence of that many guys and a lot of guys come here to
play football and they don‟t understand the values and the vision and you know the
university. And if, I mean, I think it‟s sort of a missional kind of approach that the
university has, well let‟s get them to latch on to that. Let‟s get them to understand it and
buy into that and embrace it, you know. Where there are a lot of guys who maybe never
get to that point and a lot of men, I mean, we‟ve seen a pretty good percentage either
dropping out of football or leaving the university after the first year. Although, this year
I think our numbers have been better, which has been encouraging.
Mr. Blatch was quick to point out that this group of recruits is more diverse socioeconomically,
racially, and from a faith perspective than the rest of the student body. He further asserted that
this is an opportunity both for those students as well as the Gray University community.
We‟re going to get kids from a lot of different backgrounds—so whether they are inner
city kids, or they‟re city kids, or they‟re minorities—which we‟ve seen our minority
population on campus go up since we hired our new football coach three years ago.
Those numbers have really increased. You know that‟s—they don‟t know Gray
University. And we‟ve gotta help them but no matter, if you‟re a city kid coming to the
rural Gray University community, it‟s tough. An inner city kid coming to Gray
University is even tougher but we‟ve gotta help them and I think that is part of our role
to help them understand that there are different—that life is different and what they are
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accustomed to is not always the norm. And we get kids that buy into that. We‟ve got a
lot—you know our minority kids have really bought in and know that this is their
chance. And some, of course it‟s not—no matter what we do they‟re not going to get it.
So I think we‟ve gotta help them. Their dynamic, you know, they come from all walks
of life so socioeconomic, minorities, kids that have had great two-parent homes, singleparent homes, no-parent homes, live with grandma. So it‟s tough. I mean, I think one
of our challenges is that we have a lot of professors that haven‟t taught kids like that.
That‟s tough for them. I mean everybody wants to teach the 3.5 GPA and 26 ACT
students.
Another finding mentioned by multiple participants is that the football program
contributes an inordinate amount to the discipline issues that are dealt with on campus. It was
plain to see from Pastor Gert‟s mannerisms that he did not enjoy passing along this bit of
information; nonetheless, he found it important enough to state.
Some people feel like a lot of the problems on campus like discipline problems,
disrespect of property and people, happens as a result of that influence of the football
team and maybe some other athletes. I don‟t say that a lot, I mean I don‟t like to say
that. I don‟t like to stereotype people like that, you know. I also feel like we need to—
if they are in our midst we have a challenge and a calling to love them and build
relationships and help them to catch the vision of what the university is about. And to
be a friend and maybe be a good influence in some ways, although not that we‟re
perfect. We can learn from them too, and not just see people as jocks or, you know, like
write them off because of something that is just an outside stereotype that we have. I
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think we need to take time to get to know people and underneath a lot of times I see
some real good stuff. Somebody that has something different than anybody else.
As the administrator who sees student life issues from the top down, Dr. Serta confirmed Pastor
Gert‟s notion about football student-athletes getting into trouble on campus.
We see a disproportionate number of football players in our judicial process. And so
it‟s helping them to understand what our campus expectations are, and not that we
don‟t, you know, they‟re not the sole group that we work with. But disproportionately
we end up working with football players who are struggling to fit into our campus
culture and who are struggling to live with our campus expectations.
The next finding is that constituents believe football contributes significantly to the
campus climate and school spirit at Gray University. Several participants mentioned that
football is so ingrained in the culture of the region that students expect for a campus to have a
program. As someone who deals a lot with prospective students, Mr. Baker was the most
insistent on football‟s importance to the campus environment.
It impacts the culture on campus. You have kids mainly from the Midwest here. A lot
from this state; and football is king. And so I think it would take away from that fall
atmosphere you know. And it‟s not that, oh 90% of the students go out to the game. I
think it‟s that—at least you know when there‟s football going on is a good thing and I
would say is a decent-size social thing just to go out to a football game. I think it would
hurt socially a little bit and with just the atmosphere, that Midwest atmosphere that
football provides….The games are pretty lively I would say, especially football and
basketball—volleyball probably as well—tend to draw a decent amount of students out.
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Just when you have such a large percentage of student athletes and the spirit of athletics
is definitely evident on campus.
Dr. Taylor also spoke of the importance of offering a football program at an institution like
Gray University.
There is something about football that doesn‟t become, you know, crucial or
indispensable to a college program but it does, I think, add to the college experience. .
I think having a fairly active and fairly diverse collection of sports is really an advantage
to an institution like ours. I think that it gives the students a sense of identity to be able
to cheer for their athletic team, even if that team isn‟t doing particularly well in a given
season.
Coach Canyon also spoke to the fact that football is completely ingrained in society and it
would be apparent if it were missing from campus.
So I think there is something about having football on a campus or not having football
on a campus. Even if there‟s no football here and the students are here, they‟re still
going to be watching football on TV but then they‟re on a campus that doesn‟t have
football.
A final finding shared among multiple interview participants is that the football program
is an integral element in the connection between Gray University and its alumni and the local
community. Ms. Brock sees this element of connectedness to a shared experience as an
important piece of her ability to stay in touch with potential donors.
We have a longstanding history of football here. And a lot of our alumni who are
maybe in their 60s now and have been very successful in their career, they were part of
the football program. They have a real emotional bond with this institution and with
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their classmates and their former teammates and coaches. I hear about that all the time
at our alumni gatherings. Whether it be the athletic hall of fame banquet or the alumni
awards banquet or the donor appreciation dinner—some of our top donors were in
athletics here. At our most recent donor appreciation dinner for our top-level
contributors, I had this huge long table of football alumni and their spouses; some of
them come to this annual event from the East Coast.
Dr. Serta also mentioned the important role of football in the story of Gray University.
Football is very important to us historically. We‟ve had football for a long time and
many of our most successful and our most loyal alumni are football players. And so we
have strong connections to football players from a long time ago. You know people
who are in their 60s, people who played with Manny Buster who was a Buffalo Bill and
a Gray University graduate. People who are part of that team are still around and
coming back. Well Manny is still around and so they‟re coming to campus and
spending time together. And so part of it is that it‟s integrated into our fabric.
Two participants noted this connection exists even for community members who are not
alumni of the university. As a member of the university advancement team, Ms. Brock is
particularly aware of this relationship with the broader community. “College football gives
everyone in this town, young and old, something to do and something to hope for and wish
for—a winning season. Just cheer for those players.” Mr. Kayes also recognized this
connection when asked how Gray University would change without a football program. “I
think there‟s a community following of our football program. So that might change some
connections that people have with the university.”
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One finding that is very important according to Coach Canyon is the role the football
program plays in garnering exposure for the university.
It‟s certainly no mystery that it‟s important on the enrollment standpoint, important too
within that recruiting standpoint that we bring a lot of people to campus. And that‟s
known and that‟s what you want—you want exposure. Whether it‟s through recruiting
or whether it‟s through your success on the field or court. So I think exposure is good,
you know, how we‟re perceived in the media. All those things just as far as when they
changed all the branding and things like that too. So that makes it important as well.
The final two individual findings contradict one another to some degree. First, Mr.
Blatch noted how it is important to understand that football players are merely a representative
cross-section of the whole Gray University population.
Football players particularly are, I think…Gray‟s not an isolated case that they are seen
as the dumb jock. They might have a misperception they are the trouble makers but
when you‟re talking about a football team the size of 100 on a campus of 800, well
certainly 12% of your population is going to make some noise. But what we don‟t
understand is, okay in that 12% what do you have? You have a microcosm of Gray
University. You have to—they‟re just not football players and so the culture here and it
comes from history you know. Current faculty or coaches who were undergrads here
will tell you the stories of old times—we have to change that perspective. Football
players should be seen as leaders; should be seen as contributing to the classroom
experience. You know, what do they do in their jobs, you know? They are cleaning
toilets, they‟re emptying waste cans, and they are like every other student who happens
to play sports.

133
Conversely, in addition to the overrepresentation in the judicial process he mentioned earlier,
Dr. Serta asserted football players have a different academic profile from other students.
The other reality is, and there is evidence for this, that the academic profile of the
football team is significantly lower than the academic profile of the overall freshman
class. And so that provides some additional challenges with regard to working with
students on the academic side, the additional needs that they have with academic
support services and lower retention.
Focus group. Two separate focus groups were conducted with Gray University
students. One focus group consisted of two Caucasian and one African American football
athletes and was conducted in the team lounge within the locker room facility. These
participants were Jason, a junior education major from Van Wert, Ohio; Coffee, a senior health,
fitness, and sport science major from Detroit, Michigan; and Greg, a junior sports management
major from Liberty Center, Ohio. The other focus group consisted of three non-varsity athletes
and was conducted in the café/game room within the student center. These participants were all
Caucasian and consisted of Lee, a sophomore economics and business major from Berne,
Indiana; Suzie, a senior Youth Ministry major from Columbus Grove, Ohio; and Alex, a
freshman business and pre-law major from Berne, Indiana.
Questions about how the campus would be different without a football program and
about the contribution of the program to Gray University led to four findings. First, students
recognize that the football program brings in a significant percentage of the student body. Jason
mentioned the size of the group and the impact they have on the classroom setting.
Football definitely brings in a lot of kids. The more kids that you have for the football
team, the higher the enrollment is. . . . And just the sheer fact that it‟s the biggest group
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on campus, you know. I think, well any class that we have there are football—there‟s a
lot of football guys. There are 120 guys on our team—it‟s a school of 900.
Lee also brought up the impact of the football team on enrollment when asked what would be
different if Gray University did not have a football team.
Enrollment would be down for one. We have a lot of football athletes. So in terms of
the campus culture, I mean, I don‟t know how much it would change. A higher
percentage of students would be involved in campus activities and student groups and
things like that. But, since there aren‟t a lot of football players involved right now, I
mean within the population that‟s actively involved, there wouldn‟t be a lot of changes
to that part of campus.
The other significant contribution that was mentioned by members of both focus groups
is the number of students of color brought to campus by the football program. Both sides
agreed that losing this element of diversity would be a significant problem for Gray University.
Suzie stated that the campus community is a relatively homogeneous group outside of the
football program.
Football brings us a lot of diversity. Which is good because otherwise—I think if we
wouldn‟t have it, we would just be like this one set. I don‟t know what I‟m trying to
say—not a stereotype. But when you look at the football team, there is a lot of diversity
on that team so that helps integrate into our community too. So as a university we‟re
more open to diversity too.
Two football players broadened the concept of diversity, recognizing that the program brings in
students from a broad geographic range as well. In response to the question about what Gray
University would look like without football, Greg said it this way:
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You would definitely notice if there wasn‟t 120 guys walking around campus. Or, you
know what I‟m saying—900 students, 120 football players there‟s going to be a big
difference like you said, definitely a big diversity change. There wouldn‟t be dudes from
the city or like we‟ve got guys from Nebraska or a couple guys from Florida that
wouldn‟t be here if it wasn‟t for football. You wouldn‟t get a chance to meet those guys
and hear their personalities and what it‟s like outside of this state, you know.
Jason mentioned diversity when asked about the major contributions of the program to campus.
It‟s diversity „cause you‟re getting guys from all over the place to come here. Well, the
main reason is to play football. So you‟re getting guys from the country, you‟re getting
guys from the city, you‟re getting guys Black, White, Mexican. We‟re getting all
different guys.
All three football players stated that the football program brings a much-needed element
of excitement to the campus and the local community. Coffee stated this is a unique thing that
the football program can offer.
Well there‟s nothing to take away from the rest of the sport organizations on campus but
I think football brings life to the campus. It gives students and the community
something to come to every Saturday. Our stands are full no matter if we‟re losing or
winning. They come support us to the fullest. So I think it really livens up the campus.
Greg referred to some of the team and community traditions while explaining the excitement
football brings to the campus.
A lot of people like to tailgate before the games. We walk from here in the lounge of the
locker room out to the stadium. And just to see lots and lots of fans, parents, all
tailgating and having a good time. So like Coffee said it brings life to the campus.

136
Jason attributed part of the focus on football to a lack of other options, saying, “I feel like
people care about the football team and other sports. People in general, they care. It‟s a
smaller town—it‟s not like there‟s a lot to do anyway.”
The nonathlete group had a considerably different view of the game day experience and
the impact of football student athletes on the Gray University campus. Not only did the
nonathletes fail to mention the excitement of the football program, they boldly stated that the
program does not contribute much to the rest of campus. Suzie asserted that the connection to
programs changes as students go through their academic careers and that some of it has to do
with the success of the program.
I‟ve seen a decline in football attendance over four years. Just the first time being when
you‟re here as a freshmen, it‟s like “it‟s game day, let‟s go to the game.” And then you
go for like one day and you‟re there and it‟s sad because we don‟t have a successful
football team. So when they do bad, when they‟re not winning, everyone‟s just gone
and out of there because they‟ve got something else that they can do. And so when you
see that right away as an incoming freshman you don‟t think there‟s any hope for
anything and so you just kind of start not going. And as the years go on I at least tried
to give it a chance once or twice per year—tried to make it to a game and so and it is
getting better. The sporting is getting better but the attendance is still quite down I think.
Alex mentioned that the lack of student attention is not unique to the football team; students
generally do not care much about the athletic programs from his perspective.
I think there‟s definitely room for improvement with the student involvement. Not only
football, but all the games, really. There‟s not too much participation as far as cheering
for the team or after a big win, you can‟t really tell on campus that anything is different.
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Whereas if you‟re on Larger State‟s campus and they just won a huge game everyone
would know about it and everyone would care. But I think a part of that is just how
small Gray University is where people don‟t think athletics matter as much maybe….I
don‟t think the football team defines Gray University. I mean, we definitely lose
diversity if we lost the team, but it would be more quiet around campus I suppose.
More peaceful on the weekends but other than that, I mean there‟s nothing I can really
think of that would change significantly.
The nonathlete with the strongest statement about football‟s lack of impact on Gray University
was Lee. He posits that nonathletes generally care more about intramural sports than varsity,
and then he summed up the focus group with a broad statement about Gray University without
a football program.
People here tend to get more involved in intramurals, I mean, that‟s what people care
about who aren‟t involved in athletics. They don‟t, I mean, we go out and we go to
different sporting events like basketball games and volleyball games and they are pretty
well attended. But as a whole intramurals are what people get excited about….Yeah, I
guess to sum that up, a lot of football players don‟t contribute much to Gray University
anyway. So I mean the loss of the football program would at face value, we would lose
a little bit, but in terms of what actually goes on around campus it wouldn‟t be a huge
loss.
Research Question Two
Similar to Case 1, the second research question is an investigation into the policies and
practices that drive the intercollegiate football program and the views of the program
constituents on these policies and practices. Game day observation offered insight as I could
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pick up on some of the rituals of the team, interaction between players and coaches, and the
totality of the football experience on the campus. Interview and focus group research provided
the opportunity for individuals to recount the standing policies, or at least their versions of
them, as well as the general practices of the team and how they felt about them. Document,
artifact, and archival research served both to provide new insight into the policies and practices
of the team as well as helping to triangulate data.
Game day experience. As I stood outside of the bookstore and watched the team
congregate for their walk to the stadium about an hour before the game, the pregame rituals
were inspiring—enough to make any sports fan swell with excitement for the contest of the
day. Players were silent, each preparing in his own way for his assignment and encouraged to
do so by the coaches directing the pre-game ritual. “Do what you gotta do to get ready” was
offered up by one of the assistants, “let‟s have some fun” by another. After several minutes of
individual preparation the head coach addressed the moment. He sternly reminded his team
that this was back on their home turf after weeks away and they need to defend what is theirs.
“Let‟s go out there and hit „em in the mouth” punctuated his rousing speech, and he released
them to form ranks for the walk to the field. Grouped by position, the young men walked handin-hand and two-by-two through the campus to the stadium.
I wandered across campus, past silent residence halls and a parking lot with about a
dozen tailgaters, and arrived at the stadium a few minutes behind the team to watch as the army
of players organized themselves into a grid for warm-ups. Coaches circulated throughout the
throng of players tapping helmets and pounding shoulder pads, engaging players individually to
help them prepare for the contest. Every few seconds as players changed stretching positions
they shouted a chorus of “WIN” to display their organization and focus. They moved from the
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grid into positional exercises and drills to continue preparation for the game; everyone was in
step with one another, always understanding where to go next and how to support one another
in preparation. It appeared to be more an issue of execution than preparation or focus that led
to Gray University being overmatched in the first half. Coaches remained stern and positive in
the way they addressed meetings on the sideline and in their dealings with individual players.
Teams disappeared into locker rooms beneath the stadium at the intermission and fans
in the stands were left to brave the bitter wind during the 15 minute break without much offered
in the way of entertainment. Other than a few bundled-up cheerleaders attempting to engage
the crowd with minimal success the crowd largely entertained themselves or disappeared
beneath the stadium for refreshments and respite from the wind. After some time in the locker
room the team slowly filtered onto the practice surface behind the stadium. Organized by
position, some small group meetings were led by coaches and others by players, all with a
message of encouragement and overcoming adversity in the second half. For the second time
that afternoon I listened as the head coach pulled together the massive throng of gray jerseys for
an inspiring address. He commented minimally on the miscues of the first half and focused on
the strengths of his team, projecting confidence, desire, and will to overcome the halftime
deficit.
The second half execution of the Gray University football team appeared to be much
more in line with the original game plan. Relying on defensive toughness and the dynamic
performances of key playmakers on offense, they cut the margin to 27-20 with two minutes left
on the clock. A failed on-side kick return sealed the fate for yet another defeat, but the second
half resurgence seemed to inspire both the crowd and the team. Players and coaches showed
great sportsmanship as they exchanged greetings after the game with their counterparts from
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River College. The brief address from the coach to his team in the end zone was off-limits to
outside observers and too far from the fence to be overheard, but it appeared to be confidencebuilding and affirming of their efforts. With a final huddle and shout the team was dispersed to
connect with their families and friends who were waiting nearby.
Interviews. Prior to reporting findings related to the view of various constituents on the
policies and practices of Gray University football, it is important to convey the philosophy
Coach Canyon has for the program. First, Coach Canyon gave the big-picture view of the
impact college football can have on a student-athlete‟s life.
The bottom line is it prepares and teaches, and specifically football, young men for the
rest of their life because they‟re going to encounter obstacles and as we work through
football we understand that there‟s going to be tough times. What are you going to do?
And that‟s what we talk with our guys about a lot because we specifically meet on
leadership and adversity and those things, and have sit-down group meetings. And
everything is certainly relative so what‟s an obstacle here? Did you struggle on a test?
Did you have a bad week in the weight room? Did we not win on Saturday? To your
obstacles after college, right. Are you struggling in your marriage? Do you have a sick
kid at home? As you get older—did you lose a parent? All those things. Are those
equivalent to losing a game? No. But you hope that they can reflect back well what
would we have done then or how did we handle this then. So I think those are the
important things and just the lessons that you learn when you‟re involved with a bunch
of guys from a bunch of different places, brought up a bunch of different ways. And
you gotta get them together and you gotta make them all one belief system as much as
you can to have success. And I think those are the things that the guys will never forget
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is being—just the unity of the team. And some of our guys that play for us never had a
White teammate—some of our guys that play for us never had a Black teammate.
We've got guys from inner-city Detroit and we‟ve got guys from Goshen, Indiana.
We‟ve got guys from, they got one high school in their county.
Coach Canyon explained that this broad swath of players from different backgrounds is the
ideal setting for forming a brotherhood that does not exist in most settings.
We have our guys throughout camp, each older guys is responsible for a freshman. And
we‟ve got a long packet—a big packet that they not only have to learn about one
another but then they‟re responsible to go find out about five or six other guys. We
have specific questions that they ask and answer and that way they‟re learning about
somebody by their interaction and their questioning and then that way they—“oh, man
he‟s a great guy” and “man if I was in high school and knew he went to that high school
I‟d have hated him.” You know what I mean? All those things. So I think that helps
with what we do. And the bottom line is with bringing guys together, there‟s nothing
that brings guys together like hard work together. And that‟s the thing that hard work
sees no color, sees no ability. When guys are sweating together—that's what that means
and that‟s what brings guys together, regardless of where they‟re from, regardless of
what their GPA might be, regardless of what their major is. So that‟s one thing that we
are always doing in large groups together. And I think that‟s what brings guys together
and allows them to see no barriers.
Transitioning to rules and policies related to discipline, Coach Canyon explained that players
are always reminded that the team and institution are bigger than the individual.
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Really our number one disciplinary rule is to not embarrass the school, the program, or
yourself. So that, really, that way we don‟t have a list of 25 rules, you know. That one
rule right there pretty much takes care of everything that can happen on a negative end.
And then with that are two things—we need to find out from them before we find out
from somebody else. So if a guy has got himself in a bind whether it was conduct in the
residence hall, maybe it was, you know, a traffic violation in town, or that he missed
class, or whatever the case may be. We need to find out from them before we—one, see
it on the grade sheet, two, hear from the residence life staff that something happened.
And then three, our discipline with them will always be immediate and fair, but not
always the same. Meaning, we‟ve got guys certainly that accumulate money in the
bank. If our 3.8 biology major missed one class this semester, what he may or may not
do is certainly not going to be equivalent to the guy with a 2.2 that has got a D and two
C‟s, and missed that class he has a D in. Does that makes sense? So that‟s—our
disciplinary policy is that.
Finally, Coach Canyon explained the roles and structure of the assistant coaching staff, which is
an integral element of the program.
We‟ve got all of our coaches believing in what we‟re doing so really if somebody needs
to see “coach A” he‟s going to give them the same answer that I‟m going to give
them—it‟s just going to a be a different voice. So they don‟t necessarily have to come
“hey Coach Canyon—Coach Farmer, or Coach Heyward, or Coach Brendon can answer
that question the exact same way I would.” So just all of us being on one page and
understanding what we‟re trying to accomplish has helped out tremendously with our
retention. Also, our assistants spend a lot of time with their guys at their position
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whether it‟s they have them over to the house for dinner. Whether, you know, they ask
them about their classes or their week or we have our scheduled meetings that we do
with leadership and those things. Or are they just meeting with them. Are you
registered? So we spend a lot of time with our guys that way more so than really
anybody else spends with them on campus. Our guys understand the value of that
because they are all small college guys too. So they had somebody that was like that
with them, you know.
Serving in just his fourth year at Gray University, Coach Canyon has already made a
significant impression on the various constituents who spoke about how he runs the program.
Two participants weighed in on his effectiveness as a leader and what he brings to the program
and institution. Dr. Stein appreciates the discipline that Coach brings and sees potential for
further integration into the institution as he gets to know Gray University better.
We have a new coach and I think he has very high standards and those standards are not
only for performance but also for behavior. I would hope to see as he becomes more
and more comfortable in his role, moving in his fourth and fifth year that a better
understanding of Gray University influences the team. And I see that in their
commitment that service, you know—sandbags need to be filled because of flooding, he
calls the football, he texts the football team and says “hey guys we need you.” It‟s an
expectation, so it becomes a way of their life rather than you‟re the football team so you
have to because you‟re big and strong. No it is just what we do for service.
Mr. Blatch recognizes a good mix of discipline, care, and excellence in the way Coach Canyon
runs the program.
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He‟s tough and he‟s demanding. But he really—those kids really like him—would do
anything for him. They‟re okay with getting yelled at and him being tough because
again, they know he really cares about them and I think that‟s the key. You‟ve gotta
care more about—just as much about school, home life, than about football. If it‟s just
football that you care about—they‟ll see through that and say „well he doesn‟t care
about anything‟. But when he wants them to go to class, wants them to get an
education. And if you make mistakes, I mean there‟s obviously some, there‟s,
consequence is not a good word. A penalty to pay and there‟s some extra conditioning.
But it‟s him that is here with them on those early mornings to do it. You know, and
those kids know that well he‟s really not in a good mood at that time of the morning. It
takes usually a kid once to realize they don‟t want to have to come back. We want to
represent the school well, you know, but you and I both know that if a general student
does something in the cafeteria, it happens. Football players—the whole football
team—oh the whole football team was in there and they were acting up. So he tells
them that—“you‟re a football player so they‟re not going to say Joe Smith—they‟re
going to say a football player—and we don‟t want to have that.”
As a key athletic administrator, Mr. Blatch spoke about three policies that are
particularly important to the success of the football program. First, he spoke about the
importance of campus and community support, and he further asserted that a key to garnering
support is being active in the life of the campus.
You have to be visible. Coach Canyon‟s got the most visible program on campus—
right or wrong, good or bad—football is always the most visible program on campus.
Now soccer coaches, baseball coaches, softball coaches don‟t like to hear that, but you
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know they are. You cannot be just a person that sits in the office. I mean—then they
see you at the game. They need to see you at lunches. They need to see you at some
other events. Now he‟s very supportive of going to volleyball matches or a basketball
game. I mean he‟ll sit up there and watch games—and forgo a night of calling if it‟s a
big basketball game. And you know him and his wife are right there. Huge. I mean,
you have to do that. You have to be visible—you can‟t just sit in your office and then
go home at the end of the day. You have to be seen on campus. It‟s hugely important
here. Have to understand that it‟s going to be the case. Faculty and staff will support
you, but you have to support them. If you want their support you have to support what
they are doing.
Second, Mr. Blatch explained the structure and responsibilities of the coaching staff and how it
enabled the program to be effective.
We‟ve done some things in football that we have never done before. It used to be our
football coach taught and now Coach Canyon doesn‟t teach. We have three guys that
are just football—they don‟t teach. They don‟t have any other responsibilities. When
you‟re talking 100, 150 kids, you know—coaches get beat on about retention. “Well
you recruited them but you can‟t retain them.” Well, if you‟re not available for them
then that‟s a struggle.
Third, Gray University has broadly embraced a policy that they expect winning programs in the
athletic department and Mr. Blatch defined the concept of winning.
We want to be competitive, we want to finish in the top half, and once every three or
four years we want to be able to say we‟re competing for that conference championship.
I think that‟s okay and that‟s what we‟ve conveyed to our coaches. We‟re not saying
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we‟ve gotta do anything and everything to be conference champs every year. But can
we have that group where we can compete for the championship and we can be in the
top four or five and be right there and some sports qualify for the conference
tournament? That would be a really good year. And we have that year where „hey this
is our year to compete—maybe we‟re going to finish first, maybe we‟ll finish second,
but depending on how it goes in the tournament, we could win this thing‟. That‟s okay.
And I think that‟s who we are. We feel like we‟ve said that to our coaches here. We are
not expecting you to win—be first every year—we want you to be competitive. We
don‟t want to finish eight and nine, nine and ten. If we can finish five, six, seven, five,
two, three, one, or two. And then realize you‟ve got a big group of seniors—you might
have to fall down to four, five, six again—we understand that. We just don‟t want that
fall to go from two or three to 10 and then start back—that‟s a tough climb.
The policy on having winning athletic programs was referenced by several other
interview participants as well. Dr. Serta explained how the policy first came into being.
Our previous president…I can remember the conversations very clearly. Along with
our previous vice president for student life, were having conversations about athletics
and our teams were doing pretty poorly as they are now. And it was determined that our
students ought to have an opportunity to experience winning—that was kind of the way
we worded it. Our students should get to experience winning and so we talked about
that. So yeah, winning is an expectation. And if it‟s not, if it‟s not working either
students aren‟t—well, there‟s two components that are really easy to look at, you know.
It‟s like, you work in admissions just like I do—you know it‟s easy to see whether
you‟re being successful or not. If students are coming—if you have the numbers, you
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have them. Well, whether or not somebody‟s winning or losing—that‟s very knowable.
And you know whether you‟re recruiting students or not. So we have expectations for
both those things now, so that‟s part of the coach‟s evaluation process and if you‟re not
winning, we need to understand why, and we need to figure out how to make that
happen.
Mr. Kayes sees how a winning athletic program can have significant impact on other facets of
institutional life.
I think Gray University is beginning to recognize what a winning program can do. But
in my time here, it‟s not ever been something that has superseded the importance of the
experience that it‟s had for our students. Could that change, you know, down the line as
we are entering an ultra-competitive time in higher education for students? Certainly.
So do I think it‟s important? I don‟t think it‟s vital. But I think it can be important
because it could tie to other types of successes that the university could have in terms of
our outreach, exposure, recruitment, shaping the class, the type of students that come.
The last comment on the policy about winning was by Dr. Stein. He asserted that winning is an
expectation of the student-athletes and they have less of an experience if victory is not a part of
it.
I‟ve said to the President: “What is the goal? Are we going to be a competitive
intercollegiate institution or a glorified intramural team?” Students, strong students
aren‟t going to come here if you‟re not winning—let‟s face it—that‟s our society. Who
came in second at the Master‟s last year? Nobody cares. Who won? Okay. At the end
of March Madness they‟re going to know who made the final four but who is going to
get the recognition? Now will these other teams bring in recruits because they are
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competitive and I think it is competitive? Can you and I think that‟s very important for
an institution to consider? Participation is important but in the end, these athletes only
have one thing to play for and that is the glory. And athletes like to have recognition.
Several participants spoke at length on the policies and practices pertaining to the
recruitment of prospective football student athletes. Dr. Stein set the stage for how important
recruiting is to the enrollment picture and also how important it is to have the right priorities
while recruiting.
It‟s the beast—it‟s what drives the institution. You‟re talking about a coaching staff
responsible for bringing in on average about 30% of the incoming class. Incoming class
of 200…60 of them are football players. So it‟s what leads. Is it the dog wagging the
tail or the tail wagging the dog is the big question? In that, I think that the coaches need
to best understand their role of making sure that—and I think they do a good job—of
the academics. Academics has taken the forefront with this particular coach and staff.
And I think once that gets out, and we see an increase in GPA, reporting that
information or talking about the successes of individuals who happen to be football
player. I think that‟s a critical fact but you look across all D3 and most particularly in
the Midwest—football…it‟s football and everybody else.
The other faculty member, Dr. Taylor, also spoke about the holistic view of recruiting students
who fit the institution.
I think our coach kind of realized when he—this is now his third year—and I think he
has kind of this realization that he needs to shape the character of the football team in
the way he recruits. Because if he recruits a bunch of guys who don‟t have good
attitudes and aren‟t going to stick around for a long time, that really doesn‟t help to
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bring in 80 guys if he only brings back 40 the next year or 30 the next year. So I think
he‟s kind of shaping the character of the incoming class and I think that was reflected
despite having a large class, I didn‟t feel like there was as much negative impact as there
sometimes is. A couple years ago we had a particularly bad retention from fall to spring
semester and one of the recognitions…they do interviews with all the students who are
leaving, and one of the things they mentioned as, certainly not universal but of a number
of students that didn‟t carry over from fall to spring, some of them gave the reason,
“well, I came to play football and football season is over and I kind of decided this isn‟t
my thing.” And so that was kind of indicative of that attitude that isn‟t really helpful
you know, A for the long term growth of the institution. If you bring in somebody for
one semester so they play football and they‟re not really studying that much it‟s not
good for them, it‟s not good for us, and it‟s not good for the student body as whole. So
there was a recognition in that sense, and as I said there‟s been some, you know, I‟ve
noticed at least a subtle shift and I think maybe even more than just a subtle shift in the
kinds of players that are being brought on. And I think I even heard someone relate
secondhand that Coach Canyon said something to the effect that he‟s realizing that he
needs to bring in a different kind of ball player to have long term success with
recruiting.
Coach Canyon expressed how he guides the recruitment policies and also how challenging it is
to truly know if a student athlete will be the right fit for the program.
The first thing we have to do naturally as recruiters is okay, does he have the GPA and
the test score and the class rank to be admitted here? And there‟s all shapes and sizes of
that too. We see, here‟s what we require—GPA, test, or class rank. But we could have a
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guy, you know, with a 3.5 but he might not have a 19—he might have a 17, but we
know that we could, depending on what our admissions staff decide to do. So we have
to find out how they are academically initially. Two, we‟re certainly looking for an
athletic ability by position. Whether it‟s at times, height and weight, whether it‟s what
we see on film. And so that would be the first two things. Now do you know if a guy is
going to fit into your program until you get him here? Most of the time, no. You‟ve got
no idea. And even, oh well he went to this high school and they‟ve got a great
program—that doesn‟t mean he‟s going to fit in here and that doesn‟t mean he‟s going
to fit in on the team and the things we‟re asking him to do. Are we looking for the right
fit while we‟re recruiting them? We are, no question we are. Do you see some red flags
along the way? You do. Some of the red flags you may not see, though, until they get
here. So that‟s always what makes the job the trickiest I think in recruiting. Molding
them to the rest of the guys. Now what has helped us tremendously with our team
conduct and our retention in my opinion is the number of seniors we‟re going to have
next year is 25. Our previous three senior classes didn‟t total 25. So we‟ve got 25 guys
that were in our first recruiting class that have gone through it and they do a lot of
policing for us; whether it‟s the guys that are here and then the young guys coming in to
set the standard with them early on.
Having an office across the hall from Coach Canyon, Mr. Blatch is very familiar with the
recruiting policies and practices of the program.
We set target numbers for our coaches and we‟re just going to be getting this year—but
most of those coaches exceeded them last year. Football did, we want football to get
50-60, and Coach Canyon brought in 70. So our problem isn‟t recruiting student
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athletes. Our problem the last couple years has been recruiting general students. And
next year we‟ll arguably have the largest number of football players ever in the history
of the institution. We at least started this year with 133, we‟ll start next year with—well
we have 95 in the off season program right now—that‟s the all-time high. When Coach
Canyon came three years ago we had 34. So we‟ll lose a few of that 95, we understand
that but if we have 90, we feel like we‟re going to bring in 60. So we could start with
150 kids—that‟s a lot. Additionally, Coach Canyon made it a point of interest from his
first day on his interview—they are going to recruit more minority students—which was
good because it was one of our stated goals—we wanted to increase our minority
population on campus. It‟s probably grown faster than they anticipated it, but you
know—then you have—a year ago our minority retention rate was low, this year was
huge. It was 80%. But a year ago it was probably 45 or 50%. Obviously you need
some good players to be able to be competitive—there‟s no way around that. But he
won‟t compromise the—he‟s not going to compromise the discipline—just „cause
you‟re a good player. Doesn‟t mean you‟re not going to have to follow the rules or you
have a different set of rules. I mean I think for me it sets him apart—I mean he just
works at this—he works at the recruiting aspect of it constantly. Obviously it‟s tough
for his staff not to follow that because he‟s a workaholic.
Mr. Kayes indicated that even though the success of the recruitment of football players is
beneficial to the bottom line of the institution, there are concerns about the balance of the
number of football players to the rest of the student body.
We‟ve had some enrollment decline but also some real growth. Particularly in our
football area, in terms of outreach to students to build that program which several years
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ago had, not bottomed out necessarily, but in terms of the number of the players coming
in for that program was declining a little bit. Then there was a coaching change, and
since the new coaching staff has come in they‟ve been very aggressive in the
recruitment process which has brought more students here. I think, from my vantage
point, we have moved from “here is kind of a target number of players that I want to
recruit each year” to the coaches have specific goals, you know, in areas, managed by
the athletic director. I think they exceeded probably what we thought. And so, while
bringing in more students, that has helped us, but obviously a higher percentage are for
athletics so when those students leave, which some inevitably do, you know, they‟re
leaving for different reasons than our other students would be leaving. We can‟t
maintain the imbalance because it will—it will start to change us. That‟s just part of
it—it will start to—yeah, I think that is part of the conversation about it. Not that we
don‟t want—I think the conversation is we need to continue to look at ways to grow our
non-student athletes. It‟s not that the number of students that are coming in is like “oh
you can‟t have any more of those”—it‟s that the greater challenge is reaching out and
yielding those nonathletes.
Constituents who mentioned the working relationship between the football recruiting
staff and the admissions operation had differing views on the appropriateness of current
practices regarding the way football student-athletes are recruited. As a part of the day-to-day
admissions operations, Mr. Kayes believes that there is a solid partnership that is beneficial for
all parties involved.
The current football coach is very, very impressive in the recruitment process—I mean
very personable, he knows his—I mean he knows a lot. He‟s on our system—he‟s very
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active. But he made a very intentional decision, just in terms of the visits, right when he
got here. He changed the group visits that were almost daily from taking place out at
the football stadium to moving them to our campus center where the students could
interact with other students, see who we are as a community, have that as kind of the
central spot and let them know a little bit about who Gray University is. Not just,
“here‟s football and here‟s the football stadium.” Now they would have had a campus
tour regardless, but I just thought that one move of where they arrived on campus said a
lot, you know, in that respect. It is a nicer facility anyway, but at the same time and
making sure that we were involved. And a move from using football coaches to give
the campus tours to using students. But before the campus tours had been led by
football coaches. And we all know on the campus visit, the campus tour is big so
having that interaction with the student was important to the football coach. Also, we
have a shared data base that we use that has logs, call logs. What goes out to them, and
coaches have access to that same information—each of them use it on a little different
level. And in depth a little differently than others. But we‟re on the same page and
we‟ve had that since the late 90s so that‟s really helped, you know, in that process. And
coaches regularly contact me, regularly contact an admissions counselor for a particular
territory to get some updates on students. We work closely with them to organize
formal and informal visit days. Because of the sheer number of students that they bring
in one of our staff always goes over there and makes a half hour presentation.
Otherwise we wouldn‟t have time in certain months if they all had to individually come
over and meet with us. But the rest of the coaches, if they are bringing a student on
campus allow us to set up the vast majority of the visit. So they spend time with
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somebody—an admissions counselor—they go on tour with one of our tour guides.
And they get that same communication, you know, in that process.
Contrary to Mr. Kayes‟s statement, Mr. Baker explained that on an operational level there is a
different communication plan for football student-athletes than other students.
Well, if I know now that they‟re getting contacted by a football coach, I shouldn‟t be—
unless they‟re like a 30 ACT and a 4.0 or something—but I kind of want to make sure
they get here, you know. If they are already getting contacted by a football coach, I‟m
not overly supposed to highly prioritize them. Just because we want to make sure—
cause those guys are already getting probably a lot of contact or at least some contact.
Whereas we might have Joe Schmo who doesn‟t play any sport that his only contact is
going to be from admissions. And so you know I‟m supposed to, not that I do all the
time, at least not even a lot of the time, but I'm supposed to kind of prioritize other
students to make sure they are getting contacted. So that‟s kind of the sense and that‟s
fairly new this year just „cause the high percentage of student athletes that we are
getting and we are trying to reach out also to non-student athletes.
Dr. Serta asserted that these discrepancies in recruitment methods can have an impact on the
knowledge that students have about Gray University and therefore cause inconsistencies in how
prospective students are informed about the mission and culture of the institution.
The challenge is that sometimes, I‟ll say it this way: football is the only athletic program
that has a totally separate recruitment process from the Office of Admissions. So the
rest of the coaches are very much integrated into what we do here in admissions—if
they bring a student to campus, we meet with them individually—we still do it on an
individual basis. Football, just because of the volume, works with groups of students
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and we still are participants in that process. We meet with the group, we do a group
presentation for the visit, but we don‟t have the one-on-one interaction at that stage of
the process that we do in the other sports or for students who aren‟t interested in
athletics. So it‟s a bit of a different connection for us and, you know, I don't have any
hard evidence of this but I think it does impact students‟ broad understanding of the
community. And I think there‟s more of a focus on them coming here to play football
than there would be to come here to play soccer or come here to play baseball even
because they are more integrated into the other processes. So I think it becomes a bit
more of a challenge for us with regard to integrating these students into the campus
culture and helping them understand who Gray University is.
One current policy of the football program that was referenced on multiple occasions is
in place to ensure each player not only attends class but has at least a little bit of face-to-face
time with each professor each week. Coach Canyon gave an overview of the policy:
Our guys have grade sheets that they have to take around every Friday. So that forces a
face-to-face interaction at least once a week with every professor they have, rather than
it be something that everybody asks “well coach, can‟t we e-mail those?” We have
professors—“coach, how about you e-mail us and we‟ll just e-mail you back?” We
don‟t want to do that—we want you to have to ask your professor to sign that, put a
grade on it, put my attendance of the week and then we want the professor to have some
interaction as well. Because there are certainly professors that don‟t care about that.
There‟s also those that do but there‟s a lot really that don‟t care if they have a face-toface conversation with a student. So we try to force that. That way the name with a
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face is actually gotten and maybe that will break some stereotypes and some boundaries
down that way as well.
Mr. Blatch affirms this grade sheet policy is one of several important elements that help
students focus on their academic priorities.
Our coaches do an outstanding job of tracking their grades; football they have to turn in
a grade sheet every week. We have a part-time coach who is our academic person and
he reviews those grade sheets on Monday. If you miss a class, that‟s really frowned
upon. Other coaches do it maybe once every two or three weeks, once a month. But
football it is every week—we want to know who is going to class, who is struggling so
we can identify them early to get them some additional help. I believe all of our
freshmen have to go to what we call the learning resource center for some study hours a
week depending on what their grade point average is. I mean it could be, oh, say it‟s
four hours a week your first semester. If you obtain a certain grade point average, it goes
down to two. But then if you start struggling again, we might bump it back to four.
During the season and evenings one or two nights a week they have a freshman study
table that the coaches monitor, always take a turn, the head coach has two full time
assistants and his two GAs will all take a turn. They give them another opportunity to
be in a room where you at least know they are studying for those two hours. As much
as the professors probably dislike filling out those forms, they really have not
complained too much. And again, we are trying to make sure they go to class. That‟s
what they all say—“well they don‟t go to class”—no, we want kids to go to class. I
mean, our athletes probably miss less class than the general students do because we‟re
tracking it.
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Dr. Taylor is also a supporter of the grade sheet policy and believes the extra accountability that
it provides can make a big difference in the motivation and success of students.
Football needs to get a slip signed that confirms that they haven‟t had any unexcused
absences this week. It asks for an indication of what their grade is and comments
basically. So at the end of every week I get—last semester I had like six or seven
football players in one of my classes so I was just ready at the end of the week. I‟d give
out the quiz and while they‟re taking the quiz I‟d be signing these little slips of paper for
them. So football does that year round. I think there‟s also just, not just the getting
them to class because they know “hey I‟ll get in trouble” but the fact that they kind of
are forced to make regular contact with their instructor. For the students, again the
students who are out of the athletic area that larger student body, the students that you
see floundering in that group of students that struggle, the students that very often in
many cases don‟t make it in the long run, one of the—one in my mind of the
distinguishing factors between those that make it and those that struggle, that manage to
get by, is that those that struggle and then end up ultimately washing out and leaving or
failing, very often will do everything they can to avoid talking to a professor. Students
who are in athletics, even if they‟re struggling, they have to get that paper signed. Also,
the athletes at least have the motivation—their coaches require them to go to class and
you have to sign a paper at the end of the week that says they were there. So at least
there‟s some motivation there. That‟s another positive for athletics in my mind—
they‟ve got someone cracking the whip over them and holding an influence over them.
You know, as much as I like to think that my glowing personality is enough to draw
people in to an 8:00 a.m. class, I‟m not under any illusion that part of the reason some of
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those athletes are there is they know they‟ll catch heck from their coach and they‟ll have
to run wind sprints or suicides or something because they weren‟t, you know, they
missed too many classes this past week. Students that don‟t have that might just decide
to—“well it‟s an 8:00 a.m. class I don‟t feel like getting up for it. I‟ll go tomorrow or
I‟ll show up for the quiz on Friday and I‟m sure I‟ll do fine.”
Another key component of the Gray University football program is service. Several
constituents referred to ways that the football program integrates service into what they do
together as a team. Mr. Blatch indicated that service is a component of most athletic programs
at Gray University and the football program has an especially solid reputation for being
available to serve.
We do our share of community service work. We have to find a way that there‟s more
to life than football, there‟s more to life than just going to class. There are situations
that, you know, you need to know that it‟s important that you lend a hand. Prime
examples are, and our football team probably gets hit up more often because of the size.
For example, you know, we get some flooding that occurs in town. It‟s not uncommon
for me, our action plan is if the chief of police calls me to make sand bags that I‟m
going to call the football coach. Just a couple of Sundays ago I got a phone call on
Sunday afternoon at 2:15 p.m. we had snow on Friday, supposed to get some rain—I
knew we were going to get some flooding. “Blatch can we get some about five or six
hundred sandbags—can you help us?” So I text football, baseball, men‟s basketball—
not knowing how many we would get. And we probably had about 80 kids up at the fire
station and they are bringing in sand and the kids are doing it. We made 600 sandbags
in about an hour and a half. So that‟s not uncommon. Our football team in a week is
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going to be working at our nature preserve, clearing some brush because we‟re trying to
do some general clean up out there.
Dr. Serta affirmed this service record and mentioned the broader community recognizes and
appreciates it as well.
One of the things that the community has been so grateful for—I‟m talking about the
broader community—is the football team‟s willingness to volunteer when we have a
problem in town. We have a flooding issue here so this past week or two weeks ago we
had a flood and our football team went to help the village prepare sandbags. And in
2007 when we had a major flood in the town they actually went and helped people,
helped with the rescue efforts, helped with saving property by actually placing sandbags
and just were helping in that way. They also do some other volunteer things in the
community. They do some landscaping for our retirement community. So as far as that
goes they are seen positively, I think, in the community because of their willingness to
do that.
When asked if faith exploration is integrated into the football program Coach Canyon
explained that there are intentional efforts to make faith-related discussions available to football
student athletes.
Our campus pastor Pastor Gert—we have had a program with him and it‟s varied but
we‟ve had at least weekly meetings with him. We try to find the night of the week that
works out best for their academic schedule with night classes and things like that. And
then we‟ll have an hour block set aside and Gert‟s done just from as far as “open your
Bible let‟s read a couple scriptures and discuss them” to the one year he had a full
program that involved a DVD, a separate book—to take them through that. Now could
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every guy come to every one? No. But that didn‟t mean that if they missed one of
those that they would be completely out of the program he was following. But yeah,
we‟ve done that and then we‟ll also have Gert—will be a guy that talks to our team in
camp so they know who he is, where they can locate him, what certainly what his role is
on campus. And then he‟s had a couple speakers that are part of his programs that come
to campus for our, a couple things. Whether it‟s for our forum or just part of religious
week. We have a religious week and he has speakers that come then. We‟ll also set up
a separate time where those speakers will speak just to the team. That way we know our
guys are getting that exposure. We know it‟s going to be a good audience for that
speaker as well.
Pastor Gert indicated these efforts through his office have had limited success.
The coach had actually asked me to—in the past couple years Coach has asked me to
lead like a Bible study for football players, like weekly during the fall semester. And I
did that…the attendance was not really great. We‟d have anywhere from maximum of
about eight or nine to two or one.
Coach Canyon‟s practice of reaching out to Gray University football alums is seen as a
very important element of building a community of support for the program. Mr. Blatch
believes this policy plays an important role of keeping the alumni connected to the program that
was such a major part of their experience while a student on campus.
Coach Canyon does an alumni newsletter about two, three, four times a year, just to
keep them updated of what‟s going on, what they‟re doing. You cannot believe how
many times I‟ve been somewhere and they talk about how much they really, really
enjoy getting those newsletters to know what is going on. So that when they do come
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back, they have some idea of what‟s been going on. But you know, those guys on the
Board of Trustees, other alumni groups when they come back, they all talk so fondly
about their football playing days. And that, I think that‟s great. Our alumni they are
very supportive—they really enjoy being up to date of what‟s going on. But you know,
all the people that are down there, these guys have great careers today and they are all
alums—and love the fact that they win. Love the fact that there are a lot more kids, and
love the fact that they know what is going on. Find a way to keep them abreast. Is it
time consuming for him to write a letter a couple of times a year? Sure it is. You know
he writes it, sends it to PR, they make sure the Is are dotted and the Ts are crossed. And
we send it out. They love it.
From the alumni and development angle, Ms. Brock also sees considerable value in the practice
of regular communication with alumni players.
Our football coach sends out a program update letter at least every quarter to football
alumni because he knows they are interested and want to support the program. They
come to the games, they‟re very interested in how‟s it going. So he sends out a letter
every few months. He asks us for the query of addresses and just gives them an update
of what the team is doing even in the off season. “We‟re doing this weight training
program, and we‟re doing this service project, and sorry to report that this young man
that was on our team you know has become ill and we‟re all praying for him.”
A final finding in this section relates to a program that is no longer in place at Gray
University but received enough attention that it is still talked about on campus by a variety of
constituents. The M.O.R.E. Than Football program, introduced by Coach Hank Hammer in the
early 1990s garnered attention from the NCAA and apparently had a tremendous impact on the
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Gray University campus that is still fondly recollected. Dr. Taylor was one of the participants
who recalled the impact of the M.O.R.E. program:
Under Hank Hammer, he developed this program called M.O.R.E. Than Football. As
part of the pre-season training they took a certain amount of time during that to do
something that wasn‟t typically part of football practice—it wasn‟t just studying play
book or having team meetings or something like that. It was doing voluntary service
work in the community or I think in some case they‟d even do things like—some
football players would learn a song from one of the choir directors for example. So at
the opening forum one year, I remember, there were a bunch of football players that
sang this song they had learned. And they weren‟t necessarily people who would have
been in choir during high school. So he kind of emphasized this sort of broader life
skills sort of idea and that was when the NCAA had a life skills program or something
along those lines. Gray University as a result of the development that had gone on in
that M.O.R.E. Than Football program—that kind of morphed into our participation in
this NCAA Life Skills Program. And again, I think there was a specific name for that
that escapes me—it was 10-15 years ago that this all happened. But I think that was sort
of, was part of that understanding that, you know, we‟re doing football a little bit
differently than you might experience in a high school. I suspect most people coming
out of high school wouldn‟t necessarily have thought of that as any component of
football practice.
During his time on campus as a resident director Mr. Kayes was exposed to the M.O.R.E.
program and the distinctive impact it had on football student athletes.
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When I worked here in the late 1990s there was kind of a series of things that we did
with sports and students as it related to character building. I think those programs have
gone away on some levels. The M.O.R.E. Than Football program. I kind of
appreciated some of those things and as people leave and programs are dissolved and,
you know, things like that. Those were some kind of distinctive things that I really
liked about our athletic program. And so I think coaches in their philosophies probably
do things and those are the things I‟m not as privy to, you know, what happens on those
levels. But that M.O.R.E. program was kind of a neat thing as it related to the faithbased and the character building.
Focus groups. This section reports the findings from the focus groups related to the
policies and practices of the football program. The three football student-athletes were able to
clearly articulate policies and practices of the football program, and in doing so they showed
commitment and dedication to the program, coaching staff, and their teammates. Two of the
nonathletes were familiar enough with elements of the program or with football players to
contribute to the discussion on policies and practices.
The players began by broadly relating the priorities of the program as defined both
verbally and through the actions of the coaching staff. Coffee stated that performance in the
classroom is a top priority.
Our coaches want us to be a student-athlete—simply. They look more towards us
getting our grades to get our education as well as getting everything done on the field.
So they take grades very seriously on our team.
Jason agreed with Coffee‟s statement and mentioned how he believes that is a part of the
Division III model.
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I think grades are definitely the main priority. But I think that is probably true of any
division—well most Division III schools, I think. Because a lot of kids come to Gray
University or go to Division III schools to play sports. So I don‟t know what the exact
ratio is, but a lot of kids here play a sport. So I don‟t know, I mean I imagine that kind
of changes. Just because the fact that a lot of kids are playing sports. I don‟t want to say
sports run the—that‟s not, I don‟t think it runs the school, but like he said in high
school, you know, I think it‟s a really big deal.
Greg spoke up about the importance of athletic programs showing support for one another.
All of the coaches press our athletes to go support the other athletes. Football players
will go watch baseball. Baseball is always supporting the basketball team and stuff like
that. Everyone, like Jason said, it is a big deal. Sports are a big deal here.
Several team rules were related by focus group participants that affirm the team‟s focus
on academic performance. When the three players were asked to mention a few team rules they
replied almost in unison “Gotta go to class.” Jason was the first to elaborate further: “That‟s
one thing I know is our coach does not mess around with grades. You‟re going to class, you‟re
going to turn your grade sheet in every week, you‟re going to sit in front, you‟re going to be
respectful.” Alex from the nonathlete focus group weighed in on the academic checks made by
the football program.
The one thing I see as a nonathlete is a lot of them have to sit in the front row of classes
and they have to get papers signed every week—a grade sheet every week they have to
get signed. So that‟s the one apparent thing I see as a nonathlete. Other than the
obvious things like not getting caught drinking, stuff like that, but that‟s the only thing I
can think of. It keeps them dedicated to their studies. That‟s why they should be here
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in the first place, not only for athletics. So I‟m not sure how it is at other institutions, but
here at Gray University I think I agree with it because I feel like if they weren‟t getting
checked up on, a lot of them would kind of, not drop out, but fall out of the whole
academic side of Gray University.
Another element of the program that was commented on by members of both focus
groups was that there is some platform or opportunity for faith integration into the program.
We have—well it was Monday night—we have like a Bible Study, it‟s volunteer. But I
think most of the guys, I‟d say vast majority of the guys, have some kind of religious
belief. So, I think it‟s not like—we don‟t have mandatory chapel to go to. But I think it
is, you know, like we pray before the game. It is just because the fact that people kind of
share common beliefs.
Suzie was the only nonathlete to be aware of this kind of practice among the football program.
I did know that they used to—I don‟t know if they do it anymore—but they used to have
devotions before a game. And a pastor from a local church would do it. He was
involved—he lives in the community and so he‟s been really involved in Gray
University as a pastor for college students so he would come and lead the Bible study or
devotion. He would also do a Bible study then for football players too on a different
night. But that‟s the extent that I know of it.
Three other policies or practices were mentioned on individual occasions by members
of the student focus groups. Though none of these concepts have support from other
participants they all build on the same principles shown by other policies and practices:
discipline, respect, order, and academic focus. Coffee noted that the coaching staff expects
players to come to the coaches about any trouble they have gotten into before the coaches find
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out in some other way. “He asks and you come tell him before he finds out. I guess the
punishment would be worse if he finds out and you don‟t tell him.” Another practice
mentioned by Coffee is the team‟s proclivity for community service. “Community service, we
do a lot. You know what I‟m saying, for the community. So they come back and show their
gratitude by coming to our games, supporting us, doing a lot of things for us.” Finally, Suzie
mentioned she was familiar with a policy regarding a team curfew.
They do have in-season like a curfew. Weeknights too I think. Or it might just be the
weekend the day before the night before a game. And I had heard for a while that
coaches would check on them like they would go around the dorms and make sure they
were there. Now, I don‟t know if that was actually true or not, but that was something I
had heard was happening. But I do know that they did have some curfews and times
that they had to at least be in their dorm but not like sleeping or something, but there.
It was clear that the football program and the football coaches had a significant impact
on the lives of the football athletes. When asked which individuals from their Gray University
experience have been most influential to them, the three nonathletes were slow to come up with
an answer while each of the three football athletes was quick to respond about Coach Canyon.
Jason was first:
I want to say Coach Canyon. I think he‟s the best coach in America, I mean I love him.
And I love his intensity and his attitude about the game and about how he deals with the
players.
Greg echoed Jason‟s sentiment and explained how the respect he has for Coach Canyon, along
with the policies in place, inspire him to succeed.
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I‟m definitely going to be like Coach Canyon. Just from the mindset, from the time I got
here till now. We‟ve had our ups and downs but at the end of the day he‟s going to do
anything for any one of us. You know, if I‟m sitting in my room, not wanting to go to
class, I‟m going to think Coach Canyon is going to whoop me if I don‟t. Try to give
everything I can in the classroom, at practice. Don‟t want to be messing around on the
weekend „cause I know Coach Canyon—I don‟t want to let him down.
Finally, Coffee talked about his growth from freshman to senior year and how Coach Canyon
has been a major part of that transition.
I gotta say Coach Canyon too, just from the fact that I had, coming in from my freshmen
year to now, I have probably one of the biggest building step stones. Because I came in
thinking I am coming in to start—I‟m not coming in to sit, I‟m not coming in to watch.
And at a point in time, my freshman year I had it, but I started butting heads with the
coaches, thinking I was better than other people. And they sat me down and you know
what I‟m saying, and he told me that at our meeting at the end of the year like this is
why we sat you down to show you that you can‟t be above the team. We‟re going to
play as a team and we‟re going to win as a team. But you can‟t be above the team and
that woke me up from, you know, and now I‟ve just been teachable. I‟ve been trying to
become the best leader I can possibly be. So yeah, I would definitely say Coach
Canyon—he‟ll teach you some things about life.
An observation by Greg about a program in place to help freshmen football athletes get
adjusted to life at Gray University sets the stage for the final finding of the focus group section.
The coolest thing I think about being a freshman on the football team is that you know
119 guys other than yourself. The other freshmen, they come in and they know like one
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other person, two if they‟re lucky. They have no idea what‟s going on. We come in
two weeks early, before everyone else, so you‟ve got two weeks you get to know
everyone and then you‟re close with your big brother, you make friends with your
roommate and the guys on your floor and you go out and spend time at night. You just
know everyone. The big brother program is the biggest and easiest way to get to know
the campus because you‟re forced, whether you like it or not, to show everyone around
and get to know campus.
When other individuals were asked about how they got to know more about the campus culture,
mission, expectations, and social climate upon arrival as freshmen it was clear that there was a
significant disconnect in experiences. Like Greg, the other football student-athletes referred to
their training camp as orientation to campus. Coffee dismissed the orientation concept very
quickly.
For football, since we come to camp early. That day, we meet with the team, we break
apart, and we can walk around. But I think this past August we had to like show
freshmen around, show „em everything. The big brother program. We had to show
everybody where everything was and then they would quiz us in our meetings, at the
end of our meetings. We would have to tell each other about how we know our little
brother. And then they‟d quiz our little brother. Where on campus is this? Did he take
you to this place? Tests. I didn‟t go to my orientation. I just came in and started
walking around.
Jason had a concept of what the institution was trying to accomplish with orientation activities,
but sided with the other players that training camp suffices for the football athletes.
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Football camp was our orientation. But I think Gray University tries. They make a real
effort, besides football, to try to get people to know this place. Freshman orientation is
like a full day of just doing stuff and meeting people. But like I said, football camp was
our orientation. When we came in we had already made friends with all of the football
guys, but two weeks later everyone else gets here and they don‟t know anybody. We
already have been here two weeks. It‟s just not a big campus, you know, it‟s not real
hard. Besides football though, they do make an effort to help you make that transition.
Nonathletes had a different view on the importance of orientation activities and noted
that it was apparent football players were absent from the programming. Alex, who has
experienced orientation most recently, simply stated, “It really helped you learn your way
around campus, that‟s for sure.” As an orientation team leader, Suzie has experienced
orientation as both a freshman and as someone leading the experience.
I helped with orientation for three years now, and they‟re [football athletes] not really
there. They encourage them to come, but they feel like they‟ve been here for how many
weeks—two or three weeks—that they don‟t need to come to anything. But being
someone that likes to do relationship building, that‟s a point that they need to build
these relationships outside of their sport. Trying to go outside of just what they‟re
familiar with because that‟s the whole point of orientation weekend is pairing you up
with other people that you may not get to know. And so I feel like by pulling them
away or making them have mandatory practices when there‟s this orientation going on
is kind of taking away from a part of Gray University—like the whole community
aspect of it.
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Finally, Suzie indicated that not participating in campus orientation is the beginning of a
tendency for football athletes not to get broadly involved on campus.
I don‟t think there‟s much involvement by the football players to do something else or
be in other groups. And I don‟t know if that‟s because in the fall when all those
programs are starting off they are so focused and football takes a lot of their time. And
so I don‟t know if it‟s just the fact that they don‟t think they can balance doing football
and their studies and then being in another organization. But I do think it would be
helpful if we did have more athletes in our other programs just to kind of get the
community aspect going and so it‟s not just an athletics type of thing but everybody is
kind of connected somehow.
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CHAPTER 5

Themes, Implications, and Conclusions
The purpose of this study was to examine the mission, role, and fit of intercollegiate
football programs at intentionally faith-based institutions. Two research questions guided this
two-site case study examination: (a) In what ways does football contribute to the mission and
ethos of campus at faith-based institutions? and (b) What policies and practices commonly
guide football programs at faith-based institutions and what do institutional stakeholders think
about these policies and practices? Five themes emerged from examination of the case studies
of Blue College and Gray University: (a) coach as referent leader, (b) football as enrollment
management and community development lever, (c) mission and values alignment, (d)
disconnect with the student body, and (e) everyone loves a winner. In addition to presenting
these themes, this chapter offers a cross-case comparison, implications for higher education
administrators, limitations of the study, and suggestions for future research.
Theme 1 - Coach as Referent Leader
One of the topics widely studied and/or discussed in the higher education literature is
the concept of leadership, and definitions of the word vary as greatly as its methods, practices,
and styles. Though I was not able to observe or focus considerable time and attention on the
particular facets of leadership at these institutions, it was clear that the leadership exemplified
by the coaches of the football programs at Blue College and Gray University is central to the
operation and that what predominated was the notion of coach as referent leader built upon a
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power base of high respect, admiration, and identification with that person (French & Raven,
1959).
Coach Stone and Coach Canyon traveled very different roads to end up in the positions
they currently occupy, yet they had the confidence of those around them in the programs they
are building and the centrality of their role in those programs. At Blue College it was Dr.
Adams who spoke most clearly about the importance of aligning the coach to the institution.
Well it starts with the coaching staff. And these guys bleed Blue College but even
above that, they love Jesus. And it just comes through their pores. That‟s a key way it‟s
lived out—by the staff—the coaching staff. I think if the athletes and the football team
didn‟t see their coaching staff living out the mission of the college of becoming a more
whole person in Christ and pointing them in that direction through the competition, and
the training, and the small groups, and the mission experiences that they have; all those
things work together I think to help reinforce the mission of the college.
As participants further described the roles of these coaches one important commonality is that
each coach recognized the importance of investing in players off the field as much as on the
field. Mr. Blatch always had a grin of confidence when talking about Coach Canyon and had
this to say about the way he cared for his players:
He‟s tough and he‟s demanding. But he really—those kids really like him—would do
anything for him. They‟re okay with getting yelled at and him being tough because
again, they know he really cares about them and I think that‟s the key. You‟ve gotta
care more about—just as much about school, home life, than about football. If it‟s just
football that you care about—they‟ll see through that and say “well he doesn‟t care

173
about anything.” But when he wants them to go to class, wants them to get an
education.
Players at both institutions also spoke of their coaches with the utmost respect. When
asked who had been most influential in their experiences at their respective institutions all six
of the players paid homage to their coaches. A characteristic that stood out in the descriptions
of several of these players was the coach‟s proclivity to make them want to aspire to be a better
person in many respects. Mike, one of the football players at Blue College, was quick to credit
his coaches for his personal development.
They are the kind of coaches that you kind of aspire to be, you know. Men of character
and integrity that just push you in your own faith and your own—every area of life you
know whether it‟s being in—you see how they are husbands, how they are dads,
coaches, just men in general. The passion that they live with is just inspiring. If I had
to name, you know, like name five heroes in your life—like my coaches would be in
that top five with my dad and people like that.
Mike‟s teammate Chris also spoke up about how the coaches utilize football as a tool for
developing players for the rest of their lives.
The coaching staff is definitely taking it upon themselves to use the program and use
what is fundamental to football to grow in us things like discipline, perseverance,
honesty, integrity. . . . The coaches are trying to encourage us to really pursue Christ, be
men of the cross, men of virtue.
Finally, Greg from Gray University mentioned how he is inspired by Coach Canyon and how
he considers his actions closely because he does not want to disappoint his coach.
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He‟s going to do anything for any one of us. You know, if I‟m sitting in my room, not
wanting to go to class, I‟m going to think Coach Canyon is going to whoop me if I
don‟t. Try to give everything I can in the classroom, at practice. Don‟t want to be
messing around on the weekend „cause I know Coach Canyon—I don‟t want to let him
down.
All of the descriptions by faculty, administrators, and students recognize the key role
that coaches play in the life and development of student athletes during their collegiate
experience. The positional power to determine the athletic fate of these young men, measured
by opportunity or playing time, was never mentioned as a reason for respect or followership.
Instead, participants spoke of the mentorship exhibited by the coaches on these campuses and
of the many hours in the weight room, locker room, on the field, and in coaches‟ offices where
role modeling took place, characteristics typical of a leader that utilizes a referent power base.
Theme 2—Football as Enrollment Management and Community Development Lever
Regardless of the significant differences between these two institutions in terms of
enrollment, location, endowment, and prestige it was apparent that football is tightly woven
into the fabric of the institutions and it plays a significant role. Participants described a number
of ways in which the football program at their institutions impact the campus with the two most
frequent being enrollment and community relations. Though the needs differ, administrators
noted that the student body composition would not be possible without the contributions of the
football program. For Gray University football brings both an influx of male students as well
as a considerable portion of the institution‟s racial diversity. Dr. Taylor noted the added
pressures that would be on the admissions office if football was not offered.
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It would mean a pretty tall order for admissions to replace that group of 70 to 80 to 100
students coming in. . . . It‟s a little bit mercenary to say that, you know, partly it‟s about
dollars and bodies, but football brings in bodies and even if they don‟t keep playing
football, some of those kids stick around and stay here for four years.
Regarding a more diverse campus population at Gray University, Jason credited the football
program‟s recruiting efforts.
It‟s diversity „cause you‟re getting guys from all over the place, you know, come, well
the main reason is to play football. So you‟re getting guys from the country, you‟re
getting guys from the city, you‟re getting guys Black, White, Mexican.
In the case of Blue College, Ms. Smith, the enrollment administrator, indicated that football is
not necessary to fill the institution to capacity, but Dr. Adams referenced how football attracts a
different kind of student to campus.
We have a lot of type A, driven, bookish kinds of students and I think the football
program and athletics in general, you know, they recruit a student that, it does I think, it
makes Blue more well-rounded. If everyone here only focused on academics and didn‟t
have that game to go to, I mean the games are, football games, are really social events. .
. . But you know, I think if the football team were not here we‟d have a bunch more 3.9
students and I just, you know, I think you start to get slanted. I think we would get
myopic as an institution if we only—we would be way more homogeneous. And I don‟t
think that would be a good thing. So it does—it adds a particular kind of diversity to
our student body that is really important.
At each of these institutions, the football program aided the institution in meeting important
enrollment objectives whether it be to fill the class or to shape it. However, this enrollment
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support is not without some element of compromise. Both institutions reported incoming
football student-athletes lower the academic profile of the incoming class each year.
In addition to a significant contribution to student composition it is clear that football is
also important to institutions because it is important to alumni and the local community.
Participants told numerous stories about the history of football and the impact that former teams
and coaches have had on the institution. Trophy cases represented the successes of times gone
by and pictures of those championship teams hung to honor the accomplishments. Dr. Serta
explained how this connection is so important to Gray University.
Football is very important to us historically. We‟ve had football for a long time and
many of our most successful and our most loyal alumni are football players. And so we
have strong connections to football players from a long time ago. You know people
who are in their 60s, people who played with Manny Buster who was a Buffalo Bill who
was a Gray University graduate. People who are part of that team are still around and
coming back, well Manny is still around and so they‟re coming to campus and spending
time together. And so part of it is that it‟s integrated into our fabric.
Dr. Palmer explained how football events are a gathering place for community connections and
also made reference to the interest of football alumni as Dr. Serta did.
It is the most well-attended event that we have here. So usually Saturday afternoons or
Saturday night students come out for that. In big ways that they don‟t come out for
other things. . . . There would be something missing as far as a consistent regular event
that brings student body, alumni, townspeople, faculty together. There is something
about football that, you know, brings people out even if they‟re not necessarily
interested in the game—they‟re there for social reason….I think there‟s a very strong,
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committed, capable group of football alumni who would, I think very quickly, lose
interest in the college if something happened to the football program. So from the
standpoint of contributing to an interested, invested, committed alumni, I think the
football program plays a very big role in that.
Both institutions invest considerably in community service work, which further endears the
programs to the local communities. In regards to this work Coffee noted, “Community service,
we do a lot. You know what I‟m saying, for the community. So they come back and show their
gratitude by coming to our games, supporting us, doing a lot of things for us.”
Observation of these environments on game day affirmed these impacts described by
participants. Though the crowds varied in size and composition it was obvious that football
games are much more than just student activities on both campuses. Families, administrators,
and faculty gathered for socialization and fellowship that transcended, and often even ignored,
what was transpiring on the field of play. The impact of football on these campuses is clearly
much more than the product on the field.
Theme 3—Mission and Values Alignment
Curiosity about how football programs supported the mission and values of faith-based
institutions was at the very heart of this research given a unique challenge and a unique tension
associated with the faith-based campus. First, as it regards a unique challenge, the recruiting
pool for these faith-based higher education institutions is a fairly narrow population because not
every student seeks the intentional integration of faith with learning. Therefore recruiting 100
men to this unique niche who also have both academic and athletic talent is a formidable task as
discussed under Theme 2. Second, in terms of a unique tension, many of the tactics employed
by coaches at high levels of competition are often seen as unethical and crass, which would
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likely not be acceptable at faith-based institutions. Because profanity and excessive violence
are a part of the culture of football at many levels, those characteristics, real or perceived, seem
in contrast with the values and standards of a faith-based institution. Observation of these
campus environments and programs lined up to Christian values in virtually every way other
than the music selection during pre-game rituals on game days. Some would call into question
the appropriateness of even edited (profanity-free) versions of heavy metal, rock, and
alternative music choices that have objectionable subject matter from a conservative Christian
viewpoint.
At a surface level, the missions of the two institutions in this study were rooted in the
same fundamental principles although with different emphases. Participants at both Blue
College and Gray University pointed to their institutional missions when asked to reflect upon
the purpose of football at their institutions and keyed on a particular phrase that made it stand
out. At Blue College that phrase was whole and effective Christians and at Gray University the
emphasis was on impacting students from all backgrounds. The following quotes articulate
how administrators and faculty see the football program supporting the mission of the
institution.
Dr. Cooper (Blue College):
I think there are pockets within our coaching staff that do the whole and effective thing
better. And there are some do it extraordinarily well and are concerned about what do
these people look like as students? What do they look like as active Christians? What
do they look like on the athletic field? Coach Stone has thoughtfully thought of,
intentionally thought about, how all of those pieces go together. And so the men on the
team do small groups—they do mission work—they have a sense of team vision for
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who they are as people, and clearly they have vision in terms of what they‟re doing on
the team.
Coach Stone (Blue College):
We don‟t practice on Friday. We don‟t go on the field, we don‟t practice at all. We
sing and pray. We have a football chapel 4:30 p.m. to 6:00 p.m. every Friday in lieu of
practice. . . . We open up to faculty, to staff, the community, the students. So that we
destroy the stereotype that these are a bunch of big ugly mugs that are around lifting
weights and grunting. No, these guys love God too—just like y‟all do. And we open it
up and it‟s been the other great thing to connect with our campus. . . . So that's another
way we are encouraging our kids to love God and to carry out the mission of the
institution.
Dustin (Blue College):
It talked about a commitment to faith, learning, and football and that‟s a whole lot to
balance. But I‟ve been really impressed with the way the football players are able to
balance those three. Just coming in, when I would think about a football player, I
honestly think about someone who just wants to play four years and really not focus on
class that much. But in my experience they are really committed to doing well in
classes and are pursuing their faith in addition to striving to be good athletes.
Dr. Serta (Gray University):
We‟re a Christian university, and so we bring students from all different denominational
backgrounds—even a few non-Christian students. But they come here and we want
them to go out and to change the world, so our mission statement says we‟re going to
prepare them for life, we‟re going to prepare them for vocation, we‟re going to prepare
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them for responsible citizenship, for service, and ultimately to serve God around the
world. And so, I like the fact that we focus on life and vocation you know, I always tell
prospective students you‟re going change jobs three to five times or jobs seven to ten
times, careers three to five times. You better be prepared for something other than your
first job, so I think we do a good job of preparing students for life.
Mr. Baker (Gray University):
Man athletics—you can get a kid at this institution that would probably never come here
otherwise—too small of a town, too small of a school, Christian school, but you got
recruited by football or got recruited by basketball or softball or whatever. . . . But
they‟re getting on a campus where if they would have gone to more of a secular campus,
they wouldn‟t have heard the mention of Jesus, they wouldn‟t have heard the fruits of
the gospel. . . . So you‟re getting those students here so I think that‟s taking that all
background clause and moving it towards the purposes of God‟s universal kingdom
mission statement by drawing in student athletes because of the sport they‟re playing.
Football is utilized in unique and intentional ways to support the broader mission of the
institution at both Gray University and Blue College. Even at Gray University, which is
historically connected to a pacifistic denomination, participants insisted that conversations
about the violence of football are a thing of the past—a part of their history which is not being
relived—and football fits comfortably within the list of programs that legitimately are
structured to support the mission of the institution.
Mr. Kayes (Gray University):
I have never sensed a backlash from Mennonite families that we‟ve talked to. And it
could just be because the idea of football is so ingrained in our culture that yeah, it‟s a
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violent—more violent sport—but there‟s that spirit aspect of it, right? That campus
camaraderie. And they‟ve seen it at their high schools, and there‟s a band, and it‟s the
pageantry, I think, of football.
Mr. Blatch (Gray University):
You know you would think for a really peace-committed group that football really goes
against the realm—it is such a violent sport, but no. In fact, even our board of
Trustees—our Board of Trustees meets at our last game every year. This year it was
such a beautiful day—I had 6 of them stand down at the end zone with me. All Board
Members, most of them former football players—they‟re just down there and most of
them were supposed to have flights—changed their flights or going to get home later
because they didn‟t want to miss the end of the game.
Mr. Taylor (Gray University):
I have sometimes thought about that as a certain amount of irony that, you know,
football in particular is about leveling a guy on the other team if you‟re the offensive
player and knock down the guy with the ball. A religion faculty member who was here
for a long time, and was also for a very long time our faculty athletic representative—he
had done a lot of thinking about the peace as an important concern of the church and so
he actually has, I‟ve heard him speak about that aspect of, you know, the violence in
football. And his take on it was, and this kind of helped me process too to recognize,
there isn‟t quite as much conflict as there might initially seem. Violence between, the
violence of sport and the peace witness of the church that really sports even, you know,
something as violent as football is ultimately a cooperative venture. Because you are
agreeing with the other team—you‟re agreeing. Yes there are things you can do on the
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field, but there are rules you have to follow and if somebody‟s not following the rules,
we really can‟t play the game. So there is an extent to which, even with the violence
and the extent to which you do want to hit the guy real hard and knock the ball loose if
you can on the football field. There are limits to how far you can go and so it is a
certain kind of, you know, controlled violence. It‟s not that it‟s entirely without
contradiction.
Blue College constituents shared concern over the injuries related to football and the
importance of safety measures, but largely believed the physicality of football is more helpful
than harmful.
Dr. Winger (Blue College):
Obviously I played it [football] so I know about the violence and I played both sides of
the ball so I know about inflicting pain and trying to avoid it. I guess as a theology
person, I try not to overanalyze or over spiritualize things. For me it‟s a game and like
other games it has its own internal dynamic. So all this recent wave of news about head
injuries and things like that—that really does trouble me. But not for any kind of faith
reasons—just sort of public health reasons.
Coach Stone (Blue College):
I‟m not called to this [coach football] because I get my jollies out of beating someone
down and raising my hand in victory. I‟m called to this because there‟s this passion in
me that enjoys this game and all that the game creates. And so as a believer, see, to me
it‟s not because there‟s an inherent joy over hurting somebody or maiming somebody,
but there‟s joy in succeeding collectively in this game. And the game requires me to
whack. I am whacking because that‟s part of this cause. I‟m not whacking because I
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want to hurt that guy. I am not driven by glory, by maiming, by those things. I am
driven by getting the ball over the line. That‟s what drives me and getting the ball over
the line requires physicality. And you‟ve got to keep the joy that God has put in your
heart to be part of something bigger than yourself. And to learn and be part of this
group, and to accomplish a goal collectively. And I mean that‟s what Jesus wants us to
do is to learn traits of selflessness, and like I said football gives me opportunity to do it
in a contact sport. And let‟s just face it, men have got testosterone raging them—these
are guys. Read Jon Eldridge‟s book Wild at Heart—feminizing of America is killing
me—don‟t even get me off on that subject. But you know what, men are different,
they‟re flat out different.
Theme 4—Disconnect with Student Body
While it is clear football programs were contributing in significant ways to the lives of
the football student athletes it appeared to have much less impact on the broader student body.
Several “excuses” were offered up but none adequately explained why these programs were not
able to have a meaningful impact on students who do not participate directly. With over 100
young men on each campus being mentored to be better citizens, men of integrity, and holistic
learners one might expect their influence on other students to be substantive. Yet, of the 29
participants there was only one mention of an individual football athlete significantly
contributing to the broader campus community or the life of a fellow student. Instead,
numerous participants at both institutions spoke about the idea that football athletes are a
community within a community that is largely disinterested in those outside its circle. Dr.
Cooper‟s bold statement, “The unity of the team at the detriment of campus-wide community is
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to me their largest liability,” is echoed through the following statements by participants from
both campuses.
Dr. Palmer (Blue College):
The demands of a sport like football now are so great at a place like Blue College that
whether you‟re viewing films, whether you‟re in Bible Study and accountability group
with a team member, whether you‟re studying for a position—it takes a lot of time. So
we don‟t have a football player who is also a student body president—which we might
have had 20, 30, 40 years ago. So there is an isolation now that is both constrained by
the way the sport exists but then reinforced by the way the team acts together. I have a
friend who is on the faculty athletic council who would say, “Why isn‟t the football
leader who leads so well and I watch them on campus in the football arena—why isn‟t
that guy the leader in my class?” Instead of sitting in the back, taking in what is going
on. And so I think a person has to decide how much time they are going to give to
something.
Pastor Gert (Gray University):
On the one hand I see there‟s a strong sense of community being experienced among the
athletic teams, you know, that they are so intense in terms of like the amount of time
they spend together through practice, through their games, through traveling together,
conditioning in the off season. . . . And also I can see that some of them feel like they
are kind of like expected to be part of this social circle with their team and it‟s hard to
break out of that. You know they‟re—yeah there‟s a certain pressure they feel I think—
tension they feel and practically just in terms of time it‟s hard to be fully committed to
that and all the time it involves plus have a life outside of that. I do see how a number
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of students have kind of broken out of that—they‟re able to excel at sports and have
good relationships with people on their teams and at the same time have a life outside of
that and are involved in other things on campus. But the way I see that now that is kind
of the exception rather than the rule you know.
Pastor Miller (Blue College):
I would say that among athletes, probably the football players tend to be more focused
on their own community than other athletic groups I would say. I think that there's a
tendency more for integration of other athletes more broadly in the community.
Football players are kind of a unique subculture at Blue College. And I think the
intensity of their preparation, of their schedule, of their conditioning, in season and out
of season, I think that it just draws them together in a way that is I think different than
the other sports. I think the football team is at a different level in creating a subculture
that is pretty tight. I don‟t look at it as being an unhealthy thing—I don‟t look at that as
being unhealthy myself, I think it‟ just part of the reality of the special relationships that
football players have with each other.
Dr. Serta (Gray University):
We‟re having a big group meeting next week to talk about better integrating our football
players and team into the campus culture. In addition to that strategic planning we‟re in
the middle of developing our next strategic plan and one of those is integrating athletics
into the campus culture. I mean it‟s noticeable enough that we think we need to focus
on it so we‟re going to have a meeting next week with all the key players—the other
vice presidents, football coaches and staff and student life staff just to talk about what
we‟re seeing, what we can do better. It‟s not a crisis meeting—it‟s more of a—the
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recruitment part is working well, the integration part is not working as well as it could.
Let‟s talk about how we could make it better. . . . And I think there‟s more of a focus on
them coming here to play football than there would be to come here to play soccer or
come here to play baseball even because they are more integrated into the other
processes. So I think it becomes a bit more of a challenge for us with regard to
integrating these students into the campus culture and helping them understand who
Gray University is.
Dr. Winger (Blue College):
They are, by eating together, living together, doing everything together, they‟re not
integrated into the rest of campus. And I think that harms them—I think a lot of the
players would really benefit from being friends with nonathletes or not simply seeing
their coaches as their mentors but finding a faculty member in their academic discipline
who would be very interested in mentoring them. And I can‟t say whether that would
be prohibited, but I don‟t see it as something that is being encouraged. And so I worry a
bit about that and also then it can project a sort of exclusivism which then might harm
their reputation on campus for faculty members or others students to see who aren‟t
maybe huge football fans to see “oh they‟re just exclusive, separatist people.” And
then as far as the missions trip, again I think it‟s in many ways a wonderful thing, but
we also have as a campus all kinds of missions opportunities that they don‟t participate
in and it would be my hope that sometime they would do that. And a lot of this is
personal because when I was a student here, I lived with nonathletes, I was in one of
these missions programs outside of the football program—so I did a lot of things apart
from the football program. And at that time it was not looked down upon—I mean
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things have changed in 25 years, but I mean I wouldn‟t trade it for anything, really. I
look at the football players and think it‟s great that you‟re winning, it‟s great that you‟re
close, but there‟s a whole—Blue College has a lot more to offer than just that.
Suzie (Gray University):
I don‟t think there‟s much involvement by the football players to do something else or
be in other groups. And I don‟t know if that‟s because in the fall when all those
programs are starting off they are so focused and football takes a lot of their time. And
so I don‟t know if it‟s just the fact that they don‟t think they can balance doing football
and their studies and then being in another organization. But I do think it would be
helpful if we did have more athletes in our other programs just to kind of get the
community aspect going and so it‟s not just an athletics type of thing but everybody is
kind of connected somehow.
Dennis (Blue College):
I think a lot of times, especially in regard to the football team, it‟s definitely seen as like
a clique and can also have really negative almost like dis-unifying aspect to the campus.
It‟s kind of like—well there‟s the football team and then there‟s this other group and it‟s
just instead of being like, yeah, we‟re all students here. That‟s all—I think that can
happen a lot—which is unfortunate.
Coach Canyon (Gray University):
I think with every one of them—football is a primary thing because that is why they are
looking at schools like us. So that‟s also the vehicle that gets them to want to go to
college. So if many of them didn‟t have the opportunity to play, they may just—and not
that there‟s anything wrong with it—may just go to a community college, work, live at
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home, and then figure something out in four or five years. Where if we get them here,
we can get them on a career path, we can have them in a valuable routine that will also
carry over into life after college—as the importance of a routine and a schedule and
being on time and all those things. So I think football is the number one thing for all the
guys. Now, are there things that are equal to them? Sure. Sure. Are there guys that get
involved in other organizations and clubs on campus? Yes, probably about half of our
guys would be, so half wouldn‟t. So that, you know, is just based on the guys and that
would be from being a residence hall advisor to being a part of the African American
student organization to being a hall chaplain, you know, the list goes on. But, do some
of them place football higher than everything else they‟re doing—even academics?
Yeah, they do. We try to—certainly we spend more time with an individual guy in the
course of a year on academics than we do anything. So we try to make sure they can see
that too, but that doesn‟t mean that football isn‟t the most important thing to them. And
there‟s a lot of reasons why for some of those guys it is. And that doesn‟t mean they
don‟t do well in the classroom either. But I know for a fact there‟s a group that can‟t
wait to get to practice, just practice, for a lot of reasons.
Coach Stone (Blue College):
Here‟s our biggest problem. First of all, we‟re a big group. Second of all, if you ask
anybody on our campus the first thing you‟re going to say is the football team is tight.
They are a brotherhood. They are a family. And we have the ability sometimes we—
you go to the Dining Hall and I mean they‟re all eating together. I mean their table you
go in there—and everybody knows this is where they‟re eating. And they, „cause it‟s
this family army mentality that it sometimes they can become exclusive. And I don‟t
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mean in a bad way „cause they‟re punks on campus—no they‟re great—they really are.
They‟re not a problem on our campus. But if I would be really honest with you—
sometimes they are seen as exclusive because they‟re so tight and I‟ve just instilled it‟s
us against the world. When we play games—I mean this is—when they go out in the
world and they‟re ridiculed and they‟re cursed and the f-bombs—well hey, you know
what—it‟s us against them. And they do so much, you know, and it legitimately comes
across sometimes that they are exclusive. But what we try to do is like in dorms and
stuff we split „em all up in dorms—we don‟t let em room in the same dorms—we
encourage them to live throughout the entire campus. And we also do offer our services
you know like I said—when people need things done I‟ve told teachers, people on our
campus—physical plant—don‟t ever hesitate to call us—we will help—we will assist.
We will integrate. And I encourage our players—even if they‟re going to do it in mass
to attend other functions. You know to do other things on campus. You know I can‟t
tell em not to hang out with their buddies—they love doing it—I‟m not going to tell
them not to. . . . But to support other groups on this campus and do it visibly. And that
has helped us even though it‟s in mass, sometimes to interact with our campus. But
there is a perception of exclusiveness—not elitism—not better than anybody, but they
are tight. And there is—then there‟s also some jealousy „cause the people yearn—“I
wish I could be part of a group like that, man.” And that in turn can create some
jealousy. Part of it is because they‟re such a massive group too. You know basketball
team—there‟s 15 of them. There‟s 110 of ours. But our campus, the faculty they very
warm perceptive—the kids are doing well in class and everything. It‟s more the student
body—they see „em sometimes as an exclusive group. . . . I think jealousy has been
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built from that. That probably is the toughest thing sometimes with the student body to
see us as just melded in.
The lack of student interest and fandom at the home football games I observed supports
this concept expressed by virtually every interview and focus group participant. Football
student athletes are not broadly connected to the rest of the campus and therefore do not garner
interest and support on game day. Focus group participants at both institutions noted one needs
look no further than the dining hall experience to note the disconnect between football athletes
and the rest of campus. Groups of tables within the dining hall were indicated to be a bit more
rowdy and boisterous than the rest of the dining hall and it was clear that “outsiders” were not
welcomed. Due to this disconnect, players miss out on many opportunities that are available to
impact the broader campus, to connect in mentoring relationships with faculty members, and to
gain friendships with the broader student body. Though they do not have the answers as to how
to get there, Dr. Adams at Blue College was able to envision what some of the outgrowths of a
successful integration might be.
I think if football was working at its best, I think I would hear faculty say “you know
what, I got a football guy in my class and his contributions have been really key—really
important. I really appreciate having football players in my classroom.” That, to me,
would indicate we‟re working well within an academic institution. If we have as many
guys going into ministry as we do going into business after they graduate—pastors,
missionaries—then I‟m saying okay, you know what, that‟s great. If things are working
well we‟re graduating football players at a similar rate that other athletes are graduating
or the student body, and GPAs would be similar. That would be a sign that things are
going well. I think if I start seeing our advancement say to Coach Stone—“hey I‟m
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going to see a donor out in California and he‟s a football alum. We‟re trying to raise
money for a new performance art building, would you come along and make a pitch for
the performing arts building?” Great. You know, let‟s cultivate relationships with
alumni and coaches so that they can be raising money for institutional priorities and not
just for their own kind of team priorities. Or, if I start seeing Coach Stone going to high
school fairs, representing the college to recruit—you know after he sees his football
recruits. Success would be if I start hearing students saying—“I‟ve got this football
player up on my floor and I just have really appreciated getting to know him. I feel like
he‟s been really open to a relationship with me. And you know because of my
friendship with him, I love going to the games.”
Others were unable to articulate what it would look like for the football program to be
seamlessly integrated into the campus community; unfortunately, it was too much of a stretch
for their imagination.
Theme 5—Everyone Loves a Winner
Observation of the current state of sport in the fabric of the United States would easily
lead one to believe that winning truly is everything. Watching a few minutes of ESPN or
sitting at a little league baseball game at the local baseball park exposes the true nature with
which we, as a nation, pursue our sporting pastimes. So, how do coaches, faculty, and
administrators at these faith-based institutions prioritize winning? Do they all agree “why do
you go on the field except to win” as Dr. Palmer expressed, or does the community, grace, and
humility of Christ impact their thirst for victory?
The immediate response to the simple question “is it important to win” ranged from a
firm YES to a simple NO, but the majority of participants circled around to similar answers.
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Winning to these participants is not defined as a need for championships; instead, it is framed in
the concept of being competitive on a consistent basis. Each institution had gone through years
of prosperity and years of drought in their athletic programs in the past 20 years, and study
participants were quick to point to the impact and importance of those good times. Winning not
only energized the campus community and attracted crowds, but it also drew student athletes to
the program who might not otherwise be interested and quenched the intrinsic need for glory
and accomplishment that many athletes hold.
Dr. Stein (Gray University):
I‟ve said to the President, “What is the goal? Are we going to be a competitive
intercollegiate institution or a glorified intramural team?” Students, strong students
aren‟t going to come here if you‟re not winning—let‟s face it—that‟s our society. . . .
Participation is important but in the end, these athletes only have one thing to play for
and that is the glory.
Coach Stone (Blue College):
I‟ll tell you right now—our goal is to win. And you know what—you play meaningful
games in late October, meaningful games in November. If you are playing meaningful
games in November, you‟re a winner. And I don‟t promise championships—we‟ve won
„em. I don't promise—I mean we‟ve been a top team in the country for the last 20
years—whatever—I don‟t promise you that. Play for a winner.
Mr. Kayes (Gray University):
I think Gray University is beginning to recognize what a winning program can do. . . . I
think it can be important because it could tie to other types of successes that the
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university could have in terms of our outreach, exposure, recruitment, shaping the class,
the type of students that come.
Pastor Miller (Blue College):
Everybody likes to have a winning team—there‟s no doubt about it and there‟s a special
enthusiasm that comes when teams are going far in the post season. And I think also that
the athletes realize that when they do win, that does give them a platform even for their
spiritual witness that they appreciate having.
Coach Canyon (Gray University):
So having a winning team is important because it is going to help you in recruiting.
You‟re going to have positive public relations rather than negative which again, is going
to help you in recruiting. As they see themselves get better and win, then you‟re
retention is going to be much better as well which is the bottom line for the institution as
well.
Dennis (Blue College):
It‟s important in the sense of getting the people here. We‟re talking about getting
people with different backgrounds—like I said we get kids that typically wouldn‟t come
to a Christian school after their high school experience. You‟re not getting money,
you‟re not getting a lot of fan base. You know you‟re going “man I‟m playing
football—at least I‟m gonna win here.” So I think it‟s big for getting guys here.
Dr. Serta (Gray University):
It was determined that our students ought to have an opportunity to experience winning.
. . . That‟s part of the coach‟s evaluation process and if you‟re not winning, we need to
understand why, and we need to figure out how to make that happen.
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Dr. Cooper (Blue College):
We make a whole lot about the winners that we have—it's not a participation award
kind of place.
Whether it is for practical reasons that support the institution‟s enrollment and public
relations or to satisfy an intrinsic desire to compete, the majority of participants agreed that
winning was an important element of intercollegiate sport on their campuses, football in
particular. However, the need for a winning program did not appear to supersede the mission
of the institution and the importance placed on the mentoring of young men above winning.
Further, the football athletes who participated in the focus groups displayed a healthy balance
on the concept of winning; they did not feel as though winning was more important than their
development.
Contextualizing the Research with Previous Literature
To come full circle with the findings it is important to look at how these themes
contextualize with previous literature. The Chapter 2 literature review was organized into five
distinct segments: faith-based higher education, intercollegiate athletics and football,
institutional mission, institutional culture, and the intersection. This section reflects upon the
foundational literature in light of the themes that emerged and Figure 2 is a graphic
representation of the pairings (reproduced from Chapter 2 with the addition of where the themes
fit in).
Coupled with the faith-based higher education section is the theme regarding the
leadership of the football program—“coach as referent leader.” Just as faith-based higher
education historically relied upon the leaders of the industry, denominational movements, and
campus officials to shape it, so does the football program on a campus. As Ringenberg (1984)
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Figure 2. Model of the literature and intersection with themes integrated.

noted, college leaders “sought to create an environment in which the Christian faith and
Christian morality influenced every aspect of the collegiate experience” (p. 60); clearly it is the
role of the coach to serve in this capacity in the context of the football program. Further,
Litfin‟s (2004) descriptions of different models of faith-based institutions displayed the
intentionality and planning that is employed to determine the direction and heart of an
institution. Similarly, findings indicate the planning, leadership, and mentorship of the coach
determines the character and direction of the program and how it fits within the institution.
Secondly, coupled with the literature section covering intercollegiate athletics and
football is the theme about the importance of winning programs—“everyone loves a winner.”
Athletic competition was introduced to academia for the purpose of character building and
recreation, but the scorebook has always been kept and, perhaps unfortunately, the win-loss
record is often the measure of success. Rudolph (1962) noted very early in the history of
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intercollegiate athletics the power of sporting competition and winning programs on a college
campus, and it is no less true today. In fact, it seems as though the ability of a program to
impact a campus is proportional to the power that it accumulates from winning games. Brand‟s
(2006) intriguing, yet idealistic, integrated view of athletics sharply warns against a focus on
winning, instead concentrating on the holistic benefit of sport to both athlete and institution.
Findings from this research indicate coaches and administrators are definitely mindful of this
holistic benefit while striving toward player development, but constituents desire to win
nonetheless and many decisions are made with winning as the impetus.
Thirdly, the literature section which focused on institutional mission is coupled with the
theme “mission and values alignment.” An institution‟s mission is much more than words on a
page, yet Fugazzotto (2009) noted that the words are important to constituents and have the
ability to affect performance. At both institutions constituents embraced phrases from the
institution‟s mission statement when aligning the football program within the institution and
relied upon these phrases to define their purpose for work. The work of coaches and
administrators to utilize football as a part of student-athletes‟ education complements Holmes‟s
(1991) perspective that at faith-based institutions education should be approached from all
angles. Community service, mentoring relationships, and faith development components may
not be unique to these institutions, nor are they industry standard. Examination of these
institutions affirmed Shulman and Bowen‟s (2001) position that the number of students who
participate in athletics at these institutions has a profound impact upon the institution—perhaps
enough to influence, instead of merely reflect, the mission.
The fourth literature section pertaining to institutional culture aided in the assessment of
campus culture and the integration of the football program into the campus. Though these
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institutions have been in existence for over 100 years and the football programs have been a
part of them for almost that long, the football program does not fit seamlessly into the
institutional culture. Football athletes and nonathletes share basic assumptions (Schein, 1985)
yet the more surface elements of the cultures, espoused values and artifacts, differ significantly
enough to cause points of friction between the two groups. Shulman and Bowen (2001) also
recognized this in their research, finding that differences in values often exist between athletes
and nonathletes. This is a particular point of concern as Kuh (2000) noted that at CCCU
institutions the culture of the institution has a profound impact on character development of
students. Therefore a disconnect and friction in the campus culture has the possibility to
negatively impact this development process and should be further examined.
Finally, this research shows that at the intersection of these topics, which has been
almost completely ignored in the literature, intercollegiate football programs have a large
impact on faith-based institutions and serve as “enrollment management and community
development levers.” In harmony with this research, Schroeder (2003) recognized the ability of
athletics to improve an institution‟s connection to donors, overall visibility, and community
relations in his examination of a faith-based institution. Further, he also noted the challenge
athletic programs have to recruit student athletes that fit the academic profile of the institution
though coaches are compelled to fill roster spots and support enrollment.
Implications
Findings from this examination of two intercollegiate football programs on faith-based
campuses provide several points of important conversation for faculty and administrators
interested in this topic. Though qualitative research, by its very nature, is not generalizable the
themes that emerged should guide constituents at like institutions to take note of several
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important points. First, institutions should invite faculty into more open and consistent
dialogue about the role of athletics and the experience of student-athletes. Athletes make up a
significant portion of the student body and consume a considerable amount of resources
therefore it should not be dismissed by faculty or administrators as “just another
extracurricular” activity. Conversations that are typically limited to class absences or academic
standards should be broadened to include the contribution of athletics to the campus culture and
mission, the integration of athletes into the classroom and the broader campus community, and
the impact athletics can have on recruitment and community relations. On small campuses
where all-faculty meetings likely take place on a monthly or quarterly basis it would be wise for
a discussion about the role/value of athletics to take place at least once per year, perhaps led by
faculty members who also serve as coaches, the athletic director, or the vice president with
responsibility for athletics. Even if institutions do not fully subscribe to Brand‟s (2006)
integrated view of athletics, there are topics of conversation regarding athletics that should be
discussed in a broader forum and with faculty input.
Second, if athletic administrators are interested in alignment between the football
program and the institution‟s mission they must examine the head football coach. Not only is
the individual‟s character, persona, and football knowledge important, but his or her faith
experience and proclivity to integrate that faith into the operations of the program is critical as
well. Recruiting practices put in place by this individual will determine players who are
attracted to and retained by the institution. These elements are central to their “fit” with the
institution and also shape the character of the program. For this reason, in the hiring process for
a head coach an institution should be explicit about their expectations for the coach in the area
of spiritual development. If it is to be a key element of the program the coaching candidates
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should be able to display a pattern of spiritual development and Christian mentorship in
previous positions. Further, it is not too late for coaches already in place to be measured
against these criteria. In annual evaluations coaches should be able to point to elements of the
program that develop student-athletes‟ faith and they should also be able to relate their
involvement in the personal development stories of some of their student-athletes. It is
important to recognize that it may be challenging for institutions to find a coach with strong
coaching skills in addition to a desire for deep involvement in the spiritual lives of students and
a heart for the mission of the institution. This is a combination of attributes that may more
commonly be found in an alumnus of the institution, such is the case at Blue College, as
opposed to a career coach who is searching for his next job. Yet it is the responsibility of
athletic administrators to prioritize these factors and to be diligent in the search process to
identify a strong leader for both football and faith.
Third, findings from this study should encourage administrators to talk to the broader
student body about the cohesion of the campus community. Many administrators at these small
institutions tout a tight-knit campus community and believe it is a critical element of attracting
and retaining successful students. However, findings indicate there may be more segmentation
within the student body than administrators recognize. Both Blue College and Gray University
constituents noted significant social barriers between football student athletes and the rest of the
student body that are likely present at many like institutions, suggesting that conversations with
both football athletes and nonathletes would be valuable. Administrators may choose to start
with the student government groups as well as the NCAA sanctioned Student-Athlete Advisory
Committee which is present on each campus. These groups could serve as a barometer of
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campus cohesiveness and the leadership from within these groups could likely push the campus
toward better overall social integration.
Finally, coaches and administrators need to define success for athletic programs so
everyone is working toward a common goal with similar expectations. Alignment of goals and
expectations for success allow for assessment and policy setting and further eliminates the
frustration of goal dissonance. Participants from both institutions in this study at least espoused
that this was an important part of the planning and operations at their institutions, albeit it was
not always evident. In conjunction with the top athletic administrators, the President‟s Cabinet
should discuss department-wide expectations, goals, and key performance indicators and this
should serve as a guide for the annual planning and goal setting of athletic administrators and
coaches. For this planning to be successful resource allocation must align with, or supersede,
the stated goals; otherwise, the disconnect between goals and expectations is only further
exacerbated.
Limitations
Four limitations to this research should be noted. First, conversations about the mission,
role, and fit of a program on a college campus have the opportunity to be sensitive and
somewhat controversial. For this reason, even promise of anonymity may not have been
enough to encourage participants to be completely free and open with their views of these
issues. In the focus group setting, students at Gray University likely felt more comfortable to
express negative opinions than their counterparts at Blue College because the focus groups for
football student athletes and nonathletes were held separately. Second, this research examined
the situation at a specific point in time and may not be representative of the institution or the
program over a period of time. People, policies, and practices all change, which likely change
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the mission, role, and fit of the institution and the programs being researched. Third, even with
intentional efforts made to filter out the views and experiences of the researcher, it is impossible
to do so completely. For this reason it is possible that my interactions and observations could
be slightly colored by my understanding of the topics and institutions. Fourth, this
investigation took place on two campuses over a defined period of time. Either more time on
the campuses or investigation of more sites could have led to additional findings pertinent to the
research. If time was not a barrier, as it is to many researchers, I would have spent more time
on these campuses and included one or two additional sites.
Future Research
This study examined the mission, role, and fit of intercollegiate football programs at
faith-based institutions and found several elements that appear to be important for the alignment
of the program with the institution. To this point, literature at the intersection of faith-based
campuses, intercollegiate football, campus mission, and campus culture is virtually nonexistent
and these findings suggest further research is needed. One area ripe for examination is the
hiring policies and practices of athletic administrators and coaches at these faith-based
institutions. Alignment of personal faith and ability to mentor student-athletes seems to be a
particularly critical element of the coach‟s responsibility at this type of institution that it is not
at secular institutions. An interview or survey-based study that examined this in more depth
would be a valuable follow-on study.
A second recommendation for future study is an examination of the experiences of
football student athletes on these campuses. It would be important to find out if they feel as set
apart from the student body as they seem to be from this research and/or the degree to which
they actually function in isolation via a time-on-activity study of some kind. In this
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investigation student life administrators and resident directors, faculty members, football
student athletes, and nonathletes should all be participants to determine the fit and experiences
of football athletes regarding the social component of campus.
Third, I suggest an investigation of other faith campuses in regards to the degree to
which other intercollegiate sports and extracurricular activities draw students to enroll on these
campuses. A similar methodology to the one performed in this study would be appropriate to
examine the mission, role, and fit of these other programs on campus. Administrators should
be concerned with findings that suggest large groups of students are disconnected from the
social sphere of campus or that any program does not broadly support the mission of the
institution.
Finally, a fourth topic for future investigation is the importance and definition of
winning for athletic programs on small college campuses and/or faith-based campuses.
Winning is clearly important at both of the campuses in this investigation but for very different
reasons. With this in mind I suggest a broad examination into the importance of winning, both
to the individual student-athlete or administrator as well as to the institution as a whole. An
element of this was researched by Kelley, Hoffman, and Gill (1990) from the student
perspective but it is time for additional research and to include administrator perspectives.
Conclusion
It seems that the pigskin and the cross can coexist—but is that good enough? Based on
the research presented in this study, football programs at faith-based institutions are powerful
and influential activities that, in this study at least, appear not to live up to an aspired potential.
Institutions that remain true to their faith origins by continuing to intentionally integrate faith
and learning deftly balance academic mission and a campus culture that promotes faith
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development, Christian values, and community. Football programs simultaneously build up
and splinter these campuses by creating and interweaving communities but not ones that
achieve desired integration. They also support the mission of the institutions in unique and
intentional ways but do not appear to live out that mission in relationship with the broader
campus community. Football provides valuable mentorship of student athletes that leads to
strong self-discipline as well as the creation of men of integrity and good citizenship. Yet
football programs may not go far enough in this regard. The coaches should be asking these
young men to be influential leaders in the classroom or residence hall. If the unique mission of
faith-based institutions is to be promoted and pursued by each program within its domain, it is
time to further scrutinize football; institutions must harness the power of the programs and use
them to benefit the entire campus and not just the athletic operations. Intentional steps should
be taken to examine the integration of football athletes into the broader community and make
this a point of emphasis for the coaching staff and those with oversight of athletics.
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APPENDIX A

Interview Protocols
Each interview will be approximately one hour in length and will begin with a brief
statement to assure them of the confidential nature of the interviews. Below are the topics to
cover and specific questions for each of the ten interviewees:

The following topics/questions will be common to all faculty and administrator
interviewees:
1) Faculty/administrator‟s personal story with the institution
2) The mission of the institution is (state the essence of the mission). How is this mission
operationalized within your department? Within intercollegiate athletics? Within the
football program in particular?
3) Institutional view of athletics and role within the institution.
4) Assessment of how the athletic program lines up with the ideal role of athletics.
5) Description of the football program culture and culture of football athletes.
6) Comparison of the team to its stated mission/vision/values.
7) Is it important to have a winning team?
8) How would the institution be different without the football program?

Cabinet-level Administrator
Additional topics:
1)
2)
3)
4)

The president‟s view of athletics.
Description of the individuals who shape the culture of the football program.
Hiring practices for coaching positions.
Policies and policy setting for athletic programs.
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Athletic Administrator
Additional topics:
1)
2)
3)
4)

Description of the departmental vision, goals, and expectations.
Role of assistant coaches in the program.
Recruiting practices.
Program policies, rules, and player discipline.

Football Coach
Additional topics:
1)
2)
3)
4)
5)

The role of assistant coaches in the program.
Recruiting practices.
Distinctives of the program.
Faith integration.
Define success for the program and assess how the program currently lines up.

Faculty-Athletic Committee Member
Additional topics:
1) Describe your role as FAR.
2) Do you see your role as the athletic liaison to faculty or the academic hand to the
athletic program?
3) Describe the conversations about athletics that take place in faculty setting.
4) Assess integration of football program into the athletic department.

Faculty Member
Additional topics:
1) The role of athletics in decision-making at executive committee level.
2) What kinds of conversations take place about athletics in this setting? In the broader
faculty setting?
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Spiritual Life Administrator
Additional topics:
1) Integration of student athletes (and football program in particular) into spiritual growth
elements of campus.
2) Intentional intersections among athletics and campus ministries, chapel, spiritual
development.
3) Athletic chaplaincy.
4) What kinds of conversations take place regarding athletics in your department?

Enrollment Administrator
Additional topics:
1) The role of athletics in admissions decisions.
2) The quality of football applicants compared to other applicants.
3) The recruiting dynamics of the football team and the relationship with admissions staff.

Advancement Administrator
Additional topics:
1) The vision of the alumni department.
2) Usage of athletics in alumni operations.
3) What behaviors/indicators of connectedness do you see from former student/athletes
and football players in particular?
4) Description of football alums and comparison to other alum groups.

The following topics/questions will be used to facilitate the student focus group:
1) Describe your institution as if I know nothing about it.
2) During your recruitment process, what understanding did you have of the religious
nature of campus?
3) Discuss how orientation activities impacted your adjustment to campus culture.
4) General view of athletics and football program.
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5) Define the contribution of football to campus.
6) The football core belief statements are as follows (list from the web sites): Do these
concepts line up with your perceptions of the football program? Why or why not?
7) Traditions of the football program.
8) Is a winning program important?
9) Impressions of the football coaching staff.
10) Involvement and fit of football athletes around campus.
11) How would the campus change without a football program?
12) Integration of faith into the football program.
13) Rules and policies of the football program.
14) Impression of the function of athletics.
15) Student‟s experience attending athletic events and football games in particular.
16) Involvement of football players in leadership development opportunities and activities.

