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Abstract 

Time demands of student-athletes continue to rise. Because of their roles as students and athletes in higher education institution, 

student-athletes are considered unique. Their academic and athletic tasks are hardly similar, and thus, compete for 

student-athletes’ time and attention. These competing roles transcend to their adoption of identities and eventually behavioral 

manifestations. When a conflict between socially-situated identities exists individuals cognitively resolved the conflict by 

favoring one over the others to define oneself in the most prominent identity. In this context, time demands on academics and 

athletics are consequences of the student-athlete’s assumed identity, which is largely formed by the social expectancies and 

self-efficacy. Time demands will produce academic and athletic outcomes, which will also emphasize and validate the saliency 

of the chosen identity. The purpose of this paper is to offer a model to explain the antecedents and outcomes of time demands 

made on athletics and academics by college athletes. This article incorporates the relevant features of theories of expectancy, 

self-efficacy, role conflict, and social identity, particularly as antecedents, in understanding student-athlete time demands and its 

academic and athletic outcomes. 

Keywords 

Time Demands, Student-Athletes, College Athletes 

 

1. Introduction 

One of the primary objectives of the National Collegiate 

Athletic Association (NCAA) is the integration of athletics 

with academics [1] (NCAA, 2015). It adopts the ‘Collegiate 

Model of Athletics’ which serves as a guide for mem-

ber-schools to promote a balance between the academic, so-

cial, and athletic experiences of student-athletes. As amateurs, 

students’ participation in college sports should be primarily 

motivated by academic pursuits and secondary by physical 

benefits, hence the term ‘student-athlete.’ Even with inter-

collegiate athletic participation, the fundamental mission of 

higher education institutions remains academic in nature. The 

act of balancing the academics and athletics, however, is the 

sole responsibility of the student-athletes themselves. 

Student-athletes composed a distinct population because of 

the uniqueness of their academic, athletic, and personal ex-

periences related to participation in college athletics [2]. They 

are also called ‘nontraditional’ students because of their dis-

tinct culture and socialization process, and being prone to 

discrimination and prejudice [3]. Clearly, intercollegiate ath-

letics offers challenges to student-athletes. Time spent on 

athletics and academics is among the challenges they have to 

deal with [4]. 

Initial results from the recent Growth, Opportunities, Aspi-

rations, and Learning of Students in college (GOALS) survey 

revealed that time demands made by student-athletes were the 

highest since 2006 [5]. At an average, each student-athlete 
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typically spends about 70 hours per week in attending to aca-

demic and athletic commitments. Compared to the GOALS 

data in 2010, the only other time the survey was conducted, the 

2015 findings indicated that median spent time both in athletics 

and academics increased in three divisions of the NCAA. For 

Division I, the median time spent during the season was 34 

hours per week (vs 23 hours in 2010) for athletic tasks and 38.5 

hours/week (vs 35.5 hours in 2010) in academic pursuits. 

Among teams, football players topped the men’s sports (40-42 

hours/week) and softball in women’s side (39 hours/week) in 

time spent in athletics. For Division II players, the median time 

spent was 32 hours/week athletics and 38.8 hours/week aca-

demics. Division III showed the highest discrepancy in time 

demands between academics (40.5 hours/week) and athletics 

(28.5 hours/week). 

While more time is spent is academics than athletics, the 

2015 NCAA GOALS findings also revealed that it is becoming 

difficult to achieve the academic-athletic equilibrium. Specifi-

cally, the observed increase in median time spent in athletics 

likely means that negative academic outcomes are happening. 

Over-emphasis on athletics has been found to be detrimental to 

academic achievement [6, 7] and self-efficacy career deci-

sion-making [8] among college athletes. These are among the 

reasons why the education value of athletic participation is 

considered more negative than positive [9]. 

Roles as athletes and as students differ significantly, but the 

existence of one depends on the other. For majority of stu-

dent-athletes, the chance to get a college degree is contingent 

on athletic ability while continued athletic participation re-

quires meeting the academic requirements [10]. Because there 

are different expectations on either role, this situation is best 

described as a conflict rather than a complementarity. In the 

case of student-athletes, they deal with the conflict by defin-

ing themselves in their most salient identity [11]. For instance, 

college basketball players managed the conflict between their 

athletic and academic roles by identifying themselves pri-

marily as athletes and only secondary as students [12]. 

From a human development perspective, sports participa-

tion not only enhances acquisition of skills but also the af-

firmation of athletic identity [8]. The accumulation of suc-

cessful experiences in sports will eventually lead to the de-

velopment self-efficacy, the belief that one has the capacity 

and the tools to organize and execute an action [13]. Previous 

performance accomplishments are among the sources of in-

creased self-efficacy [14]. Therefore, it is expected that ath-

letes at the college level have the necessary self-efficacy to 

perform their tasks in athletics. 

The purpose of this paper is to provide an explanation on the 

time demands made by college athletes from the frameworks of 

identity and role conflict, expectancy, and self-efficacy. This also 

offers an elucidation of the outcomes of athletic participation. 

Considering the negative outcomes of overemphasis on athletic 

participation, and the positive outcomes associated with aca-

demic achievement, this paper will contribute to the literature on 

how to optimize the college experience of student-athletes. Spe-

cifically, academic counselors, advisers, tutors, and other pro-

fessionals working with athletes will benefit from this study. 

2. Review of Related Literature 

Research on the academic outcomes of athletic participation 

has been substantially explored. Most of these studies were 

focused on the academic achievement, personal development, 

and the overall college experience [15]. 

2.1. The Academic Performance Metrics of the 

NCAA 

In response to criticisms to the NCAA and its mem-

ber-school due poor academic performance associated with 

student-athletes, the NCAA in 1991 mandated counseling and 

tutoring services for athletes in all Division I schools [16]. 

While not required, most of the Divisions II and III schools 

adopted the NCAA Life Skills program, which is now known 

as the Student-Athlete Affairs program. In 2003, the NCAA 

also implemented the Academic Performance Program (APP) 

as part of an academic reform package to ensure that partici-

pating-schools promote optimum academic experience for 

their student-athletes. In this latest policy, failure to meet 

minimum academic standards would result to sanctions, 

which can include practice and playing restrictions, scholar-

ship reductions, postseason bans, and coaching suspensions 

[1]. 

The metrics of APP consist of Academic Progress Rate 

(APR), which measures continuous eligibility and retention on 

a team for athletes who received institutional financial aid over 

a period of four years, and graduation rates [1]. To measure 

graduation rates, Graduation Success Rate (GSR) is used in 

Division I schools while Academic Success Rate (ASR) is used 

in Division II and Division III institutions. While GSR and 

ASR are basically similar, they are different from the federal 

graduation rate (FGR) in terms of computation. 

The U.S. Department of Education (DOE) started calcu-

lating FGR of all higher education institutions in 1990 while 

the NCAA adopted its own formula in 2002. Both the federal 

and NCAA formulas compute the number of students who 

graduated in a six-year cohort period. The FGR for any 

NCAA school usually gives a lower number because it does 

not include student-athletes who transferred, even though they 

ended up graduating in another school. The NCAA, mean-

while, tracks down transfer student-athletes. Despite of the 

differences, these formulas are useful in comparing specific 

groups of students as well as schools. The FGR provides a 

comparison among schools, e.g. among three NCAA division 

levels and NCAA vs non-NCAA schools, and between ath-

letes and non-athletes. The NCAA graduation rate, on the 

other hand, provides a more accurate academic success 

among student-athletes. 

Arguably, the policies set by the NCAA have been instru-

mental in the recent academic success of student-athletes, based 
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on recent reports on graduation rates [17]. Using the NCAA 

formula and for the cohort that began in 2008, an all-time high 

86% of student-athletes in Division I earned their degrees. 

Graduation rate for Division II student-athletes is at 72% for the 

same period. The federal data on the same cohort, meanwhile, 

shows that college athletes graduated better compared to 

non-athletes. Student-athletes posted 67% graduation rate, also 

the highest ever, and better than the general student body’s 65% 

rate among Division I schools. Student-athletes from Division 

II schools also outpaced the general student population’s 

graduation rate by six (6) percent, 55% to 49%. 

2.2. Consequences of Time Demands on 

Academics 

Degree-attainment rate—or graduation rate—is one of the 

measures of academic success, with grades and grade point 

average (GPA) as the most common [18]. Various studies 

have attempted to explain the intricacies of the academic 

success and achievement of college athletes. Studies on the 

predictors of their academic success have focused on Scho-

lastic Aptitude Test (SAT) scores and non-cognitive variables 

[3], achievement goals and ability measures [19], hope [20], 

emotional intelligence [21], parental and peer support [22], 

and self-efficacy and stress [23]. 

A direct correlation between time spent on a task and suc-

cess for academics and athletics exists [24]. In the NCAA, a 

relationship between academic and athletic time commit-

ments exists across its three divisions [25]. Several sports, in 

fact, reported that they allotted more time on athletics than 

academics. Generally, less time on academics would result to 

difficulty in obtaining quality grades [26] and lower grade 

point average [27]. While graduation rates might indicate that 

student-athletes do not necessarily suffer academically, these 

are not reflective of the current college experience of the 

student-athletes, particularly in consideration of the increas-

ing amount of time they are spending on both athletics and 

academics [5]. In fact, graduation rates of student-athletes and 

non-athletes are not related to school’s athletic achievement 

[28]. 

2.3. Academic Outcomes of Time Demands on 

Athletics 

As a rule, the NCAA only allows maximum 20 hours per 

week during in-season and eight (8) hours/week during 

off-season of countable athletically-related activities (CARA) 

[1]. Based on the initial findings of the GOALS survey con-

ducted by the NCAA in 2015, a typical college athlete cur-

rently spends as low as 28.5 hours to as high as 34 hours per 

week in attending to athletic tasks during the season [5]. In the 

off-season, at least two-thirds of athletes in Divisions I and II, 

and half in Division III stated that time spent on athletics is as 

much as during the in-season. These situations fit with the 

description of athletics being explicitly emphasized in an 

academic environment [6, 7]. 

Time required by athletics programs on athletically-related 

activities result to lesser attention to academics [29, 30]. In 

fact, academic performance is lower during in-season than 

off-season [31], suggesting that athletic time demands inter-

fere with the academic tasks of student-athletes. Among the 

teams, players from revenue-generating sports, specifically 

men’s basketball and football, have the worst academic per-

formance among college teams [32, 33]. These findings 

support the assertion that the negative academic outcomes of 

college athletes are among the reasons why the education 

value of athletic participation is least likely positive [9]. In 

addition, the outcomes of college sports programs are not 

congruent with the academic principles by their respective 

institutions and they need to refocus their effort to better 

academic outcomes for student-athletes [34]. 

2.4. Efficacy and Academic Performance 

In previous studies of the predictors of academic perfor-

mance, efficacy is prominent as a factor. For instance, students 

with high self-efficacy for academics got higher grades and 

persisted on traditionally challenging majors compared to stu-

dents with low self-efficacy [35]. Self-efficacy directly affects 

academic performance [36]. Two succeeding meta-analytic 

reviews discussed the extensive relationship between academic 

performance and self-efficacy. 

In a meta-analytic study of the psychological factors of col-

lege students’ academic performance, self-efficacy was identi-

fied as the strongest correlate of GPA [37], which is a common 

measure of academic success, aside from grades and graduation 

rate [18]. In another meta-analysis of 109 studies on college 

outcomes and its antecedents, academic self-efficacy and 

achievement motivation were identified as the best predictors 

of GPA [38]. Therefore, it can be assumed that 

self-efficacy—or the lack thereof—is one reason why college 

athletes gravitate away from academic tasks and toward the 

athletic tasks. 

2.5. Athletic Identity and Academic 

Performance 

Simply viewing oneself as either more of a student rather 

than an athlete or vice versa has implications on the academic 

and athletic experiences of a student-athlete [25]. If a stu-

dent-athlete identifies himself/herself more as a student, 

he/she has significantly better self-reported GPA (3.22), lesser 

average weekly athletic commitments (30 hours), higher 

average weekly academic commitments (40 hours), and lesser 

missed class time per week (1.3 classes). On the other hand, if 

a student-athlete identifies oneself more as an athlete, the 

self-reported average GPA is lower (2.90), average time spent 

on athletics per week is higher (35 hours), average time spent 

on academics is lower (36 hours), average missed class per 

week is higher (1.7 classes). 
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Athletic identity refers to the construct associated with the 

athletic role [2]. Strong athletic identity is attributed to higher 

commitment to sports activities [39] as well as to decreased 

engagement in academic endeavors [40-43]. Evidently, the 

consequence of identification with athletics is consistent with 

the objectives of athletic department but not with the funda-

mental mission of the institution. In fact, this seemingly un-

dermining of the academic mission of the educational insti-

tution is more prominent in the structure of big-time athletic 

programs [6]. If this organizational conflict exists, it is ex-

pected that the main actors—arguably the stu-

dent-athletes—within the organization also experience this 

conflict. Thus, identification with athletic identity more than 

the academic identity is detrimental to the academic experi-

ence of student-athletes. 

2.6. Proposed Framework 

While it is established by research that student-athletes 

identify more with their athletic rather than academic identity, 

there is available literature why they explicit engaged in be-

haviors associated with the expectations attached to their roles. 

In the case of student-athletes, it is not limited to the mere 

manifestation of the behaviors but which to choose on the 

conflicting roles. 

A role entails a set of expectations about a behavior is a 

hierarchy [44]. But when the expected behaviors are incon-

sistent, a conflict follows. Therefore, role conflict is defined 

according to the congruency or compatibility of the expecta-

tions in the specific role. When conflict between social-

ly-situated identities exist, individuals resolved the conflict by 

defining oneself in the most salient identity [11]. Among 

college athletes, such conflict is resolved by identifying with 

the athletic identity [12]. 

On the other hand, expectancy theory explains why an in-

dividual choose when presented with two or more behavioral 

choices [45]. The choice is often made based on the perceived 

value, which refers the psychological experience of being 

attracted to (or repulsed) by an object or activity [46]. For 

student-athletes, the decision depends on which between 

athletics and academics is perceived to be more valuable. 

Using expectancy theory, student-athletes exert optimum time 

either on academics and athletics because they believe that 

effort is contingent with performance. 

Network-embeddedness notion of commitment states that 

implicit assumption that multiple identities are mutually in-

dependent, which means that resources (e.g., time and energy) 

spent in one role will are taken away from other roles [47]. 

When conflicted, however, individual time and energy as 

resources are limited, so fulfilling one role makes fulfilling 

difficult [48]. In the case of student-athletes, the saliency of 

their athletic identity is the more practical use of limited re-

sources. 

Central to social-cognitive theory is the concept of 

self-efficacy [13]. Defined as the belief to organize and execute 

a specific action, self-efficacy is formed by past experiences. In 

college sports, because time commitments in athletics de-

creased time commitments in academics [25], self-efficacy is 

therefore enhanced in athletics but weakened in academics. 

Expectancy theory’s assumptions operate on the cognitive 

level [44, 45], but self-efficacy is formed with reference to past 

behaviors [13]. It is therefore assumed that expectancies at the 

cognitive level and self-efficacy at the cognitive-behavioral 

levels influenced role conflict. Consequently, resolving the 

conflict by identifying with the most salient identity is the most 

practical use of limited energy. In the context of college sports, 

role conflict influences college athletes’ decision to spend more 

time in athletics, because it is the role that not only they have 

strong self-efficacy but is also the role that is easier to fulfill 

compared to the academic role. 

The conceptual framework presented here depicts an ex-

planation on why student-athletes have increasing time de-

mands made towards athletics. Specifically, this hypothesized 

that repeated athletic performance in an education setting 

strongly confirms efficacy in athletics and also continues the 

ongoing student vs. athlete conflict. It is also assumed that 

because the fundamental mission of a university is academics, 

academic identity is a natural consequence rather than a result 

of role conflict. 

 
Figure 1. The conceptual model of analysis showing the antecedents of time demands. 
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It is argued that expectations and self-efficacy interact to 

produce role conflict. For instance, a student-athlete who is 

expected to excel in athletics but is also expected to do well in 

academics will result in role conflict. To excel in academics or 

athletics, time should be considerably spent. Because both 

academic and athletics require focus and therefore time, it is 

cognitively easier to adopt a specific identity instead of trying 

to balance academic and athletic identities. Thus, if a stu-

dent-athlete decides to be an athlete first, he/she will spend 

most of his/her time to excel in his/her sports. On the other 

hand, an academically-oriented student-athlete will devote 

most of his/her graduate for academic tasks. 

3. Implications 

Considering that academic tasks have more positive out-

comes that athletic ones, this finding will be helpful to athletic 

administrators and professionals who are working with stu-

dent-athletes in optimizing their college experience. 

While it is assumed here that expectancies and efficacy 

interact with each other as cognitive-behavioral processes, 

there is a need to address the potential role of individual and 

family expectations on time spent on athletics and academics 

by NCAA athletes. 

4. Conclusion 

This paper concludes that time spent in athletics is a con-

sequence of role conflict, which is strongly influenced by the 

interaction of two cognitive-behavioral processes: expectancy 

and efficacy. In addition, the following assumptions are made: 

Assumption 1: Role conflict is cognitively processed and 

behaviorally resolved. Specifically, expectancies as cognitive 

processes and self-efficacy as behaviorally-confirmed 

uniquely interact to initiate role conflict. 

Assumption 2: Given the demands of multiple or conflict-

ing identities, student-athletes resort to constraint their time 

and energy as limited resources. As such, they resolve the 

conflict through the saliency of athletic identity. 

Likewise, based on the literature reviewed, positive aca-

demic outcomes are derived from time spent on academics. 

On the other hand, time demand on athletics does not only 

interfere with time commitment in academics, but it is also 

detrimental to academic achievement. 

Abbreviations 

NCAA National Collegiate Athletic Association 

Author Contributions 

Jay Claus Santos is the sole author. The author read and 

approved the final manuscript. 

Conflicts of Interest 

The author declares no conflicts of interest. 

References 

[1] National Collegiate Athletic Association. (2015). 2015-16 

NCAA Division I Manual. NCAA. 

[2] Kissinger, D. B., Newman, R., Miller, M. T., & Nadler, D. P. 

(2011). Athletic identity of community college student athletes: 

Issues for counseling. Community College for Journal for 

Research and Practice, 35(7), 574-589. 

[3] Sedlacek, W. E., & Adams-Gaston, J. (1992). Predicting the 

academic success of student-athletes using SAT and 

noncognitive variables. Journal of Counseling and 

Development, 70(6), 724-727. 

[4] Etzel, E. F., Watson, J. C., Visek, A. J., & Maniar, S. D. (2006). 

Understanding and promoting college student-athlete health: 

Essential issues for student affairs professionals. NASPA 

Journal, 43(3), 518-546. 

[5] National Collegiate Athletic Association. (2016). Results from 

the 2015 GOALS study of the student-athlete experience. 

NCAA 2016 Convention. NCAA. 

[6] Adler, P., & Adler, P. A. (1985). From idealism to pragmatic 

detachment: The academic performance of college athletes. 

Sociology of Education, 58(4), 241-250. 

[7] Ayers, K., Pazmino-Cevallos, M., & Dobose, C. (2012). The 

20-hour rule: Student-athletes time commitment to athletics 

and academics. VAHPERD, 22-26. 

[8] Brown, C., & Glastetter-Fender, C. (2000). Psychosocial 

identity and career control in college student-athletes. Journal 

of Vocational Behavior, 56, 53-62.  

https://doi.org/10.1006/jvbe.1999.1691 

[9] Upthegrove, T. R., Roscigno, V. J., & Charles, C. Z. (1999). 

Big money collegiate sports: Racial concentration, 

contradictory pressures, and academic performance. Social 

Science Quarterly, 80(4), 718-737. 

[10] Settles, I. H., Sellers, R. M., & Damas, A. J. (2002). One role or 

two? The function of psychological separation in role conflict. 

Journal of Applied Psychology, 87(3), 574-582.  

https://doi.org/10.1037//0021-9010.87.3.574 

[11] Ashforth, B. E., & Mael, F. (1989). Social identity theory and 

the organization. The Academy of Management Review, 14(1), 

20-39. 

[12] Adler, P., & Adler, P. A. (1987). Role conflict and identity 

salience: College athletics and the academic role. The Social 

Science Journal, 24(4), 443-455. 

[13] Bandura, A. (1977). Self-efficacy: Toward a unifying theory of 

behavior change. Psychological Bulletin, 84, 191-215. 

http://www.sciencepg.com/journal/ss


Social Sciences http://www.sciencepg.com/journal/ss 

 

407 

[14] Feltz, D. L., Short, S. E., & Sullivan, P. J. (2008). Self-Efficacy 

in Sport: Research and Strategies for working with athletes, 

teams, and coaches. Champaign, IL: Human Kinetics. 

[15] Gaston-Gayles, J., & Hu, S. (2009). The influence of student 

engagement and sport participation on college outcomes 

among Division I student athletes. The Journal of Higher 

Education, 80(3), 315-33. 

[16] Meyer, S. K. (2005). NCAA academic reforms: Maintaining 

the balance between academics and athletics. Phi Kappa Phi 

Forum, 85(3), 15-18. 

[17] Hosick, M. B. (2015). Graduation success rates continues to 

climb: More students than ever are earning degrees. NCAA 

News. Retrieved from  

http://www.ncaa.org/about/resources/media-center/news/grad

uation-success-rate-continues-climb 

[18] York, T. T., Gibson, C., & Rankin, S. (2015). Defining and 

measuring academic success. Practical Assessment, Research 

& Evaluation, 20(5), 1-21. 

[19] Harackiewicz, J. M., Barron, K. E., Tauer, J. M., & Elliot, A. 

J. (2002). Predicting success in college: A longitudinal 

study of achievement goals and ability measures as pre-

dictors of interest and performance from freshman year 

through graduation. Journal of Educational Psychology, 

94(3), 562-575. 

[20] Snyder, C. R., Shorey, H. S., Cheavens, J., Pulvers, K. M., 

Adams, V. H. III, & Wiklund, C. (2002). Hope and academic 

success in college. Journal of Educational Psychology, 94(4), 

820-826. 

[21] Parker, J. D. A., Summerfeldt, L. J., Hogan, M. J., & Majeski, 

S. A. (2004). Emotional intelligence and academic success: 

Examining the transition from high school to university. 

Personality and Individual Differences, 36(1), 163-172. 

[22] Dennis, J. M., Phinney, J. S., & Chuateco, L. I. (2005). The role 

of motivation, parental support, and peer support in the academic 

success of ethnic minority first- generation college students. 

Journal of College Student Development, 46(3), 223-236. 

[23] Zajacova, A., Lynch, S. M., & Espenshade, T. J. (2005). 

Self-efficacy, stress, and academic success in college. 

Research in Higher Education, 46(6), 677-706.  

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11162-004-4139-z 

[24] Robst, J., & Feil, J. (2000). The relationship between athletic 

participation and academic performance: Evidence from 

NCAA Division III. Applied Economics, 32, 547-558. 

[25] National Collegiate Athletic Association. (2008). The 

student-athlete perspective of the college experience: Findings 

from the NCAA GOALS and SCORE studies. 2008 NCAA 

Convention. NCAA. 

[26] Aries, E., McCarthy, D., Salovey, P., & Banaji, M. R. (2004). 

A comparison of athletes and non-athletes at highly selective 

colleges: Academic performance and personal development. 

Research in Higher Education, 45(6), 577-602. 

[27] Simons, H. D., Van Rheenen, D., & Covington, M. V. (1999). 

Academic motivation and the student athlete. Journal of 

College Student Development, 40(2), 151-162. 

[28] Rishe, P. J. (2003). A reexamination of how athletic success 

impacts graduation rates: Comparing student-athletes to all 

other undergraduates. American Journal of Economics and 

Sociology, 62(2), 407-427. 

[29] Meyer, B. B. (1990). From idealism to actualization: The 

academic performance of female collegiate athletes. Sociology 

of Sport Journal, 7, 44-57. 

[30] Parham, W. D. (1993). The intercollegiate athlete: A 1990s 

profile. The Counseling Psychologist, 21(3), 411-429. 

[31] Scott, B. M., Paskus, T. S., Miranda, M., Petr, T. A., & 

McArdle, J. J. (2008). In-season vs. out-of-season academic 

performance of college student-athletes. Journal of 

Intercollegiate Sports, 1, 202-226. 

[32] Comeaux, E. (2005). Environmental predictors of academic 

achievement among student-athletes in the revenue-producing 

sports of men's basketball and football. The Sport Journal, 8(3), 1-8. 

[33] Purdy, D. A., Eitzen, D. S., & Hufnagel, R. (1982). Are athletes 

also students? The educational attainment of college athletes. 

Social Problems, 29(4), 439-448. 

[34] Knorr, J. (2004). Athletics on campus: Refocusing on 

academic outcomes. Perspective in Business, 17-20. 

[35] Lent, R. W., Brown, S. D., & Larkin, K. C. (1984). Relation of 

self-efficacy expectations to academic achievement and 

persistence. Journal of Counseling Psychology, 31(3), 356-362. 

[36] Pajares, F. (1996). 1996. Review of Educational Research, 

66(4), 543-578. 

[37] Richardson, M., Abraham, C., & Bond, R. (2012). 2012. 

Psychological Bulletin, 138(2), 353-387.  

https://doi.org/10.1037/a0026838 

[38] Robbins, S. B., Lauver, K., Le, H., Davis, D., & Langley, R. 

(2004). Do psychosocial and study skill factors predict college 

outcomes? A meta-analysis. Psychological Bulletin, 130(2), 

261-288. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.130.2.261 

[39] Cornelius, A. (1995). The relationship between athletic 

identity, peer and faculty socialization, and college student 

development. Journal of College Student Development, 36, 

560-573. 

[40] Beron, K. J., & Piquero, A. R. (2016). Studying the 

determinants of student-athlete grade point average: The roles 

of identity, context, and academic interests. Social Science 

Quarterly, 1-19. https://doi.org/10.1111/ssqu.12235 

[41] Brewer, B. W., Van Raalte, J. L., & Linder, D. E. (1993). 

Athletic identity: Hercules' muscles or Achilles' heel? 

International Journal of Sport Psychology, 24(2), 237-254. 

[42] Stone, J., Harrison, C. K., & Mottley, J. (2012). "Don't call me 

a student-athlete": The effect of identity priming on stereotype 

threat for academically engaged African American college 

athletes. Basic and Applied Social Psychology, 34(2), 99-106.  

https://doi.org/10.1080/01973533.2012.655624 

http://www.sciencepg.com/journal/ss


Social Sciences http://www.sciencepg.com/journal/ss 

 

408 

[43] Yopyk, D. J., & Prentice, D. A. (2005). Am I an athlete or a 

student? Identity salience and stereotype threat in 

student-athletes. Basic and Applied Social Psychology, 27(4), 

329-336. https://doi.org/10.1207/s15324834basp2704_5 

[44] Rizzo, J. R., House, R. J., & Lirtzman, S. I. (1970). Role 

conflict and ambiguity in complex organizations. 

Administrative Science Quarterly, 150-163. 

[45] Vroom V. H. (1964). Work and motivation. New York: John 

Wiley & Sons. 

[46] Higgins, E. T. (2007). Value. In A. W. Kruglanski & E. T. 

Higgins (Eds.), Social psychology: Handbook of basic 

princi-ples (2nd ed., pp. 454-472). The Guilford Press. 

[47] Thoits, P. A. (1983). Multiple identities and psychological 

well-being: A formulation and test of the social isolation 

hypothesis. American Sociological Review, 48(2), 174-187. 

[48] Goode, W. J. (1960). A theory of role strain. American 

Sociological Review, 25(4), 483-496. 

 

http://www.sciencepg.com/journal/ss

