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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

On August 1, 1996, a new initial - el i g i b ility sliding 

scale index will b ecome effective for all firs t-time 

Na t ional Collegiate Athletic Assoc i a tion (NCAA) freshmen 

student - athletes . The new index is common ly r eferred t o a s 

Proposition 16 which was passed at the 1992 NCAA Convention . 

Stage one of the proposition took effect Augus t 1, 1995 a nd 

stage two will take effect as mentione d above . This new 

legislation has caused a similar uproar as did legis l ation 

that was adopted ten years ago, known as Proposition 48. 

For the first time ever, Proposition 4 8 established a 

minimum standardized test score (700 SAT/ 17 ACT ) and a 

grade - point average (gpa ) in 11 core c ourses that a ll 

fre shmen student - athletes had to meet i n order to be 

declared initially eligible. Proposi t i on 16 was passe d to 

further strengthen the NCAA's c ommitment t o a cademic 

s t andards and hopefully to allow those students who do no 

s core a s well on standard ized t ests to still ga i n their 

eligibility b y maintaining a higher grade - poin t a verage . 

Much debate has taken place since Proposition 16 

passed i n 1992 concerning its effects on in erco lle i 

s 
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athletics. Most critics claim that it will fur ther decrease 

the opportunities of minorities and those from lowe r 

socioeconomic backgrounds. On the other hand, graduation 

rates will continue to increase as they have since the 

passing of Proposition 48. 

This study will examine the literature concerning the 

NCAA's move to increase the academic standards, particularly 

through Proposition 48 and Proposition 16. Also , the 

literature will be reviewed to examine what most expe r ts are 

predicting concerning the effects of Proposit i on 16 . Many 

of the same debates were occurring exactly ten y e ars a go as 

Proposition 48 was becoming effective. 

PURPOSE OF STUDY 

The change in initial-eligibility rules c once r ns 

coaches throughout the country, including those a t Aust in 

Peay state university (APSU). They are afraid tha t the ne w 

index will severely impact their recruit i ng efforts . The 

Of the new rule will not b e known f or long- term effects 

years so that the past four classe s at APSU wi l l b e looked 

Correct i n their c oncerns tha 
at to see if the coaches were 

t h e numbe r of k i ds to r e cruit would d e c rease . 
The freshmen 

. Pe y State University' s a h le ic classes for Au stin 
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department from 1992 to 1996 will b e examined. 

Information is being gathered on each o f the studen _ 

athletes in the study in order to do a closer analysis of 

their high school information, their NCAA freshmen 

eligibility status and their progress at APSU. Obviously , 

only one class will have had an opportunity t o graduate , the 

1992 group, and they would have had only f our years to 

accomplish this goal. The classes from 1992-on were chosen 

as they were the first at APSU to work unde r t he services o f 

an academic support program . The program was developed by 

Dr. Pete Gray, who came to APSU in May 1992, a nd this 

writer. The writer, who served as an intern for Dr . Gray in 

1992- 93, has been the coordinator s i n c e Ju ly, 1993. 

STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM 

The problem to be investigated i n t h is study is to 

examine those individuals who were eligible under the 

The 

Proposition 48 legislation but would not b e under 

Propos it ion 16 as it bec ome s ef f ect i ve, August 1, l99G . 

inten t o f the study i s to d etermine the number of a thle e s 

who would b e ineligible under Proposition 16 and see how 

• t ard a degree or ha many of those are progressing ow , e, in 

fact graduated . That is the group of people th m n 
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critics are upset about with the new legislation. 

Once those individuals are identified, the study will 

take a closer look at particular statistics, including test 

scores, and compare that group's information with those who 

would be eligible. As much as possible, the high school 

grade-point averages of the students, especially in Austin 

Peay's 14 core units, will be examined to see if there has 

been an improvement. The purpose of all the legislation is 

to hopefully bring in student-athletes who are more 

academically prepared for college than before . 

DEFINITION OF TERMS 

Because of the many rules and terms that will be 

discussed in the review of literature and the case study, 

the list of terms defined below pertaining to NCAA Division 

I schools only. 

· · · 1 el1' g1' b1' l1' ty rule requiring more than The first 1n1t1a 

just a high school degree and a 2.00 cumulative grade-point 

average at the time of graduation that came into play was 

Proposition 48, or BYLAW 14.3 in the NCAA Manual. The 1 993-

94 NCAA Manual defined its requireme nts as: 

14 _3 _1 .1 Qualifier, 
qualifier is d efined 
graduate and who has 

Basic Requirements . A 
as one who is a high s chool 
presented the follo i ng 



qualificat ions: 

(a) A minimum cumulative grade-point average 
of 2 . 000 in a successfully completed core 
curriculum of at least 11 academic courses 
per ~4 . 3, including at least the f ollowing : 
En~lish- 3 years, Mathematics - 2 years, Social 
Science - 2 years, Natural or phys i cal s cience --
2 years, and Additional academi c courses (in 
any of the above areas or fore i gn l anguage, 
computer science, philosophy or nondoctrinal 
religion) - -2 years . 
b)A minimum 700 combined score on t h e SAT 
verbal and math sections , or a mi n imum 
composite score on the ACT of lS (i f take prior 
to October 28, 1989 ) or 17 (i f take n on or 
subsequent to October 28 , 198 9 ) . Th e r equired 
SAT or ACT score must be ach i e ved under nationa 
testing conditions on a na tional testing date . 
(Bollig, 1993, p. 129 - 13 0) 

The core courses mentioned above had t o be recognized 

academic courses that offered fundamenta l instructional 

components . The 1993-94 NCAA Manual ma ndates that 
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"effective with the 1987-88 academic yea r and thereafter , a t 

l east 7 5 percent of the instructiona l content of a course 

must be in one or more of the required are a s. For courses 

t ake n during and pri or to the 1 986-87 academic year t o be 

con s ide r e d core courses , a t least some instructional 

eleme nt s must b e include d " (Bollig, 1993, p . 133 ) · 

The NCAA Manual al so d efines what each of those a reas 

include i n terms of courses counted for each subgrou 



Core courses in English shall incl d . . u e 
instructional elements in the follo · wing areas : 
g~amrnar, vocabulary development, composi tion, 
literature, analytical reading or oral 
communication. 
Core courses in mathematics shall include 
in~tructional elements in algebra, geometry , 
trigonometry, statistics(algebra - based ) or 
calculus. 
Core courses in natural or physical science 
shall include instructional elements in biology , 
chemistry, physics, environmental science 

I 

physical science, or earth science. 
Core courses in social science shall contain 
instructional elements in history, social 
studies, economics, geography, psychology , 
sociology, government, political science and 
anthropology. 
The remaining two years of additional academic 
credit must be from courses in the above areas 
or foreign language, computer science , 
philosophy or nondoctrinal religion courses 
(p. 133). 

8 

Effective August 1, 1995, the definition of a qualif ie r 

was amended. All of the above definitions held true except 

that 13 core courses were required instead of 11. The 

additional two courses had to be in English, mathematics or 

natural or physical science (Bollig , 1995) . 

Effective August 1, 1996, the definition of a qualifier 

changes greatly . A sliding scale index is now used 

requiring a particular grade - point average based on a 

specific test score. The index can be found in Appe ndix A. 

Thirteen core courses are still required but a fe ch n s 
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have taken place. The thirteen units include : f our years o f 

English; two years in mathematics; two years in natur al or 

physical science, one additional year in English , 

mathematics or natural or physical science; two years in 

social science, and two years in additional academic 

courses. Also, the specifics of the mathematics ' 

requirements has changed. One year of algebra and one year 

of geometry or a higher-level mathematics course t h a t is a 

prerequisite for geometry are required (Bollig, 1 996 ) . The 

NCAA has defined examples of the mathematics cou rses that 

will fit both requirements listed above . Level I cour ses 

that will meet the algebra requirement are: "Algebra I, 

Intermediate Math I, Elementary Statistics, Colle ge Math , 

Honors / AP Math, Introduction to Algebra and 

Probabilities / Statistics". Level II courses f or the 

geometry requirement are: "Algebra II, Geometry, Integrated 

Math II, Honors/AP Math II, Advanced Math, Math Analysis, 

Calculus, Trigonometry, Elementary Anal ysis, Elementary 

Functions, Infinite Math and Discreet Math" (Pickle, 1 996, 

p. 3 2) . 

The n e xt iss u e d e als wi t h a qualifier, partial 

qualifier and nonqua l i f ier. alifier was define d a ov. 
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The 1993-94 NCAA Man 1 d f' 

ua e ines partial qualifier as "a 

student who does not meet the requirements for a qualifier 

but who, at the time of graduation from high school, 

presents a cumulative grade-point average of at least 2 .000 

(p. 119). Initially, partial qualifiers could "receive 

institutional financial aid based on institutional a nd 

conference regulations but may t · no practice or c ompete 

during the first academic year in residence" (Tow, 1990 , p . 

115) . Effective August 1, 1990, the partial qua l if ier 

definition changed with financial aid restrictions in that 

they could receive institutional financial aid , based on 

need only and not from an athletics source (Bo l lig , 1993 ) 

Effective August 1, 1996, the definition of a partial 

qualifier will change again. The partial qualifier also 

must graduate from high school and me et c e r t a in requiremen s 

in the core-curriculum grade-point ave rage and the ACT/ SAT 

scores. The new scale the partial qual ifie r must meet is 

listed in Appendix B. Also, the partial qualifier "may 

r e c eive institutional financial a i d, i nclud i ng athletically 

r e l a t e d financial aid, and may practice on ly on campus or a 

t he i n st i t ution' s r e gula r p ractice facility but may no 

compete durin g t h e first academic year in residence 



(Bollig, 1996, p. 170). They still will onl y have t hree 

years of eligibility remaining . 

A nonqualifier is then defined as "a stude n t who has 
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not graduated from high school or who 
I at the time s pecified 

in the regulation, presented neither the core curriculum 

grade - point average and SAT/ ACT score required f or a 

qualifier" (Bollig, 1993, p .119 ) . A student who is 

recruited and is a nonqualifier is not eligible for 

practice, competition or institutional financial aid in the 

first year . If they were not recrui t ed, the first two 

stipulations hold true but they can recei v e nonathl etic s 

institutional financial aid without regard t o a thleti c 

ability (Bollig, 1993). Effective August 1 , 199 6 , the 

nonqualifier "shall be eligible fo r n ona t h letics 

i nst i tutional financial aid that i s not from an athletics 

s ou rce and is base d on financial need only" (Bollig, 1996, 

p . 171 ) . 

The f i nal d e f i ni t ion d eals with t h e actual 

certi f ication of all freshme n studen t - athle t e s t o determine 

t hei r i n itial e l igibility . This proce ss use d t o b e 

h indivi dual i n s itu ions , 
c ompleted o n t h e campuses oft e 

n o rmally b y a certification a nalyst in the regis r r ' s 
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office in coordination with a representative from the 

athletic department. Continuing e11.· g1.' b•1·t · · 
l. l. y 1.s sti ll 

conducted in this manner but all freshmen 1 · · b ·1· e 1.g1 1 1ty must 

be certified by the NCAA Initial-Elig1.' b1.· 1 · t Cl · h 1. y earing ouse . 

Bollig (1996) states in the 1996-97 NCAA Manual, "A Division 

I or II institution shall utilize an initial -eligibili ty 

clearinghouse approved by the Council to determine the 

validity of the information on which the initial eligibility 

of a student-athlete is basedu (p. 156 ) . 

LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY 

A limitation of the study concerns the 1996 freshman 

class as all student - athletes will not have been signed to 

an athletic scholarship and all their academic information 

will not totally be available at the time this paper is 

submitted. In addition, the paper will b e limited to the 

1992 - 1996 freshmen classes at APSU. Academi c data will be 

limited to the Student Information System (SIS), available 

on the vax at APSU. Another limitation of this study is 

time. Only the 1992 -93 class has had the opportunity t o 

graduate and they only had that opportunity in four years . 

Ordinarily, NCAA graduation rates reports allow eac h s uden 

six years in order to graduate. Persistence rate s lso 
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differ for each class. The NCAA information, in part icular 

the NCAA core grade -point average, on the eligibility of the 

1996 - 97 class will not be available at the time of the 

paper . Another limitation involves foreign students who 

were included in the tables but very little of their 

information is available on SIS and thus were excluded in 

the actual methodology. 



CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

The National Collegiate Athletic Assoc iat ion (NCAA ) has 

enacted a number of academic legislative refo rms over the 

past ten years, most of which dealing with ini t ial 

eligibility. These reforms have come because c r itics have 

pointed out abuses in many intercollegi ate programs across 

the country. The claims involve the exploi tat ion of 

athletes who are participating for unive rs i ties all over the 

country . Critics claim that they are used f o r their four 

year of eligibility with no regard to the i r a cademic 

progress, their overall development as persons a nd 

ultimately their graduation from the un i versity . 

Two very disturbing reports were d ocumented in the 

1980's that spurned much of the ref o rm that is being pushed 

today. Between 1973 and 1983, the Me mphi s St a te (now 

University of Memphis) men's basketball p rogram graduated 

only 1 0 percent of i ts players. I n f act, between, 197 7 and 

19 8 3 , only six of 58 graduated , all six being white (Funk , 

1991 ) S i milar r esult s were found at North Carolina Sta e 

University . For t h e 1976-78 classes for the football 

aduated (Zanga i, 1995 ) 
program , only t wo of 80 players gr 



15 

An Ad Hoc Committee on the Problems of Major 

Intercollegiate Athletic Programs through the American 

Council on Education (ACE) was formed in 1982 to take a 

closer look at intercollegiate athleti· cs. Th ' is group helped 

to put together two proposals, that were adopted at the 1 983 

NCAA Convention. The first dealt with an initial

eligibility standard, to commence in 1986, which would 

require grade -point average in core classes and a minimum 

standardized test-score. The second proposal dealt with 

athletes after their freshmen year. They should be mee ting 

satisfactory progress toward a degree and in good academic 

standing (Funk, 1991). Also, the hours earned by the 

students had to be toward a specific degree program and t he 

students had to designate a degree program prior to their 

third year in college. The first proposal , known as 

Proposition 48, was adopted and became effective in the fall 

of 1986. Before this rule, student - athletes only had to 

meet grade-point averages to be eligible as freshman . The 

NCAA had passed a 1.600 rule in 1965 for college - bound hi g h 

school athletes to receive scholarships, requiring a 1.600 

Tha numbe cumulative high school grade - point average. 

i ncreased to 2.000 in 1971 (Newman and Mil le r , 1 995 ) · The 
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1983 convention also introduced the 

terms, qualif ier, 

partial qualifier and nonqualifier . 
Eac h te rm refers to he 

student's eligibility status and th · f . · · 
eir 1nanc1al a id status . 

The definition of the latter two has changed a f e w time s 

over the years and will once again for August , 1996 _ The 

qualifier is the student who meets the present i n i tial 

eligibility standards and thus can rece ive an athlet i c 

scholarship. 

Proposition 48 mandated that h i gh school s eniors 

achieve at least a 2.000 grade - point a verage in 11 c ore 

courses and achieve at least a 700 on the SAT o r a compo s ite 

score of 15 on the ACT. Effective October 2 8 , 1989 , the ACT 

composite score was changed to a 1 7. The 11 core c ourse s 

include at least three years in English , t wo in mathematics , 

two in natural or physical science , t wo in s ocial s cience , 

and two in additional academic areas. Racial and cu l tu ral 

discrimination was proclaimed vehe me n tly by crit i cs of the 

proposal. No colleges, h i stori cally b l a ck, had been 

c onsulted in the proposed legi s l a tion. Critics pointed ou 

in 1983 that the ave rage SAT s core for whites was 4 43 as 

opposed to 33 9 for b l a c ks . Therefore , they f elt tha a 

disprop ortionate number of b lacks wou l d b e r es rice cces 
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to college . Others contended that the i ncreased s tandards 

would motivate students to achieve a t g rea ter lev e l s 

(Zangari, 1995). Supporters did not want colleges t o be 

farm leagues for professional sports, enroll dumb j ocks or 

recruit athletes who had no chance of d gra uating. 

Since the adoption of Proposition 48 i n 1 986 , a l arge 

amount of research has been conducted on i t s effects f or 

college athletes. The numbers show i ncre a sed graduat ion 

rates yet decreasing numbers of opport uni t ies for mi nori ties 

and lower income students. One stat i s tic s howed i n 1986 

that 400 men's basketball and football p l a yers were 

ineligible due to Proposition 48. Dis t urbing t o the critics 

was t he fact that 85 p e rcent were b lack students . Blacks 

and s t udents from low i ncome backgr ound s have defic ient 

reading skills due to their experiences which cause them to 

struggle more significantly wi t h s t a ndard ized tests . They 

take longer on the t e sts than others. They lack t he basic 

s k i lls and background for the SAT a nd ACT. Funk (1991) 

· t hat a student with a ACT score of 35 con tinues to p oint ou t 

· · 1 b prepared for colle ge t han one will obviou s y e more 
ith a 

seven . 
· h ACT score of 16 and But , t hose students wit an 

those with an ACT of 17, the d i ff e r e nce i n scores is 
e 
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minimal and thus harder to predict success in college . 

According to the NCAA, there is a great d e a l of d ifference 

as one student would be eligible immediatel y a nd one wou l d 

not. 

Edward Fort, chancellor of North Carolina A&T State 

University also spoke out against Propos i t ion 48, "Black and 

rurally isolated white youths would b e hur t by this . There 

is evidence that students from upper - inc ome families 

sometimes score 100 points higher on these t es t s than those 

from disadvantaged backgrounds. It has not h ing to do wit h 

academic potential" (US News & World Report, 1983, p . 75 ) 

US News & World Report (1983 ) also ment ion s that black 

colleges have worked very well in the past with margina l 

students who needed special ass i stance. The new legis l at ion 

allowed the m to still enroll bu t not compete in their 

freshmen year . 

Those who approved of the l e g i s lation point out the 

· t f graduat 1.·on rates and the steady increase 1.mprov eme n o 
in 

t h e numbe r of black scholar shi p athletes . In the early 

1980 's for scholars hip ath letes, 33\ of basketball players 

and 37.5\ of football players were graduating . 
For the 

f '84 and •as (the last two before 
freshman classes o 
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Proposition 48), that figure was 29%. The graduation ra e 

of black athletes has improved to 40%. Debra Blum (1995 ) 

reported that 58% of all student-athletes that be gan as 

freshmen in 1988 graduated. She also states that 34\ of al l 

black athletes graduated. Blum (1994a) points ou t tha t 57% 

of the 1986 and 1987 class graduated, while 51% of t he 1983 -

1985 classes graduated. 

Eight years later the number of black scholarship 

athletes has rebounded and is exceeding previous numbers. 

Blum (1995a) speaks to a study about the number o f black 

athletes entering NCAA Division I colleges . She s tates tha 

before Proposition 48, the 1984 class showed 24 .4 % blacks 

and the 1986 class, 23.6%. Once Proposition 48 was 

implemented, the numbers did decrease for a short time, 19\ 

for 1986 class, 20.8% for '87 class and 22. 3 \ f or '88 class . 

However, the numbers began to steady and rise above pre 

Proposition 48 figures. The 1989 class l iste d 27 . 5\ black , 

24% for , 9a class, 25 . 4% for '91 clas s, 25 . 2% f or ' 92 class 

and 27.5\ for '93 class . 

Dr. Leroy walker, the firs t b l a ck p resident of the 

Olymp i c Commi ttee and a member o f t he Knight Founda ion 

Commission on Inte r col l e g i a te At h leticS, commented , 
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"Empirical evidence tells me clearly that t he student -

athlete will rise to the occasion if the expectations are 

raised and are reasonable. What r keep heari ng from black 

kids across this country is, ' Don't sell us sho r t ' " (Swift , 

1994, p. 88). Pointed out is the fact also tha t on ly 1.2% 

(15,000) of the entire black undergraduate enrollment are 

student-athletes. Swift reiterates Walker by commenting on 

what the NCAA message should be, "If you're good e nough in 

the classroom, there will be a place for you-- whether you"re 

an athlete or not" (p. 88 ) . 

Harry Edwards, a sociologist who was a l eader of black 

athletes in the 1960's pointed out, "I believ e also that 

they (black educators ) underestimate the i ntellectual 

capabilities of black athletes .. . Dumb jocks a re not born , 

they're systematically created" (Creame r , 1983, p. 9 ) . 

During the 1990 convention, a modified v e rsion of 

Proposition 42, was passed dealing wi t h s t udent - athletes who 

do not meet the qualifier status of Prop o s ition 48 . This 

· · 11 stated that a l l athletes would be proposal had or1.g1.na Y 

· 1.'f they d i d not meet the basic d e n ied any scholarshi ps 

initial-elig i b ility requ irements. Once again , the propos 1 

was deemed racist as d isproportionate blacks d i d no mee 
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the requirements of Proposition 48 . The mod i f ied version 
0 

the proposal allowed those athletes 
not making t he grade 

academically to receive scholarships based on nee d only, not 

on athletic abilities, effective August 1990 . Those 

students would remain ineligible as freshman and have three 

years of eligibility remaining . The convention a l s o passed 

the rule requiring schools annually to report t heir 

graduation rates. Graduation rates began being r e ported f o r 

the 1983 & 1984 classes. 

Under Proposition 48, the terms partial quali f ier and 

nonqualifier originated. A partial qualifier graduated with 

a 2.000 cumulative high school grade-point a v erage but did 

not meet the core course grade-point average and / or the 

minimum test-score . A nonqualifier did not meet any of the 

above (Lederman and Oberlander, 1989 ) . 

This legislation further concerned c oa c hes a s they f elt 

many partial qualifiers would attend juni or c olleges firs t 

rather than paying their own way the first yea r at four -year 

schools and not being eligible . Litt le research has been 

conducted on the actual numbers of s t udents who have gone 

t he j unior college route instead o f attend ing the four e 

colleg e . once aga i n , those involved disagree o er h us 
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of junior colleges. Coaches would rather the p layers begi n 

at their universities so that they w1.·11 b b l • ea e t o work with 

them longer and also so that they won't have to recruit them 

again after two years at the junior college. Those from he 

academic world worry about the education student - athle t es 

receive at the junior colleges. Many transfer in a number 

of credits that do not apply to degrees at four y e ar 

institutions and are considered in another level as much an 

at-risk student as a freshmen athlete . 

Bailey and Littleton (1991) stress the posit ive side of 

junior colleges, "2 year colleges provide access to 

postsecondary education for students, who for a var iety of 

reasons, including inadequate academic preparat ion and 

personal preferences, are not ready to perform s uccessfu lly 

in more rigorous 4 - year college programs" (p . 86) 

The 1992 NCAA convention was anothe r highly 

controversial one as the initial eligibility standards were 

inc reased and Proposition 16 was adopted . The NCAA Ac ademic 

Requirements committee had been issue d a d irective in 1991 

t o further stre ngthe n init i a l and continuing eligibil ity an 

t hu s the y issue d the r ecomme ndation s. Originally , 

legislation was deeme d e ffectiv e i n Augu5t , 19 95 bu 

he 

only 



one part of it becoming effective then and the ma1.· n part , 

the index, becomes effective August, 1996 . Once again the 

same criticisms held true as proponents claimed the 

graduation rates would only increase while the critics 

claimed even more blacks and poorer students that were 

affected by Proposition 48 would lose opportunities 

disproportionately. 

The convention also passed legislation concerning 

2 3 

degree completion. Student - athletes would now be required 

to meet a percentage of their degree by a certain period and 

also a grade-point average for that period . The goal of 

both legislation was to get high school athletes to perform 

better now and hold college athletes more accountable . 

People want athletes to come better prepared and leave 

eventually with a degree. Lederman (1992) points out that 

fewer than 2% of college football and men's basketball 

players move on to professional careers. 

One critic, Joseph Faust, former sports informat ion 

T · d "To go along with the 
director at North Carolina A&, sai, 

aga;nst the principles on wh ich these 
NCAA on this is to go ~ 

schools (historically black colleges ) were f ounded . 
The 

fo r African- Americans to exclude 
NCAA is asking schools 
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African- Americans by using at 

es t that has been shown to e 

culturally biased aga i n t Af · s rican - Americans" (T 1 ay or , 1992, 

p. 169). Taylor (1992) also points out tha t s ome educa ors 

and coaches think the new standards are a t odds with the 

academic missions of the histori· cally bl a ck colleges. He 

says, "these schools are so commi· tted t d · o e uca ting student s 

without strong educational backgrounds t ha t there may be no 

longer be a place for them in the NCAA" (p . 169 ) . 

The Presidents' Commission did decid e i n the summer of 

1994 to sponsor a proposal at the 1995 convention to de lay 

the changes for one year, from 1995 to 1996. They also 

proposed to allow partial qualifiers t o receive athlet ic 

scholarships and practice in the freshman yea r but they 

woul d still have only three years o f eligibility. They did 

not reduce the minimum tes t- sco re r e qu irement as des ired by 

many black colleges and black coaches (Le d erma n, 1994 ). The 

propo sal dealt with freshmen a t h le t es who achieve a 2.50 0 

core gpa but do not meet the mi n i mum SAT (700) or ACT (1 7) 

r e qu i r e me nts. Accordi ng t o t h e commission, this proposal 

fo r p art i al quali f iers takes into account the differen 

colleges and the i ndividual student - athletes , especially 

poor whites a n d Af r ican American studen s. 
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Charles Farrell (1994b) quoted Judith Alb ' 
1.no, chair of 

the Presidents' Commission and President of the University 

of Colorado as saying, "Institutions 
I particularly the 

historically Black institutions, have demonstrated that they 

can take students who are not that strong , who are a grea 

risk academically, that they can work with those students . 

Given that, it makes sense to leave the door open 11 ( p. 3 5 ) 

Farrell also quotes William DeLauder, president of Delaware 

State College, as saying, "We want them to take courses tha 

enable them to go to college and be successful. We have to 

push the core . We have to get kids into advanced courses . 

But these people are obsessed with the SAT" (p. 35 ). 

Charles Farrell (1994 a ) also quoted Richard Lapchick , 

the director of the Center for the Study of Sport in Society 

at Northeastern University, as saying, "If you have a 2.5 

d a good letter of recommendation, grade - point average an 

a lot of universities around the they predict success at 

country. at an Ivy League or an elite school , bu Maybe not 

maJ·or1.· ty of schools, it predicts tha at the overwhelming 

ld do well that they can do the work young person cou , 

academically" (p. 34) . 

As the 1995 convention approached , another repo 

a 
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released criticizing the N~~~ 
~•s rules for eligibi lity and 

accusing the NCAA of discriminatory practices. The report, 

released by the McIntosh Comrniss1.· on for Fair Play in 

Student-Athlete Admissions, condemns the rules for excluding 

too many minorities, female, and low-income athletes who 

would have graduated had they been permitted enrollment . 

The commission, empaneled by the Florida-based, not-for 

profit McIntosh Foundation, is the first outside group to 

analyze NCAA data on initial eligibility. The commiss ion 

points out that even NCAA research shows the negative and 

disproportionate results for minorities, yet the rules are 

still implemented. They cited NCAA dat a s howing 45% of 

African-Americans being eliminated by Proposition 48 that 

would have graduated had they been al lowed to enroll , which 

is large in comparison to 6% for whites (Farrell , 1995a ) 

Russell Gough, a professor of ethics at Pepperdine 

University and a sports ethics fellow with the Institute f o r 

' d "St1.'ck1.' ng with an unfair rule a n International Sport, sa1. , 

d ·te the overwhelming voting to make it even worse , esp1. 

evid e nce to the contrary, is morally queS t ionable to say 

least. exclude students who, in fac 
It is unfair to 

. 1 to make the NCAA look like it is c gradua e s1.mp y 

10U 

C ing 

he 
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down on the programs which 1 · exp Ol.t athletes" (Farrell , p . 

2 7) . 

Farrell listed a number of the recommendations from t he 

McIntosh Commission report. The t d y wane Proposition 16 

rescinded because it is not supported by NCAA data or its 

researchers and it excludes a greater proportion of 

minorities. They oppose a partial qualif ier definit ion tha t 

still requires a minimum test score. They prefer no test 

score requirement at all for certifying freshman 

eligibility. The commission would like to see the NCAA g o 

back to the practice of freshmen being ineligible . They 

wanted individual schools to determine their own academic 

standards, not the NCAA. They also stressed to cont i nu e 

monitoring the academic progress of student -athletes in 

regard to retention rates, grade-point averages , courses 

taken and completed and graduation rates . Finally, they 

advocated schools to help all students, not just athleteS , 

make the transition from high school to college (Farrell, 

1995a) . 

Upon conclusion of the 1995 NCAA Convention , the 

d d Passed at the '9 2 conven ion 
initial - eligibility stan ar 6 

in terms of imp lemen a ion ( s 
were d elayed for another year 
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sponsored by Presidents' Commission ) . 

Moreover 
I Proposition 

48 requirements were boosted by requ1.· r1.· ng 
13 core courses 

instead of 11 for the 1995-96 class. 
Also, the s lid i ng 

scale index was delayed until August 199 6 _ 

dealing with partial qualifiers were taken . 

Two other votes 

The proposal t o 

drop a minimum test score requ1.· rement was defeated (168 -155, 

6 abstains and 7 nonvotes) as was the 1 proposa t o allow them 

to earn back a fourth year of eligibility (164 - 15 2, 7 

abstains and 13 nonvotes) . However, they d i d pas s the 

proposal from the Presidents' commission whi c h a llows 

partial qualifiers to practice and rece i ve a t hletically 

related aid (Blum & Lederman, 1995 ) . 

Once again there were two sides to the partial 

qua l ifier issue. Blum and Lederman quo ted the supporters, 

"Those who wanted to retain the three year limit said that 

opening up the possibility of a four t h year would undennine 

the initial eligibility rules because h igh school athletes 

would have no incentive to me et the standard s in the first 

pla c e " (p. A35 ). She continue d to quote the critics in 

d iscu ss ing earning back a f ourth year of eligibility, "suc h 

as opportuni t y wou l d e ncou rage athletes to work hard on 

studies o n ce t h ey are in college, and hence improve 
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graduation rates" (p. A35) . 

The same is true for the test score · 
requirement and the 

standards in general. Blum and Lederman said t he s upporters 

"believe test-score requirement was needed to insu r e some 

kind of natural, standard measure of academi c preparedness" 

(p . A 37). William B. DeLauder, President of De l a ware State 

University, referred to denying college admi ss i on , an 

athletic scholarship or even a year of eligi b i l i t y to 

athletes who fail to meet the NCAA's standards as a way of 

"locking those young people out" (p. A37 ) . As the c r itics 

point out, sports is the only ticket to col l ege f o r s ome 

students. 

The issue of earning back a fourth year of eligibility 

seemed to have picked up more support during this convent ion 

despite its defeat. Blum spoke of the Presidents' 

Commission's indecision over the topic . Kenneth Shaw, a 

member of the Commission and President of Syracuse 

University, said, that the d i sagreement shows we "I believe 

vote our own consciences. we shouldn ' t f eel badly. The 

vote reflects less a loss of cohe s iveness among our group 

and more the honest ambivalen ce people feel about the issue " 

(p . A3 7) . 
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The United States Department of Educ a tion's National 

Center for Education Statistics conducted and released 

results during the summer of 1995 of a study on the 

educational requirements of Proposition 16. They used 

transcripts with at least 16 credits from 1 992 high school 

graduates. These students graduated with the i r cl a ss on 

time, applied to one or more colleges and had taken the 

SAT/ ACT entrance exams. The center determine d that 64 .7 % of 

those students would have been eligible unde r Proposition 

16, yet 83.2% would have been eligibl e under Pr oposition 48 

(Owings and McMillen, 1995 ) . In fact, 46 % of blacks woul d 

be eligible under Proposition 16 whereas 64% would be 

eligible under Proposition 48. Fifty- four p e r cent of 

Hispanics would be eligible under the n e w rule yet tha t 

number would be 67.5% under the old . White students had a 

better percentage at 67% under Propos i t ion 1 6 and 8 6 \ under 

Proposition 48. 

looked at the statistics in terms of 
The study also 

econ omic backgrounds . 
The p oor e s t families a c hi eved an 

f 4 2~ and 59\ u nder the old rule. 
elig i b ility rate o ~ 

E en 

73\ under the ne w a nd 91\ f o 
t h e h igh inc ome group had on ly 

) Wi tham (1995) also 
the old rule (Derva ricS, 1995 · 
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discussed the middle income 
group from that r eport and 60 .9\ 

of them would be eligible. The high and low income groups 

included the top and bottom quart1.' les 1.· n terms o f socio -

economic backgrounds . These backgrounds were d etermined by 

the educational level and occupat1.' ons of the parents and the 

family income. 

Witham also pointed out that the report showed fewer 

students from the 1992 group meeting the course wo r k than 

the test score requirement. Eighty-seven percent of the 

students had a SAT score over 70 0 but only 75% had the 1 3 

core units. Ninety-six percent had met the requ ired 11 core 

units under Proposition 48 . They also found 94.7% had the 

13 core units and at least a 2.000 gpa (Phase one of 

Proposition 16 ) . Sixty- eight percent of b l a cks scored 

higher than the 700 SAT score, 70% o f Hi spa n ic s , more han 

90\ of whites and nearly 90\ of Asians had ov er 700 test 

scores. In addition, the study pointed ou t t he percen age 

of students for each group who would have the required 2.500 

gpa in the 13 core courses. 
Fe we r t ha n 60\ of blacks would , 

~ of whites would and 93\ of 
76\ of Hispanics would, 84, 

b tter (Dervari c s , 1995 ) 
Asian s wo u l d have the 2.500 gpa or e 

Witham (1995) also noted some educational impro emen 
0 
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black athletes : as he stated 72% woul d h 
, ave been inelig ib e 

in 1984 - 85 under new guidelines • h 
, w ereas, 54\ for the 1992 

group would have been ineligible 
according to the Education 

Department. 

Because the NCAA had increased the core courses to 13 

for the 1995 - 96 academic year, some statistics as to the 

effect of Proposition 16 were gathered based on 55,524 

prospective athletes from the 1995 -96 NCAA Clearinghouse 

database. It was determined that 86.5% of those student -

athletes would be eligible under the s lid ing scale, 

effective August 1, 1996. Five hundred ninety-seven (1% ) 

students would be considered partial qualifiers and 8 ,086 

would be nonqualifiers . The main concern of many people are 

the 4,174 who will be nonqualifiers under the new rule b 

are qualifiers under the current s tandard. They are 

referred to as "wedge" or "triangle people" (Blum, l996b ) · 

A measure, known as Proposition 19, to help this group 

of students was defeated at the 1996 NCAA Convention by 

three votes and then a second time by only two votes . 

19 Would have lowered the bar for partial Proposition 

h have a 2.000 in the 13 
qualifiers, considering those w 0 

on the ACT/ 8 0 on 
core courses and at least a 68 sum score 
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This would have created the same number 

as above of eligible students but would have increased the 

number of partial qualifiers by eight times, which is very 

important for the 1996 - 97 academic year when part ial 

qualifiers will be able to practice and receive athletic 

scholarships (Blum, 1996a). Once again it was a batt le over 

access for athletes versus increased graduation rates. Even 

more will be disqualified under the new rule that would have 

been able to graduate, mostly a d ispropo r tionate group of 

blacks and poorer students. 

The MEAC (Mid Eastern Athletic Conference ) had a lso 

sponsored legislation in response to Proposition 16 in hopes 

of dropping the necessity of the standardized test score . 

It stated that a student would need a 2.25 grade - point 

average in 13 core courses and there would be no minimum 

1 . ' ble In support of dropp ing test score in order to bee igi · 

the test score requirement is the non-profit organization 

known as the National Center for Fair and Open Testing. 

CAA initial eligibility rules , This group "argues that the N 

. test scores, keep a particularly reliance on 

bl k female, and low income 
disproportionate number of ac' 

. orts" (Bl um, 1996a , p . A33 ). 
athletes out of big - time sp 
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Farrell (1995b) also quotes the group as 
sayi ng , "We believe 

that as long as you have the grade - poi·nt average a nd the 

core, you will get kids who adequately prepared" (p_ 23 ) 

Farrell also added a comment from Ri"chard Lapchi ck , 

"Generally, SAT scores are problematic in that they are no t 

good predictors for people who come from lower socioeconomic 

backgrounds, irrespective of race" (p. 23 ) 

was withdrawn however at the conference. 

Their proposa l 

Another related topic of the initial eligibi l ity 

legislation involves allowing those who are deemed partia 

qualifiers or those who meet some of the rules t o earn back 

a fourth year of eligibility. This proposal has b een 

defeated at seven of the last eight convent i ons , beginning 

in 1989. Blum (1994b ) discusses both sides of this issue 

dealing with tougher academic standards . 

The defenders of the standards clai m that by a llowing a 

fourth year of eligibility, it will take the t eeth out of 

· · t d rds They a r gue t hat high the initial eligibility s an a · 

have li. ttle incentive to meet the 
school athletes will 

i. f they know that t hey will be able to 
i nitial standards 

p lay four anyway . 
·11 then continue t o recrui Co lle g e s wi 

acad e mically unpre pared stude nts. 
They claim t hat he 
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students must perform academically in order to have the 

privilege of performing athletically . 

On the other hand, the cr1.· t1.' cs of h t e standards claim 

that the students deserve the chance to earn the fourth year 

of eligibility back. If they are meet i ng satisfactory 

progress and progressing successfully toward a degree , why 

not allow them to play their fourth year? Also , the 

standards, especially the test score requirement , are 

racially and economically biased. This would give them the 

opportunity and through academic services, the support 

necessary to graduate. In an article in S~orts Illustrated 

(1994), the magazine supports this idea by saying , "that 

extra season would be a compelling reward for an athlete who 

beats the odds and makes something of his stay on campus" 

(p . 16). 

Vested interest in the effects of The NCAA also has a 

the adopted legislation. I n 1983 the NCAA formed the 

Academic Research, which then empl oyed 
Special Committee on 

Advanced 
Technology of Reston, Virginia , to 

the services of 

. 48 on student-athletes who 
study the impact of Proposition 

between 197 7 and 1982. 
entered Division I institutions 

adverse effect on black 
results indicated an 

The 



student-athletes. 
From there, the NCAA Re s e arch Corranittee 

began in 1985 the Academic Performance Study (APS ) to 

examine the academic performance patterns of student -

36 

athletes. The APS research provided longitudinal da ta on a 

large sample of student-athletes nationwide, much of which 

was designed to support the Proposition 48 legislat ion 

(Zangari, 1995). Also, the research was used in 1 991 to 

examine some of the issues concerning initial eligi b ility 

rules. 

In July 1994, the NCAA published APS Report 91 -07 whi ch 

listed twenty findings from APS Reports 91 -0 1 throug h 91- 06 

in terms of: 1) prediction of college graduation from high 

school academic variables; 2) comparisons of dif ferent 

demographic and sport groups; 3 ) comparisons among differen 

colleges; 4) use of different variables for initial 

eligibility and 5) differences in optimal cutpoints based on 

different utility structures (Benson, 1994 ) . Eight of the 

findings were supportive of both Proposit i on 4 8 or 

Proposition 16. 

Stated that core g rad e - point a erages 
The first finding 

s i gnificant predicto rs of 
and national test scores were 

colleg e graduat ion . N t tes t scores were strong ex, 
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predictors, but the core grade - point 
average a nd test score 

when combined was a better predictor than either one alone . 

Thirdly, an equally weighted combination of both va riables 

listed above was the single best predictor of graduation . 

Another finding stated that average rules, which p l a ce equa l 

emphasis on the core gpa and test scores and do not employ 

cut-off points, lead to fewer false negative errors and less 

negative impact on minorities than the old and new initial -

eligibility rules. Finding four indicated that f ema les 

graduate at a significantly higher rate while f ind ing six 

indicated blacks graduate at a significantly lower rates , 

especially in looking at their core grade - point average and 

test scores . 

APS Report 91-03 applied Proposition 48 rules and 

1 6 rules to a sample of more than 3,000 studen -Proposition 

athletes to compare four outcomes: 1 ) ove ra l l percent 

2) false negatives - those d e c l are d ineligible 
ineligible; 

. 1 d who graduated; 3) true positives -
under certain rue an 

d t ed and 4) true 
percent declared eligible who gra ua ; 

. 1· 'ble who d idn't graduate 
d eclared ine 1 9 1 

n e gatives-percent 

(Zanga r i , 1995). 

Zangari (19 95 ) 
. d some of that report's s ummari ze 
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findings. 

Proposition 48 was less restrictive i n terms of 

group one, those who were ineligible . 
It had 27% ineligi b le 

as opposed to Proposition 16 with 3 1 _7\. 
Propos i t ion 4 8 

also had fewer false negatives, 5.3% compared with 6 _3 %. 

Proposition 48 was also more accurate wi' th true posit ives 

reaching 88.4% and Proposition 16 reachi ng 8 6.2% . 

Proposition 16 did h ave a higher percent accuracy on true 

negatives with 46.8% and Proposition 48 , 39.9%. 

Zangari (1995) also summarized three other findi ngs 

from the ARS Report 91 -07. He stated for those mo s t 

interested in graduation, the rule with an increasingly 

stringent cut-off point should be used. However , in o r der 

to emphasize minority graduation, rules with no cu t- o ff 

points should be used. Also, for equal emphasis on 

increased graduation rates and minority rates , the cut - off 

points should be lower than Proposition 48 or 16. 

Ronald Zangari (1995) conducted a study at Cl arion 

University in Pennsylvania to examine the effects of 

. • ' th Proposition 48. He Proposition 16 in comparison wi 

In 
selected 164 freshmen athletes for the class of 1989 . 

variables: high s c hool core grade
his study, he used four 

core courses unde r Proposition 
point average in the 11 

8 , 



test scores, the equally weighted ave rage of the core gpa 

and the test score known as the index by the NCAA and 
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college graduation in a five year peri' od . H 1 ea so use d the 

two different rules known as Proposition 48 and Pr oposit ion 

16. In accordance with other research documented by t he 

NCAA, Zangari looked at the athletes in groups s uch as t rue 

negatives (those not eligible and did not graduate ), fa l s e 

negatives (not eligible but did graduate ) , true positives 

(eligible and did graduate) and false pos i t ives (eligi b le 

and did not graduate). He found that under Proposition 48 , 

10.4% were ineligible while 30.5% would have b een inelig ible 

under Proposition 16. Also, the study found that 

Proposition 48 had 17 . 6% false negatives while Propo s ition 

16 had 31.1% . That is the group of students most crit ics o f 

initial eligibility standards are worr ied about as they did 

ultimately graduate. Zangari concl ude d t hat Propos i t ion 16 

than Proposition 48 as the NCAA was more restrictive 

and Was l e ss a ccurate on false nega ti es . 
r e s e arc h indicated 

errors because o f the 
Prop osi tion 1 6 was mo r e prone to 

f u t off points . slid i n g scal e and u se o c -
Li mitations t o 

t
h e fact that the graduat ion rate o er a 

this stu dy i n c lude d 

only academi c outcome use d 
five y ear period was t he 
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another possibility could hav b . 

e een persistence ra tes. 

Only precollege test scores and core 
grade-point 

average were used as academic input . 
The 1 98 9 students also 

fell under the rules of Proposition 48 
and thu s may have 

only strived for those expectations as opposed t o the 

proposed rules of Proposition 16. Al so , Cl ar ion University 

is only one school and its results do not speak for every 

NCAA institution. Zangari did conclude by saying that the 

positive response to the raising of standards u nder 

Proposition 48 suggests that student - athle t es will adap and 

graduation rates will continue to climb . 

Sometimes lost in the controversy ove r ini t i a l 

eligibility standards is the work that mus t b e done with 

students - athletes once they set foot on the university 

campus. Despite the disagreement over t he s t andards used o 

get athletes eligible, all coaches and admini s trators are 1n 

agreement that the best academic support p rograms are needed 

to ensure that the student - athletes gra duate . Funk (l99l ) 

pointed out that 55\ of all NCAA Divis ion I institut ions had 

s ome form of academic support f or student - athletes in 1 98 6 . 

It wou l d b e safe r to say i n 1996 that that figure is O er 

90\. 
. . · as a part of the Each Division I 1n5t itution 
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television package with CBS for the basket ball t ournamen 

receives money through the NCAA Enhancement Grant . This 

grant was started in 1992 and for the 1996 _97 academic yea r , 

each school will receive $50,000. At APSU, thi s g r a nt 

provides for the entire academic services program f o r 

student-athletes. 

Bailey and Littleton (1991) emphasized an envi r onment 

for student-athletes that involved five areas. They 

stressed that effective communication about institutional , 

conference and NCAA regulations and policies must take 

place. This communication must be ongoing for the s tudent-

athletes. They suggest a student-athlete handbook t ha t many 

schools currently employ. Next, appropriate and adequate 

academic support services must be offered. This is a 

assl·st student-athletes wi th t heir supplement that can 

Of Practice, travel and the fact that unique requirements 

many have academic deficiencies in comparison t o t h e student 

body. 
· · f o r the s ocial 

Third, there should be opportunities 

development of the student - athletes . 
Thi s i s a l arge part 

of the NCAA Life Skills program that many s chools are 

b e ginni ng to adopt where the developmen t 
of the t otal person 

is stress e d. Pr
otection and enhancemen 

Fourth, the 
0 he 
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physical welfare of the athlete is nece s sary . Fi nal l y, a 

respect for the basic values of e thical behavior shoul d be 

emphasized. This final part is h one tat many university 

athletic departments are being scrutinized for more and mor e 

by the press in our society today. 

They also pointed out that mainstreaming s tudent 

athletes into the campus life is important , but they a l s o 

recognize the fact that the "unique nature of 

intercollegiate athletics justifies treating s tudent 

athletes differently" (p.87 ) . However, they c onclude by 

saying, "institutions must resist pressure s to admit 

students who do not have a reasonable cha nce of success 

academically, regardless of their athletic abilities " (p . 

86 ) . 

Alison cone and Jill Rosenbaum (1990 ) conducted their 

own study on predicting the academi c suc c e ss among student 

athletes . 
One of the more intere s ting f ind ings from t heir 

h number o f math c l asses a 
study stressed looking at t e 

stude nt took in high school. 
Look ing a t the c l as ses taken 

i n h i gh school i s i mpor t ant in addition to examining their 
an The y a l s o pointed ou 

high sch ool gpa and teS t scores . 
b t is probably he bes 

i tem that is i mpossible to measure u 
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predictor of success, the student's degree of motiva ion . 

They said, "Preparation in high school and the motivation t o 

succeed in both athletic and academic endeavors ma y b e the 

keys to successful completion of a college degree" (p . 6 ) 

They went on to state, "It is possible to work wi t h the 

marginally motivated student-athlete to devel op a g r eater 

interest in academic success, but those who enter the 

university with poor motivation are difficul t t o change" (p . 

6 ) . 

Harry Edwards addressed the issue of black a thletes in 

particular and what was most important for their s uccess in 

college. Most of the burden he placed on b l a c k parent s as 

he said they "must instill black youths with v a lues 

stressing the priority of educational achi ev ement over 

and even proficiency" (Funk , 1991 , p . athletic participation 

13 8) . 



CHAPTER III 

METHODOLOGY 

The freshmen classes for Austin Peay Sta te University 's 

athletic department from 1992 to 1996 will b e exami ned . 

Those student - athletes who received athl t· · d · h · e ic a i int e ir 

first year at APSU will be used in the study . The l9 92 , 

1993, and 1994 classes all entered unde r the r ules o f 

Proposition 48 . The 1995 class entered under stage one of 

Proposition 16, which differed from Proposition 48 in t ha 

13 core courses were required as oppose d t o 11. The 1996 

class, which will be limited by the timing of this paper , 

will enter under stage two of Propos i tion 16, invol v i ng t he 

new sliding scale index . This still requ i r es a mi nimum es 

score and grade - point a v erage but has ra ised the s t a ndards . 

A SAT test score of 7 0 0 (ACT=l 7) will require a gpa of 2 . 500 

i n the 13 core courses, whi le , on the othe r end of the 

inde x, a 900 SAT (21 ACT ) will requ i re a 2 .ooo gpa . 
The SAT 

also has recentered its scores after April 199 5 s o that a 

700 i s now vie we d as a 820 . 

of the issues me n tioned in 
In ord er t o e x a mi n e many 

the study t ook a closer l ook a 
literatu re review a b ove, 

classes from 1992- 199 6 . 
Aus in Peay's recruiting 

sin 

he 

he 
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Student Information System (SIS) -1 avai able to particular 

employees of APSU, data was accumulated for 
the tables 1 n 

Appendix C. The names of the individuals involved a re not 

disclosed although all student-athletes sign a form each 

year that allows the athletic department to release academi c 

information. 

Two main issues are involved with much of the 

information that is gathered in those tables. The f i rs t 

deals with information from APSU and then NCAA eligibi lity 

information. Austin Peay's data deals with the stude nt's 

admissions information and also their information as a 

continuing student. The second part of the data deal s with 

their NCAA initial-eligibility information , whi ch will 

described in more detail below. 

For the NCAA data, the 1992 - 93, 1993 -9 4 , and 1994 -9 5 

classes all fell under the provisions of Proposit i on 48 · 

The 1995-96 class came under stage one of Propo s i t ion 16 a nd 

be determi ne d under stage 
the 1996 - 97 class is the first to 

two of Proposition 16. 
The first two classe s and their CAA 

eligibility were certified on campus . 
At APSU, this process 

Off i c e of Record s and 
was conducted through the 

Reg istration. 
Du l n i ak , Registrar, and Lynn 

Dr . Dennis 
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Whitfield, Certification Analyst, perfo rmed the 
majority of 

the paperwork on each of the student - athletes 
I which was 

then checked by the faculty represent at1.·ve and 
the athletic 

department. the highest possibl e NCAA core gpa was 

calculated and the test scores were posted . This 

Thus, 

information was then all sent in to the Oh i o Va lley 

Conference office . 

Beginning with the 1994-95 class, this e ntire process 

was changed . All student-athletes who want ed their initial 

eligibility certified had to go through the NCAA Initial-

Eligibility Clearinghouse. That information was then passed 

on to the institutions who requested their eligibility 

status. Each school submits names each J u ly of those 

student-athletes who they want a final i n itial-eligibility 

certification established. 

Fifteen different types of informat i on were gathered on 

each student - athlete in the tables in Appe ndix C. Beginning 

from right to left, each category will be described below. 

The f i rst one is the sport for e ach a t hlete (women's sports 

/ k rifle , softball , 
i n clude b a sketball, c r os s c ountry trac' 

inc lude basebal l, 
tenni s and volleyb al l while men's sports 

· s ) hei football, golf and tenn1 ; 
basketb all , cross coun try , 
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race (white, black, Hispanic, Indi an and Asian were 
used ) ; 

and their gender (male or female ). 

The next five categories dealt with their information 

at the time of enrollment at APSU for the admissions office . 

Their cumulative high school gpa is listed , their high 

school rank (some high schools did not post a ranking ), the 

percentage of that rank, the gpa computed by APSU for the ir 

14 admissions core units (see Appendix D) and their national 

test scores for the SAT or ACT. All SAT scores after April , 

1995 were recentered. The first three classes took the SAT 

before that date and the last class took the SAT after that 

date . The 1995-96 class is the only one that has students 

who took it before and after, in which those who t ook the 

recentered test have a "R" next to their SAT score . 

In looking at the 14 core units required by APSU f o r 

S imilar to the NCAA's required 13 admissions, they are very 

core courses. and students get the two mixed Many parents 

forget t hat each student mus up as they 
t be admitted to the 

/ h also must be deemed 
university of his/her choice and hes e 

eligible under NCAA policies. 
They are t wo separate i s s ues ! 

h require four English 
The core units are similar in that bot 

two units in mathemati c s 
units, both require at leaSt 
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(Algebra I or higher) and two units in natural /physical 

sciences with lab · 1 s inc uded, two social sci· ence units are 

required and two additional academic unit s are required. 

The main difference in h t e two groups is that APSU is 

more specific in its courses and the NCAA allows for more 

freedom. APSU actually specifies its two social sciences as 

one must be United States History and then limits what the 

other one can be. The mathematics requirements are Algebra 

I, Algebra II and Geometry (or Advanced Math course ) . The 

two additional academic areas are two years of fore ign 

language. The final difference is the 14th unit , the vis a 

or performing arts, of which these courses are never allowed 

for NCAA purposes . The NCAA as stated earlier in the paper 

has specified what can be counted under its 13 core courses . 

Each year the NCAA Initial-Eligibility Clearinghouse 

requests a Form 48-H from each high school documenting those 

· d each of the five 
courses the high school is using un er 

· those forms and sends 
areas. The clearinghouse then reviews 

to the h igh school of the approved 
back a confirmation 

courses. 
mb when comparing test 

An important fact to reme er 

office uses the highr 
scores is that the APSU admissions 
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ACT composite score on one test 

or highest SAT total score 
on one test for their purposes. 

On the other hand, t he NCAA 

allows students to add up thei·r s ubscores on both the ACT 

and SAT to come up with a mb ' 
co ined total score for 

eligibility. For the ACT/SAT category, the highest 

individual test score, as admi· ssi·ons would , is listed in the 

tables . 

The next three categories in the tables dea l with t hos e 

NCAA statistics. The category labeled "NCAA GPA" is the 

initial eligibility core gpa . The next one labeled "Elig" 

indicates whether the student-athlete woul d have been 

eligible under Proposition 16. For the first three classes , 

this was determined by looking at their test scores , their 

NCAA core gpa, and their grades in the 14 APSU core 

requirements. The third category is their required gpa 

based on their highest SAT or ACT subtotals as determi ned by 

the Proposition 16 sliding- scale index. 

The final four categories deal with the progress of 

each student - athlete at APSU. In the initial category, four 

d . Graduate (indicates they 
different labels were use · 

E ( indicates they were still enrol led 
graduated May 1996), 

. . ht they have qu it s chool ), 
as of 5/31/96)' Quit (indicates ta 



5 0 

and TR (indicates that the student transf e r red t o anothe r 

school after leaving APSU but does not indica te whether o r 

not they are still enrolled at that school ) . The next three 

categories list the overall cumulative gpa for each s t udent , 

the total number of semesters at APSU (the max imum d i ffer s 

for each class), and the indicated major for each s tudent a 

the time of graduation, for their present enro l lment or a t 

the time they left school. 

CHAPTER IV 



CHAPTER IV 

PRESENTATION OF PATA 

The majority of the analysis was condu c ted on the f irs 

four freshman classes because of the large amount of 

infonnation available at the time of the pape r . The main 

statistic that the study was designed to examine wa s the 

number of student-athletes who were eligibl e unde r the NCAA 

rule in effect at the time of their entranc e at APSU who 

would be classified as ineligible under the l a t es t ru l e , 

Proposition 16. For the first four classes , 1992-95 , 50 

student-athletes out of 184 (27% ) would be i neligible . The 

numbers for each class included : 1992 -93 c l ass --18 / 52 

(35%); 1993-94 class--8 / 39 (21% ) , 1994 - 95 class- - 13 / 47 

(28%), and the 1995-96 class--11 / 46 (24% ) • Twelve fore ign 

Were not l.· ncluded in th i s p a r t of the student-athletes 

study. 

. 'ty of the critics claime d that Since the maJori 

ff t minori t ies , 
Would disproportionately a ec Proposition 16 

at the number of a t hletes by race who 
the study also looked 

numbers i ncluded: whites --
would be ineligible. Those 

d others ( Ind ian , 
17 / 117 (15%), blacks -- 30 / 59 (51 \ ) , a n 

· ) 3 / 8 (38%) · Hispanic and Asian --
b l a cks made u Thus , 

60\ 
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the 50 ineligible student -athletes . The number of black 

student-athletes ineligible in order by year were 
12

(of 
20

) , 

4(of 12), 7(of 12), and 7(of 15) . The only class that over 

half would not be ineligible under the new rule was the 

1993-94 class, which also happened to be the s mallest in 

terms of overall numbers. Overall, black student-athletes 

numbered 60 of the 196 (31%). At APSU, the b lack student 

athletes are highly concentrated in three main sports- 

basketball, football and cross country / track. Only one of 

the athletes in the first four classes participated in a 

sport other than the three mentioned. Adding in the fift h 

class, only two of the athletes were in a sport other than 

the three listed. 

l·n the number of ineligible Another large discrepancy 

student - athletes involved gender . At APSU , female student -

in terms of overall numbers athletes although much smaller 

d male athletes in the have consistently outperforme 

classroom. 
nly seven , or Of the 50 ineligible athletes , o 

14%, were female. 
to female ratio for the The overall male 

as 135 males to 61 females . 
first four freshman classes w 

d 
t athletes ineligible under 

Once the number of stu en -

16 was determined , Proposition 

h s e a f e ' the researcher c o 
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statistics to examine closer some of 

the character istics 

between the two groups, eligible and i neligible. 
Those 

statistics included students g d 
ra uated , students s till 

enrolled, students who quit school , and students who 

transferred. Also, an average SAT , average ACT and aver age 

APSU core gpa were computed for the t wo groups in each 

individual class. 

Overall, 50 ineligible student -athletes and 134 

eligible athletes were scrutinized . Of the ineligible 

athletes, three graduated in four years, 28 are s till 

enrolled, ten quit school and six transferred. The three 

that graduated were a Hispanic men's cross country runner, a 

black football player, and a white men's tenni s p l ayer . 

Interestingly, only six of the 34 who would have been 

eligible under Proposition 16 graduated in four years as did 

hl The above numbers we r e then three other foreign at etes . 

broken down for the individual classes . For the 1992-93 

class, 
enrolled, fi ve quit, and three graduated, eight are 

t wo transferred. 
For the 1993 - 94 class, f our a re enrolled , 

t wo quit and two transferred. 
For the 199 4 -95 class, nine 

qul.·t and one tra ns fer r e d . 
are enrolled, three 

Finally , fo 

are enrolled and one transferred . 
the 1995- 96 class, ten 



The se numbers would be even more . . 
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i nte r esting to look a five 
years from now to see how all f 

our cla sses fin i shed after a 

six - year period. 

The next group of statistics 
i ncluded the tes t scores 

and the APSU admi ssions core gpa. 
Overall, the ineligible 

group had an average SAT score of 897.1 (only one t ook 

recentered SAT and scored 920 ), a v e r age ACT score o f 17 .3 

and an APSU core gpa of 2.029. The elig i b le group had an 

average SAT of 910. 5 , an a v erage ACT score of 20.9 a nd an 

a v erage APSU core gpa of 2. 809 . The APSU core gpa was 

s i gnificantly differe n t f o r each of the four freshma n 

c lasse s as well. The ACT average was normal l y three to four 

p oints h i gher for the eligible group. 

The indivi dual da t a f or the four freshman cl a sses are 

listed b e low wi t h t h e ineligible group listed f irst and then 

t h e elig i ble group. For t he 1992 - 93 class , the average SAT 

score was 792 and 810 , the average ACT score was 18 a nd 

21.3 , and t h e average APSU core gpa was 2 -085 a nd 2 ·
870

· 

For the 1993 - 94 class , the average SAT score was 810 and 

was 18 . 1 and 20.7, and the 
960 , the average ACT score 

2 051 a nd 2.843 . 
a v e rage APSU core gpa was · 

For the 1994 - 95 

c l ass , the a ve rage SAT 
93 1 4 the a era e 

scor e was 810 and . , 



ACT score was 17.3 and 21 3 d 
. ' an t he average APSU core 
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grade - point average was 2.001 and 2 . 696. 
For the 1995-96 

class, the average SAT score was 700 and 922, t he average 
ACT score was 16.9 and 20.4 , and the average APSU cor e gpa 

was 1 . 956 and 2 . 831. 

For the 1996 - 97 class, only the f i rs t eight ca t egories 

were computed for the 49 stude n t- a t h l e tes . Four of the 

students also did not have the i r f i nal h igh s chool 

transcripts in at the time of t he paper s o tha t only t heir 

test scores were available. The mal e - female rat io wa s 36-13 

and the gender numbers were 34 white s tudents, 1 3 b l a ck 

students, and two others. The average r ecentered SAT score 

was 995, the average ACT score was 20.8 and the average APSU 

2 94 3 One main thing to point out with this core gpa was . . 

1 of the student s has an APS group wa s the fact t hat on y one 

2 . 000 and only 12 of the 45 have core gpa core gpa be l ow 

b elo w 2 . 500 . 
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SlJMMARy ANp DISCUSSION 

The goal of this field study was to 
ident i fy the number 

of student-athletes who would bed 
eemed ineligibl e unde r 

Proposition 16. 
From there, the two groups were c ompared 

based on three particular statistics . Fifty students were 

identified and the compar1.· son showed a significant 

difference in the two groups in terms of APSU admi ss ions 

core gpa. Ultimately, the goal for every student - a thlete 

entering APSU is to graduate. Because of the t i mi ng of t his 

paper, it is difficult to completely assess the overal l 

progress of those students who would have been deemed 

ineligible. Therefore, the study looked at the f irst two 

classes, who have had four and three years respectively a t 

APSU, to examine the progress of those 26 i neligible 

athletes. In most cases, the academic coordinato r and staff 

have a strong idea about each of these students a nd thei r 

thel.· r own personal desire t o gradu a e . 
ability as well as 

Class had 1 8 of 52 stude n t s ident i f ied as 
The 1992-93 

being ineligible under Proposition 16. 
Twelve of t hose 18 

students were black athletes. 
1 . r three ha ' e As s tated ear 1.e, 

d five quit and two 
graduated, e i ght are e n rol l e ' 
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transferred. 

The two that transferred both d id so for 

athletic reasons and were both in good academ1.· c 
standing at 

APSU. Four of the five who qu1.· t h sc ool d id so after 

completing at most two semesters d an were for academic 

reasons. The fifth had completed seven semesters at APSU, 

had a strong opportunity of graduating, but was for ced to 

withdraw from school for personal reasons . Of the eight 

still enrolled, one is on track to graduate 1.n December 

1996, four are on track to graduate in May 1997, two are 

planning on playing professionally this fall and have two 

semesters to complete their degrees , and one is on track t o 

graduate in December 1997. One of the black athle tes 

graduated, six are still enrol led and five either quit or 

transferred . 

The 199 3 _9 4 class had eight of 39 students identified 

as b eing ineligible under Proposition 16 · 
Four of those 

eight students are black. 
Four are enrolled , two have quit 

school and two have transferred . 
One of the students 

. lly at another school and 
transferred to compete a th1etica 

to home and was not going t o 
one transferred to be closer 

The t wo who quit school were 
compete athletically anymore. 

t he students enrolled 
All four of 

for academic reasons. 

e 
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on track to graduate but will need t 

wo more years (f ive 

total) to finish their degrees . Tw 
o of the b lack students 

are enrolled and two have quit school. 

Despite the fact that research showed a 

disproportionate negative effect on minorities , t he NCAA 

passed Proposition 16, ten years after it passed its f i rs t 

controversial initial-eligibility legislation , Pr oposition 

48. Proposition 16 goes into effect August 1, 1996, for a l l 

new freshmen student-athletes . The passing of Proposit ion 

16 continues the battle of access to col l ege ver sus 

increased graduation rates. Defenders of t he legis l ation 

point out the positive effect of Prop o s i tion 48 a s 

graduation rates have increased for a ll s tudent - athl e t e s , 

including minorities. Critics acknowledge t he inc rease in 

h lso poin t out tha t the graduation rates butt ey a 

. · t thletes will be furt her opportunities for minori Ya 

d e creased by Proposition 16 · 
Mo s t do not have c oncerns with 

s t r ong opinions against 
the 13 core courses but do hav e many 

. determin i ng freshmen 
the use of the standardized test s i n 

elig i bility. 

I n the sho r t s t udy of APSU 
f · ve recru1 ing and i t s last 1 

50 student - athletes 
. t h e first four , 

classes , p a r ticu l a rly 

we re i d entified as being 

rule but eligible under one 
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ineligible under Proposition 16. 

The a l arming statis ic was 

the fact that 30 were black student-athletes 
, of which only 

59 black student-athletes were examined . 
For those schools 

who recruit more minority students than APSU, it would be 

interesting to see if they came up with the same results and 

if so, Proposition 16 will have a tremendous negat ive effec 

on their recruiting. Also, in this study, only t ho s e 

student-athletes who had the minimum test scores we r e 

examined. One positive statistic that will hopefully have a 

positive impact for years to come was the APSU admi ss i ons 

core gpa for the 1996-97 recruiting class , 2 .94 3. That 

number is very similar to the figures reached f o r each of 

the four recruiting classes, except that the i r numbe r s were 

for the eligible students only. If both group ' s grade - point 

for each o f the classes , the averages were factored together 

gpa ranged from 2 . 500 to 2.68 0 . 

all l.· nvolved is to bring i n student The goal of 

athletes who are academically prepared for college , provide 

them the best academic support system p o s sible, keep 

retention rates up an 
d t each student. d ultimat e ly gra ua e 

. score gpa will mean 
h ighe r APSU admi s sion Hop e fully, the 

the stude nt s at A more s u ccess for 
PSU and increase the 

of stud ent - athletes . 
graduation r a tes 

The ove al l ess 
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of the students in this study is d ifficul t 

t o measure a 

this time as only one class hash 
ad the opportunity 0 

graduate. Also, it is the hope of those involved wi th the 

new legislation that high school students 
across t he country 

will adapt to the new legi slation as many fee l students d i d 

when Proposition 48 was passed ten years ago. Thi s is the 

idea that is difficult to measure. How many of those so 

student-athletes, deemed ineligible by Proposit i on 1 6 , wou l d 

have actually been ineligible if they had known tha t was t he 

standard that they had to meet for eligibility pu rpo s es ? 

The increased grade expectations in the 13 core courses can 

only force students in high school to hopefully work harder , 

take more challenging courses , and thus prepare them mo r e 

for college. Students could ultimately take 12 of the 13 

core courses in the first three years and then use t he 

senior year to complete the fourth unit o f Eng lish a nd 

i mprove their grades in the other areas . 
Un f ortunately t o 

many critics, Score l.· s s til l r e qu ired for the SAT 
a minimum 

or ACT tests. 
What many people f org e t is the fact tha 

· · t of 
for students are in the maJor 1 y 

admissions standards 

t han what is required by the 
c ase s more stringe nt 

admiss i ons purposes. 
APSU r e qu ires completion of 

CAA o 

he 1 4 

. 1 9 o n the ACT or 
a 2.75 cumul i •e 

uni s and either a 



Almost all students who meet those admissions requiremen 
8 

will meet NCAA requirements, with a few exceptions. 

6 

The effect of Proposition 16 will not be fu lly fe lt for 

another few years but the hope of academic coordinators is 

that high school students who have aspirat ions to compete a 

the intercollegiate level will challenge themselves 

academically more than they ever have before in high schoo 

The increased work ethic will not only help them in schoo 

but also in their other life endeavors. One thing that 

cannot be measured or put in a table is one's individual 

motivation. Any academic coordinator can look at al l the 

transcripts, test scores and data on each student but that 

· d . · ct l's work does not indicate anything abou t that in ivi ua 

ethic and desire or motivation to succeed . 
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APPENDIX A 

1996 INITIAL-ELIGIBILITY INDEX 



CORE GPA 

2 . 500 & a bove 
2. 4 75 
2.450 
2. 4 25 
2. 4 00 
2 . 375 
2 . 350 
2 . 325 
2.300 
2 . 275 
2.250 
2.225 
2.200 
2.175 
2.150 
2.125 
2.100 
2.075 
2.050 
2.025 
2.000 

1996 INITIAL -ELIGIBILITY - - - - - INDEX 
SAT* 

700 
710 
720 
730 
740 
750 
760 
770 
780 
790 
800 
810 
820 
830 
840 
850 
860 
870 
880 
890 
900 

SAT RECENTERED.it 

820 
830 

840-850 
860 
860 
870 
880 
890 
900 
910 
920 
930 
940 
950 
960 
960 
970 
980 
990 
1000 
1010 

*If taken prior to April 1, 1995 

#If taken on or subsequent to April 1, 1995 

68 
69 
70 
70 
71 
72 
73 
74 
75 
76 
77 
78 
79 
80 
80 
81 
82 
83 
84 
85 
86 

@Previously, ACT score was calculated by a veraging four 
subscores(of which a 16.5 was rounded to 17 ). ew standar s 
are based on sum of highest subscores . 
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1996 PARTIAL QUALIFIER INDEX 
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1996 J2ARIIAL OUALIFIER INPEX 

CORE GPA SAT* SAT RE CENTERED# ta, 

2 . 750 & above 600 
2.725 720 59 610 730 
2.700 620 59 

730 60 2.675 630 740-750 
2 . 650 61 

640 760 62 2.625 650 770 63 2.600 660 780 64 
2.575 670 790 65 
2.550 680 800 66 
2.500 690 810 67 

*If taken prior to April 1, 1995 

#If taken on or subsequent to April 1 , 1995 

@Previously, ACT score was calculated by averaging four 
subscores(of which a 16.5 was rounded to 17). New standards 
are based on sum of highest subscores. 



APPENDIX C 

TABLES FOR 1992-96 RECRUITING CLASSES 



[ _ I 

---
CC/TRW 
CC/TR B 
CC/TR w 
CC/TR w 
CC/TR B 
CC/TR B 
CC/TR B 
CCfTR B 

SB 
SB 
SB 

w 
w 
w 

F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 

F 
F 
F 

TN 
TN 

W F 
W F 

VB W F 
VB W F 

BS W M 
BS W M 
BS W M 
BS W M 
BS W M 

0KB B M 
01'B 0 M 
Bl<A O M 

M 
M 

, lo 

3 9 2 

309 
2 61 
3 88 
2 69 
2 54 
2 87 
2 09 

2 92 
3 22 
3 03 

Fo<elgn 
Foreion 

2 79 
3 26 

3 27 
3 50 
2 50 
2 66 
2 37 

2 31 
2 4 1 
1 91 

30/325 
117/316 

143/313 
4/143 - -

62/143 
82/ 143 
13/270 
69/255 

48/310 
23/219 
211132 

69/181 
41/269 

4 /39 
10/28 7 

292/630 

.i5n.i 
9 -1/172 

"> lff) 

'} 7 00f7CJ5 
'J i' R nr,n 10 
1 11 , R'JI 10 I 

91 
63 

54 
97 
57 
43 
95 
73 

85 
89 
84 

62 
85 

00 
97 
54 

80 

FIELD STUDY 
_ I I _ I ___ r _ _ I __ 

1992-93 S IGNE ES ( 11 core classes, 2 00, 17 or 700) 

3 583 
2 714 

2 385 
3 929 
2 346 
2 077 
2 750 
2 393 

2 786 
3 179 
3 071 

2 32 1 
3 179 

2 769 
3 '1 29 
2 3'16 
2 530 
2 179 

2 192 
2 231 
1 8 31 

24 
780 

18 

26 
17 
17 
17 

820 

18 
2'1 
2 1 

10'10 
860 

20 
23 

20 
2 1 
20 
25 
75/J 

18 
18 
10 

1 7 
1 7 
'}!, 

3 680 
2 810 

2 590 
3 900 
2 220 
2 270 
2 860 
2.900 

3 000 
3 130 
3 220 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 
Yes 
No 
No 
Yes 
Yes 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

2 680 Yes 
3 500 Yes 

3 000 Yes 
3 450 Yes 
2 360 Yos 
2 500 Yes 
2 450 No 

2 '15/J No 
2 590 No 
'} 100 No 

2.000 
2 300 

2 300 
2 000 
2 400 
2 400 
2 500 
2 200 

2 500 
2 000 
2 000 

Graduale 
0 Lri1 

Otrll 
E 
Otril 

TR 
Quil 
E 

Graduale 
E 

2 225 Qull - -
2 000 E 

2 225 E 
2 05/J E 
2 150 Qull 
2 000 E 
2 375 E 

2 350 Tn 
2 425 E 
2 500 E 

0 ,11 1 
G 1,1th 1.1l r 

r 

3. 156 

2.590 
2 236 
3 792 
0 000 
1 955 
2 448 

0 625 

2 826 
2 458 

3 325 

3 836 
3 191 

WD 
2.773 

2 43 

2 735 
1 292 
2 1'19 

1 923 

2 015 
2 069 
2 158 

8 Bus-Finance & GB 
8 

6 
8 
1 
7 
8 

2 

4 
3 
8 

7 
7 

-- ------ -----Health & Human Perl 
Elem Ed~-------

- ~~ich~OQt_ -
Heallh & Human Pert 
Public Managemenl 
~O<?~_~y - - -
Business 

Business-Economics 
Health & Human Pert 

O Business 

8 His!9'Y 

-
8 Business 
8 ~uslness-Mgml 
2 PrePh ,macy 
8 Public Manngemenl 
8 t feal1h & Human Perl 

6 SodolOQy 
8 Sociology 
6 Public Mnm,g crncnl 

4 
6 
11 

I In, 1111 & I h1111011 Prrf 
P11hllc Mgm 1 r sct 
C o 11 1p11lo1 S< ll'll<' t! 

___, 



Sport 
FB 
FB 
FB 
FB 
FB 
FB 
FB -
FB 

FB 
FB 
FB 
FB 

-

FB -

Race Gend HS GPA HS RANK Rank% AP CORE ACT/SAT NCAA GPA Elio 
W M 3 33 18/143 87 3 357 22 3 400 Yes --w M 2 78 6 7/157 57 2 773 24 3 000 Y es 
B M 2 31 2 000 18 2 000 No - - - - -
B M 2. 72 2 385 17 2 630 No - - - . - --- - - - - -
B M 2.14 178/255 30 1 846 17 2 000 No -- --- ---- ---
8 M 3.00 2 929 900 2 950 Yes ----- --
B M 2 66 35/234 85 2 571 18 2 590 Yes 
w 
w 
B 
w 
A 

M 
M 
M 
M 
M 

W M 
B M 

M B 

--- --- --- - --
2 76 22/39 44 2.643 740 2.540 Yes - - - - -- - - - - - -- - - -
2 66 2 091 770 2 000 No 
2. 16 165/233 

263/409 
521342 
88/167 

FB w M 
M 

1 66 
2 00 
3 26 
2 12 
2 11 
2 97 
2.68 
2 53 
3 24 

3/285 
17/63 
18/63 

29 

36 
85 
47 
99 
73 
71 
60 
93 

2 154 
1. 714 
1 950 
3 071 
1 964 
1 929 
2 57 1 
2.654 
2 286 
3 286 

15 
860 
790 
28 
17 
19 
17 
17 
18 
18 

2.090 
2. 180 
2.130 
3 310 
2 090 
2.040 
2 770 
2 720 
2 360 
3 360 

No 
No 
No 
Yes 
No 
No 
Yes 
Yes 
No 
Yes 

-
FB B -FB 

GF 
GF 
GF 
GF 
GF 
GF 

TN 
TN 

B 
B 

M 
M 

-

W M 
W M 
I M 
W M 
W M 
W M 

W M 
W M 

2 75 
2 76 

FOl'elgn 
FOl'elgn 

3 43 
300 

84/210 
22/310 

81/263 
65/ 175 

17/1 06 
52/287 

2 25 3 1 2/◄ 70 
Foreign 

69 
63 

84 
82 

2 571 
2 577 

3 269 
2 692 

2 000 

22 
19 

1060 
870 
29 
22 

790 
720 

2 590 
2 500 

3 360 
3 130 

Yes 
Yes 

Yes 
Ye s 

2 400 No 

l11clex GPA AP Stalus 
2 000 E 
2 000 E 
2 425 E 
2 500 Quit 
2 350 
2.000 
2 400 
2 325 
2.325 - - --

Graduale 
E 

E 
Quil 
E 

2 500 Quil - --
2 100 TR 
2 275 Quit - - -
2 000 E - - -
2 500 E 
2 325 E 

2 500 
2 375 

E 
E 

2 375 E 
2 375 E 

2 000 
2 250 

2 000 
2 000 

E 
E 
Graduate 
E 

2 200 Grnchmto 
G,adualc 

AP GPA AP SEM MAJOR 
3 438 
2 31 

2 121 
1.6 

2.195 
3 07 

2 143 
2 

2.454 
0000 
2 059 
1.208 

2 642 -
2.576 
2 019 
1.9'16 
2.304 
2 638 
2 366 

2 944 
2 687 
2 815 
2 000 
3 585 
2 465 

2 623 
3 '1 88 

8 
8 
8 

2 

Comrn-Radio& TV 

~~~ ~gm(-~_rlmln~I Jusll~e __ 
Comm-Radio & TV 
Business - ------------

- ~ Buslness-Mgml ___ _ 
8 _ Psychology/Sociology __ 
8 Heallh & Human Pen ________ , 
2 Computer Science ____ 1 - 8 --~Ith & Human Per!_ 

2 Business 
◄ - Heallh& _H_u_m_a_n_P_e_rf _ _ _ 

2 Ena Tech 
8 Comm-Public Relations 
B - Sociology _ _ __ 
8 Agriculture 

- a Aoricul1ure -- __ _ 
~ _ Chemistry _____ _ 
8 Sociology 

- B Eno Tech --=- -- =-
B 
8 
6 

8 
8 
8 

8 
8 

Bus-~ ~rketlng 
B11s-Mar1oocrner1I 

Bui-~~n~17~rniini 
Bus-Finance - -
Hist~ 
Bus-Finance 

Bus-M arketing 
Bus Finance 



1993-9 4 SIGNE ES ( 11 core classes, 2 00, 17 or 700) 
----

s~ 11d I IS GPA HS RANK R nk % AP CORE ACT/SAT NCAA GPA Ello Index GPA AP Slalus AP GPA AP SEM MAJOR 
- ---

BKB F 2 68 210/398 47 2.269 20 2 6'10 Yes 2. 150 E 2 489 6 Bus-Manag~n,~I - - ---
---

CC/TR B F FOf~lon 1010 TR 3 636 2 ~us--~~oun~l_ng -- - - --
CC/TR B F 2 62 571198 71 2 464 18 2.6'10 Yes 2 350 TR 1.783 3 Pre-Med 

CC/TR B ----- ------- ----
F 2 87 65/3 17 79 2 679 18 2.820 Yes 2 '100 Deceased 1.974 3 Communlcallon 

CC/TR W 
-

F 3 69 1'1/133 89 3.750 900 3 910 Yes 2 000 E 3.329 6 N~~~ -- -
- --·-

SB w F 2 20 233/410 43 1 929 16 2 040 No 2.425 TR 1 535 4 f\!ursl11Q_ ---- --- -SB w F 2 7 1 147/'11 0 64 2 '129 19 2 500 Yes 2 200 TR 1 960 2 Nursing 
- - - -

---va w F 3 ,45 108/847 63 3 269 27 3 450 Yes 2 000 TR 3 000 6 Nu~~ 
VB w F 3 3 ,4 102/5 1-4 60 3. 154 930 3 410 Yes 2 000 E 3 315 6 P~ y~ol_C)9 
VB w F 2 -41 275/406 32 2 000 23 2 140 Yes 2 000 E 2 205 6 Heallh & Human Pert 
VB w F 3 56 41 /3 10 67 3 429 23 3 500 Yos 2 000 E 3 105 5 Nurslr!l) _ 
VB B 2 33 58/103 4-1 2.750 19 2 900 Yes 2 325 E 3 19 1 6 Special Educ. 

BS w M 3 46 09/539 62 3 '129 23 3 540 Yos 2 000 E 3 068 6 Art 
BS w M 2 53 160/273 34 2 077 16 2 360 No 2 300 TR 2 44 7 ◄ Business 

s w M 2 36 2 4/367 36 2 464 760 2 450 Yes 2 350 TR 1 490 ◄ Art 
s w M 3 02 1 / 11 0 60 2 6 ◄6 23 2 900 Yos 2 000 2 968 

.I. 
6 Eng !ech 

BS w M 3 5 2 /305 9 2 3 357 2 '1 3 5'10 Yos 2 000 2 765 6 no Tech 

cc A M 12 '14 /220 01 2 020 20 26 10 Yos 2 200 Tn 3 003 2 Business 
cc w M 3 43 /'110 65 3 2 14 18 3 2 0 y s 2 350 E 2 728 6 Heallh & Human Perl 

cc w M 3 03 35/25◄ 86 2 8 3 2'1 28 10 Yos 2 000 E 2 222 6 Bus-Mark llll{J 

8 w M 7 1 2 57 1 20 2 9 10 Yos 2 150 TR 2 500 4 Bu In ss 

18 w M 57 '} '12 17 2 r. 50 Yes 2 500 2 123 6 AQli ~luro 

f I w M 00 2 500 10 2 500 Yos 2 400 1 057 6 Agrict~l111 e 

' w M 'J 200 'J I 2 0'10 Yr s 2 050 2 682 6 Puh MQml Criminal Jusllco 

I U A M /J I 6 '} 107 10 Yn s 2 ◄ 25 2 682 6 H llh W ellness 

1 0 w M 2 4 10 No 2 425 2 263 6 I lonllh & I 111111 11 Pert 

'0 0 M 18 7/",0'- 5◄ '} 15'1 '}J Yr s 2 000 2 77 6 Comm Rod lO & T 

'8 (} M 2 I /I 7 77 2 030 16 No 2 425 I 866 6 Bus1noss 

II M '} ◄ 2 OIi Y,•q '1 o•o QUll 1 (X)(J 2 llr1drcitl r d 

I II w M '} )ti I 7:1 1 111 0 1000 N11 1 ns [ 2 0•19 6 th , lo• y 

I II w J l 0 Iii'> ,0 7 ll •IO 111 :l l •IO ' ,., 7 2 ,r:_, 1 n '} 0/5 1 l h >< it'< ii it' d 

I I\ II ◄ 1 ;.> 1 ) 0/ 1 ,, , :;, I :i . 00 Ye•~ ;> I( )() f 2 4 /8 6 Bt"llll'~~ ...J 

I II II M Jn 7-4110 1 M I 000 111 1 n•,o y 1'5 7 J ' ,O ] :,<11) n l 1tv111hhy l I 



- ~ - -
Race Gend HS GPA H~ ~A_!'J_K Rank% AP ~9RE ~S:T/SA__! ~~_'.'\A ~ PA ~-l!g Index GPA AP Status A~ ~A A~ SE~ ~A~O~---

B M ~-~ ~~~~ 24 ! ?~~ 19 ~ -~~ ~~ ~ -~~~ ~ _ _ ! .92~ 6 Sociology 
B M 2 41 254/344 26 2 286 17 2.360 No 2 500 QUIT 1 736 4 Business -w M . 
B M 
8 -

M - - -

3 ~ 25/154 ~4 3 464 Yes 2 000 E 2 92'1 6 ~u~-~~n~g~~~j 
- . -
25 3 720 . - -

3 84 6 /32 81 3.833 Yes 2 000 QUIT 1. 727 4 Public Mana emenl 23 3.900 
- 166 - --- 1.597 No 2.025 QUIT - 1.000 2 MedTech ------- . - - - --

21 2.040 

3 09 29/80 64 2.714 

2 500 

. 

19 
850 
1250 --

- . 

- ---
3.050 Yes -

2.500 Yes -

2.075 

2.000 

TR 
TR 
QUIT 

2 877 
WO 
WO 

-- . -- --- ---------
4 
1 

His~~--------
Buslness 
Business 

___ ,_ - ---- - -- -- -- - --- -- - ----------
- - ---· 

---- -
-----------

-- -----------

- - - ---- ------
- _, __ _ 

- --------

-J 



1994-95 SIGNl=ES(11 core cl asses . 2 00, 17 or 700) 

- -
Sport 
8KB 
8KB 

Race Gend HS GPA HS RANK Rank % AP CORE ACT/SAT NCAA GPA Elio Index GPA AP Slalus AP GPA AP SEM MAJOR 
W F 2 85 89/20 2 56 2.385 19 2 880 Yes 2 275 E 2 591 4 Elem Educ - - --- -- - - -- - --·- - ----- -
W F _ ~ ~ 1/38~ _ 100 ~-<?<!<? ~~ 4.000 Yes ~ ~ E _ ~ ~)'! 4 _ f'hysl~ _ __ _ __ _ __ 

8KB 
8KB 
8KB 
8KB 

W F 324 221299 93 3. 125 25 3540 Yes 2.000 E 3381 4 Business 
-- --- --- - -- - -- - -- - ----- ---- ---< 

'!"._ F 3 02 24/87 Z? _ 3 ~ 790 - ~ '!'!.Q Yes ~3Z~ _ ~ 2. 145 4 __ Special Educ ________ , 
W F - 3 .20 - 42/144- - 71 3 000 17 3.130 Yes 2.500 QUIT 2000 1 Undecided -- -- --- -- -- -- - --· - -·- - -- ---- -- - ---- ------ -----
w ~- 3.33 _ ~~~~ 89 ~ ~ !~ ~ 500- Y~~ 2.:.43~ E _? ~~ _ 4_ Nursl~ ___ _ __ 

CC/TRW F 3 63 --
CC/TR 8 F 2 58 

i= ,_ 3.34 CC/TR 8 
CC/TR 8 F 2 47 
CC/TRW F 2 43 

VB w F 

8KB B M 
BKB w -

M 
BKB W M 

BS 
BS 
BS 
BS 
BS 
BS 

cc 
cc 

FB 
re 
FB 
FB 
f fj 

J 0 
lfj 

W M 
W M 

W M 
W M 
W M 
W M 

0 M 
W M 

B M 
W M 
0 M 
W M 
W M 
W M 

, W M 

2 85 
3 65 

2 38 
2 36 
3 '1 2 

2 5 7 
2 73 

2 63 
3 34 
2 60 
2 65 

2 62 
2 -19 

2 73 
1 97 
2 3◄ 
7 26 
2 70 
1 07 

2 

42/421 
521208 
271253 
1051208 
89/167 

11 / 126 

40/126 

1801262 
223/368 

1191'1'11 
170/333 
85/307 
8 4/467 

10 3/307 
6211 16 

3 10/389 
119125 1 
:n 1259 

2 -11-1 1 

1/0 
1 1717 1 ◄ 

90 
75 
89 
50 
47 

91 

68 

31 
39 

73 
49 
72 
82 

66 
47 

70 
53 
7 I 

◄ 4 
7 

6] 

3 536 
2 357 
3 192 
2.393 
2 07 1 

2 714 
3 643 

3 077 

1 962 
1 962 
3 32 1 

2 308 
2 23 1 
2 179 
3 154 
2 357 
2 798 

2 '158 
2 11 1 

2 13 1 
1 65 7 
:? 32 1 
2 01 1 
I 893 
I 8:? I 
7 '1 '>8 

26 
16 
22 
17 
18 

25 
24 

20 

17 
810 
23 

18 
19 
23 

1050 
2 1 
22 

19 
2 -1 

10 
20 
10 

21 
n 
I fl 

060 

3 960 
2 .680 

3 560 
2 630 
2.136 

2 690 
3 920 

3 660 

2 360 
2 270 
3 600 

Yes 
No 
Yes 
No 
No 

Yes 
Yes 

Yes 

No 
No 
Yes 

2 3 10 Yes 
2 '1 50 Yes 
2 680 Yes 
3 860 Yes 
2 630 Yes 
3 130 Yes 

2 030 Yes 
2 270 Yes 

2 500 No 
2 680 Yes 
2 770 Yes 
2 n o Ye~ 
2 180 Ye,~ 

7 000 No 

2 / 12 Yt•~ 

2 000 
2 475 
2 000 
2.'175 
2 400 

2 000 
2 000 

2 125 

2 500 

TR 
E 
E 
QUIT 
QUIT 

E 
E 

QUIT 

E 
2 250 E 
2 000 E 

2 275 QUIT 
2 250 TR 
2 000 E 
2 000 TR 
2 025 E 
2 000 E 

2 2 75 QUIT 
2 ooo a u1 r 

2 325 E 
2 200 QUIT 

2 500 E 
2 075 1 R 
2 000 E 
2 500 0111 1 
7000 111 

3.880 
1.97 1 
3 514 
1 800 
0.000 

3.050 
3 571 

2.375 

1 95 1 
1 982 
3 2'13 

1 000 
2 440 

2 389 
2 645 
2 8 15 
3 2 14 

1 939 
0 560 

I 745 
0 000 
2 366 
2 500 
I 735 
7 250 
7 2 19 

- - -----------
2 Nursln 
4 Communicalion 

- 4 _ Pub ~Qml-Crim_l_n_a_l _Ju_s_ll_ce_-1 

~ - ~ ~~l~"----------1 
_ Radlologl~ Te_ch _____ _ 

- --------- --
4 Heallh-W ellness -- ------· 
4 _ Biology~--- ____ _ 

4 
4 
4 

3 
2 
4 
2 

4 
4 

3 

2 

4 

' 4 
2 
4 
2 
'2 

-- - ---

Comm-Public Relallons 
Business 
Hisla<y 

Undecid ed 
Undecided 

Geology 
Chemistry 
Biology 
Bu sir 1e ss-Flnar ice 

1 leallh 
Music 

Biology 
Undco d r l.l 
Cherrn ~lry 
811~lnos~ 
A o 11n 1llo 11 c 

Aul1ndh11r 
811,111rs, ..J 

..J 



- •- ---- - - -
- - -- . -- - - - -- - - -s e<>'1 R e G end H S GPA HS RANK Rank % AP CORE ACT/SAT NCAA GPA Elig Index GPA AP Stalus AP GPA AP SEM MAJOR - - ---- -· - - --FB B M 2 00 458n11 36 1 769 17 2 227 No 2.475 E 2 231 4 Communlcallon --- - - - - . - - --- - - - - - ---FB w M 2 07 73/ 116 37 2 077 16 2 500 No 2 500 E 2. 125 4 Political Science - --- -- - - --- - -- - --- --- - ---FB w M 1 86 1921262 27 1 786 17 2 450 No 2.400 TR 2.435 2 Health & Human Perf - -- -- - - - - - - . ·- --- - - -- -- - - - - - - --- ----FB B M 1 82 2691295 9 1 731 940 2 136 Yes 2 000 QUIT 1.000 2 ~qrlcullure . -- - - - --- - - - -- - - - -

FB B M 1 76 2371324 27 1 462 17 2. 170 No 2.475 E 1 976 4 Pub Mgl-Crlmlnal Justice 
. - - -- - - - - -- . - - - - - - - - --FB B M 3 13 3 000 19 3 290 Yes 2.150 E 1.880 4 ~lof~y ___ 

FB - - - - -- -w M 2 38 5/146 97 2.250 910 2 450 Yes 2 000 E 2.283 4 Business 
- - - - - - -

FB w M 2 08 26/41 37 1.657 16 2 610 Yes 2 400 E 2 000 4 ~g~cul!~~-- - - ---- -- - - - --- - - -
FB w M 3 43 26/161 64 3 357 25 3 590 Yes 2 000 E 2 985 4 ~gri~ll~!l - - - - --
FB B M 2 ◄ 7 1541319 2.107 20 2 180 No 2. 100 E 2 040 4 Business - - - - - - - - . - - -

~g~cul~re 
---

FB w M 2 55 16/41 56 2 429 19 3 160 Yes 2.275 E 2 236 4 
- - . - - - - - -------

FB w M 2 60 128/269 56 2 115 17 2 040 No 2 425 E 1 657 4 Eng Tech 
FB - - - - - - . - -- - -

Eno} eci, 
- - ---

w M 2 53 1301295 56 2 266 21 2 400 Yes 2. 100 E 1 800 4 - - ---
-

GF w M 3 25 721297 76 3 038 970 3 590 Yes 2 000 TR 2 393 2 Pr!'.prof __ 
GF - - - - --w M 2 00 253/492 49 3 038 880 3 390 Yes 2 225 TR 3 444 2 Business 

- - - - ---
--- - -

TN w M F0< lgn 1060 E 3 333 4 Business 
Heallh & Human Perf -

-
TN w M F0< lgn 700 QUIT 1 1 -

-
-

--



_ 1 ~9J-~ SIGNE ES( 13 c~e classes , 2 000, 17 or 7QC>l_ __ 
--- -- --'--,--- - - ________ , 

---
~~ Race Gend HS GPA H§ R_ANK Rank% AP ~<?RE ACT/SAT NCAA GPA ~ Ilg 
BKB W F 2 55 78/176 56 2 143 17 2-180 Yes - - - - -- - - - - -- - --- - - -
BKB B F 3 40 35/143 75 3.286 17 3.300 Yes --- -- - - -- - - -- - -- -- - - - -- -- - - - -- --- --- - --
BKB W F 3 69 26/501 94 3 500 30 4 120 Yes 

- --RI A F 
F 
F 
F 

RI 
RI 
RI 

A 

w 
w 

SB W F - -SB W SB ___ w F 
F 

SB W F 
SB W F 
SB - w - F 

SB - w F 

TN 
TN 

w 
w 

BKB W 
BKB B 
BKB W 

F 
F 

M 
M 
M 

BS 
BS 
BS 

W M 
W M 
W M 

CC/TRW M 

FB W M 
FB W M 
re 0 M 
ro w M 
re B M 
r B B M 
re w M 
f 8 0 M 
ID , U M 

3 70 
3 31 
3. 10 
3 23 

73/406 
34/341 -- ----
32/188 
34/224 

2..46 160/197 - -
3 48 15/153 
291 77/278 
3 14 62/445 
2 56 108/209 
3 27 16/165 
3 35 29/34 1 -
3 78 
3 44 

3 09 
231 
2 07 

3 35 
2 84 
3 27 

2 37 

2 29 
3 47 
3 06 
2 50 
2 83 
2 07 
177 
7 -41 
2 (11 

7/102 
50/241 

14/59 
62/10 1 
76/1 05 

13no 

521229 

86/202 

16/109 
97/27 ,i 

150/250 
100/216 
138/225 
11-4/406 
!l,i /7S/I 
I 10/7f,0 

82 
90 
82 
84 

19 
90 
72 
86 
46 
90 
91 

93 
79 

76 
38 
27 

BO 

77 

67 

65 
66 
40 
53 
36 
71 

f 

5 7 

3 607 
3 286 
3 038 
2.821 

2. 107 
3.250 
2 750 
2 962 
2 607 
3 357 
3 214 

3 769 
3.429 

2 750 
2 036 
2 11 5 

3 143 
2 679 
3 393 

1 693 

2 107 
3 357 
2 693 
2 286 
2 679 
1 679 
3000 
7 10 
7 hO/ 

930 
21 
23 
19 

17 
21 
23 
17 
20 
20 
24 

1180 
20 

23 
700 
610 

19 
22 
21 

20 

20 
26 
17 
19 
2 1 
16 
I 7 
I (I 

1(1 

- - -
3 884 Yes 
3 380 Yes 
3.260 Yes 
3. 192 Yes 

2 090 
3 420 
2 BOO 
3.380 
2 650 

. -
3 340 
3 300 

3 840 
3 500 

3 150 
2 110 
2 230 

No 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

Yes 
Yes 

Yes 
No 
Yes 

3 380 Yes 
2 420 Yes 
3 590 Yes 

2 040 No 

2 070 No 
J 550 Yes 
2 640 Yes 
2 JOO Yrs 
2 800 Yrs 
7 000 No 
J IC)() Ye•~ 
7 140 No 
7530 \1• \ 

- - - -
Index GPA AP Status AP GPA AP SEM MAJOR 

2.425 E - 2.737 - 2·- Undecided - ·-- -- - - - - - - - -
2.425 E 2.625 2 Undecided - --- - --- - _ ___ , ____________ , 
2.~ E ________ j ____ 2_ ~nglTech 

2 000 
2 075 
2 000 
2.225 

2 500 
2 000 
2 000 
2 475 
2.075 
2 100 
2 000 

2 000 
2 325 

2 000 
2 500 
2 225 

E 
E 
E 
E 

E 
E 
TR 
E 
QUIT 
E 
E 

E 
E 

E 
TR 
E 

2 175 E 
2 000 E 
2 000 E 

2 175 E 

2 125 E 
2 000 E 
2 500 E 

2 JOO E 
2 050 
7 425 
2 4 ,s r 
7 ~,()() [ 
7 ~,oo r 

2.364 
2.455 

2 
3.258 

1. 789 
2.5 

1 968 

2.375 
3 133 

3.485 
3.5 

2 656 
2 375 
1 893 

2 767 
2 21 4 
2 107 

2 107 

2 687 
3 406 
2 552 
2 286 
2 148 
1 563 
J ,1 

1 5 
;>HI 

-- ~ - ~~~-'-- - - -- ---
--~ - N~ _lng~--------t 

---~ Nursing 
2 Nursing ------'<---------

- -------------
2 Heallh & Human Perf 
2 - - ~iology __ =- ------~ 
2 ~~Y9"1~~y_ -- -
2 F3a~l~~y T ecJi 
2 C~e~l_slry __ 
2 Undecided 

_ 2 ~nv. G~ogr~ - ------== 
---------

2 Undecided ----
2 Art 

2 
2 
2 

2 
2 
2 

2 

2 
2 

2 

2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 

Health & Human Perf 
Undecided 
Undecided 

Engl Tech 
Engl Tedi 
Undecided 

Eng Tedi 

Business 
Biology 
Erl{I I loch 
811sl11C'SS 

Erl(ll Tod1 

Ur 1dccJdcd 
tlrnl lh 
l h 1drd drd 
[ I I\} T l'I , , 



~£X.:W1 R 
FB 8 
FB H 
FB 8 
FB -- 8 

FB B 
i=a - a 
FB W 
FB - 8 
FB - a 
FB-- --
FB --

GF 
GF 

I 

\ 

G nd HS GPA 
2 20 
2 40 
2 17 
2 26 
2 ss 
2 52 
2 70 
2 21 
2 73 
2 66 
2 -42 

Fort? on 
~or 4:lon 
Foreign 

3 29 
2 71 
2 10 

HS RANK R nk % AP CORE 
6 1/183 66 1 929 
l 66n86 4 I 1 857 
189/225 16 1 929 
60/145 58 207 1 

182/427 

◄7/230 
50/1 02 
7;,i33 

l ◄/54 

32/2 15 

176/◄◄5 
10 1/1 53 

57 

79 
so 
69 
74 

85 
60 
33 

1.583 
2 286 
2 250 
1.893 
2.577 
2.393 
2.107 

3 375 
2 464 
2 000 

ACT/SAT NCAA GPA Ello 
17 2 420 Yes 
16 2 '100 No 
18 2 000 No 
20 2 1'1 0 No 

920R 
19 
18 

860 
18 
19 
17 

1050 
1oson 
1320 

25 
22 

830 

2 030 No 
2 530 Yes 
2 650 Y es 
2 500 Yes 
2 570 Yes 
2 500 Yes 
2 110 No 

3 460 
2 8 90 
2 5'10 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

Index GPA AP Slalus 
2 375 E 
2 500 E 
2 350 E 
2 175 E 
2 250 E 
2 500 E 
2 325 E 
2 075 E 
2 350 E 
2 300 E 
2 500 E 

2 000 
2.000 
2. 175 

E 
E 
E 

E 
E 
E 

AP GPA 
1 667 

1 6 

2.09 1 
1 

2 19 

2 7 1 ◄ 
1.474 

2 333 
2 679 

1.4 

3 813 
2 

3 917 

2 71 4 
2 500 
2 435 

AP SEM MAJOR 
2 Undecided 

Undecided - - --
Psy0~o0y 
Undecided 
Undecided 
Business 

-- --

2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 

- ---- ------

2 
2 
2 

2 
2 
2 

Undecided 
Undecided 
Business 

~Qri~Lu_r~ _ 
Undecided 

Undecided 
Undecided 
Business 

Business a~ness -
Pol~ticai Science -



~~ 
8KB 

Race Gend HS GPA HS RANK Rank o/o AP CORE ACT/SAT NCAA GPA Elig Index GPA APSiaius AP GPA APSEM MAJOR ----

8KB 

w i= 3 47 24196 75 3 soo 18 - ___ --w- F-- - 3 47 - 25/96 - - 74 - 3 464 - 16 - - - - - - --- ---- - -- -----

CC/TR 
-- ---- ----- -- -- -- - - - -

B F 2.88 91/240 72 2.750 19 
CC/TR ,- -- --- - ----- -- -- - - ---- - - - - -

F 3 40 28/326 91 3 357 20 
--- ---·- -----------

-- - -- - - -
CC/TR H F 3 4◄ 14/326 96 3.464 21 
CC/TR 

--- . ---
B F 2 31 180/358 50 1.964 16 

------- ----
----- -- -- -- - ·- - - - - ----- ----

CC/TR B F 3 .23 73/240 70 3 .000 16 - -- -- - - - -- - - - ------------·----
- - -- - - -- - -- - -
SB w F 3.93 3.929 30 se- -F- - 31/285 

----- - --- --- - - - - -- --- ----
w 3 87 89 3.857 19 -- ---- ---- - ----- - ----- - --- - - - - - -- - -- -

SB B F 3 66 43/352 88 3 571 18 - - - ~---· se -- - - - - - . -w F 3 89 30/285 89 3 929 29 - - -- ---
-- -- - - - - -- ----

VB w F 336 66/327 80 3 192 22 - ---w- -- - - -- ion1 - -- - - ---w F 3 80 74 3 .625 990 - - ---- --- - -- -- --- - -- - -- - - - -
B-S- -- -------- - - --- - - -- -w M 3 47 25/156 84 3 208 20 - -----BS-- - -- -- - -- --- - - -- - -- . - -w M 300 15/28 46 2 821 21 - ~ - - ---
BS ·- - --- - -w M 2 53 2.357 20 - - - - -- - - -BS w M 3 65 31/231 87 3 429 2'1 ---
BS - -

151/254 2 295 w M 2 47 ◄ 1 19 - - -- - --
BS w M 3 36 3 1'13 22 - -
BS w M 18 --

BKB B M 2 35 188/327 43 2 167 17 
BKB w M 3 69 9/150 94 3 643 24 

cc w M 3 02 2 14/410 48 2 923 970 
cc w M 300 33/118 72 2 893 17 
cc w M 3 83 33/322 90 3 667 23 

FB w M 2 25 2-1 '28 14 2 0 71 2-t 
FB B M 2 -16 68/11 0 38 2 32 1 16 
FB w M 300 5'1 / 127 57 2 857 16 
re w M '} 72 11 3/ 1 4 '1 1 2 077 10 
re n M 2 00 "7/183 61 2 571 10 

► • 



- - - - - -- - - --
- - - - - - - - - - - . - - - -- - -

~eon- Race Gend HS GPA HS RANK Rank % AP CORE ACT/SAT NCAA GPA Ellg . Index GPA AP Slalus AP GPA AP SEM MAJOR 
- - - . -

FB w M 3 60 6/160 97 3 731 26 - - - - -
FB B M 10'10 

- - - - - - - -- - - - --
FB w M 3 15 76/160 57 2 693 19 

- - - . - - - - - - - - --- -- - - - ---- -
FB w M 3 46 16/160 69 3 500 23 - - - - -- - - - - - -- - - -- - - - - - - - - ---
FB B M 2 49 258/402 36 2 250 980 

i=e - . - - - -- - -- - -- - - -- - -----
B M 3 02 11/174 9'1 2 923 18 

- - - - - .. - - - -- - ----
FB w M 2 44 69/90 23 2 144 2 1 - - - - - - - - -- --
FB w M 2.71 74/160 54 2 536 17 - - - -- - - - -
FB- M - --- -

B 2. 18 126/258 50 2 000 22 ----
FB- - - - - - - - - - - --- --

B M 20 - · ------
FB 3.17 --- --- -- - - - -w M 152/376 60 2.766 26 - -------- --- - --- ----- --- - - -- - . - - - - -- --- --· 
FB B M 2.67 63/258 76 2.536 2 1 - -- - - -------- - - - - -

GF - - - -- --- - - - - - - - - ----
w M 3 40 33/283 88 3 250 22 - - -- -- ---GF - -- - -- -- - - - - - - - -- -
w M 3 55 4212 17 81 3 '1 29 25 ----

GF- -- -w M 21 - -- -- - - -- --- -- - - - - -
GF w M 2 79 2481401 38 2 750 21 - -- - --- ·-
GF -- - -- -

731298 
- - - -- - -

w M 309 76 2 964 18 - -- - - ----- - - --- - -
GF w M 2 71 45n3 38 2.269 20 - - - ---
GF 

- - -- - - -w M 2 49 35n2 51 2 '123 28 



APPENDIX D 

AUSTIN PEAY STATE UNIVERSITY 
ADMISSIONS--14 HIGH SCHOOL UNITS 



ENGLISH-- 4 unjts recv,ired 

Courses meeting requirement: E 
nglish I, II, III , IV 

Courses not meeting requirement-. J 
ournalism, Speech, 

Business Communication 

ALGEBRA- - 2 units recv,ired 

Courses meeting requirement: Algebra I o r Math for 

Technology II and Alge ra II 

Courses not meeting requirement : Pre - Algebra 

ADVANCED MATH -- 1 unit recv,ired 

Courses meeting requirement: Unified Geometry, Trigono e ~ry, 
Advanced Math Survey, Ca cu: ·s, 
Ana l y tical Geometry, Advanced 
Algebra , Probabili y & Sa 1s~ :cs 

Courses not meeting requirement: Arithmet ic, Applied Math &_ I, 
Bus iness Math, Computer 
Technology , Accounting , -- , 
Math for Technology I 

NATURAL/PHYSICAL SCIENCE -- 2 units required 

Courses meeting requirement: 

Courses n ot meeting requirement: 

Bi ology I&II, Che istry I &:I, 
Physic s, Anatomy and Phys iology , 
General Science, Phys i ca 
Science , Geology, Princ i p es o: 
Technology, Ecology & 

Conservation of aura 1 Re s oi.;rce::: 

ace Computer Science, Ear h ar:i , 
L 'fe Science Pr1nc1r-es Science, 1 ' 

of Technology II 



85 

SOCIAL STIID IES-- 1 un it r eW,1ired 

Courses meeting requi reme n t : World History , Ancien t His ory, 

Mod e rn Hi s tory, World Ge ography , 
Europ e a n History 

Courses n o t meeting r equirement : Con t emporary I ssues , U.S . Gov., 

An t hrop ology, Civ ics , Econ o ics, 
Soc i ology , Psyc h ology 

U.S . HISTORY -- 1 unit reW,1ired 

Cours e s meeting requirement: U.S. History 

FOREIGN LANGUAGE 2 units reW,1ired, in the same language 

Courses meeting requi rement : 

Courses n o t meet i ng requ i remen t : 

La tin , Fren c h , Spanish, 
Japane s e , Ru s sian, Germa n 

Computer La nguages 

VISUAL / PERFORMI NG ARTS - - 1 unit required 

Courses meeting requireme n t : 

Courses no t meet ing requ i r eme n t : 

Vocal Music, Instru en a , Mus: : 
1 Ar Ar or fv'....:s: c Theory , Visua S, 

1 Mu s ic Thea r e Hi s t o ry, Genera , 
Ar ts (Drama ) 

Physi c al Education , Ind 
Arts , Drafting, Speech, 

commerc ial Art 

strc.a: 
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