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ABSTRACT
The questions of whether college student-athletes should be paid

and/or allowed to unionize have generated a wide-ranging national
debate. Public opinion on these issues is starkly divided along racial
lines, with African-Americans dramatically more supportive than
non-African-Americans. We posit that the race gap stems from
fundamentally distinct mindsets. African-Americans view pay for play
and unionization as mechanisms to enhance educational experiences
and hence as a form of affirmative action. Non-African-Americans, in
contrast, focus on the extent to which they enjoy the consumption
value of college athletics. We present results from a nationally
representative survey experiment that supports our expectations.
We also find that non-African-Americans can be swayed to employ a
more race-based lens on these issues, although this re-framing does
not diminish the attitudinal race gap. We conclude with a discussion
about race, sports and public opinion.

Should college athletes be paid, i.e. ‘pay for play?” Should they be allowed to unionize,
ensuring universities treat them as employees rather than students? These questions have
generated a vigorous national debate about the role and rights of student-athletes." While
the National Collegiate Athletic Association (NCAA) recently expanded financial benefits
for student-athletes, it continues to staunchly oppose extensive pay for play and unioniza-
tion (Auerbach 2014; also see Armour 2013; Tarm 2014; Trahan 2014). This coheres with
the fan base: public opinion polls show that only about 33% support paying college athletes
and only 47% favour unionization (Prewitt 2014).2 Underlying these numbers, however, is
a perplexing racial divide such that non-whites exhibit substantially more support (with
51% supporting pay for play and 66% supporting unionization) (Prewitt 2014; also see

Mondello et al. 2014).
What explains this racial divide? What role do racial considerations play in opinion

formation processes about these issues? We address these questions by beginning with a
discussion of public opinion on affirmative action and related policies — particularly focus-

ing on the racial divide in opinions. We then describe extant research on the role of race
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tha‘t r.nany of these students have not, in fact, received adequate educational su t

or fair compensation’ from their institutions. We further argue that African-ii(;iriizg/
:}izvs\; paylr'fc.)r play and unionization as a mechanism for enhancing affirmative action (i.es.

policies would ensure student-athletes have the necessary resources to have a positi
::;i:i::sso:?l expt;:;ience;{ In If:ontrast, non-African-Americans do not view the issues tI;1r8<))11.11;}(13
race but rather focus on the extent to which they enjoy the con i

of college athletics. While a re-framing of the issues can sv?rra on Afri SumPU({n e
alter the basis of their opinions, it does not reduce racial di sions, rlcanjAmerlcanS‘ .
data from a nationally representative survey experiment anglzi)(;ncsl'u\(/i\ievsil:l)lvmi; o o
race, education and public opinion. T o

Affirmative action and the racial opinion gap

iiﬂszzia:ivel actiontin the I.fIS typically involves active efforts to improve employment or
ational oppor unities for members of minority gro i i
pubhc. suppo.rt for affirmative action in the US has poi,agzezisloar?gd!;;;;] E;rl:esn;Ni‘[cl)l‘i; “[lme)
Americans significantly more supportive than whites (Steeh and Krysan 19965 For rlCaln -
a I;le(w Research Cent-er poll reported that 22% of white respondents agreed th'at ‘wix:l:zfﬂfi‘
rf ke every eff9rt to improve the position of blacks and minorities .... compared to 58% of
hrlca'n-Amerlcans wh(? agreed (Pew Research Center 2009). While support overall rises
X en }t comes to ‘educatl(zn, the ra'cial gap remains with 55% of whites and 84% of African-
bl:::(le(r;c;lgsn;gnrge‘ltng :hzt afﬁrmatlirle action programs designed to increase the number of
rity students on college campuses are a good thing’ (Pew Research C
?014; also see Downing et al. 2002). Altbach, Lomotey, and Ri ; o
fn51g.ht i’tho the gap by explaining that universities are co)r,;monf:flzfgjvéj(;(:zlc)eprrgzlrie -
CS:::mg m:lt]itutions, and that despite the prevalence of racially liberal attitu()i,es ori :;ﬁizz
uses, i
Prog[; amme;:re remain undercurrents of resentment toward affirmative action and similar
Largely beginning with renewed controversy over affirmative action in the late 1990s, th
use of raceasa criterion in college admissions has declined. Several state university s t’ N
have ehm.lr.lated affirmative action altogether from their admissions processes (Lgl ).,’ZSO?)T)S
Such d()?ClSlOI’lS typically have led to a substantially reduced minority population 1%1 th :
schools §tudent bodies (Espenshade and Radford 2009), despite some statfs’ efforts t Olie
up the difference through alternative policies - e.g. by guaranteeing admission to a (c)erlia' X
toR perFentage of each high school’s graduating class (Long 2004). Debates over aﬂirmat?m |
action in higher education have continued into the present, leading, among other thin, Vse
to some recent and prominent court challenges. Results in these ca’ses havge been mixfdj
for e?(ample, an appellate court in Texas ruled that the University of Texas at Austin could.
contlm?e to use race in admission decisions (Greenblatt 2014).* Yet around the same time
the United States Supreme Court upheld a Michigan constitutional amendment bannin ’
the use of affirmative action in admissions (Liptak 2014). "
Ev'en where racial considerations in admission are explicitly banned, however, there
remains a loophole of sorts in the form of ‘special admission. As Sperber’( 1995) ex;)lains
special admission enables institutions to consider ‘special talents’ in areas such as music’
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and athletics when choosing which applicants to admit - and Afncan—/l\miilgglg)aftilrlﬁii
comprise a significant portion of students recruited on such a'baS.IS. Spiri ber r.e L
notes that even fervent opponents of race as an admi551.0n c'rlterlon se hom e,xfe ;t iony;lfor
sition to such special actions. For us, the relevant queS'flon is whetherlt. eset }:(t C}O e
athletic ‘special talents and potential enhanceme.nts in the scholars npsﬂne e
them, are in fact viewed as a type of affirmative action. In other er.ds, 1al.re g - tpp ement
ing of extant scholarships with additional money ('pa?y for Play) and; he rlgthesz ;.d -
viewed as extending affirmative action? And if not, is it possible to re-frame

to athletic scholarships in such terms?

Athletic scholarships and affirmative action

As explained, debates concerning the criteria used for college admissi(?ns are w1d?-:§r;gml%g:
and one of the most heated points of disagreen‘;ent co.nce.rns Ehe Cj;:j:ieé ?:2(31115?(_)11) IE}:HY
’s race. Since race is often not a viable explicit criterion SEaHe diSeus :
zig;so::res of affirmative action in education focus on (?ther ?;dm-lssmn Icntg;a —r;:::ﬁ; ::1‘?;?;
the above-mentioned ‘special talents’ - that correlate with n“unonty s;;tus. . p:cﬁon s
is the possibility of using athletic scholsrsh;p's asztt ";‘e;hagf;:jf:c ;E?’S“;?Ofelnen(tioned
i ricans. For example, in her dissent of the x 5 4 ot !
geii?(?niﬁ?)hold a Michigan gan on affirmative action for public un.1ver§mltlfzs,.1)1;st$ei i?;l:;
Sotomayor cited athletics, infer alia, as a (;{r/it;ri;;zmzlf') can be used in admissi g
tp://www.law.cornell.edu/supct/pdf/12-68.2.pdl). ' (
(se?[;:(letfdégzhat athletic scholarships serve as a form of f».fﬁrmati\ie acho;*l tr:?ks theliear;zi'-
ally held view [that] the beneficiaries of afﬁrmativ? action athletic tho arshl?s ar:: Ortiofl
African Americans’ (Fobanjong 2001; also see Dolufslcy 2001). Relaufve :f t .eu‘ E:, 15,51-}1 :
in colleges, African-Americans receive a disproporu.onate number o ?t hTtl:': scﬂholamhfrpé
For example, in 2007-2008, African-Americans re::ffwe_d nearly 21?% 0 Iat eNlc s 4 r.adau
but they made up about 12% of the student populatlm} (Kantrowa‘tz 2011). t o oaw-mu =
ethnic group had its percentage of athletic sj;::hol}?rshll(g)s ff:;evce(li] il(t;el:t;:)crerr; ;gqtla integrfﬁon
: ies. Indeed, ‘college sports are often heralded as al ints .
:::11 Z?J:::)a(l)dmobﬂity. Successgx] integration and mobility are thqught to b;: ‘:;Eflvzi t})’);
providing educational opportunities to a diverse grou'p of 'sfv.l_denls, many o ndiﬁ ! Ogr "
be unable to attend college were it not for their athletic abllll.les and colr;'espto t?tufe 0
scholarships’ (Van Rheenen 2013). "Thus, while African-Americans would no 11C§ns e
majority of the beneficiaries of expanded aid for college alhlet_es,.they ;nzg; WZ i it[; S s
as the most important potential recipients: ‘college s'ports pe}'mstent y 1sad . ami i
male student-athletes ... conferences should commit a port.ion‘of })roc:;e se ned fron
championships and other revenue sources back to m.emb.er .111Stltu1101]S gr‘ proi’ (( o ef
and other interventions that aim to improve racial equity w.l_thm a1.1d l?eyon spf)r ;; ) hpthe,
Williams, and Blackman 2013; also see Funk 1991). 7.716’ key poz‘nt is thglt,l?yen ‘;q!ag;s.hi ;
majority of athletic scholarship recipients are not :A_frzmn 4?{181‘16{3‘?:[5, lat ; c:zc Zcinothe re};_
still disproportionally tend to benefit African Americans. This is pa:{'ts.cu;r y ;2 in the v
enue-generating sports of men’s basketball and f?otl)all, where data ;om i
and six athletic conferences suggest that between 2007 and 2010, Blflc clmen w o 6 o
full-time, degree-seeking undergraduate students, but 57.1%rof football teams and 64.3%
of basketball teams’ (Harper, Williams, and Blackman 2013).°
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Even if athletic scholarships serve as mechanism for affirmative action, are they sufficient
(historically covering the cost of tuition, fees, textbooks, and room and board; we later
return to recent reforms that enhance scholarships — a development that occurred after
our data collection)? While athletic scholarships include such supports as tutoring, for
many, scholarships on their own provide insufficient resources to ensure a good education.
Hawkins (2010) states that even top university athletic programmes often recruit students,
including a large number of African-Americans, who lack the skills or preparation to suc-
ceed at the college level, and that many institutions thereafter take relatively little initiative
to help these student-athletes through their academic struggles. Benson (2000) asserts
that the ‘academic inadequacies’ observed among some African-American student-athletes
result not just from their own choices but from those made by their teachers, coaches and
others within their universities — for example, funnelling athletes toward easier classes or
failing to impose consequences for poor grades. Along similar lines, interviews with several
former student-athletes suggest they feel that they were instead treated as ‘athlete-students’
(Beamon 2008), with academics treated mainly as a means to maintain athletic eligibility.
Such institutional practices may diminish or even eliminate the purported downstream
benefits of attending elite universities, as Loury and Garman (1993) find - perhaps unsur-
prisingly - that the impact of attending a selective college on future earnings is moderated
by a student’s actual academic performance.

This is in line with a general argument that, when it comes particularly to the reve-
nue-generating men’s basketball and football (see note 1), student-athletes are exploited
given the schools’ profits relative to the often insuflicient educational opportunities provided
(Beamon 2008; Benson 2000; Hawkins 2010; Sperber 1995; Van Rheenen 2013). Such a
dynamic calls into question the degree to which these scholarships truly provide students
with the enhanced educational opportunities they need. ‘[I]f an educational opportunity is
unlikely to be realized based upon structural constraints and conflicts, or even with genuine
eflort expended on the part of the college athlete, the relationship is indeed exploitive’
(Van Rheenen 2013; italics added).

This pattern of institutional exploitation also closely intertwines with issues of race.
In a study of 581 Division 1 athletes, Van Rheenen (2011) finds the subjective feeling of
being exploited, similar to that described by Beamon (2008), to be far more common and
pronounced among African-Americans. Hawkins (2010) further argues that this sort of
exploitation is not merely economic, but a manifestation of broader socio-political trends
of racism and discrimination: the valuing of African-Americans more as athletes than as
students, he suggests, arises naturally from historical patterns of commodification and
dehumanization (also see Allen 2004). From such a perspective, it becomes quite easy to

view expanded benefits for college athletes as a means toward remedying persistent and
pervasive racial inequalities.

There also is the basic issue of whether scholarships provide the economic means needed
to live and excel in college, given that Division 1 scholarships, at the time of our study, cov-
ered some items (e.g. tuition, university fees, required textbooks, room and board) but not
others (e.g. parking permits, student identification cards, course fees, library fines, gradu-
ate fees). One NCAA student-athlete explains, ‘[t]he average full scholarship, which pays
for tuition, housing, and food ... isn't enough to cover inevitable, out-of-pocket expenses
that a normal college student has ... the average Division 1 athlete actually dedicates about
40 hours a week to athletic endeavors [which makes it} impossible for a student-athlete to
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h iob] ... Providing monetary compensation sufficient to cover expenses ...1 ‘:-]i?]uli
- il dent athletes to continue to compete at the college level while also comple 'tgl
allow .st“flj not token education’ (Anonymous 2014; also see Bear@n 2008).- Appr(:;“m; se);
131:3?2? fch(;larship student-athletes live below the federal poverty line, lealdll)ng thoi ‘ ;i ed
graduation rates (Nance-Nash 2011; also see Huma aflj;i Staurowsk‘é f\?*an R‘;eenen o,
T O éxf:an%zlfc{l)rétrlz1e::e;)lf§rol:::::rflliiaries of athletic schol-
take-away of this discussion is threetold. TIrss . . g
arsﬁ?;s, partiquZrly when it comes to the revenue- gel;zr?rlzﬁ isspfell: Zf ;?gf;:ilcm:clﬁtﬂamhips
ican- 5 , a sense,
T Oftfln Seeflz)rt;)] t:; z:afkﬁﬂ:r:::i\iz’:tlilc)cs listhe scholarships help Afl'ical:'l »Ame.ricans
et Zii orlunities. Second, even if seen as a form of affirmative action, to
E i e_d“c?‘t‘onl ! lafsglips do not provide sufficient supports to ensure a good educ§t10n
Ao er cost of living. This raises issues of exploitation of student—athlete§ by
aDd' r""so?‘fce.s . ca(:lvd the basic lack of economic resources to cover costs and ensure one hv:ls
f};elr llzf:t‘)l;::;:y line. Third, in light of the prior two points, 'enhar{c?d‘beneﬁts add;zd. tti)titofl
Zc}?(\)llear;hi}p can be seen as extended affirmative action, aimed at vitiating such exploitz
i jent for African-Americans.
and el?lsuzggl:ill?iocfl itnltlreeusco ;lcrkiZTarships, two prominent proposals include pay for pllay‘ m.“i
uniI:nti:;tion. Pay for play would allow student-athletes to recei?re paK‘— a.krl:; :tt;v::; a;:&er
. - existing scholarships. This could help student-athlmtes achieve rel ybe :
beyun'd — efxm thgqt could facilitate educational success; and it would, at leasF pa'rtla' ¥,
e mmf e tioned exploitation due to some revenue redistribution. Unionization
i -yl orelrlr::i‘:ive bargaining rights (by viewing student-athletes as employees) th;t
wmll; eel:ur:i: Ol‘otECtiO.nS as well as additional finances (sti.pen.ds) and benefits (et.g. rrff'e;
":Oali) tgat :voulcli promote long-term educational success (i.e. it would maketm;l;gﬁ)l S
N ing; $ al. :
lmore responsible for student—athlletes’ lc?ng-teiga:\;zttzr E,e sslee Szjc;n;t:teof ey
> uently, both pay for play and uniot ISR aiglaio
ati\(,;O:cstign iniz,iative ‘designed to help blacks andhocthrelrtelrn121(1)(())r91)t16;1 ]gee; (l:le]:(t:tl: )do(:)zo, in
i qon) (Pew Resecarch Le . g
e zaizli}c:f ili::;:ltfgog:nities!discrimination,"exploitation. Cons.equgn;dy.
}_’aft- t_ﬁ.;:':;z“;? views pay for play and un.iunfzat-ion.as part of extended ajj‘irmat:;,;e .Iac.t ;::t
gcaZrL"mmes then the more he/she supports affirmative action, the more he/she will supp
Pro o . 7
Paylﬂgifitgiaﬁ:‘izﬁizzrrzeaﬁligy to view pay for play and unionizatilorf in this iﬂ:}tﬂ\:h:lz
: ; erspective of the main beneficiaries, who, gi\fﬂfl re z:uvel prop s BT
?Er?cﬁﬁﬂ?ir}i)canz The theory of linked fate argues tllmt thereﬂr-.ls atu:l aeciﬁt; \S’i:j:l(;fl :::&11::{
. (or recognition) that what happens to the group .wx]J also aflec . h bt
1(]Seisxilien 2005; also see, e.g. Gay and Tate 1998; Herring, Iank?iwskx, anfiBr(Xeny ol
’ Affican- i ill f he beneficiaries since t
o th?t Tif'ncaf;l;?nntzrtl;?:li ?El:ei?zgi??hl: :clirued affirmative action ben.eﬁts."
i Sa“.“? groupl" ela cllrl fwte African-Americans are more likely to take the perspective of
" addlt'lon to" m :]ile t;) tk)leir historical experiences. Blackstone (cited in Putterman 2014)
afﬁrma}“’e Zidflolllz much more easily identify with the majority of athletes ... They have
ke 01 S derstanding, political understanding of the mechanisms of college‘at.h-
e ’e;mt'llzga ;l(l)]ciologist Aldon Morris explains that whites will more 1ike'1y symp ath::le
l\if:‘l[;ihelllnwnlana;”erial interests like the university, while African-Americans will relate to the
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working-class perspective of the student-athletes. He continues that for whites, thinking
of ‘athletes as workers, as employees goes against their view of the benign, embracing cul-
ture of their university ... (Putterman 2014). Thus, we predict that African-Americans will
be significantly more likely, than others, to view pay for play and unionization as a type of
affirmative action and their opinions on the issues will reflect their affirmative action views.
Instead of viewing the issues through the lens of affirmative action, non-African- Americans
will think more about the overall product: college sports. If they value that product - that
is, they are fans - they will be more likely to support the NCAA perspective. As NCAA
President Mark Emmert explains, ‘one of the biggest reasons fans like college sports is that
they believe the athletes are really students who play for a love of the sport ... To convert
college sports into professional sports would [lead to a product that is not] successful either
for fan support or for the fan experience’ (Dahlberg 2014).” He further states that ‘No, it
will not happen — not while 'm president of the NCAA’ (cited in Mondello et al. 2014).
In short, pay for play and unionization would have potentially deleterious eftects on the
product, which most non-African-Americans perceive. Thus, the more such individuals
care about the product, the more they oppose the policies. We predict that for non-African
Americans, support for pay for play and unionization will decrease as being a fan increases.

Framing

A large literature suggests that individuals” opinions shift when presented with a re-framing
of an issue. For example, the presentation of welfare provisions as promoting equality causes
people to support increased welfare benefits. When welfare is instead described in terms
of increased taxes, support declines (Sniderman and Theriault 2004; for a review, see Klar,
Robison, and Druckman 2013). Lewis and Weaver (2015) explain, ‘Sports journalists can
and do employ various frames that emphasize specific content in their stories; but the influ-
ence these frames have on subsequent audience evaluations pertaining to athletes features
within them is unknown’ Aside from these authors, scant research has explored the impact
of frames on sports attitudes. In recent times, common frames have evolved from those
emphasizing game statistics and performance (e.g. Nixon and Howard 2014) to a greater
focus on individual players and their stories/struggles (Lewis and Weaver 2015).
Given our focus, we are interested in identifying a frame that increases the likelihood
that individuals view pay for play and unionization through an affirmative action lens.
Past work suggests four critical elements to such a frame. First, the frame needs to connect
pay for play and unionization to race since affirmative action programmes are meant to
help African-Americans and other minorities obtain better jobs and education. Second, the
frame needs to make clear how the programmes will help to ensure improved educational
experiences (e.g. the programmes are then a form of affirmative action). Third, in the
domain of race and affirmative action, past work suggests a particularly effective frame
focuses on remedial action: ‘supporters of affirmative action have typically defended their
position ... by reference to the need for remedial action. Under this frame, race-conscious
programs are required to oflset the continuing pernicious effects of ... racial discrimination’
(Kinder and Sanders 1996; italics in original). When the issue is framed this way, support for
affirmative action tends to increase (Kinder and Sanders 1996). This applies in our case, in
some sense, although the current status of student-athletes is better characterized as a case
of exploitation (as explained) than discrimination per se. Thus, the remedial action here is
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about offsetting the effects of racially relevant exploitation (e.g. sjchO(()ll/s orlt‘:;e(zill\:z ;21;;1;{2\11:1:1;?
from basketball/football withm)ltxp;oviciling g.d(:‘lu;:; r:cs::;l:;: Eizked e proved
ites to the student-athletes).” Fourth, allirma s linked it prov
l(-)lgs(t)lretsu;ities rather than outcomes: indeed, su}))port for poh.aels }n;le;(s)isezrll:aell; L]:Ce(})ll ;z
described in terms of ‘opportunity enhancement, as opposed to 2502)1(\}7; g
for all members of disadvantaged groups (Bol?o 1998; Krysan .t St or bl
‘Thus, an effective frame would make the racm} element cléar, ajﬁgge_s“c ' spwa e
unionization would enhance education al experiences, portray the po Zes nee}; s faly
past discrimination (o, in our case, exploitation), and focus on rt:sot.trken e
benefit from the opportunity for educational success. These elements, ta g

PI 1me an aﬂll l”atl\/e dCtl()ll pel SPeCUVe and lhel et()l € lead to ll‘lcreased Supp()r[ C()ll(:()lllltal t

ith increased support for affirmative action. o S o
w“]\-/]vlen;redict thal} fxposure to an affirmative action/expf?ltat:on ﬁa@e ( :;s }1;.: ;i,s;,r;l::,i i ;v;lri
increase the salience of affirmative action in the faf'mat:on of pay fpr (f i;g e
attitudes. This is relevant particularly for non—Afncan—AmerlczEn 12 le an_Al,nerican e
affirmative action considerations to matter even sans a fr‘ame. of . r1cﬁVel i
viduals. In this way, our research expands the concept‘of fram'ullg loda nmedisl fep
while drawing upon a large body of literature on race, mequalll:;] an reort ot o oty
expect African-Americans to exhibit sub{stantmlll)fOr]rllé)(riep(())\]flesr Th:l;f)(}):ilows % pay T

ionizati ist i aforementl . This
?And uf?;?;f;t:: 1t]h ;irC ?)]plislisit)el]:st()wnlgfl'ﬁtrl:fla:iif)e action considerations, and nearly unanimouslz
3112;21'1' programmes when they are explicitly tied.to j bs.lzlulad eiu;Ttlgz Ifjl'-:fr\u:v}ii?:ba;':_
Center 2009, 2014). In contrast, non-African-Americans will inevitably

i A g > sports, and
with a lower overall mean - in the extent to which they are ‘fans of college sp

't wi iven when re-framed to
since this will drive overall support, such support will be 10T/ver..11\lfe1l i il
affirmative action perspective, non-African-Americans will still be essﬂ/ Py e
o ( i : cen 55 are suppo
j(heir support of aflirmative action is relatively lower: between 55 and 70% Pr

(Pew Research Center 2009 2014). Thus, the racial gap in overall support will not disappear
e 4 >

. g
with a re-framing,.

Survey experiment

We tested our hypotheses with an experiment embedded in a nationally repres‘:nt:.j’m';e as:t:
vey in the United States (implemented over the Internet) with a toljl Cclaf 1?55 pa(rdizzl sge(i
i v to 30 July 2014, which preceded relorms :
The data were collected from 23 July to . . : ‘
bel'in.':}l that enable selected NCAA conferences to have increased autonomy in rule-making
allowing for increased student-athlete subsidies. ' |
1“?1“:: 2§ll:ct our data, we contracted with the survey vendor Researchbfo‘;l (hlttfei !n\zm

US.as implemented our survey via the in
researchnow.com/en-US.aspx). The compz‘\ny imp . i irpm—
i - of the US population. The sample is an opt-in p juir
E e e o : ercial sponsors). They invite
i from a wide host of partners (e.g. commercid - |
s sin e d ensate them for participation. For each par-
individuals to join the survey panel an comp . i e
i 15) employs ‘a proprietary metho
ticular survey, ResearchNow (20 g sasi s
indivi individuals hare known characteristics ...
_validated individuals, or individuals who s
I:P:Z Vzl;:-,};;y an algorithm based on likely response rates to ensure a sample 'glhatrdso*{ss;i
reszmbles (i.e. is fepresentative of) the US population, based on US census fhigure
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ResearchNow 2015). The company also implements a wide range of data quality validation
checks, including checking for logical answers, consistent reporting, minimal non-response,
realistic response times, etc. (for general discussion of these types of samples, see, e.g.
Callegaro etal. 2014; Gelman and Rothschild 2014).'° For us, this approach to sampling and
survey design ensures high quality data: a growing body of evidence suggests that opt-in
panels generate analogous inferences to probability samples, especially when it comes to
experimental research which is a part of our focus (see Berinsky, Huber, and Lenz 2012). A
critical issue relevant to the generalizability of an experimental causal inference concerns
the identification of a variable that moderates the impact of the treatments (Druckman and
Kam 2011). In our case, we have a clear theory that posits race as such a moderator, thereby
facilitating causal inference.

There are three key components to our survey experiment. First, our central depend-
ent variables were questions about support for pay for play and unionization. The former
asked, ‘Recently, a proposal has been made that would allow student-athletes to receive
pay — akin to salaries - beyond their existing scholarships. To what extent do you oppose
or support this proposal?” with answers on a seven-point fully labelled scale ranging from
strongly oppose to strongly support. The latter asked, ‘To what extent do you oppose or
support efforts to unijonize college athletics, so that student-athletes can then negotiate
(and collectively bargain) about their working conditions?’ again with a seven-point fully
labelled response scale from strongly oppose to strongly support. Both wordings resemble
those used in prior surveys (e.g. Druckman et al. 2014; Mondello et al. 2014; Prewitt 2014),
although unlike some (but not all) previous work, we allowed a wider array of responses
rather than simply ‘yes’ or ‘no’

Second, we measured affirmative action support and the extent to which respondents
were sports fans. For affirmative action, we focused on educational opportunities: “To what
extent do you oppose or support affirmative action programmes designed to help blacks and
other minorities get better jobs and education (e.g. such as a strong college education?)’ with
answers on a seven-point labelled scale from strongly oppose to strongly support (see Pew
Research Center 2009). Thus, our measure tracks closely on how we described the potential
ways in which pay for play and unionization could facilitate educational experiences. Our
college sports fan question asked: ‘On a scale on which a five means you are “a very big
college sports fan” and a one means you have “absolutely no interest in college sports,” in
general, how big of a college sports fan are you?” (see http://sports.espn.go.com/espn/otl/
news/story?id=5988173). (We asked these two questions at the start of the survey, and they
were followed with a host of unrelated questions, prior to our experiment.)

We included various independent control variables including self-identified racial and
ethnic group (which we used to identify African-American respondents), age (on a six-point
scale that included age ranges), gender, education (on a five-point scale that gauged highest
level of education), income (on a five-point scale that included income ranges), ideology
(on a seven-point scale with higher scores indicating increased conservatism) and racial
prejudice (which merged four measures of racial resentment/symbolic racism used by the
American National Election Studies, with higher scores indicating greater prejudice; see,
e.g. Kinder and Sanders 1996).

Finally, to test our framing prediction, we randomly assigned respondents to one of
three conditions. The control condition asked the aforementioned questions (N = 566).
Our affirmative action/exploitation frame condition (N = 496) began with this statement:




R —— Y
1028 (@ J.N.DRUCKMANETAL.
SPORTIN SOCIETY (&) 1029
As you may know, there is an ongoing debate about whether college athletes should be paid ¥ . o A= r
salaries beyond their scholarships. This is related to a debate on whether student-athletes Ea’_xa T, [ RS———. 282ssz0 R
r should be allowed to unionize so as to collectively bargain. Weare interested in what you think. I3 § tN'l - i‘ i - ; ZCiEE S :“i § g3 § g ‘Ea b
A recent report by the National College Players Association found that 85% of student-athletes 2T S.' Tl g. 3 ”m’l G ‘T’ MRy i & % E é
on full scholarships continue to live below the federal poverty ling; in contrast, men's college SS33
football and basketball generates $6 billion in annual revenues. Unionization would help stu- @ 2EETY
dent-athletes have access to important benefits like medical care and guaranteed four-year = 1“3’ NL Ned
scholarships. These provisions would ensure student-athletes, from all backgrounds, have the s2| §@ _ L= ‘CC—-;L =
resources needed to have a successful and quality educational experience. § HEEE SRERER E gsg S5 CT
: , = T : $§|Ciiogresag 0 1 283|Lo88R
We wrote this frame with the aforementioned dimensions in mind — that is, the elements we ss|T ot ,‘:I TeeTeTE '&'jj gi il R g, 3
believe necessary to prime affirmative action and exploitation considerations. This includes g 5 2 gl =2
a racialized reference due to our use of ‘poverty’ - much prior work suggests that this refer- %:L g2 B¢ 3
ence primes racial considerations as poverty has long been seen as a ‘race-coded’ word (see v 8T 599
Clawson and Kegler 2000; van Doorn 2015; Gilens 1999, 2003; Winter 2008)."" Moreover, v £y E =
given the large percentage of African-American athletes involved in Division 1 men’s bas- S % ___E [ E 5 E 5
Ketball and football, the focus on these sports is itself likely to prime racial considerations. 32(8RE f 82885 <= 5 kE Ral® = é 2%
(We recognize that this means our frame is limited in its application due to the reference g Z|ARETREnS Ba 'gRI|IESEER
to Division 1 basketball and football, however.) S8 erore 4 S=E-8
The frame also includes a statement that pay for play and unionization will enhance 5 ) &< =
educational experiences (e.g. ‘resources needed to have a successful and quality educational I IS -1 .. |8 23 g 2
experience’) (e.g. Nance-Nash 201 1), a reference to discrimination/exploitation (e.g. drawing 282 RRSNSRZFF Zax S755 =
the contrast between the status of student-athletes and revenue generated) and a focus on Ss[=8 NNKBZInL2 g '13 Vo 8g
opportunity and not outcomes (e.g. educational opportunities). For these reasons, we refer ' e i & % Lg =1
to it as an ‘affirmative action/exploitation’ frame. 2ala g g  Ag 1 ,‘E 23 %’ T
J We included a third condition that utilized a distinct frame, which focused on consid- EZln=s 5825y ., ,258z|8 R
erations of added material benefits (N = 493) and read: 5 s § S ml ml '—T ‘olr § P ”ul-Z f.'\_‘ E 8 3 % 5 E E
1} As you may know, there is an ongoing debate about whether college athletes should be paid s E E g %
salaries beyond their scholarships. This is related to a debate on whether student-athletes | SRR ) . = ~5 o
should be allowed to unionize so as to collectively bargain. We are interested in what you think. EZ|y Sy B8RS ':J s § 3 § § a 5
This would be pay beyond their current scholarship — which most estimales place as being % é g § 8 § b § 5 $ = =
worth roughly $200,000 over four years. The pay would help student-athletes better defray costs . Pl = 1 Y R5alT
of miscellaneous living expenses and support their families. Additionally, unionization would =5 2 g| £
help student-athletes ensure access Lo more benefits that would make their lives a bit easier. z g g ."I_" & g
This frame lacks all of the elements we predicted would prime affirmative action insofar as there E, E g g § ~§
are no clear racial referents (e.g. no poverty reference), no statement about increased educational % 8 3 3 s e
opportunities (e.g. the focus is on making life easier but there is no statement about educational £ £3 2 2z
experience which is at the heart of affirmative action) and no statement about discrimination or s e s 88928
exploitation (e.g. no relative comparison). We thus do not expect this frame, which we refer to = % oA é €5 a g 3
as a ‘material benefits’ frame, to affect opinion formation."? We include it as another baseline of o SEEE 8oENS B
comparison, in part because, if differences between the affirmative action/exploitation frame and 2 o E E “g g = Ik 52
control condition were found, we would not otherwise be able to assess whether the presence 3 BEEE E% 5 age
of any argument/frame would influence opinion (see Druckman 2001). e £ £E222 E|5.5 fod
=l |2 5888 2|Ediich
| |2¢ SEEE _g|zagdsy
Results A e : Egﬁfgﬁ Q%E§£f‘
2 re 8 § z<cscE=2|ENET g5
Given that we measured our primary dependent variables on seven-point symmetric scales, % § E % L. *g “g’ é’ 3 EEfg % é -; E"é % §°v’.
any score greater than a ‘4’ indicated some level of support. Consistent with other surveys, = EEDSSosEEEEEE S5 v




E—
1031
IETY @
soc
PORTIN
S dello
(e.g. Mon d
. c.g. 5 e
. n 10n
ionizatio rement 14
rt unio te the afo 76.19%.
0 : .
92% supp " repllca 1.25 and frican-
34. €, W ing 81. % of A
lay and tby race, rt being 82.09% search
B t pay for (Ii) ide SUPROL; tive SuPpOtion’ with (see Pew Re
or ivi C svelE .
% supp en we ican respe ative a ericans . on
hat 37.41 14).3'W Americ for affirm ican-Am ariables
tha itt 2014), ican- rt fo fric nt v led
nd itt fric o -A de -sca
efi ; Prew ith A supp non en . we re
“;al 2014’1P divide wlthl divide on 41.04% of bits) our Glep7 scales; W:he results
etal ‘ ia to 41. - :
racia ree rac ared red pro inonl resent .tlonS)
large eeala g e comp . orde les rema 1, we p ll COndl
We also s s Supportlls gress (usuzlgnt Variab e16 In Tabled)ta frOm a Americansl':
ican ; re € 1. a ican- o
Amerlczoog, 2014) thesesa e The depe:;ll from 0 tohiCh mel‘gest for Afrlcae it favoui-
. : n
ter hypo iables (& . w ficien mor: rts fa
Cen our varia rang sion, oe ome € spo
= st ory they ressior ntc bec lleg tto
- To te lanat SO t reg ionifica iduals . co en
s g < s a. iables firs ni ividu nga on
o §83% in exp ria 178 d sig indiv ice, bei ial comp t
ET A N®Z g main t va an s in iudice, ia nden
AN REShy ur den lay. large es a u rac spo
CKM =] ‘ 0 en for p ith a increas . lprej ong he re ts
DRU Nag= L ‘ndep ay wit ly inc acla a str of t or
SN g z3 21725 = the i t for p ffect ificantly sasr est race llege sp
ol ga|Lgs 5 por SRR nific reasesas S sugg the ngco tball/
103 © TL28R 88 N8el for sup ong ort sig d dec ndings sug st by tamo efoo
- TP DR R EE a str upp S, an se fi not ju s olleg s).
SYeyy L =238 eals that s mes, and ¢ The ced d supp m/c layer
= = — s = ) rev d ram se. K en ase ts.co e-p .
e et h53% TeET Iso fin ion prog increa ly influ decre SROF olleg , which
.._.\_;\_;o.\_}vq_o.c\. I'rF?'—: We a Ctlonp Y 1n tlaly The chP ing'c I, W
) @ aF ;—’; P = o B wn = =& 29 tive a .deolog bstan frace. //WWW _pay ‘labou 4 . r-
o._N-—,**Ngr-. ! A5e= i ma ive i su ions o ttp: oses ive of inte
EZ|8S 8ENY | 2ok G affir rvativ ions are sion eeh ic-opp rtive ddsan s
88|z o =" =8 nse inion dimen ghs ublic po la ith
=S|ec i a578 dco op ive Ithou f-p s sup ode gw
32 | B = an lay - flectiv ion (a 69-0 ine les xt m alon .
3= T 522 rp da tion ert- being ene ificance, tion
= vo 5 < fo icvan ectal -exp ives Th i fica ive ac
EREsT pay olicy exp caa ative 014). its signi ative
ST ~m op ith our 55/n serv. n2 ;its s is affirm
2o | & -3 o but als wit 5974 con LI Inped, des; itisa
CRN. Sl SREEal res /24 flects Putte ttitu hati N
- R g7 ohe on re ee ion a st lcon
@ =5 S 3 83370 < fans ¢ lom: ikely s (s ive actio how imenta
= = i ~ ou._gl ion-so . li lete e a iable, s me -
. -3 qe g23Z & 388 N s Writer/JOi1 gy finding tudent-ath d afﬁrmatlv_can variable, ach experi ne another.
= mmﬁﬁ,‘;\;gf_w < _ro—r\g . 0 es n eri fre . r o lay
o= Nv'\f\ngvq"‘. “\sﬁ‘a‘%v e ideo lleg cea Am ions fo 110 rp
ol NERA Y > = izes co ra ican- . S101 ition m fo
Sels R g T3 52238 % Th rizes een frica inion. res dition pay s.
o EIR1 ge8= | Sn &= i racte le betw: thepifnie opion. ctreg con orts titude
£8lakkse | °8 353 X cha iable eof rican distin ame SUER lay at -
AR ETg38 fon variable canc Liffietica the fit fr /she forp ican
= l =% 238 action va ignifi frican- with ial bene less he ith pay r Afr
ES TR 5% bt e Afr heses teria the ip with p t fo ame
= ! S no driv ot dma fan, ionship excep fits fr
£ 8 £E5% ofs the that rhyp lan rts tion, ificant, ne s
<73 R £ itudes t ou tro spo ive rela ionific ial be . rm
5 3o § < ek b attltuddire ctly teSI forthe COI‘l a college Pnegatlve r e slgnhe materlalt) This aﬂci(ing
T 4 2 ~".3$ e els e 1s ve a ar ft ificant). in
& B33|3 g E = W The mod ore one stoha ttitudes case 0 signific hites th ing
=2 L Tl gul =2 dition. d, the m continue ction a tin the t is not with w mployi
. A i n oo . > : a : n C 3 n, . se
< = 2% Lol & S A A S I redicte . o]ogY ative ignifica in effe atio ican
Es 535.”*2” R Asp ive ide ffirmati lly sig main ef form Amer f
L=l A’:* "‘!v"mco_‘o .0‘“—"! ativi ized, a nally ace inion ican- ities o
9T Rt N ng - 28 w3 Serv: sized, argi he r . 1n fric ilities
c 3 mqv*og-—. | «,._v‘-¢ Con the lv m ionsut ia in op dA bi
g2la~ eqe T 2o & hypo if only itions, iteria ) an roba the
o< ;’mq—.”r. | %NQ o= we hyp ni ondi t cri sult -tedp ed
E35l5e 5 - 1 As eve th ¢ ifferen re 9 dic erg
-5 T En |8 25D i icans, in bo diffe he fan 1 d pre T —— her),
g £ SN B =05 5 Americ nd, in loy (e.g. t ference. erate 20 First, anot
= IS = EN% %§¢ C\o ition (a S emp ort (e. free e gen ios. d one ican X
=& =3 o Sd 253 2 T onditi t group t of sp frame o ings, wi cenar licate €rica
o N~ (I 3 % . ° ¢ ifferen roduc itation fr e find ious s Is rep ican-Am icted
= N2 5 a €552 t di ire p loita f thes ) for var ode frica redic
'-.Nv—_v‘-’ox ERE tha nti Xp to ‘4’) fo m he A ap o
A':VN,_, AR & 3= nZ t the e tion/e impac a‘4 two dt ted ility
AA—.V~.~ . ive imp NETERER the J— en bab
“l1g SN iz SNN ! S e 858 abou tive ac ntive i e abo ince an res {0 5
°219 2 > ] ig(¢ rep 35p g
ey EE il = 2EC 9 2 flirma substa i.e.ascor del (s -Ame is then toa. settin
EE o g8, |2 b€ g ana ss the lay (i.e. me mo frican This ame dents, )
S22 52 q uiE%OO asse for play ts fra han A tto 0. ndc on iables),
(- | —_ 23 sE™ o8 To ay Io efi rt se nt a resp aria
ool QR o 28 ¢ = . P ial ben the ich we nde ican ct v ce
O] | Y ~N = Q'% = rtlng ria nso hlc espo €r1 . eﬁe he ra
— =70 [ @ q = R Yo po ate ir mea of wi ican r -Am ain inst
[ SmeEr e " 53 Y sup nd m heir th eric ican dm lain ut
AOO.—.\o—,*-:*N ehAas ola tot ion, bo -Am African- i exp abo
~C22 S B 285 A S ontr lues ction, ican k at tion this iews
Y —— % I = ~ 8 Ca - Q—t i) 0 A C ]]Va intera _Afr . eloo interac 'ted) vi tion.
—Nv—v** FAR 1 S0 NS eta ion in ' non fwi In 0s1 from ive ac
Q-—LQ**'\OO.| .—o\°l= ds tio e n st, 1 in the ep S ve
ET |l NN ~N @ L ER LIg an ive ac . erag ntra. ] (1n 2l Asw stem ati an
“8|15%g e 8R, |88 e ati av. co ion d lay flirm take
Y , Nals Lo 5 flirm ran .In ive act lay. for p to a icans
=z Sha 52 L3 " a ility fo r play. tive forp ay fo ion rica
= = S @ Eggl 5 babi ay fo firma ing pay for p ttenti Ame
z = - -—c“’.: ro : Y a ing rt a ican-
. 2sZ ., 38 5% - “l).;‘; Pfsupport}ng I; port for > Support'cal‘l suPP;) ather than st. Africa
Aaao.—.fo‘ﬁ‘,’-: wvvaa . o n su ility eri n)r ntrast,
m,—:vvovvl\ t;com._cf_\ . mea. babl . _Am . afa InCO
2~ S i1 8.3 €529 52 their 4 pro frican i.e. being ort.
g"ij i %‘_:&\3{3%0 | § %8&7’.%3 ﬁnda:6, : non-A rts (l'e' rallsupp
S8 IN R 2350 : 29 0 OpIMON llege spo Is of ove
] fnll ' TE x5 = i S
== @ TE G5 o] n co eve
€= £ ge82 £ ] product OffairlY ol
c Lo E M Y 2 he in
s% S2E o I t S1
£ s 55378 = This result
E g % E 8 2 % § S vi
S EE g a- - W o,
§2ss 8RS gES
. _%-8-%':5: g %ﬁ,@’tiiﬁ
5 EEE gle2e as &
= EARan T = S {H =
5 5283 g g L EZ =
. STE 38 ﬁzaei'-io-
§ Es.e-:% g 235738
b P = ~ Y
c z S‘JU%>IAES "“,oo-g?ﬁ?*Q
= 2 -5~$gs.‘é§g 8758 i
5 c E g Z s B 8_;? £ 2
b §5 ><FSEE$¢8‘§Z
S -E’% 8&8%5@@.2‘3"
H= == (=
& %%3 m§§8§§<<
= ?%6 =823
. s E > cHw =
~ g E s <=
EE Y w
@ EEL
__Q <<
(]
4




o —

1032 (@) J.N.DRUCKMANETAL.

affirmative action perspective, and since average support for affirmative action is so high
among African-Americans, they consequently exhibit high levels of support for pay for play.
When we turn to the affirmative action/exploitation frame condition we find a notable
shift in attitudes. Results show strong support for our hypothesis that the frame primes
individuals to base their opinions on their views of affirmative action: the coefficient is large
and significant. Also, the interaction between African-American and affirmative action
views falls to insignificance because all respondents (and not just African-Americans) are
thinking through the lens of affirmative action. The significance of the prejudice variable
accentuates the racialization of the issue — in short, the frame racialized pay for play, leading
individuals to think about both their policy beliefs (affirmative action) and affect towards
African-Americans (prejudice).?* The frame also vitiates the impact of being a fan and ideol-
ogy, as both variables are no longer significant. The final regression — which merges all data
and adds interactions between the affirmative action/exploitation frame condition and the
key explanatory variables of fan and affirmative action view — confirm that the differences
between the control and material benefits frame conditions against the affirmative action/
exploitation frame condition (regarding the impact of fan and affirmative action views)
are in fact significant.

Interestingly, however, this re-framing does not attenuate the racial gap in opinion, If we
set each value at its mean and again look at an ‘average’ non-African-American, the predicted
probability of support remains .35. The prejudice effect counteracts the affirmative action
effect, which even itself does not lead to tremendous support given non-African-Ameri-
can opinion is mixed on affirmative action. Moreover, even if we set the affirmative action
variable to its maximum, non-African-American support rises to only .45 (nowhere near
the levels of support found among African-Americans). In sum, the results reveal that
African-Americans and non-African-Americans use different frames of reference — with
non-African-Americans taking a fan and ideology perspective and African-Americans
employing a race frame. However, even when non-African-Americans are re-framed to
take a racial perspective, the race gap does not disappear because support for affirmative
action is much higher among African-Americans and prejudice is much more variable
among non-African-Americans. Race dramatically shapes individuals’ mindsets, but the
racial disparity in opinion persists even when mindsets are changed due to varying affirm-
ative action and prejudice attitudes.

In Table 2, we present the support for unionization results; they virtually replicate the pay
for play results, which is not surprising given the high correlation between the two variables
(see note 13). The only notable exception is the lack of significance for the African-American
and affirmative action view interaction in the material benefits model, although it trends in
the correct direction and approaches significance. Other exceptions are that age is signifi-
cant and negative in the full sample model and ideology is significant in affirmative action/
exploitation frame model. The latter result likely reflects the long-standing connection
between ideology and unions in general. Otherwise, the coefficients themselves are even
very similar in size (with perhaps the most noted difference being the prejudice coefficient
is a bit larger and the African-American X affirmative action interaction is smaller). The
substantive shifts closely resemble those found in the pay for play models (albeit with the
support percentages being a bit lower).

Our results show that African-Americans view these widely debated policy issues in a
distinct light compared to non-African-Americans. The affirmative action perspective that
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Conclusion

;/(\)f:;zia;lg ?:1 Eltz)slll?i ? quesftlondabout the documented race gap in public support for pay
s ation o stu ent—at.hletes. We demonstrated a fundamental difference in
rican-Americans and non-African-Americans view college athletes and educati
i}odn;l?frlcan-?ﬁneric:ims seem to view college sports as a consumption product to :nlj(z)r)l;
e more they value that product (i.e. the more the ’ :
reforms that could alter it. In contrast, African—AmericZnasriifeavlzfsz)li[lz?eiilcessscltl]:jy S}?Pport
a form of.afﬁrmative action that, with enhanced benefits, can ensure greater eda cational
opportunities. These differing perspectives lead to a race gap since African-A ucaFIO]lal
on jche whole, strongly support affirmative action while non-African-American e more
Varlab‘le when it comes to ‘being a fan’ The race gap also remains when noi—i’ii‘ ==
i\crtrilzrlc'ans laf[fz plrir]ned to consider a race perspective since their support for 1fﬁrr:11§;$é
action is relatively lower and racial prejudice als i (
reflects differing perspectives, but evepn vJvhen re—fr(z)irizzltej ;lzigia;{ei? Zlcl‘?, thhe i
on race, attitudes still dramatically differ. pectieatiocuses
the\/‘\Af:i1 thlllS 1d]e1.1t}11fy a significant racial gap in .the perception of athletic scholarships and
ys in which that gap could be altered with re-framing. We are the first, as far as
know, to show empirically that athletic scholarships and their extensions can ’b(e Vi dWe
a type of affirmative action. With regard to framing research more broadly, we ixifwz o
?er;)v;l {ram.e in a new domain. While our frame builds on past work tha?: has loél(ze(;lii
¢ W(; 1»2] j;;t;opl; 1f)r,aifles, it remains unique in its focus on exploitation and in the domain
.tllzuture work is needed to expand on our findings. This includes investigating attitudes
::/)1 Siie.z.?pectl to co}lege sports r’nore broadly (as mentioned, our framing results are limite&
ision 1 men’s basketball and football), on a sport-specific basis (e.g. revenue vs. n
revenue sports) and among distinct populations (e.g. coaches athl(;ti'c admini t' ton_
boosters, other ethnic/racial groups; see Schneider 2000).23 Add’itionall resear hS rla Orlsci
trac'k. the evolution of opinions over time, as the NCAA and universi)‘fies inst?t f e
policies. As mentioned, one significant change that has occurred since we 1drr11'u'etnevc\1’
our survey was that the NCAA, starting in the fall of 2015, will allow select scirloolm‘tls e;fe
scholarships that cover the full cost of attendance (e.g. including acadélnic-relat d - Ol' .
transportation costs, etc.; see Prisbell 2014). In addition, many of those scholzelr :FPP leii
no longer be able to be revoked for athletic reasons such as injuries (Strauss ZOISAL)IP";hWl
changes are meant to address the very issues at the heart of our paper - an im rove.d =
ronment to facilitate educational experiences. It is entirely possible that these rrll)ea en; y
the sc}.lools that implement them) will alter public views on the topics since an 1nsél e in
financial benefits should help to defray costs and enable student-athletes to devo?[]e m(::ea :e B
to 'flcafiemics. That said, for many, the reforms are insufficient as they do not incor mie
umon’lzation and fall ‘short of giving athletes in the high-revenue sports full sala i
allowing them to capture their true worth on the open market’ (Gregory 2014)L24 12116;15:;1;);
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there is of course the obvious question of whether pay for play and/or unionization would

in fact enhance educational opportunities.
Our results are a manifestation of a complex historical narrative about race, education,

affirmative action and sports. It also speaks to a regularly discussed concern about the
over-representation of African-Americans among athletes relative to their underrepresenta-
tion among management (e.g. coaches, University administrators). In this sense, the findings
reflect the tip of the iceberg in terms of understanding the experiences and perspectives that
come into play. Our results also show a divide on the widely debated issues of pay for play
and unionization that is unlikely to soon evaporate (even given a recent ruling precluding
unionization of Northwestern football players), and this bears directly on the prospect of
further reforms. Any actions that pay for play/unionization advocates or the NCAA itself
might pursue in the future are likely to be perceived quite differently by different audiences.

Notes

1. The issues of pay to student athletes and unionization have far from trivial stakes. The
National Collegiate Athletic Association (NCAA), for instance, currently accrues over
$770 million each year from television contracts (Hayes 2013). Tickets to Division 1 men’s
basketball games alone bring in an estimated $82.3 million (Alesia 2014). In addition, many
universities directly receive a substantial amount of revenue from their athletic programmes,
as illustrated by the $77.9 million garnered by the University of Texas from its football
programme (Gregory 201 3).

2. As Mondello et al. (2014) explain, “‘Understanding public perceptions on this issue [i.e. pay
for play] is important since the general public are a salient part of the consumers, boosters
and financiers (including as taxpayers) of many athletic sports programs across the country.
Further, the public does have some influence on what colleges and universities do and do
not do as evinced by the large-scale pressures underlying coaching searches and firings’ They
also point out that ‘Researchers have devoted minimal attention to perceptions regarding the
financial compensation of student athletes!

3. The common rationale, at least when it comes to African Americans, is this observation:
‘On basic indicators of educational achievement ... African Americans ... lag far behind the
majority white population .. ’ (Hajnal 2010). Indeed, Espenshade and Radford (2009) argue,
‘Successfully attacking the racial academic achievement gap represents the next stage in the

>

struggle for social justice and equal opportunity.

4. See, eg. hltp:r'KWWw.google.com!url?sa=t&1‘ct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&c’d-—3&ved=
OCCoQFjAC&url:http%SA%ZF%‘ZFwww.usatoday.cum%ZFslory%2Fnews%2Pnation%
2F2013%2P06%2F24%2Fatﬁ.rmative—action-universities«admissim\s-supreme—court%-21‘24
52703'%2F&ci=0|NqVMGuISanyASnSYDIDg&usg:AFQjCNGUgWNeEﬁGFwPNHioW?Q
sjUJOKRg&sig2=BHwW3 Uj6CK6rNjk8CKKA mfQ&bvm=bv.79142246,d.aWw; http:/ Jwww,
dallasnews.com/news/local-news/20 140715-breaking-newS—appeals-c0'.1rt—rules-1miversity-
of-texas-can-use-race-as-factor-in-admissions.cce. Also see http://www.ncsl.org/research/
education/affirmative-action-state-action.aspx for various state level laws.

5. 'The 2.8% figure is notably lower than the aforementioned 12% because the latter refers to the
entire bachelor’s degree-seeking student population while the 2.8% refers to male full-time
students only.

6. Journalist].A. Adande captures the essence of the argument in stating ‘other black people are
going to be more sympathetic to the fact they see people who look like them ... (Putterman
2014).

7. He also stated that, ‘We have long heard from fans there is little support for turning
student-athletes into paid employees’ (Prewitt 2014). Consistent with the contrasting
perspectives,a 2011 survey found that white sport fans are substantially more likely to believe

oo
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&irtlljc.z;;ls—iliqtzrelsans have equal opportunities and do not face discrimination or prejudice
(2015) 01131 ho‘;v bpl.l.go.com/espn/c).tl/news/story?id:S988173). Also see Lewis and Weaver

. e iet:mg a sports f'an .1nﬂuences information processing about sports.
n y,.ﬁ t comes to racial issues, a frame will likely be more powerful - when applied
a specific policy such as pay for play and/or unionization — when it includes explicit

justifications for the policy (Steeh and Krysan 1996; ; i
et e S ysan 1996; Krysan 2000; Crosby, Iyer, and Sincharoen

9. Thisi . . !
is is not to say that non-African-Americans will experience the same psychological process

as African-Americans, as the dynami i
e ey y! c at work would not be linked fate but rather favouring

10. In reference to a similar polling company, Gelman and Rothschild (2014) explain that

11.

12.

13.
14.
15.

16.
17.

El;:n pzﬂisesfaret l\:Iell -when scrutiniz.ed along with the major traditional probability polling
samgling n.l.c;th :Crl: is ncr)lto s: gﬁ;ﬁ;ﬁ;ﬁ?nce lli.etwe.:en our approach and traditional probability
np ds ... s ic polling is going to become a maj i
:)ﬁnmon research. Indeed, we also follow a large nur%lbergof recent studireI;a(J)(l)lrprl)ﬁ)rltico (f) piut')hc
at use analogous samples (e.g. Druckman, Peterson, and Slothuus 2013; Klar 2014; e
Konrath, and Schwarz 2011). SR S
Gilens (1999) states ‘for the country as a whole, i i i
are the minority group that the putziic most ass’olcti:l:::ls1 i\lrriltshoggr/?;ltl;’lmmgly g
We c<.>nducted two pilot tests with students (who did not partici;;ate in the mai
experiment) to provide some confirmatory evidence about the frame. In the ﬁrs;i lnilf)ltlrtVey
:(\;eafsosligzvtﬁ [i)lrll:f;efcr?ming studit;lsr (e.g. Chong and Druckman 2007) that asked resgondefilstts’
' iveness or effectiveness (on a seven-point scale) of the given fi
well as to list thoughts that came to mind when they read the f ; e motel
the affirmative action/exploitation frame as st niﬁcaztl mor effoctive ’Respondents o
Etilz?ught—listing guestion ;Nhere respondents lis%ed what Zame tf) ;ﬁicdtl‘g;%?i:;; Egrﬁ;gig
ion or something similar vs. 2% for the material benefits frame. In t, i
?skle)(i vriigﬁnldefntsﬂt)o ﬁsses; tl};e ixt(:)nt, on seven-point scales, to whic}}:il:ch(;:r(rilgﬂ(zt) f;;ﬁ:
| football and basket all players, (b) applies mostly to Afri y i
%eafiielstze: ul;::z:e(éf f}),{ptk')its'ti('); og student-athletes Egd (d)isa f(?rm of ‘ir}fi::rr;aﬁ\r::e:éifgl; :
that individuals view the frame as applying to Division 1 football d
basketball players (which is somewhat tautological given the explicit refi ies largel
to African- Americans (confirming the race coding of th P oover e}‘ence)» P laygely
of ex.ploitation (which demonstratis recognition ogfthe r:vt:r:ﬁl/ll))gzzgtyc)’ atd dre?ses .
and is a form of affirmative action. e
Our two dependent variables also correlate strongly with one another: r = .795
%e respective percentages for non-African-Americans are 35% and 33%. o
Thee: (())\:;:llll rrrrlleeaarrl1 Sfofrof? fﬁfor plte.ly is 3£66 (slt)d. dev. 2.19) and for unionization is 3.56 (2.18).
rmative action, being a fan and i -
analy§es) are resp.ectively .53 (.32), .45 (.32) an?l 51 (.27). T}?ee (1)111(;21 E)rfe:;:)!lelcclli(c)e l(ri(;rca(;gg
;12.—t1 ). ;)s .§6 (.21). Flf.t}f-three percent of the sample is male and 4.35% is African-American. The
istribution of age is: .19% 18 or under, 3.95% 19-24, 14.12% 25-34, 25.65% 35-50, 32.84%
11?1 1 —}?5 and 23.25% over 65. The distribution for education is .78% less thal.l high schoc;l 7.150/:
dlg school, 2.9.1.7% some c.ollege, 36.13% four-year college degree and 26.77% ad;a.nced
egree. The distribution for income is 13.56% < $30,000, 30.98% $30,000-$69,999, 23.649
$70,000-$99,999, 25.74% $100,000-$200,000 and 6.09% over $200 000’ L
The one exception is the prejudice scale, which ranges from .2 to 1,. ‘
Ff)r 'all of our analyses that involve racial differences, we follow Mondello et al. (2014) b
fllstlngulshmg African-Americans from non-African-Americans (thus, the le;tter ro 4
1nclude.s other minorities). This is sensible given our theoretical fram,ework focus%s gg
dynamics c9nnected with African-American student-athletes. (Our results remain largel
unchan.ged if we instead strictly compare African-Americans to whites). Also, the Ns ingthy
regressions shrink due to missing values on some of the control variables. ’ ‘
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18.

19.

20,
21.

22,

23.

24.

Prior work suggests that no other demographic, aside t‘ronil.race, ag:e';ts Eﬁg:i?ﬁ:?ﬁlg?é
{ et ; i : ults may differ be :
for play (e.g. Mondello et al. 2014; Prewitt 2014). Our resu ! . .
novzl \):ariasl!‘ales including affirmative action views, prf:)udscte and b‘emg a college ‘sptosr;:lia:;
and because we utilize a dependent variable with more variance (i.e. a seven-pomn §
osed to a dichotomous support or oppose measurt?). N 1 .
(‘:gll:l’en weadd an interaction between race and being a fan, it is not significant, which suggests
being a fan influences everyone’s attitudes. ‘ . -
We sfi;mu]ated predicted probabilities using Clarify (Tomz, W:ttenbcrg,. ancl] King 1399)10 "
This probability may be a bit below the overall percentage bes:a‘use our simu ations employ
overall averages for other values, rather than African-American-specific valtl‘lcs. S
This supports Mondello et al’s (2014) suspicion that the race gap on pay tor piay y
‘iven, in part, by stereotypes/racism.
g;ziﬂmar? etal. (};014) explore the opinions of student athletes and also report a notable race
i ionization. :
offect in support for pay for play and unionization. N ’ | -
The expandlt)elzl scholarship benefits might still not amo-.lint toa lwhl'ldg E.ragfﬂ f(;; tch::: esrtll:ieg;:l
i j what a ‘fair exchange’ would be for e the
controversy continues not just over w fair. g 2 gt e
' ir instituti wer what constitutes a ‘subsistence wage
Tlege athletes produce for their institutions, but over wha titu e |
't:;:eirgc'aée (Van }I’{heﬂ‘ll’:l‘l 2013). Moreover, there remains a posmbl‘llty‘tha't expand#led Elhllf'tics
s«:h.olarships will exacerbate rather than remediate prevailing exdpio;tatwn (;sit;e;iict;t; ;t;i : é}; :
{ i i inority students — a dy
become even more coveted — including by minority: ynam T
Eﬁzher commodify athletes and encourage institutions (o treat thgmt-gs; 2: sp_eclal :]?Zi et:: 1::“
itionally, there are questions of fairness to athletes in non-Teverrre-
even greater degree. Additionally, _ . ; s
i ter scholarship benefits as well? @
enerating sports — should these students receive grea ! ‘
%orward, ﬁnﬁcrsitie& will need to address remedial measures for revenue sports while also
remaining mindful of the needs of other athletes.
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