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ABSTRACT
Although many student-athletes are also good students,
male scholarship athletes, especially athletes in the
income-producing sports of football and basketball,
have often been viewed to be among the most academ-
ically at-risk college student groups. Using their Myers-
Briggs Type Indicator® (MBTI®) results, team-sport
scholarship athletes were compared with the general
male college student population of their university and
a composite sample of male college students to see if
there were significant learning style differences between
the groups. The results showing differential preferences
for S, T, and P among the athletes may help dispel the
“dumb jock” stereotype often associated with athletes
and suggest that many athletes may just learn differently
from other college students. Using athletes’ academic
learning strengths as identified in this study, MBTI-
specific learning conditions were suggested.

INTRODUCTION
Many income-producing, team-sport athletes are also
successful academically, but as a group, these athletes
have often been viewed as academically at-risk (Cramer,
1982; Lapchick, 1989). This study examined whether
male, scholarship, team-sport athletes have different
learning styles than the general population of male
college students. The study compared the learning
styles of male football and basketball players at a major
southeastern university with a male college population,
both at the athletes’ university and with a national
composite of colleges and university students (Macdaid,
McCaulley, & Kainz, 1986).

Recent literature has suggested that students’
learning style preferences influence success in college
(Claxton & Murrell, 1987; DiTiberio, 1996; Lawrence,
1984; Schroeder, 1993). The MBTI measure is one of
several instruments that have been used to measure the
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learning style factor. In a review of the literature on
learning style instruments, Curry (1983) suggested that
the MBTI measure represents the core framework of the
learning style instruments.

The MBTI instrument identifies four aspects of
personality that influence how a student learns.
Extraversion (E) versus Introversion (I) represents how
the student responds to the learning environment,
either with an outward (E) or inward (I) focus. Thus, Es
prefer to talk about what they are learning, whereas Is
prefer to think about what they are learning. Sensing (S)
versus Intuition (N), a critical aspect
of learning, represents how the stu-
dent takes in knowledge. Sensing (S)
students prefer an inductive approach
(details before concepts), whereas
intuitive (N) students prefer a deduc-
tive approach (concepts before
details). The thinking (T) versus
Feeling (F) preference is an indication
of the student’s decision-making
process, either a preference for using
logic (T) or a more subjective (F)
approach. Finally, the Judging (J)
versus Perceiving (P) dichotomy
represents a lifestyle preference that
influences the student’s approach to
learning, either in a planned, organized way (J) or in a
more flexible and spontaneous way (P). Helping stu-
dents to use their results on the MBTI measure involves
helping them to take advantage of their identified
learning preferences rather than trying to change them.

Tinto (1987), an acknowledged expert on at-risk
college students, suggested in his theoretical model of
dropout prevention that there are three primary condi-
tions that influence the success of college students: the
previous academic success of the student, the personal
background and experiences of the student before
entering college, and the social conditions experienced
by the student while in college. Kalsbeek (1987)
suggested that the MBTI measure is compatible with
Tinto’s model of dropout prevention. Because the MBTI
measure identifies how students take in knowledge,
make decisions, relate to their environment, and prefer
to live their lives, the MBTI measure may help identify
the academic, personal, and social conditions suggested
by Tinto as needed to prevent dropout and encourage
persistence in college. Kalsbeek further noted that
information from the MBTI instrument can provide 

the kinds of support not available in the traditional
classroom. He believes use of the MBTI measure can
improve institutional responsiveness and sensitivity to
students’ individual characteristics, which in turn will
help to improve the students’ academic and social
integration in their campus environments that Tinto
advocates.  

A review of the literature on the academic success
of athletes suggested factors similar to factors governing
the academic success of traditional college students.
Before Tinto (1987) proposed his model of academic,

personal, and social factors needed
for dropout prevention, Rehberg and
Shafer (1968) suggested similar
conditions needed for athletes to be
successful. They said that involve-
ment with peers, faculty, and staff;
providing an institutional learning
environment that encourages athlete
transfer of learning from sport to the
classroom; and providing for the
development of positive self-esteem
and a congruent self-image were
important conditions needed for the
athlete’s academic success. More
recently, Sedlacek and Adams-Gaston
(1989) found that certain noncogni-

tive variables including the presence of a strong support
person, community involvement, and a positive self-
concept were predictive of academic success of student-
athletes’ first semester grades, as measured by the
Non-Cognitive Questionnaire (NCQ). Sedlacek and
Adams-Gaston suggested that student-athletes should
be viewed as nontraditional (ethnic and racial minority,
first generation and/or older age) students, because 
the instrument used in Sedlacek and Adams-Gaston’s
research, the NCQ, predicted student-athlete success,
much as it predicted other nontraditional student
groups tested. 

From their field study observations of college
basketball players, Adler and Adler (1991) noted that
athletes are often discouraged academically because of
early negative experiences in the college classroom. In
all of the literature studied, however, only Sparent
(1988) specifically addressed the academic learning
needs of athletes. Sparent’s article was based on 
her classroom experience teaching athletes. Sparent
suggested that different learning strategies are needed 
if athletes are to have positive learning experiences in
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the college classroom. She suggested using peer group
responses, role playing, brainstorming, and problem-
solving teaching strategies with athletes. She further
suggested that classroom teachers’ nonauthoritarian,
nondirective approach might be a difficult role for
athletes to accept because it contrasts with their percep-
tions of their coaches. Sparent noted that there was
often discomfort in the classroom
between athletes and nonathletes,
which made the athletes hesitant to
share beliefs with students who had a
different world perspective than
theirs. According to Sparent, student-
athletes preferred more specifically
measurable, clear-cut, and practice-
related skills, from which results
could be seen. 

Niednagel (1998) studied ath-
letes in a range of sports to identify
which types were most likely to
succeed in their sport. In both football
and basketball, ISTPs were the most
successful athletes, and ESTPs were also found
frequently in successful players of both sports. In fact,
Michael Hollway (2002), head football coach at Ohio
Wesleyan University, considers the “ESTP to be the ideal
type to be a quarterback.” In a study of 182 football
players at Ball State University Schurr et al. (1984)
found that the most successful players in all positions
preferred Thinking. Also, the successful linemen 
tended to prefer Sensing, the successful offensive backs
preferred Intuition, and the successful defensive 
backs tended to be Introverted. None of these studies,
however, discuss how athletes could use the strengths of
their type in academics as well as in athletics.

Examination of the learning styles of other
academically at-risk college students using the MBTI
instrument suggested that there were differences in
Indicator types between academically at-risk students
and students more likely to be academically successful.
The academically at-risk students may have different
learning strengths, and thus may need to approach
learning tasks differently, have material presented in
other ways, and be provided with different types of
learning environments (Lawrence, 1993; McCaulley &
Natter, 1974; Myers & Myers, 1980; Nisbit, Ruble, &
Schurr, 1982).

The MBTI® Manual (Myers, McCaulley, Quenk, &
Hammer, 1998) provides evidence that at-risk students
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are more likely to prefer Sensing, whereas university
professors are more likely to be Intuitives. Also, there
are more Extraverts with Perception (EPs) among 
at-risk students. Anchors (1989), Kalsbeek (1987), and
Provost (1985) confirmed that the more planned and
organized Js had higher GPAs than the more sponta-
neous Ps in their college student samples. Anchors

found that students identified as
Introverts had higher GPAs than
Extraverts. Jensen (1987), Nisbet et
al. (1982), and Provost all found a
dominance of certain preferences
among at-risk student populations,
particularly a preference for E, S, and
P. Myers et al. suggested that because
the aim of education is to help
students of all types succeed, data 
on type differences can help students
plan their learning, and faculty plan
their instruction, to maximize the
aptitude, interest, and application of
each type.

METHOD
Participants. Seventy male scholarship athletes from
football and basketball were the participants used for
this study. These participants were attending a major
southeastern university and living in an athletic
residence hall. All the athletes in this residence hall who
met the criteria described were included in the study.
The study participants were almost equally divided
between white (45.7%) and nonwhite athletes (54.3%).
The athletes ranged in age from 18–22 (18 = 10.0%; 19
= 25.7%; 20 = 25.7%; 21 = 22.9%; 22 = 10.0%; no age
given = 5.7%). High school GPAs for the athletes were
as follows: 1.5–1.9 = 23.8%; 2.0–2.4 = 28.6%; 2.5–2.9
= 25.4%; 3.0–3.4 = 5.7%; 3.5 or above = 14.3%.

Instrument and Procedures. Form F (research
form) of the MBTI instrument was the measure selected
for this study. The study group was compared with a
local male college student sample and with a national
composite sample of male college students taken from
the MBTI Atlas of Type Tables™ (Macdaid et al., 1986).
The Selection Ratio Type Table (SRTT) program
(Granade & Myers, 1987) was used for the analysis. 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
The scholarship athletes in this study (TTaabbllee 11,, 
ppaaggee 3355) preferred S rather than N, with almost 73%
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preferring S. With respect to learning, the S–N
dichotomy represents the way a person takes in knowl-
edge, inductively (S) or deductively (N). The S student
prefers to focus on the practical and functional aspects
of learning, whereas the N student is more likely to
focus on future possibilities.

The scholarship athletes also strongly preferred T
rather than F. Ts represented almost 86% of the athletes
in this study. Ts focus more on logical and objective
approaches to solving problems, unlike the Fs, who are
more likely to take personal factors into consideration
when making a decision.

Lifestyle factors are represented
by the J–P dichotomy. The scholar-
ship athletes in this study strongly
preferred the P type. Ps represented
about 61% of the study sample. Ps
enjoy a spontaneous and flexible
learning environment, rather than 
the more planned and organized one
preferred by Js.

The athletes were almost equally
divided between Es and Is. Thus,
about the same number of athletes
preferred an externally stimulating
environment (E) or an internally
stimulating one (I).

The male student-athlete group
was compared with college students
in a national sample of male college students taken from
the MBTI Atlas of Type Tables™ (Macdaid et al., 1986) to
see if significant differences in learning style preferences
existed between these two groups. In this comparison,
(TTaabbllee 22,, PPaaggee 3366) the ISTP type was significantly
overrepresented in the sample of scholarship athletes.
Additionally, in the comparison done with students
from the athletes’ own university (TTaabbllee 33,, ppaaggee 3377),
the ESTP and ESTJ types were significantly over-
represented. On the preference comparisons, student-
athletes were overrepresented in the sensing (S) and
thinking (T) preferences.

In addition to showing similar results to the local
comparison in the S and T preferences, the national
sample comparison also showed that the athletes were
overrepresented in the P preference. Thus, in the
national comparison, the athletes were different from
other male college students in three of the four
preference dichotomies, with S, T, and P being over-
represented in the study group.

The major implication of this study is that athletes,
rather than being “dumb jocks,” may merely have a
different way of learning, and thus require a different
learning environment. For example, the way the
majority of scholarship athletes in this study take in
knowledge (preferring S rather than N) is less likely to
be the way material is presented in traditional college
classrooms. According the MBTI® Manual (Myers et al.,
1998), college teachers tend to be conceptual (N) and
thus use a deductive (general to specific) approach in
teaching rather than an inductive (specific to general)

approach preferred by the Ss, who
predominated in the athlete group.
The predominance of the T prefer-
ence among the athlete group
suggests their need for more logical,
step-by-step teaching strategies, such
as methods used in math courses, as
well as immediate feedback on their
work. The predominance of the P
preference among the athletes in 
the national comparison suggests a
need for greater spontaneity in the
presentation of material and may also
suggest the need for more graduated
assignments to develop the organiza-
tional skills students need to be
successful in college.

Therefore, this study suggests
that if material were presented to athletes using teach-
ing strategies that take advantage of their learning
strengths, their chances for academic success might be
improved. This study further suggests that these
different learning conditions may also benefit other
nonathlete students with MBTI learning style prefer-
ences similar to athletes’. Students with learning style
preferences different from the learning styles of most
traditional college students may be equally able to
achieve academic success if they have a learning
environment designed to take advantage of their
learning strengths.

Coaches may be able to assist academic instructors
in developing more appropriate learning strategies to
facilitate the learning of athletes. Given the learning
strengths of athletes, it is easy to understand why they
first learn the specific skills of their sport and then 
the concepts of play (S orientation). Then they are
taught the logic and strategies of play that use their
strengths as Ts. Finally, athletes’ preference for P uses
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The Sixteen Complete Types

ISTJ ISFJ INFJ INTJ
n = 8 n = 1 n = 0 n = 2
(11.4%) (1.4%) (0.0%) (2.9%)
+ + + + + + + + +
+ + + + +
+ 

ISTP ISFP INFP INTP
n = 17 n = 3 n = 0 n = 5
(24.3%) (4.3%) (0.0%) (7.1%)
+ + + + + + + + + + + + + +
+ + + + + + +
+ + + + +
+ + + + +
+ + + + 

ESTP ESFP ENFP ENTP
n = 7 n = 2 n = 1 n = 8
(10.0%) (2.9%) (1.4%) (11.4%)
+ + + + + + + + + + + + + +
+ + + + + + + + + +

+

ESTJ ESFJ ENFJ ENTJ
n = 12 n = 1 n = 2 n = 1
(17.1%) (1.4%) (2.9%) (1.4%)
+ + + + + + + + + +
+ + + + +
+ + + + +
+ +

Dichotomous Preferences

E n = 34 (48.6%) I = n.a
I n = 36 (51.4%) I = n.a

S n = 51 (72.9%) I = n.a
N n = 19 (27.1%) I = n.a

T n = 60 (85.7%) I = n.a
F n = 10 (14.3%) I = n.a

J n = 27 (38.6%) I = n.a
P n = 43 (61.4%) I = n.a

Pairs and Temperaments

IJ n = 11 (15.7%) I = n.a
IP n = 25 (35.7%) I = n.a
EP n = 18 (25.7%) I = n.a
EJ n = 16 (22.7%) I = n.a

ST n = 44 (62.7%) I = n.a
SF n =   7 (10.0%) I = n.a
NF n =   3 (  4.3%) I = n.a
NT n = 16 (22.7%) I = n.a

SJ n = 22 (31.4%) I = n.a
SP n = 29 (41.4%) I = n.a
NP n = 14 (20.0%) I = n.a
NJ n =   5 (  7.1%) I = n.a

TJ n = 23 (32.9%) I = n.a
TP n = 37 (52.9%) I = n.a
FP n =   6 (  8.6%) I = n.a
FJ n =   4 (  5.7%) I = n.a

IN n =   7 (10.0%) I = n.a
EN n = 12 (17.1%) I = n.a
IS n = 29 (41.4%) I = n.a
ES n = 22 (31.4%) I = n.a

ET n = 28 (40.0%) I = n.a
EF n =   6 (  8.6%) I = n.a
IF n =   4 (  5.7%) I = n.a
IT n = 32 (45.7%) I = n.a

Sandra Chesborough, Do Athletes Learn Differently? Implications for Improving the Learning Environment for Athletes.

Jungian Types (E) Jungian Types (I) Dominant Types
n % Index n % Index n % Index

E–TJ 13 18.6 n.a. I–TP 22 31.4 n.a. Dt. T 35 50.0 n.a.
E–FJ 3 4.3 n.a. I–FP 3 4.3 n.a. Dt. F 6 8.6 n.a.
ES–P 9 12.9 n.a. IS–J 9 12.9 n.a. Dt. S 18 25.7 n.a.
EN–P 9 12.9 n.a. IN–J 2 2.9 n.a. Dt. N 11 15.7 n.a.

Table 1. Type Distribution of Male, Team-Sport, Scholarship Athletes.

N = 70 + = 1% of N I = Selection Ratio Index *p<.05 **p<.01 ***p<.001
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The Sixteen Complete Types

ISTJ ISFJ INFJ INTJ
n = 8 n = 1 n = 0 n = 2
(11.4%) (1.4%) (0.0%) (2.9%)
I = 0.92 I = 0.26 I = 0.00 I = 0.53
+ + + + + + + + +  
+ + + + +
+ 

ISTP ISFP INFP INTP
n = 17 n = 3 n = 0 n = 5
(24.3%) (4.3%) (0.0%) (7.1%)
I = 3.57*** I = 1.05 I = 0.00 I = 1.08
+ + + + + + + + + + + + + +
+ + + + + + +
+ + + + +
+ + + + +
+ + + + 

ESTP ESFP ENFP ENTP
n = 7 n = 2 n = 1 n = 8
(10.0%) (2.9%) (1.4%) (11.4%)
I = 1.49 I = 0.65 I = 0.23 I = 1.69
+ + + + + + + + + + + + + +
+ + + + + + + + + +

+

ESTJ ESFJ ENFJ ENTJ
n = 12 n = 1 n = 2 n = 1
(17.1%) (1.4%) (2.9%) (1.4%)
I = 1.34 I = 0.26 I = 0.96 I = 0.25
+ + + + + + + + + +
+ + + + +
+ + + + +
+ +

Dichotomous Preferences

E 34 (48.6%) I = 0.95
I 36 (51.4%) I = 1.05

S 51 (72.9%) *I = 1.25
N 19 (27.1%) *I = 0.65

T 60 (85.7%) ***I = 1.35
F 10 (14.3%) ***I = 0.95

J 27 (38.6%) *I = 0.73
P 43 (61.4%) *I = 1.31

Pairs and Temperaments

IJ 11 (15.7%) *I = 0.61
IP 25 (35.7%) *I = 1.56
EP 18 (25.7%) I = 1.06
EJ 16 (22.7%) I = 0.85

ST 44 (62.7%) ***I = 1.62
SF 7 (10.0%) *I = 0.52
NF 3 (  4.3%) **I = 0.25
NT 16 (22.7%) I = 0.93

SJ 22 (31.4%) I = 0.87
SP 29 (41.4%) ***I = 1.88
NP 14 (20.0%) I = 0.80
NJ 5 (  7.1%) *I = 0.42

TJ 23 (32.9%) I = 0.90
TP 37 (52.9%) ***I = 1.96
FP 6 (  8.6%) *I = 0.43
FJ 4 (  5.7%) *I = 0.35

IN 7 (10.0%) *I = 0.50
EN 12 (17.1%) I = 0.79
IS 29 (41.4%) *I = 1.44
ES 22 (31.4%) I = 1.07

ET 28 (40.0%) I = n.a.
EF 6 (  8.6%) I = n.a.
IF 4 (  5.3%) I = n.a.
IT 32 (45.7%) I = n.a.

Sandra Chesborough, Do Athletes Learn Differently? Implications for Improving the Learning Environment for Athletes.

Table 2. SRTT Comparison of Male Scholarship Athletes with National Composite Sample of Male
College Students.

Jungian Types (E) Jungian Types (I) Dominant Types
n % Index n % Index n % Index

E–TJ 35 50.0 n.a I–TP 22 31.4 n.a Dt. T 35 50.0 n.a
E–FJ 3 4.3 n.a I–FP 3 4.3 n.a Dt. F 6 8.4 n.a
ES–P 9 12.9 n.a IS–J 9 12.9 n.a Dt. S 18 25.7 n.a
EN–P 9 12.9 n.a IN–J 2 2.9 n.a Dt. N 11 15.7 n.a

N = 70 + = 1% of N I = Selection Ratio Index *p<.05 **p<.01 ***p<.001



Do Athletes Learn Differently? Implications for Improving the Learning Environment for Athletes

37

The Sixteen Complete Types

ISTJ ISFJ INFJ INTJ
n = 8 n = 1 n = 0 n = 2
(11.4%) (1.4%) (0.0%) (2.9%)
I = 1.50 I = 0.25 I = 0.00 I = 0.50
+ + + + + + + + + 
+ + + + +
+ 

ISTP ISFP INFP INTP
n = 17 n = 3 n = 0 n = 5
(24.3%) (4.3%) (0.0%) (7.1%)
I = 6.03*** I = 0.06 I = 0.00** I = 1.17
+ + + + + + + + + + + + + +
+ + + + + + +
+ + + + +
+ + + + +
+ + + + 

ESTP ESFP ENFP ENTP
n = 7 n = 2 n = 1 n = 8
(10.0%) (2.9%) (1.4%) (11.4%)
I = 3.79*** I = 0.49 I = 0.12** I = 2.23*
+ + + + + + + + + + + + + +
+ + + + + + + + + +

+

ESTJ ESFJ ENFJ ENTJ
n = 12 n = 1 n = 2 n = 1
(17.1%) (1.4%) (2.9%) (1.4%)
I = 2.40** I = 0.22 I = 0.50 I = 0.29
+ + + + + + + + + +
+ + + + +
+ + + + +
+ +

Dichotomous Preferences

E 34 (48.6%) I = 0.97
I 36 (51.4%) I = 1.03

S 51 (72.9%) ***I = 1.63
N 19 (27.1%) ***I = 0.49

T 60 (85.7%) ***I = 1.98
F 10 (14.3%) ***I = 0.25

J 27 (38.6%) I = 0.81
P 43 (61.4%) I = 1.18

Pairs and Temperaments

IJ 11 (15.7%) I = 0.67
IP 25 (35.7%) I = 1.35
EP 18 (25.7%) I = 1.00
EJ 16 (22.7%) I = 0.94

ST 44 (62.7%) ***I = 2.93
SF 7 (10.0%) **I = 0.43
NF 3 (  4.3%) ***I = 0.13
NT 16 (22.7%) I = 1.05

SJ 22 (31.4%) I = 1.16
SP 29 (41.4%) ***I = 2.32
NP 14 (20.0%) *I = 0.58
NJ 5 (  7.1%) **I = 0.34

TJ 23 (32.9%) I = 1.29
TP 37 (52.9%) ***I = 2.95
FP 6 (  8.6%) ***I = 0.25
FJ 4 (  5.7%) **I = 0.25

IN 7 (10.0%) **I = 0.37
EN 12 (17.1%) *I = 0.61
IS 29 (41.4%) ***I = 1.63
ES 22 (31.4%) I = 1.42

ET 28 (40.0%) I = n.a
EF 6 (  8.6%) I = n.a
IF 4 (  5.7%) I = n.a
IT 32 (45.7%) I = n.a

Sandra Chesborough, Do Athletes Learn Differently? Implications for Improving the Learning Environment for Athletes.

Table 3. SRTT Comparison of Male Scholarship Athletes with Earlier Local Sample of Male College
Students.

Jungian Types (E) Jungian Types (I) Dominant Types
n % Index n % Index n % Index

E–TJ 13 18.6 n.a. I–TP 22 31.4 n.a. Dt. T 35 50.0 n.a.
E–FJ 3 4.3 n.a. I–FP 3 4.3 n.a. Dt. F 6 8.6 n.a.
ES–P 9 12.9 n.a. IS–J 9 12.9 n.a. Dt. S 18 25.7 n.a.
EN–P 9 12.9 n.a. IN–J 2 2.9 n.a. Dt. N 11 15.7 n.a.

N = 70 + = 1% of N I = Selection Ratio Index *p<.05 **p<.01 ***p<.001



their spontaneity, as they need to respond instantly to
changes on their field of play. Coaches may be able to
teach to these strengths on the playing field, but they
need to examine more carefully ways they can use to
assist athletes in transferring their learning strengths
from the athletic field to the classroom.

The overrepresentation of ISTPs, the type found
most frequently among successful football and basket-
ball players (Niednagel, 1998), as well as among high
school dropouts (Myers et al., 1998), suggests that it is
important to examine the learning environment for
academically at-risk high school students as well as 
at-risk college students. The results of such a study, if
consistent with the present results, may have strong
implications for the prevention of high school student
dropout and offer more opportunities for athletes and
other students identified as at-risk to obtain a higher
level of education. 

IMPLICATIONS FOR IMPROVING 
THE LEARNING ENVIRONMENT 
FOR ATHLETES
Examination of the results of the administration of the
MBTI instrument to an academically at-risk group, such
as the male, team-sport, scholarship athletes used in this
study, can provide an opportunity to redesign learning
environments for students that address their learning
strengths. In the case of this group of athletes, with
significantly overrepresented S, T, and P preferences
compared to samples from the Atlas of Type Tables™

(Macdaid et al., 1986), the following learning condi-
tions may be worth considering and should also offer
opportunities for further research: 

■ Provide learning conditions that use more applied
approaches to learning, such as apprenticeships
and/or work-study programs in a student’s field of
interest (S).

■ Provide learning conditions that make use of
inductive (specific to general) learning rather than
deductive (general to specific) strategies (S).

■ Make heavier use of audiovisual materials and
other media rather than a strongly lecture-oriented
presentation to take advantage of the observational
learning strength of the scholarship athlete group
(S). 

■ Make stronger use of computer-assisted learning
including CD-ROM and other interactive materials

to provide immediate, specific feedback on learn-
ing problems and individually paced learning (S,
T, and P).

■ Use more action-oriented learning experiences
such as field trips and laboratory experiments,
both for practical application (S) and variety (P).

■ Use action projects as an alternative to papers,
especially as designed by students for specific
application to their field of interest (S).

■ Use student assistants with learning styles similar
to the scholarship athlete group for lab tutoring
sessions, especially with respect to the way the
tutors take in knowledge (S).

■ Provide incentives (perhaps from athletic associa-
tions) for college teachers to revise teaching
approaches to include applied, action-oriented,
step-by-step learning with an inductive approach
(S, T, and P). 

ADDITIONAL RESEARCH
Several additional studies are suggested by this
research. First, confirmation of this research in other
college environments is needed. Then, an examination
of how athletes are effectively taught in the athletic
environment is needed. Athletes spend more time with
their coaches than with any other instructors. Do the
learning styles of college coaches parallel the styles of
the athletes they coach? What can be learned from the
teaching strategies of coaches that can help the academ-
ically at-risk student be more successful? In addition,
parallels between high school and college student-
athletes need to be explored. Does the learning environ-
ment of high school athletes influence their academic
success at the high school level in a way similar to 
that of the college student-athletes in the same sport?
Differences in support needs may exist between
traditional college students and college student-
athletes. What are these differences? Finally, the
implications of this research for nonathlete college
students need to be examined. For example, do non-
athlete students matched with college athletes by
learning style have the same level of academic success
as the athletes? 

CONCLUSION
On the basis of this research, income-producing, team-
sport athletes, who do not always meet the academic
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criteria required of other prospective college students,
should not be considered academic liabilities because 
of their different style of learning. Rather, these athletes
should be used as an important resource helping
colleges and universities adjust their traditional learning

environment so that in the future, scholarship athletes
as well as other students with similar learning styles will
have better opportunities to achieve academic success
in college. 
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