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I.  MEASURING STUDENT-ATHLETE ACADEMIC PERFORMANCE 
 
As in each of my previous reports, I begin by summarizing the most recent results of the six available 
metrics for assessing our student-athlete academic performance: 
 

• Three different ways of measuring graduation rates: 
 

-  The Federal Graduation Rate (FGR) 
-  The Exhausted Eligibility Graduation Rate (EEGR) 
-  The NCAA’s Graduation Success Rate (GSR) 
 

• The NCAA’s Academic Progress Rate (APR) 
 

• Two traditional ways of presenting GPA data (among the many other ways in which GPA figures 
might be used): 

  
-  The average GPA of all student-athletes 
-  The percentage of student-athletes who achieve a GPA over 3.0. 
 

Each of these offers a slightly different perspective.  They also fail to coincide precisely.  The most recent 
graduation rate data that we have are for students who began as freshmen in 2001-02, most of whom had 
left UHM by the spring of 2007, and our most recent APR data is for students who were enrolled is 2007-
08.  And while graduation rates and the APR are calculated only for scholarship athletes, our GPA data 
includes all athletes, both those with athletics scholarships and those without.  (We did have a unique op-
portunity this year, however, to compare the GPAs of our scholarship athletes to those of the athletes as a 
whole; see below.) 
 
To sum up my report: by most of these metrics our score for our student-athletes has improved this year, 
but there is still room for additional improvement. 
 
Taking them up one by one: 

 
1.  The Federal Graduation Rate (FGR) 
 
The FGR is simply the percentage of students who graduate within six years from the same institution at 
which they started as freshmen.  For the FGR, a student who transfers to another school thus counts as not 
having graduated, and the FGR might better be considered a retention rate rather than a graduation rate.  
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One calculation is made for student-athletes who receive athletics scholarships during their freshman 
year; another is made, for comparison purposes, for undergraduate students generally.1  Two figures are 
presented: one for the most recent cohort to complete six years, the other a rolling four-class average, 
combining that figure with those for the three preceding years. 
 
The most recent figures are for the class that entered as freshmen in 2001-02.  The FGR reports the per-
centage of these who graduated by the end of the summer of 2008.  The four-class average is the com-
bined FGR for those who entered between 1998-99 and 2001-02.  The following table shows UHM’s 
place among the nine WAC schools and with reference to the Division 1 and WAC averages.  It is ar-
ranged in descending order of the 4-class average student-athlete FGR: 
 

2001-02 FGR  4-class average FGR 
institution 

SAs undergrads SAs undergrads 

Idaho 63 53 64 55 
Div. 1 average 64 62 63 61 
Utah State 65 44 58 46 
La. Tech 66 48 55 49 

Nevada 46 54 53 49 
WAC average 53.77 45.11 52.88 45.22 
Fresno State 49 48 51 46 
New Mexico State 45 36 51 42 

HAWAI`I 53 55 50 53 
Boise State 56 26 48 26 

San Jose State 41 42 46 41 
 
The following table shows the one-year FGRs for Division 1, the WAC, and UHM for each of the last 
four years.  (These are the figures that make up the four-class average in the preceding table.) 
 

1998-1999 1999-2000 2000-2001 2001-2002  

SAs under-
grads SAs under-

grads SAs under-
grads SAs under-

grads 
Div. 1 average 62 64 64 65 63 62 64 62 

WAC average 52.44 45.11 54.2 45.9 51.77 44.55 53.77 45.11 
HAWAI`I 51 56 51 51 48 51 53 55 

 
UHM’s numbers improved measurably in the most recent year, for both SAs and for undergraduates, and 
while the four-year average for SAs places UHM 7th in the WAC, UHM ranks 5th in its single-year 2001-
02 SA FGR, thanks to some backsliding by Nevada, Fresno State, and New Mexico State (and some bet-
ter than average improvement at Boise State).  But the tables also indicate that: 
 

• UHM’s student-athlete FGR remains below the average for the WAC, and the WAC’s average 
student-athlete FGR remains well below the Division 1 average. 

 

                                                 
1 The most recent graduation rate data (including the FGR, the GSR, and the Exhausted Eligibility rate) for all Divi-
sion 1 schools can be accessed at http://www.ncaa.org/wps/ncaa?ContentID=38757.  
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• At all WAC schools except UHM, the student-athlete FGR exceeds that of the undergraduate stu-
dent body, as it also does for Division 1 as a whole. 

 
Because of the way in which the FGR is calculated, however, the significance of these conclusions is not 
easy to assess.  Some portion both of the student-athletes and of the undergraduates who are counted as 
not having graduated transferred to other institutions, and we have no way of determining how many.  
Nor do we have any way of knowing if the transfer rate (as opposed to the drop-out rate) of student-
athletes is higher or lower than that of their undergraduate peers, or if there are any reasons why these 
rates at UHM might differ from those of other schools.  For all these reasons, a more valuable measure of 
our success in graduating our student-athletes is provided by the Graduation Success Rate (below). 
 
2.  The Exhausted Eligibility Graduation Rate (EEGR) 
 
The EEGR offers an even narrower picture of just one slice of our FGR.  It indicates the percentage of 
graduates, not among all of the scholarship athletes who began as freshman at the same institution, but 
only among those who began as freshman and who stayed long enough to use up all of their athletics eli-
gibility, normally by playing for four years.  Since virtually all of the students included in this metric are 
in college for at least seven semesters (for fall sports) or eight semesters (for spring sports), this is the one 
measure for which a 100% rate might actually be a reasonable goal. 
 
The EEGR is reported as a rolling ten-year figure.  The current results are for students who first enrolled 
as freshmen between 1992-93 and 2001-02.  UHM’s ten-year EEGR of 84 is close to the Division 1 aver-
age and slightly above than the average for the WAC. 
 

institution 1992-2002 
EEGR 

Idaho 92 

La. Tech 87 
Div. 1 average 86 
Boise State 86 
New Mexico State 85 

HAWAI`I 84 
WAC average 82.55 
Utah State 78 
San Jose State 78 

Nevada 78 
Fresno State 75 

 
The four-year trend for UHM indicates that this year marked a very slight reversal of the overall move-
ment upwards: 
 

reporting 
year 

UHM 
EEGR 

2005 75 
2006 76 
2007 85 
2008 84 
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The reason for the decrease in 2008 is that the EEGR for the most recent year, the students who enrolled 
in 2001-02, is 76.7% (33 graduates out of a cohort of 43).  To put this another way, 10 of the 43 scholar-
ship athletes who began at UHM in 2001-02 and who played here for four years ended up leaving without 
a degree. 
 
3.  The Graduation Success Rate (GSR) 
 
The NCAA’s Graduation Success Rate was devised in order to overcome some of the obvious deficien-
cies in the FGR, particularly in its handling of transfers.  For the GSR, any student who leaves in good 
academic standing and who still has remaining playing time is simply removed from the cohort and does 
not count in the calculation, on the assumption that he or she did, or at least could, continue his or her 
education at another school.  Students who transfer into the institution, moreover, are added to the cohort 
for the year in which they began school, and whether or not they graduate within the prescribed six years 
is included in the calculation.  The resulting figure is a better measure of how many students with athlet-
ics scholarships actually end up with a degree, and because so many students do transfer, it is normally 
considerably higher than the FGR.   
 
The GSR is reported as a rolling four-year average.  The following table shows the GSR for each of the 
last three years, arranged in descending order for the most recent year.  Since the GSR is calculated only 
for student-athletes, we have no comparable figures for undergraduates generally, either at UHM or else-
where. 
 

institution 

4-yr SA GSR 
(freshman classes of 

1996-97 to 1999-
2000) 

4-yr SA GSR 
(freshman classes of 
1997-98 to 2000-01) 

4-yr SA GSR 
(freshman classes of 
1998-99 to 2001-02) 

Utah State 78 77 82 
Div. 1 average 78 77 78 
Idaho 73 75 78 
Boise State 71 73 73 

Nevada 65 67 70 
WAC average 65.6 66.44 67.88 
HAWAI`I 65 65 67 
La. Tech 67 67 65 

New Mexico State 57 61 63 
Fresno State 58 63 61 

San Jose State 56 50 52 
 
Here is a closer look at how this year’s GSR was calculated.  In the Fall of 2001 and the Spring of 2002, 
71 freshman student-athletes were awarded athletics scholarships at UHM.  These constitute the initial 
cohort.  Between the Spring of 2002 and the Spring of 2004, another 33 students who had begun their 
academic careers at other institutions and who had earned a number of credits that put them at the same 
class rank as those who began in the Fall of 2001 transferred into UHM and were awarded athletics schol-
arships.  These students were added to the cohort, to make a total of 104.  Of these students, 24 eventually 
left UHM without a degree but in good academic standing (more precisely, they were academically eligi-
ble to play under NCAA rules) and with at least one of their four years of playing time remaining.  These 
24 were removed from the cohort, again, on the grounds that they could (and in most cases we know that 
they did) continue their playing careers at a different school.  Of the 80 remaining students, 23 failed to 
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graduate from UHM within six years.  The remaining 57 did graduate within six-years, for a one-year 
GSR of 71.25%.  This figure was averaged with that for the three preceding years to produce the four-
year GSR of 67%.   
 
The 23 students in the non-graduating cohort include 13 who began at UHM as freshmen.  These students 
are included in our FGR calculation.  These 13 include 10 who completed their four years’ playing time at 
UHM.  These are the students who are counted as not having graduated in our EEGR. 
 
4.  The APR 
 
The Academic Progress Rate (APR) was devised by the NCAA in order to give a better measure of the 
academic performance of currently enrolled students than is provided by graduation rates, which are nec-
essarily based on the records of the students who have already left.  It takes longer to compile the APR, 
however, and therefore it is usually not as current.  The most recent complete APR figures that we have 
are for the 2006-07 academic year.2  We also have preliminary figures for 2007-08 and I will include 
some reference to them below, but they are not complete, and we do not have any data from other schools 
to which to compare them. 
 
The APR is calculated by deducting points for each scholarship athlete who is academically ineligible in a 
given semester and for each one who leaves the institution without graduating, whether by transferring or 
by dropping out.  The students who leave and who would not have been eligible if they had stayed lose 
both the eligibility and the retention points; they are referred to as the “O-for-2s” (0/2s).  In order for a 
team to get a perfect score in any semester, every scholarship athlete must both stay at the same institu-
tion (the retention point) and be academically eligible under NCAA rules (the eligibility point), or he or 
she must graduate (in which case he or she is given both points automatically).  The APR score can be 
read as a percentage with the insertion of a decimal point before the final digit.  A score of 948 means that 
the team or the institution received 94.8% of the points that if would have earned if all of its scholarship 
athletes had remained eligible and enrolled or had graduated. 
 
Our institutional APR score has fluctuated considerably since the APR was first introduced in 2003-04, as 
indicated on the following table.  A count of how we lost our points indicates the reasons for the fluctua-
tion: 
 

 single year 
APR 

points lost for 
eligibility 

points lost for 
retention 

2003-04 948 36 31 
2004-05 922 33 66 

2005-06 938 35 40 
2006-07 956 29 27 

average 941 33.25 41 
 
There has been far greater variation in points lost for retention than in points lost for eligibility, which 
tended to remain fairly level during the first three years.  The good news, however, is that both the eligi-
bility and retention numbers improved measurably in 2006-07, with the result that our one-year APR for 
UHM teams as a whole is the highest it has been in the four years that the APR has existed. 
 

                                                 
2 Current APR data for all Division 1 schools as available at http://www.ncaa.org/wps/ncaa?ContentID=329.  
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We should be pleased with the improvement, but in order to assess how we are doing, we also need to 
place our 941 four-year average in some context.  We don’t have the institutional APR scores for any 
other school, nor do we have an overall Division 1 average, but Bill Regan from the NCAA did provide 
some figures on WAC conference performance at the spring 2008 WAC Council meeting.  In 2006-07 the 
four-year APR for all WAC schools combined was 943; our 941 thus puts us below the average for the 
conference. And with that score, the WAC ranked second to last (along with two other schools) among 
the 31 Division 1 conferences nationwide.  Only one other conference was lower. 
 
The NCAA does provide a Division 1 average for each sport and also a percentile rankings for individual 
teams, and here is how our teams ranked based on this year’s and also last year’s multi-year scores: 
 

%ile ranking 
within sport 
(2006-07) 

UHM team 
UHM 

multi-year 
team APR 

Div. 1 
aver. APR 

%ile ranking 
last year 

(2005-06) 
1st-10th  none    
10th-20th  M Baseball 901 938 10th-20th 

 M Basketball 889 928 30th-40th 
 M Swimming 939 967 10th-20th 
 W Golf 957 974 30th-40th 

20th-30th  M Volleyball 950 965 40th-50th 
 W Cross Country 953 970 10th-20th 
 W Indoor T&F 946 963 10th-20th 
 W Outdoor T&F 946 964 10th-20th 
 W Soccer 960 972 20th-30th 

30th-40th  M Football 921 934 10th-20th  
 W Softball 962 965 30th-40th  
 W Swimming 973 978 30th-40th  
 W Tennis 965 971 30th-40th  
 W Water Polo 957 967 20th-30th  

40th-50th  M Golf 966 962 50th-60th  
 W Basketball 962 960 30th-40th  

50th-60th  none    
60th-70th  M Tennis 977 961 70th-80th  

 W Volleyball 982 970 50th-60th  
70th-80th  none    
80th-90th  none    

90th-100th  none    
 
Last year we found that a larger number of our scholarship athletes were on teams whose percentile rank-
ing had gone down than were on teams whose percentile ranking had improved.  The reverse has occurred 
this year: thanks largely to Football, which dramatically increased its APR score in 2006-07, a far larger 
number of students are on teams that improved their percentile ranking than are on teams that fell: 
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2005-06 2006-07 
 Number of 

teams 
% of scholar-
ship athletes 

Number of 
teams 

% of scholar-
ship athletes 

Higher %ile than previous year 4 19% 5 52.3% 

Same %ile as previous year 6 51% 6 32.5% 

Lower %ile than previous year 8 31% 7 15.2% 
 
It appears, therefore, that we have improved our position with reference to other schools this year, and 
that we are closer to an upper 50th percentile ranking overall, which is the goal that was set by Chancellor 
Konan in her 2006 Academic Improvement Plan.  We still have a long way to go, however, for most of 
our teams are still below that goal, and in fact more of our students are on teams that are below the 50th 
percentile this year that were on teams below the 50th percentile in 2006: 
 

2005-06 2006-07 
 Number of 

teams 
% of scholar-
ship athletes 

Number of 
teams 

% of scholar-
ship athletes 

Above the 50th %ile 3 9.4% 2 6.7% 

Below the 50th %ile 15 90.6% 16 93.3% 
 

Switching to the raw numbers now: the following table compares the average team APR score for the last 
three years with the single-year APR for 2006-07 and with the new four-year average.  (From now on, the 
APR will be reported as a rolling four-year score.) 
 

Team Three-Year APR 
2003-06 

Single-Year APR 
2006-07 

Four-Year APR 
2003-07 

Men’s  
Baseball 904 892 901 
Basketball 913 821 889 
Football 902 980 921 
Golf 971 947 966 
Swimming 937 944 939 
Tennis 980 967 977 
Volleyball 963 907 950 

Women’s 
Basketball 951 1000 962 
Cross-Country 939 1000 953 
Golf 973 893 957 
Softball 962 963 962 
Soccer 956 973 960 
Swimming 974 969 973 
Tennis 967 957 965 
Track and Field (Indoor 
and Outdoor) 930 1000 946 

Volleyball 976 1000 982 
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Team Three-Year APR 
2003-06 

Single-Year APR 
2006-07 

Four-Year APR 
2003-07 

Water Polo 959 951 957 
 
There is both good news and bad news in these figures.  Several teams have outstanding records: 
Women’s Basketball, Cross Country, Track and Field, and Volleyball all scored 1000 in 2006-07, and 
Women’s Volleyball has now scored 1000 for two years in a row.  Eight teams (counting Indoor Track 
and Field and Outdoor Track and Field separately), with 56% of our scholarship athletes, have gone up, 
and nine teams, with 37.4% of our scholarship athletes, declined.  (One remained unchanged.)  The great-
est amount of improvement, however, was concentrated in Football, with its nearly 80 point jump.  If we 
take Football out of the calculation, then our overall APR for the remaining teams improved only two 
points, from 946 in 2005-06 to 948 in 2006-07, and fell short of the high score of 958 that we reached in 
2003-04.  And not counting Football, in 2006-07 a greater number of our athletes (50.5%) were on teams 
that went down in their score in 2006-07 than were on teams that went up (40%).   
 
Among the teams that went down were Baseball and Men’s Basketball, which were already (with Foot-
ball) among our three lowest ranking teams in multi-year APR.  Men’s Basketball’s score declined in 
each of the first three years since the APR was instituted.  Its 2006-07 score of 821 is the lowest one-year 
APR score of any UHM team since the APR began, and it is now the only UHM team with a multi-year 
score below 900. 
 
Baseball, Football, and Men’s Basketball have been our biggest concerns because these are the teams 
whose APR scores have been low enough to make them subject to penalties.  The NCAA requires teams 
with multi-year APRs below 925 to give up the scholarship of any student who is 0-for-2 and who hasn’t 
yet finished playing his or her four years.  (Again, an 0-for-2 is a student who loses both the retention and 
the eligibility points.  It’s a student who leaves without graduating and who would not have been aca-
demically eligible if he or she stayed, or to put it more colloquially, a kid who flunks out.)  All three of 
these teams have had to give up scholarships during two or three of the last three years.  Additional penal-
ties are imposed on teams with multi-year APRs below 900.  This year Men’s Basketball received a pub-
lic warning for its low score.  For each subsequent year that a team is below 900 the penalties increase, 
from reduction in practice time to eventual disqualification from post-season play. 
 
The NCAA also requires that for each team that falls into penalty status, the institution must study the 
reasons why and prepare a detailed APR improvement plan.  For teams below 900, this plan must be filed 
with and approved by the NCAA.  The Athletics Department prepared such plans for Baseball, Football, 
and Men’s Basketball in the Fall of 2007, and it is also preparing a Department-wide APR improvement 
plan, incorporating the strategies that have been devised for these three teams.  All of these are available 
for examination. 
 
A great many factors contribute to our APR, some of them beyond our control.  One of the reasons for the 
increase in Football’s score for 2006-07 has to be the Sugar Bowl: with the team as well as the commu-
nity anticipating that we would qualify for a major bowl game, players were more strongly motivated 
both to stay eligible and to stay at UHM.  But many are also within our control, and another reason for 
Football’s success was the assignment of a second academic advisor to work with the team.  Our prelimi-
nary APR figures for 2007-08 indicate that the Department’s efforts with the other teams are also bearing 
fruit.  Football will not maintain the same high score as in 2006-07, but it will have a score high enough 
to move it out of penalty status, and both Baseball and Men’s Basketball will show very significant im-
provement.  Our overall multi-year APR will improve only modestly: since from now on the APR is a 
rolling four-year score, we will be dropping the scores for 2003-04 from the calculation, and that happens 
to be one of our better years.  But most teams will show an improvement both in their one-year and in 
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their multi-year scores, and with the three most problematic teams, it appears that we have succeeded in 
reversing the decline. 
 
5. GPA 
 
The metrics provided by the NCAA offer the best way of comparing our student-athletes’ academic per-
formance to that of athletes at other institutions, but not as good a way of comparing our athletes to their 
peers here at UHM.  For that purpose, the best measure may simply be their GPAs.  Student-Athlete Aca-
demic Services compiles a report each semester on the mean GPA by team and the percentage of athletes 
with a GPA of 3.0 or higher.  Adjusted results for the last three years, together with equivalent figures for 
undergraduates as a whole, are presented in the following tables:3  
 

Fall 2005 Spring 2006 

 mean 
sem 
GPA 

% 3.0 
or 

higher 

mean 
cum 
GPA 

% 3.0 
or 

higher 

mean 
sem 
GPA 

% 3.0 
or 

higher 

mean 
cum 
GPA 

% 3.0 
or 

higher 
All under-
grads 2.9 55.5 2.9 49.2 2.98 57.1 2.94 49.3 

All SAs 2.71 38.6 2.76 35.0 2.77 43 2.76 33 

Male un-
dergrads 2.8 48.2 2.8 40.8 2.85 50.3 2.82 40.6 

Male SAs 2.51 30.3 2.59 24.7 2.64 33 2.6 21 

Female 
undergrads 3.0 61.5 3.0 56 3.09 62.6 3.04 56.3 

Female SAs 2.98 51.3 3.0 49.2 2.95 56 2.9 49 

 
Fall 2006 Spring 2007 

 mean 
sem 
GPA 

% 3.0 
or 

higher 

mean 
cum 
GPA 

% 3.0 
or 

higher 

mean 
sem 
GPA 

% 3.0 
or 

higher 

mean 
cum 
GPA 

% 3.0 
or 

higher 
All under-
grads 2.97 57.4 2.94 49.8 3.02 60.4 2.95 50.7 

All SAs 2.80 46.9 2.79 35.2 2.84 49.7 2.82 38.6 

Male un-
dergrads 2.83 49.9 2.82 41.1 2.89 53.3 2.83 41.9 

Male SAs 2.65 37.3 2.63 24.2 2.63 35.0 2.63 25.3 

Female 
undergrads 3.09 63.7 3.04 57 3.14 66.2 3.06 58.0 

Female SAs 3.02 60.6 2.99 49.5 3.08 65.2 3.05 53.9 

                                                 
3 Data on student-athletes is derived from the report prepared by Student-Athlete Academic Services.  Cheerleading, 
included by SAAS, is omitted here in order to make the SA cohort more like that of the other categories of data in 
the present report.  Co-ed sailing is included in the figure for all SAs but not in those for male SAs or female SAs.  
The mean GPAs for all SAs provided by SAAS have been recalculated in order to determine the mean individual 
GPA rather than the mean team GPA.  Data on undergraduates generally was provided by the Office of the Vice 
Chancellor for Academic Affairs.  I wish to express my gratitude to Tim Merrill, Interim Program Officer, for his 
generous assistance. 
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Fall 2007 Spring 2008 

 mean 
sem 
GPA 

% 3.0 
or 

higher 

mean 
cum 
GPA 

% 3.0 
or 

higher 

mean 
sem 
GPA 

% 3.0 
or 

higher 

mean 
cum 
GPA 

% 3.0 
or 

higher 
All under-
grads 2.98 57.5 2.94 50.1 3.02 59.7 2.95 50.8 

All SAs 2.885 49.7 2.865 43.5 2.88 49.8 2.88 43.1 

Male un-
dergrads 2.86 50.7 2.83 41.7 2.9 52.9 2.85 41.9 

Male SAs 2.78 42.4 2.74 33.1 2.64 35.9 2.72 30.7 

Female 
undergrads 3.07 63.1 3.04 57.1 3.12 65.7 3.05 58.5 

Female SAs 3.01 58.3 3.00 54.3 3.16 65.9 3.08 56.6 

 
The general patterns that are observable here are similar to what we have seen in the past: 
 

• There have been slight but measurable increases in most categories for undergraduates generally. 
• Average GPAs for female undergraduates tend to be about .2 higher than for males. 
• Average GPAs for SAs as a whole are lower than for undergraduates generally. 
• There has also been a measurable increase in all categories for SAs as a whole, and thus some 

narrowing of the gap between student-athletes and undergraduates. 
• Female student-athletes tend to match female undergraduates very closely in their academic per-

formance, sometimes scoring a little higher, sometimes a little lower. 
• Male student-athletes still tend to lag behind both male undergraduates and female student-

athletes, particularly in the percentage with a GPA of 3.0 or higher, and they are thus the lowest 
ranked group in every category. 

• It  is because of low male student-athlete scores that the averages that student-athletes as a whole 
rank below those for undergraduates generally. 

 
A side note on GPAs.  As already noted, our GPA figures for student-athletes include all students on the 
roster, not just those on scholarship.  In February 2008, however, SAAS calculated the equivalent figures 
for the Fall of 2007 for scholarship athletes alone, which give us an opportunity to compare the two 
groups, if only for that one semester: 
 
 

Semester GPA Cumulative GPA  
Scholarship 

 SAs All SAs Scholarship 
 SAs All SAs 

Men’s sports 
Football 2.729 2.74 2.708 2.709 
Baseball 2.891 2.90 2.777 2.799 
Basketball 2.685 2.65 2.757 2.713 
Golf 2.842 2.84 2.935 2.935 
Swimming/Diving 3.118 2.87 3.034 2.822 
Tennis 3.345 3.35 3.072 3.072 
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Semester GPA Cumulative GPA  
Scholarship 

 SAs All SAs Scholarship 
 SAs All SAs 

Volleyball 2.752 2.53 2.714 2.545 
All men 2.816 2.78 2.777 2.74 

Women’s sports 
Basketball 2.977 2.93 2.903 2.864 
Golf 3.343 3.41 3.249 3.32 
Soccer 2.861 2.89 3.08 3.103 
Softball 2.773 2.88 2.882 2.95 
Swimming/Diving 3.055 3.03 2.967 2.947 
Tennis 3.294 3.17 3.052 3.12 
Track and Field 3.365 3.18 3.241 3.112 
Volleyball 3.051 3.08 3.045 3.018 
Water Polo 3.075 2.76 2.957 2.807 
All women 3.053 3.01 3.032 3.00 

Men and women combined 2.925 2.885 2.894 2.865 
 

Notes to the table: In Fall 2007, all roster players had scholarships in Men’s Golf and Men’s Tennis.  No scholarships 
are awarded in Sailing, but as in the previous tables, Sailing is included in the figures for all SAs in the bottom row. 
 

If this semester was typical, then student-athletes with athletics scholarships tend to have slightly higher 
average GPAs than student-athletes as a whole, but the relationship varies considerably by team.   
 
 
II.  LOOKING TO THE FUTURE 
 
I traditionally begin the second part of my analysis by pointing out that we have every reason to be proud 
of the vast majority of our student-athletes.  The GPA figures indicate that many are doing very well 
(nearly half had a GPA of 3.0 or higher in each semester in 2007-08) and that the upper 90-95% constitute 
an entirely typical cross-section of our undergraduate student body.  Several times a year we pause to rec-
ognize the student-athletes with the most outstanding records, when we present the WAC Scholar-Athlete 
awards, the WAC Academic All-Conference awards, and the UHM Athletics Department Scholar-Athlete 
awards.  But there is also an appropriate time to take a look at the students who are not keeping up, be-
cause they too are critical to our overall success.  And the metrics that we have indicate that we have con-
siderable room for improvement: 
 

• The GPA figures indicate that the student-athletes still lag behind their undergraduate peers, 
mostly, it appears, because of certain number of male SAs who bring down the averages. 

 
• In the measures of eligibility and retention provided by the APR, our score is improving, but we 

are still far below the national averages and still very far from our goal of reaching the upper 50th 
percentile nationwide. 

 
• Both measures of the student-athletes’ overall graduation rate still place us in the bottom half of 

the WAC, and in both we are still 11 full points below the Division 1 average. 
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The same figures, however, also provide the basis for hope, because where we have reversed direction 
and where we have started to improve, we have proof of the effect that a new coach can have, and of the 
impact of hiring new advisors, and of the value of increasing other forms of academic support.  The suc-
cesses that we have achieved suggest that we can aspire to doing even better. 
 
One of the most visible problems that emerges from the preceding discussion, and one that can provide a 
focus for a consideration of ways of improving our scores, is the high number of students who play for 
four years and who then leave UHM without a degree.  There were 18 such students in the cohort for this 
year’s GSR and another 10 in the most recent APR cohort (counting a student who appears in both groups 
only once).   Four of these we can set aside because though they got caught in the statistical net, they 
don’t actually pose any serious academic issues.4   But the remaining 24 (which include 21 men and 3 
women) appear simply to have dropped out.  Before they left, they had accumulated an average of 107 
credits, and they had a mean GPA of 2.01.  About half of these students left immediately after their final 
season of play.  (That a small number of these turned professional is not immediately to the point, since 
there is no reason why graduation shouldn’t be a goal for our future professional athletes too.)  The other 
half stayed on for another semester or more, but those who continued typically did much more poorly 
once their playing time was done.  For these students, at least, playing itself, plus the academic support 
that is provided to active players, appears to have been an incentive to keep up at least a minimum level 
of academic performance. 
 
Each of these 24 students has a different story, and and we know of at least one who may eventually re-
turn to finish up his degree.  But the total number is not the issue; what is important is what we might 
have done differently while these students were still in school and what we might do differently in the 
future, and there are a number of available options.   
 
One way of increasing the likelihood that a student-athlete will graduate is simply to postpone a his or her 
final season of play.  NCAA rules allow a student four years of competition within the five-year period 
that begins with their first semester of full-time enrollment at any college or university.  NCAA academic 
eligibility rules, however, are based on the assumption that it will normally take five years to earn a de-
gree.  The consequence is that many students finish up their playing time when they are only four-fifths of 
the way (or less, if they play during the fall) towards graduating.  Deferring the beginning of their compe-
tition for a year – having them attend class without competing – is one way to make sure that in their final 
year of competition they are within closer reach of their degree.  This is called a “redshirt” year, a year in 
which a student does not compete for whatever reason and which therefore does not count as one of his or 
her four years of eligibility.  Some students – particularly freshmen – redshirt because the position that 
they play is already well enough staffed with upperclassmen.  But it is also possible to give a freshman an 
academic redshirt year – a chance to get his or her feet on the ground academically without having to 
worry about competing – if the coach is willing to put the student’s academic success first, and this is one 
of the recommendations for the coaches included in the Athletics Department’s APR Improvement Plan. 
 
Another similar strategy is called a “greyshirt” year.  A greyshirt is a student (usually in a fall sport) who 
postpones his initial enrollment until January and who may or may not register part-time in the preceding 
fall.  The five-year period in which a student must play his or her four years doesn’t begin until he or she 
is enrolled full-time, but the credits that he or she earns before full-time enrollment count towards the de-
gree.  A football player, for instance, who enrolls only part-time in his first term can earn, say, 9 credits, 

                                                 
4 One of these came back and graduated; two were here for only a single year to play during their final season of 
eligiblity and then returned to their original institutions to receive their degree; and the fourth was technically ineli-
gible when she left, but she had a respectable GPA and she could have made herself eligible by taking a single 
summer class at the institution to which she transferred.  A student who was 0/2 in the Spring of 2007 but who has 
since returned and is currently enrolled is also not counted in these figures. 
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and then enroll full-time in the spring and have 21-24 credits under his belt before his first season of play.  
Since his five-year clock doesn’t start until January, he will have not only the 9 additional credits but also 
9 full semesters to earn his degree before he plays four years, or 11 semesters if he also redshirts.  Foot-
ball is the only sport at UHM that currently encourages greyshirts. There is no official count, but we 
know of eight football players who were part-time in the Fall of 2006, five in 2007, and another three in 
2008.  The advantage for the team of a greyshirt over a redshirt is that a greyshirt doesn’t use up a schol-
arship (since part-time students are not eligible for financial aid) and that it’s possible to take a risk on an 
academically marginal student without a possible penalty on the team’s GSR or APR.  There is some ad-
vantage for students who are less well prepared: for some, enrolling part-time rather than full-time during 
the first semester can help ease the transition from high school to college.  But there are also some disad-
vantages for the student as well.  He or she has to pay his or her own way, and this has been a hardship for 
at least one student we know, who has had to work in addition to going to school, giving up whatever ad-
vantage in time there might have been in going only part-time.  And part-time students are not allowed to 
live on campus and aren’t allowed to practice with their team, much less compete.  The integration into 
college life is much less complete than it is for a scholarship student who is given a redshirt year, who 
may for that reason have a better chance of initial success. 
 
Another strategy for bringing student-athletes closer to graduation before their playing time is done is to 
provide financial support for summer school, but unlike the two preceding options, this one comes with a 
significant price tag.  The amount of summer session aid available to student-athletes at UHM has more 
than doubled in the last two years: 
 

year SAs enrolled in 
summer session 

Summer session 
aid awarded 

2006 133 $160,110 
2007 152 $240, 737 
2008 179 $369, 735 

 
This is still short of the amount that we could spend, however.  Sending all of our scholarship athletes to 
summer school for both sessions would cost about $1.2 million, but since most athletes would attend only 
a single session and many will not wish or need to attend at all, a more realistic target would probably be 
about half that, or $600,000.  Raising the difference between what we have and what we need raises two 
issues, one of resources and one of how our available resources are to be distributed.  None of the money 
currently spent on summer school comes from Athletics Department funds; it comes from individual team 
foundation accounts, which are made up of donations from boosters, and from an annual grant that we 
receive from the NCAA called the Student-Athlete Opportunity Fund.  Some teams (mostlly men’s) have 
much larger foundation accounts than others because they are better able to attract booster support.  The 
use of the Student-Athlete Opportunity Fund to help even out some of the differences between teams was 
originally compelled in part by gender equity concerns.  Some teams are still put at a disadvantage, how-
ever, because of an NCAA rule that stipulates that the university can award summer session aid only in 
proportion to the amount of regular term aid that a student receives.  To put it more simply, a student on a 
full scholarship can receive a full summer session grant, and a student with 40% of a scholarship during 
the regular year can only receive 40% of a grant during the summer.  The students who are disadvantaged 
are in the so-called “equivalency” sports.  In certain sports (Football, Men’s and Women’s Basketball, 
Women’s Tennis, Women’s Volleyball), called “head count” sports, the NCAA puts a limit on the num-
ber of students who may receive athletics scholarships.  All students in head count sports at UHM receive 
full scholarships.  In all the rest, called the “equivalency” sports, the NCAA puts a limit on the amount 
that can be awarded, calculated as a multiple of the cost of a full scholarship, but this amount can be di-
vided up among as many students as the coach wishes.  In these sports, partial scholarships are not just 
possible but the rule.   And in these sports, students with partial scholarships during the year can only re-
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ceive partial scholarships (in the same proportion) during the summer.  But there is one very important 
exception.  The proportional limitation on summer session aid does not apply to the Student-Athlete Op-
portunity Fund.  It would be possible to give full summer session aid even in equivalency sports as long 
as the additional money (above the amount that is allowed by the proportional rule) comes from the 
NCAA.  The sports that would benefit include Baseball, whose academic performance numbers are cur-
rently very low.  The Athletics Department, however, still restricts itself to the proportional aid formula.  
To do otherwise, of course, would require raising significant additional funds: we already exhaust the 
Student-Athlete Opportunity Fund each year as it is.  But the Department has been reluctant to commit 
itself to enlarging the amount of aid given to students in the equivalency sports even if more money does 
become available, in part because there are other very valuable things that the Student-Athlete Opportu-
nity Fund could be used for if summer session weren’t so big a drain, and therefore no such commitment 
appears in the Department’s current APR Improvement Plan.  When resources are limited, a choice has to 
be made. 
 
Encouraging student-athletes to attend summer school is an obvious way to help them to their degree, in 
all sports, not just those that have created the greatest number of academic issues.  But it is not a cure-all, 
either for our low graduation rates or for our low APR.  Of the 24 students counted above who left with-
out a degree after playing for four years, 20 had had the opportunity to attend summer school for at least 
one session, and among them, they had accumulated a total of 217 summer session credits.  There is a 
more obvious reason for their lack of academic success, and that is the large number of classes that they 
took and failed.  Among them, these 24 had acquired 511 credits of F during the regular school year (in-
cluding 178 during their typically disastrous final semester), more than wiping out whatever advantage 
they gained by attending school during the summer.5  
 
Extending the time that students remain in school, allowing them to acquire credits during the summer – 
none of this matters if the students are unable to make the grade.  Obviously a great many factors contrib-
ute to a student’s performance, including the ability, the preparation, and the motivation that the student 
brings, but also including the level of academic support that we are able to provide.  How much difference 
academic support can make is open to discussion.  We sometimes expect a lot from the advisors in Stu-
dent-Athlete Academic Services.  Some coaches seem to think that any student that they recruit can be 
successful academically as long as he or she receives the right amount of tutoring and support.  I once 
heard an academic advisor wonder out loud, after working hard to instill a college education in a student 
who was proving inapt, whether the same assumption worked for athletics, and whether any student at all, 
no matter how little promise he had shown in the past, could successfully play intercollegiate football as 
long as he had the right amount of coaching.  Whatever one’s doubts, it is nonetheless clear, from the im-
pact that an enlargement of the academic staff has had in both Football and Men’s Basketball, that in-
creasing academic support can have remarkable effects on the performance of academically marginal stu-
dents and on the performance numbers of the team as a whole.  The problem is that this kind of help can 
be labor intensive and time-consuming, involving a great deal of one-on-one counseling and personal tu-
toring, and it is thus also very costly.  Student-Athlete Academic Services currently has eight full-time 
employees, plus one temporary full-time staff member and two graduate assistants.  With this staff plus 
the student-employees who serve as tutors, they serve about 500 students, including about 435 current 
student-athletes plus the cheerleaders and the students who have played for four years but who are still 
enrolled.  There are many schools with much larger staffs than this, and a recent survey of the 73 schools 
in the BCS conferences – which generally speaking have the largest and wealthiest athletics programs in 
the country – suggests that we would rank a bit below average among the schools in this group.6  On the 

                                                 
5 It’s not just a matter of averages.  21 of these 24 students had more credits of F than they had credits from summer 
school. 
6 See Brad Wolverton, “Spending Plenty So Athletes Can Make the Grade,” Chronicle of Higher Education 55, no. 
2 (September 5, 2008), 1, 19-23.  The BCS conferences are the six conferences (Atlantic Coast, Big 12, Big East, 
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other hand, we have a larger staff than is found at most other school in the WAC.  It has been pointed out 
that the larger size of our staff is justified at least in part because our students have to miss more classes 
than their WAC peers do because of their longer road-trips.  That same observation also highlights the 
fact that the advisors and tutors in SAAS provide important services to all of the student-athletes, not just 
those who need help the most, and that the large amount of time taken up by high-maintenance students 
can detract from the quality of service provided to the student-athletes as a whole.  And to skip to the bot-
tom line, if the solution for poor academic performance is increased academic support, then our low 
graduation rates and low APR suggest that if we are not going to penalize the other students who depend 
upon SAAS, then we are going to need to make an even greater investment in academic services for ath-
letes than we already do. 
 
The alternative is to reduce the number of high maintenance students that we admit.  Admissions is a 
complex matter, and it is not always easy to predict, especially on the basis of a paper record, how a stu-
dent is going to perform at UHM.  This is nonetheless an area over which we can exercise some control, 
and it can certainly have an impact upon our academic performance numbers.  Our attention has been 
drawn most recently to our admission of transfer students.  In reporting our low conference APR score at 
the WAC Council meeting last May, Bill Regan also pointed out that our conference ranked highest in the 
country in the number of student-athletes who were transfers, and he left us to draw the implication.  In 
our own examination of the students who had lost APR points at UHM, one of the clearest patterns that 
we found was the very low eligiblity and retention rate among transfers in Men’s Basketball, particularly 
those who had transferred from junior colleges and who had been non-qualifiers when they had graduated 
from high school, that is, who had not met the NCAA’s minimum standards for freshman eligibility, 
based on their high school GPA and their standardized test scores.  These junior-college non-qualifiers (or 
JCNQs) face enormous challenges when they get to UHM, and they therefore also pose some of the 
greatest challenges to our academic staff.  The problem is not just their poor background in high school 
(or the fact that they were, as I heard an Athletics Department administrator point out at a recent coaches’ 
meeting, non-qualifiers for a reason).  They also tend to make poor choices in junior college. They go to 
schools where they can continue to play their sport (NCAA eligibility rules, including those regarding 
qualifiers, don’t apply to JCs) but which don’t have high academic requirements.  We have seen transcript 
after transcript of students who earned the GPAs that qualified them for admission to UHM by taking 
large numbers of physical activity classes (I have seen examples where students took nothing but physical 
activity classes in a given semester) and whose grades in their academic courses – the ones in which they 
might have to write a paper or read a book– were rarely if ever higher than a C.  Virtually all of these stu-
dents also receive transferable credit for participating in their sport.7   Compared to the students who 
spend their first two years at UHM or who go to one of our own community colleges – which don’t offer 
sports and which allow the students to get the same core curriculum that they can get at the Mānoa cam-
pus – these students enter UHM terribly unprepared.   Under NCAA rules, they must immediately declare 
their major and start acquiring credits that will count towards their degree.  And they don’t get a break: 
coaches recruit JC players because they need them to play right away, so a redshirt year is out of the ques-
tion.  It is not surprising that they struggle, nor that they place enormous demands upon the time of the 

                                                                                                                                                             
Big 10, Pac 10, and SEC) whose champions automatically qualify for post-season BCS bowl games  The WAC (to-
gether with the Mountain West, the Mid-American, and the Sun Belt conferences and Conference USA) is one of 
the five so-called “mid-major” conferences that constitute the rest of the “Football Bowl Subdivision” of NCAA 
Division 1 (formerely “Division 1A”), whose teams may qualify for a BCS bowl but which do not receive automatic 
bids. 
7 One of the mysteries that I cannot explain is why we allow students to transfer credits for participating in a sport 
when we do not give academic credit for intercollegiate sports at UHM.  The puzzle is heightened by the fact that 
the number of credits that students receive for being on a team varies widely from JC to JC, and these students are 
thus awarded 1, 2, or 3 transferable credits for each semester they played, depending on where they came from, for 
what must be essentially the same activity. 
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academic staff, who are sometimes faced with teaching basic study and writing skills to students who 
should be beginning their coursework in their majors. 
 
Not all such students fail, I am happy to say.  Many have the motivation and obtain the support that make 
it possible for them to leave UHM with a degree (and they provide some of the most satisfying triumphs 
for the academic staff).  But many don’t; enough simply drop out that if we have any serious plans to in-
crease our graduation rates, either we have to provide the level of academic support that will make it pos-
sible for more such students to succeed or we have to set realistic standards on admission, for instance by 
requiring a minimum number of real academic courses with a minimal GPA sufficient to indicate a level 
of preparation equivalent to that of these students’ peers at UHM. 
 
Another way we might have of addressing some students’ low grades – one that the Athletics Department 
has actually appeared reluctant to consider – is to use athletics participation itself as an incentive for bet-
ter academic performance and to shift more of the responsibility for academic success onto the students 
themselves.  The NCAA already imposes a whole series of academic eligibility rules based on the prem-
ise that a student must be making progress towards a degree at an acceptable grade level before being al-
lowed to play.  The NCAA’s rules are necessarily generic, and they certainly do not take into account lo-
cal circumstances and needs.  Some UHM coaches have added their own policies.  For instance, in Foot-
ball it was once the rule that students who were on academic probation in the spring wouldn’t be allowed 
to practice.  There are also a couple of Department-wide policies.  Students who are on academic proba-
tion are not allowed to go on road trips unless they are given a waiver by their academic advisor and by 
the Athletics administrator in charge of their sport, and the Chancellor, as part of her 2006 academic im-
provement plan, instructed that students who were not keeping up with their academic work during the 
current semester (as opposed to the previous semester, which might result in a student being placed on 
probation) also be kept at home.  The first policy is only infrequently imposed, however, and the second 
almost never.  There is good reason to believe that if student-athletes see playing time as a reward for 
keeping up their grades, they will live up to our expectations.  I cite the Sugar Bowl effect again: the Fall 
of 2007, when the strength of the Football team made it possible to think that we might be going to a ma-
jor bowl and the rewards were therefore particularly high, was the first time in living memory that every 
member of the team was academically eligible to compete.  When the question of adding new eligibility 
standards is raised, it is sometimes argued that we don’t set academic requirements for participation in 
other extracurricular activities, such as the band.  But student-athletes already have a large number of 
academic requirements that members of the band don’t have to meet, including the few that are imposed 
by individual coaches and by the institution.  The only question is what these requirements should be, or 
more to the point, how we can use eligibility to compete as a way of eliciting the best possible academic 
work from our student-athletes.  Examples of policies that we could think about are: 
 

• taking more seriously the limitations on travel for students on probation or who are not meeting 
their current academic requirements; 

• reviving and extending the policy of limiting the practice time of students who are academically 
ineligible to compete; 

• setting a minimum GPA for second semester freshman eligibility;8 

                                                 
8  The NCAA’s minimum GPA of 1.8 doesn’t apply until the third semester, and until we decide otherwise, there is 
no minimum GPA required of student-athletes in their second semester.  At the coaches’ meeting on Novemebr 17, 
2008, I was asked by an assistant coach, “Why do we allows students with less than a 1.0 to compete?”  What he 
didn’t know was that we recently had to declare the eligibility of a student who had just completed her first semester 
with a GPA of 0.23.  Other schools and conferences have set their own GPA standards. Merely as examples, chosen 
completely at random: the Big 10 conference requires a 1.65 for second-semester freshmen, UC Davis a 2.0. 
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• raising the number of credits that one must have passed in the preceding semester from the 
NCAA minimum of 6 to 9 or 12, in order to reduce the number of Fs. 

 
None of these should be imposed without considerable discussion.  The first problem to solve, however, 
is who is to make such a decision. Right now, the only one who might be authorized to set institutional 
eligiblity standards is the Athletics Director, and it might be worth discussing whether the welfare of our 
student-athletes, as represented by their academic success, might not be of concern even to those outside 
of the Athletics Department. 
 
In creating the GSR and the APR, the NCAA deliberately sought to focus our attention on the students  
who were being left behind and to provoke discussion of exactly the sort that we have been having on our 
campus of how we might serve all of our student-athletes better.  That discussion itself has been benefi-
cial: as a result of the need to comply with the new expectations of the NCAA, there has been a palpable 
shift of priority during the last couple of years at every level – including everyone from the coaches to the 
academic advisors – from merely maintaining eligibility to having more student-athletes leave UHM with 
a degree.  Our numbers are still low, however, and as I have tried to show by focusing on one particular 
group of students, more than just numbers are involved.  We are talking about real students, their educa-
tions, and their futures.  In order to serve them better, it appears that we may have some choices to make.  
For the coaches, there may sometimes be a hard choice between what is best in the long term for the stu-
dent and what is best for the short-term success of the team.  The Athletics Department may need to 
weigh increasing summer session aid for students in equivalency sports against the many other valuable 
purposes to which Student-Athlete Opportunity Funds might be put.  Given the limitations on both time 
and staff, SAAS must sometimes have to choose between the needs of the general body of student-
athletes and the demands of those who require the greatest amount of support.  In a broader context, the 
institution as a whole may have to consider choosing between raising our admissions standards for ath-
letes and providing additional resources for student-athlete academic services.  And in a broader context 
still, we might need to weigh the type of intense remedial support that athletes sometimes require against 
what we normally understand to be the mission of the Mānoa campus, and in a time of limited resources, 
to weigh the allocation of additional support for athletes against the the needs for advising and other aca-
demic support among all the rest of our undergraduates.  It is when we reach these broader questions that 
it becomes most clear that the issues posed by student-athlete academic performance are not the concern 
of the Athletics Department alone. 
 


