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The 2017 Earle F. Zeigler Lecture Award presented in Denver, CO, addressed doctoral training in Sport
Management programs. A review of the doctoral-granting degree programs listed on the website of the North
American Society for Sport Management was completed. The review addressed the following three points:
(a) number of hours required to earn a doctoral degree; (b) number of credit hours required for research tools,
methods, and/or inquiry courses; and (c) whether program requirements included philosophy of science and/or
philosophy of inquiry courses. The range of required hours for degree completion was 45–80. The number of
required hours for research tools, methods, and/or inquiry ranged from 9 to 26. Four programs included
specific content on the philosophy of science and/or inquiry. Concerns regarding the breadth, and to some
degree the depth, of training were presented. Suggestions for action at the local level were shared as part of the
conclusion.
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Opening Remarks

It is an honor to receive the Earle F. Zeigler Lecture
Award and to have the opportunity to speak today. As I
begin, I would like to say, “Thank you,” to the selection
committee for their work in reviewing nominations and
bestowing this honor on me. I have been blessed in many
ways in my life, and this award is a special blessing
because it indicates something I have done is notable,
even if just for this moment in time. Thanks also to Dr.
DanielWann for providing my introduction. The irony is
not lost on me that the individual delivering my intro-
duction is one who has made significant contributions to
the field with his work on team identification and sport
fan motives. I have heard Dr. Wann referred to as a
pioneer in these areas. Dr. Wann, I am grateful for the
work you have done, for our friendship, and for my
introduction. Thanks also to all of you for coming to the
presentation. I do appreciate your attendance.

Introduction

Preparing this talk is probably one of the more difficult
projects I have undertaken. I would guess some who
have preceded me as a Zeigler Lecture Award winner
had a similar struggle. Delivering this lecture is both an
opportunity and a challenge. It is an opportunity to talk

about essentially whatever you would like to discuss, but
the challenging part is having limited direction or
instruction.

What I know about the award comes from my
experience listening to previous lectures and from the
information posted on the North American Society for
Sport Management (NASSM) website. The NASSM
website is where I started my preparations. I began by
trying to learn more about the lecture from the informa-
tion posted. Going to the website with the award in-
formation—https://www.nassm.com/Awards/Zeigler—an
individual will find a description of the award; the
qualifications for the award; and scrolling down the
page, a person will find in the section titled, “Submission
process,” there is a “NOTE” (see Figure 1). The text of
the note is as follows:

A specially-featured distinguished scholarly lecture
is delivered regularly at the NASSM conference by
a Earle F. Zeigler Lecture Award recipient. Subse-
quently, the lecture is printed in the Journal of Sport
Management. Additional information regarding the
Earle F. Zeigler Award can be found in the NASSM
Operating Codes. (Zeigler Lecture Award, n.d.)

The sentence about additional information seemed
promising. I clicked on the link for the NASSM Operat-
ing Codes, and at the time when I was preparing my
presentation—Spring 2017—what I found was not
much. I was routed to a site with the words, “Page
not found” prominently displayed (see Figure 2).
Through a diligent search of the NASSM website,
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Figure 1 — Zeigler Lecture Award description.
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however, I was able to find the operating codes. I am
pleased to note that following the 2017 conference, the
website was updated, and the access point to the operat-
ing codes on the Zeigler Award page should now direct
an individual to a working link.

In my reading of the operating codes, I located the
section pertaining to the Zeigler Lecture Award. In that
section, I found the following information.

The recipient shall present a lecture at the Society’s
Annual Banquet. The Committee Chairperson shall
notify the award recipient that the recipient may
select the individual to provide an introduction at
the Society’s Annual Banquet. The banquet will
proceed according to the protocol outlined in the
attachment following this section. (NASSM
Operating Codes, n.d., p. 44)

The 2017 Zeigler Award lecture was delivered on a
Thursday morning as a keynote presentation, not as part
of the annual banquet. An announcement was sent out in
fall 2017 that the lecture was being moved from the
Saturday evening banquet to a Thursday morning
address. One of the reasons for doing so, based on
the information provided, was so the Zeigler lecture
could serve as an opportunity for the speaker to “set
the tone for the conference.”My first reaction to that idea
was, “No pressure there.” After reading about the day
and time change for the talk, I really began wondering,
“What am I going to talk about?” Little did I know there
was more good news coming, but not any more direc-
tion. In one of his notes about the conference, President
George Cunningham wrote, “Dr. Jeff James will deliver
what will assuredly be an engaging Earle F. Zeigler

Award Lecture.” While I appreciated the kind words,
I was again thinking, “No pressure there.”

It was a challenge to decide on a topic, and I took
time to try and figure out how to proceed. To get some
direction, I went back to the qualifications and started to
think about why I may have been selected as this year’s
award winner. Per the information posted on the
NASSM website, to qualify for the award a nominee:

a. Must be a NASSM member in good standing who
has not previously received the award.

b. Must have a minimum of 10 years of service as a
teacher, supervisor, administrator, or combination
of the above.

c. Must have made significant contributions to the
field in terms of scholarship, research, leadership,
and peer recognition of his or her contributions.

d. Must reflect those qualities demonstrated by
Dr. Zeigler in the areas of student growth and
development, leadership, service, scholarship, and
collegiality.

e. Must have made a significant contribution to the
field of Sport Management.

Thinking about the qualifications, I reflected on how
I satisfied the various elements. I thought to myself,
“I am a member in good standing and have plenty of
time served as a teacher, supervisor, administrator, or
combination of the three.” I am willing to guess those
elements, while important, were not the deciding factors.
That leaves reflecting qualities demonstrated by Dr.
Zeigler, and my contributions. I was not going to try
and compare myself to Dr. Zeigler, so I focused on the
contribution element.

Figure 2 — Link to NASSM operating codes.
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I reviewed what I wrote about contributions in my
nomination materials. I believe my contributions fit
broadly in three groupings. One grouping includes
work associated with the Psychological Continuum
Model (Funk & James, 2001, 2006). A second grouping
includes work associated with the Motivation Scale for
Sport Consumption (Trail & James, 2001). The third
grouping includes work associated with mentoring of
doctoral students. The work with doctoral students also
reflects contributions to student mentoring and their
growth and development.

Along with thinking about my prospective contri-
butions, I took the obvious step of reviewing past Zeigler
lectures. After going over the previous lectures that are
available, it seems to me the lecture is typically one of
two types. First, previous award winners seem to talk
about an element of the speaker’s research or a prospec-
tive topic for which they encourage future research.
Some examples of this type of talk include Dr. Fink’s
presentation on the embedded nature of sexism in sport
(Fink, 2016); Dr. Zhang’s discussion of, “What to
Study?” (Zhang, 2015); Dr. Thibault’s presentation on
the globalization of sport (Thibault, 2009); and going
back a few years, Dr. Stotlar’s talk about vertical inte-
gration in sport (Stotlar, 2000).

The second type of lecture, some past winners have
given, has been focused on the state of the field in some
manner or discussion of directions in which the field
should move. Some examples of the second type of
lecture include Dr. Doherty’s talk on interdisciplinary
research (Doherty, 2013); Dr. Danylchuk’s presentation
on internationalizing ourselves (Danylchuk, 2011);
Dr. Mahony’s discussion on working together for Sport
Management’s future (Mahony, 2008); and Dr. Chalip’s
talk on a distinctive Sport Management discipline
(Chalip, 2006). With ideas from the various lectures
filling my thoughts, I returned to the point about my
contributions, and I focused on my third element, work-
ing with doctoral students. That led me to think about
some questions, which helped frame my talk.

What Are We Doing to Prepare
Future Scholars?

Over the years, the “second type” of Zeigler Award
lectures has included calls and/or recommendations
regarding the state of the field and future directions
for the field. What struck me is the “calls” and recom-
mendations keep coming. That led me to wonder, “Are
we really making many changes or improving? Are the
calls being answered?”

I recognize as any field matures and grows, there
will be new opportunities and new directions, whichmay
be followed. Which means we will always have oppor-
tunities to propose new directions and/or to consider the
“state of the field.” So while I do wonder to some extent
whether the calls from previous years have been
answered, the question that I chose to focus on was,

“What are we doing to prepare the future scholars to
answer the calls and/or to face new opportunities?”
Perhaps just as important, if not more important is the
question, “Will we do better?”

I spent time thinking about doctoral training
because whether people are working at a doctoral uni-
versity, a master’s college or university, a baccalaureate
college, or an associate’s college, a common factor is
having a doctoral degree in order to take on a faculty
member position. In an effort to try and answer the
question, “What are we doing to prepare the future
scholars?” I first thought about and reviewed what we
have done and are trying to do at Florida State to prepare
doctoral students. I provide information about the pro-
gram at Florida State not to suggest others should
replicate our efforts, but to have a starting point for
discussion and program comparison. It also made sense
to me to start with what I know best.

In 2008, the three degree programs at Florida
State—bachelor’s, master’s, and doctoral—were
revised. The faculty members identified four Sport
Management content areas that serve as the “pillars”
on which our programming is based. The four pillars are
Legal and Policy Studies, Media and Cultural Studies in
Sport, Sport Management, and Sport Marketing. The
content areas are the basis for our seminar series, which
is a very important part of the doctoral program. In
addition to Sport Management–based content courses,
we made sure to include opportunities for students to
complete course work in a core or base discipline (e.g.,
Marketing, Communication, Finance, Higher Education,
Management) and also to complete elective work. Per-
haps most importantly, we also expanded the breadth of
training for scholarly activity.

Training for Scholarly Activity

Historically, students in the doctoral program at Florida
State completed a traditional research methods
course and, along the way, various statistics courses,
with some students completing courses in qualitative
research methods, which likely include training in use of
various qualitative tools, such as observation, focus
groups, and interviews. What was missing from the
program of study was course work through which
students were challenged to understand inquiry not
only from a philosophy of science perspective, but
also from the philosophy of inquiry. In other words,
to challenge individuals to understand different para-
digms and the particular ontological, epistemological,
and axiological positions associated with each.

Through the process of revising the program of
study, we retained what most would likely think of as
a traditional research methods course. We added course
work pertaining to the history, ethics, and politics of
evidence and research; competing theoretical paradigms;
and strategies of inquiry, particularly strategies associ-
ated with qualitative inquiry (e.g., ethnography, case
study, observation, narrative inquiry, interviewing,
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focus groups, etc.). One of our primary intentions is to
challenge an individual to understand what she or he
believes, and why, and how such understanding directs
one’s scholarly activity. We also identified course work
inside the department and across the university students
could complete in order to further develop the knowl-
edge, skills, and abilities to engage in scholarly inquiry.
The tools course work can be selected to allow a focus on
quantitative, qualitative, or a mixed approach to inquiry.
Of course, the application of a mixed approach depends
on one’s philosophical “leanings.”

The revisions to the program of study pertaining to
scholarly activity were not made with the intent to direct
students to a particular paradigm. Instead, the revisions
were made so that those completing the various courses
would better understand why and how they are most
likely to engage in scholarly activity. The breadth of
training should also prepare individuals to engage and
collaborate with colleagues in and beyond our field that
may adhere to a different paradigm. An important goal is
appreciating the value of differences and how our dif-
ferences may help us collectively learn and grow, and
ultimately answer the calls and recommendations for
advancing a field of study.

There is nothing new or particularly novel in the goal
of challenging individuals to engage in critical thinking, to
broaden their understanding. The question though is within
our respective programs, are we preparing individuals to be
well-informed scholars, or are we doing something else,
providing a more narrow range of learning and training?
Recognizing that Dr. Frisby in her Zeigler Award lecture
challenged us to engage in critical social science (Frisby,
2005), then 8 years later Dr. Doherty challenged us to
embrace interdisciplinary research (Doherty, 2013), one
could conclude that we are still working to answer the calls.
Which brings me back to the question, “What are we doing
to prepare future scholars?”

Sport Management Doctoral Training
Review

In addition to thinking about the curriculum at Florida
State, I also reviewed other doctoral programs to gauge
what is being done to prepare future scholars, at least from
a program-level perspective. My review of programs did
not include every possible doctoral-granting Sport Man-
agement program. Since the lecture was delivered at the
NASSM annual conference, I reviewed programs identi-
fied through the association. On the NASSMwebsite, one
will find a listing of doctoral-granting Sport Management
programs (see Table 1). The listing (at the time of this
writing) includes 33 programs in the United States and six
programs in Canada. My review involved going through
the information provided by each program. I was inter-
ested in three particular questions.

a. What are the number of credit hours (post-master’s
degree) required to earn a doctoral degree?

b. What are the number of credit hours required for
research tools, methods, and/or inquiry courses?

c. To what extent are students required to complete
any philosophy of science and/or any philosophy
of inquiry courses?

It is important to note that degree programs in North
America, particularly in the United States, are structured

Table 1 Doctoral Degree Programs in North
America

Location School

Alabama Troy University

Alabama United States Sports Academy

Arkansas University of Arkansas, Fayetteville

Colorado University of Northern Colorado

Connecticut University of Connecticut

Florida Florida State University

Florida St. Thomas University

Florida University of Florida

Georgia Georgia State University

Georgia University of Georgia

Illinois Concordia University Chicago

Illinois University of Illinois

Indiana Indiana University

Kansas University of Kansas

Kentucky University of Louisville

Louisiana Louisiana State University

Massachusetts University of Massachusetts

Michigan University of Michigan

Minnesota University of Minnesota

New Mexico University of New Mexico

Ohio The Ohio State University

Ontario Brock University

Ontario University of Ottawa

Ontario University of Waterloo

Ontario University of Windsor

Ontario Western University

Oregon Sports Management Worldwide

Pennsylvania Penn State University

Pennsylvania Temple University’s School of Sport,
Tourism and Hospitality Management

Saskatchewan University of Regina

South Carolina University of South Carolina

Tennessee University of Tennessee

Texas Texas A&M University

Texas Texas Woman’s University

Texas University of Houston

Texas University of Texas

Virginia Old Dominion University

Virginia Virginia Commonwealth University

Wisconsin Marquette University Law School

Source: https://www.nassm.org/node/130; https://www.nassm.org/
node/133.
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by credit hours (also referred to in this writing as simply
“hours”). I recognize that degree programs in other
countries use other metrics and terms regarding degree
completion. Since the focus of this work is on North
American doctoral programs, the questions pertain to
credit hours.

Why the three questions? The first question is a
gauge of the breadth of training associated with a
doctoral degree. Such information allows for a basic
comparison across programs within Sport Management
and potentially a comparison with other degree pro-
grams. Simply put, are different programs requiring a
comparable amount of training? The second question
was meant to focus on the amount of course work
required that arguably is focused on scholarly training,
which I am specifically thinking of as the “use” of tools
and the learning about the nature of research and
inquiry. A doctoral degree for all intents and purposes
is intended—in my view—to prepare an individual to
engage in scholarly work that includes instruction, but
in this context, the focus is on training to engage in
research.

The third question is an extension of the second
question. As previously noted, one revision made to the
doctoral program at Florida State was requiring students
to complete courses pertaining to the history, ethics, and
politics of evidence and research; competing theoretical
paradigms; and strategies of inquiry, particularly strate-
gies associated with qualitative inquiry. I was curious to
know to what extent other programs may require stu-
dents to complete comparable course work challenging
an individual to understand what she or he believes, and
why, and how such understanding directs her or his
scholarly activity. For me, the third question is about the
depth of education being provided.

As I read about programs and reviewed the infor-
mation available, I chose to remove some programs from
the analysis. In an effort to compare degree programs,
I thought it was important that there be consistency in the
type of doctoral degree. All but two of the degree
programs listed on the NASSMwebsite offer a doctorate
of philosophy; one program offers a juris doctorate
degree and another program offers a doctorate of edu-
cation. The two non-PhD programs were excluded from
the review. Reading through the course content avail-
able, I found seven programs did not actually include
Sport Management content per se, or at least as far as
I could determine. There were other foci, most com-
monly courses pertaining to Kinesiology or Health
Studies. When I write, “no Sport Management content
per se,” I very generally referred to the common profes-
sional component from the Commission on Sport Man-
agement Accreditation materials as a frame for Sport
Management content. If programs did not include in
their course listings or program of study requirements
any of the content associated with the Commission on
Sport Management Accreditation criteria, they were
excluded from the review. Two programs included
some but not all of the information of interest;

specifically, I could find no information about required
or elective research-based courses. Finally, there were
two programs for which I could not locate any informa-
tion about degree requirements or particular course work
on their respective websites. In sum, I learned about the
doctoral programs from 26 North American universities.
So what did I do and what did I learn?

Program Reviews—Information Collected

To acquire the information needed to answer the three
questions, information about the 26 doctoral degree
programs was collected. The information was collected
from each program’s specific website, program of study
forms, advising guides, general bulletins, course listings
and descriptions, and any files posted on the Internet that
provided information about the respective doctoral
degree programs. The information I sought included
the number of hours (post-master’s degree) required
for a doctoral degree; the number of hours required
for research-based course work, which could include
methods, tools, inquiry, or theory courses; and whether
program requirements include philosophy of science
and/or philosophy of inquiry courses. The decision to
collect information from online resources was based on
the availability of such information. In addition, upon
sending random queries requesting information about a
doctoral degree program, the e-mail responses included
statements that program information was available
online.

Program Reviews—Findings

Total hours. The first question deals with the number
of credit hours (post-master’s degree) required to earn a
doctoral degree in Sport Management (in North Amer-
ica). I focused on hours completed post-master’s degree
for a particular reason. Reading through the general
information about graduate degrees on university web-
sites, I consistently found a general statement about a
90-hr postbaccalaureate requirement for completion of a
doctoral degree. The number of postbaccalaureate credit
hours is a component of accreditation criteria. Within
Sport Management, individuals entering a doctoral pro-
gram most often do so after completing a master’s
degree. Accordingly, the credit hours earned in a mas-
ter’s degree are counted toward the postbaccalaureate
requirement. For the review, I focused on the hours
required post-master’s degree.

The number of credit hours required for doctoral
degree completion across the programs reviewed is
listed in Table 2. The number of required hours ranged
from a low of 45 to a high of 80; the average number of
hours required for degree completion is 61. Taking into
consideration the 90-hr postbaccalaureate criteria and
accounting for completion of a master’s degree (36 hr for
the purpose of discussion), it is reasonable to expect
students will complete 54 hr to earn a doctoral degree.
With an average of 61, it would seem the doctoral
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programs on average require an “expected” number of
hours for degree completion.

Thinking about the number of required hours led to a
follow-up question, how many of the total hours are
course work and how many are dissertation credit hours?
When we factor out the number of dissertation hours, we
learn how many actual course hours an individual com-
pletes to earn a doctoral degree. The number of required
dissertation credit hours for each program reviewed is
listed in Table 2. The number of credit hours ranged from
a low of 6 to a high of 25; the average number of required
hours is 15. It should be noted that the number of credit
hours is not reflective of the actual hours (in real time)
involved in completing a dissertation.

Based on the preceding information, it is possible to
calculate the number of course work hours for each
degree program (see Table 2). The number of credit
hours of course work ranges from 24 to 68, with the
average being 46 hr. Said another way, one requirement

to earn a doctoral degree—depending on the program—

is completion of eight classes on the low end to 22
classes on the high end. The number of classes was
estimated based on each course being 3 credit hours. I
recognize the number of credit hours may not be three
for each course; my goal was not to “tease out” the
credit-hour details for each course, rather to look across
programs and offer some sense of what is required in the
field to complete a doctoral degree.

The point here is not to gauge whether there is an
“ideal” number of hours or number of courses that
should be completed, rather to get a sense across our
degree programs as to what is the breadth and depth of
training being provided. Perhaps most importantly, to
illustrate there is a substantial variation in requirements
with some graduates potentially completing eight classes
(along with the dissertation and other requirements) over
a 3- to 4-year period, whereas others take as many as 22
classes over the same period. It is reasonable to conclude

Table 2 Doctoral Program Information

Program

Total Credit
Hours for PhDa

(Post-Master’s Degree)
Dissertation
Credit Hours

Coursework
Credit Hours

Researchb

Tools/Methods
(Minimum Credit Hours)

University 01 64 16 48 12

University 02 63 15 48 12

University 03 67 9 58 16

University 04 80 24 56 20

University 05 60 12 48 15

University 06 67 25 42 9

University 07 66 6 60 12

University 08 80 20 60 20

University 09 49 25 24 9

University 10 72 21 51 12

University 11 45 12 33 15

University 12 77 9 68 26

University 13 66 18 48 12

University 14 50 20 30 12

University 15 54 18 36 18

University 16 57 6 51 9

University 17 60 12 48 12

University 18 54 6 48 15

University 19 54 18 36 12

University 20 60 18 42 15

University 21 72 24 48 18

University 22 60 24 36 15

University 23 67 18 49 12

University 24 60 6 54 12

University 25 60 18 42 15

University 26 48 9 39 18

Average credit hours 61 15 46 14
aSum of dissertation and course work hours.
bHours included in the course work total.
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that there is substantial variation in the training and
preparation of doctoral students across programs. After
assessing the total hours for degree completion and the
breakdown between course work and dissertation work,
I attempted to ascertain the number of credit hours
required in each program for research tools, methods,
and/or inquiry courses.

Total hours for research tools/methods/inquiry. The
number of hours required pertaining to research-based
courses (e.g., research methods, statistics, qualitative
research methods, etc.) are listed in Table 2. The number
of required hours ranges from 9 to 26, with the average
being 14 hr. “Translating” the hours to number of
classes, for some programs students may take no
more than three research-based courses. At the other
end of the range, students earning the doctoral degree
may complete eight or more research-based courses.
Again, the point is not to suggest some “ideal” number
of courses, but to illustrate the variation in training that is
occurring. Thinking about the number of hours required
pertaining to research methods, tools, and/or inquiry
courses, the third question was posed to assess in
more detail the extent to which Sport Management
doctoral students are learning more than just how to
compute various statistics, and/or how to conduct inter-
views and focus. To what extent are students learning
about the philosophy of science, the philosophy of
inquiry, and being challenged to understand why and
how they approach research, or the study of phenomena
of interest?

Programs requiring philosophy of science/inquiry
courses. A challenge in answering the third question
was deciding what should be included in the assessment
as a philosophy of science/inquiry course. The decision
was made to err on the side of including more rather than
less. Courses that included the term “philosophy” in the
title were likely candidates, for example, Philosophy of
Scientific Inquiry. Other titles that were “counted”
included Principles of Scientific Inquiry, Naturalistic
Inquiry, Qualitative Inquiry in Sport and Physical Cul-
ture. Course descriptions were read to gauge the content
offered in an attempt to ensure courses with the particu-
lar content were included in the review, regardless of a
particular title.

Among the 26 programs reviewed, four required
some type of philosophy of science/inquiry course work.
All programs reviewed required a (traditional) research
methods course, and at least one (usually more) statistics
course. Other frequent courses found include advanced
research methods, qualitative research methods, along
with an assortment of statistics courses. The point here is
not that students lack knowledge of philosophy of
science/inquiry content, though that may be the situa-
tion. The point is that a very small percentage of
programs have included such content as a requirement
in their degree program. Students may engage with such
content through elective course work, as part of their
required hours for research-based course work. It is

reasonable to ask though, whether students will com-
plete course work that is not required of them.

Discussion

What does one take away from reading these “musings?”
First, not all doctoral programs are created equally. Think-
ing about just the number of hours required for degree
completion, there is a substantial difference in the training
and preparation for a student completing 45 hr to earn a
degree compared with one completing 80 hr for ostensibly
the same degree. There is arguably even a substantive
difference when comparing the lower end number of hours
(45) to the average for this review (61). There could be a
discrepancy in breadth of knowledge; a person taking 61 or
80 hr can complete a broader range of course work. There
could be a discrepancy in depth of knowledge; someone
completing 61 or 80 hr may be taking multiple courses
pertaining to the same topic to build a knowledge base
about which she or he truly becomes an expert.

The concern about training and preparation, about
the breadth and depth of knowledge, is highlighted when
dissertation credit hours are subtracted from the total
hours. Based on the program reviews, a person could
complete eight courses, along with dissertation credit
hours, and meet the requirements for a doctoral degree in
Sport Management. Another person with the same
degree may have completed 22 courses along with the
dissertation credit hours. Thinking about someone at
each end of the range, there is no question the two
individuals are not trained or prepared equally. I recog-
nize that the “low-end” figures for each of the elements
cited represent a “minimum.” It is possible that even in
programs where students could graduate with as few as
45 hr, they are completing more than the minimum
number of credit hours. This review does not include
information as to how many credit hours students are
actually completing. Since it is possible to earn a Sport
Management doctoral degree with a relatively small
number of credit hours though, it is reasonable to
conclude some individuals are doing so.

A particular concern to highlight regarding the
training and preparation of doctoral students is providing
the knowledge and skills to engage in scholarly activity.
A question to ask is whether students are learning more
about “how to” and not enough about “why” and “what
does this mean.” Working with the average number of
credit hours listed in Table 2 (61), think about the
“structure” of doctoral programs overall. Think about
how these total credit hours are allocated. Degree pro-
grams generally include three components: (a) topical
course work (which likely includes Sport Management
content, discipline content, specialization content, and
elective content); (b) research tools/methods course
work (these hours include statistics courses, and more
often than not “how to” courses, how to use various tools
of research, and may include philosophy of science/
inquiry courses); and (c) the third component is disser-
tation credit hours.
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Within the respective programs, the required credit
hours are allocated, whether it may be 61 or another
number, across the three components. From reviewing
the 26 programs, my sense is that most do provide access
to what I have termed topical content. Howmuch content
students may learn about is relative to the number of
course hours required for the degree. Also, the number of
dissertation credit hours required, while varied, may not
be as much of a concern as the quality of the dissertation
completed. Whether earning six or 20 credit hours, a
primary consideration for a dissertation should be the
quality of the work. In addition, it is reasonable to expect
no matter what the total number of credit hours students
will take as much (real) time as needed to complete the
dissertation work. That leaves the research-based course
work to consider.

In reviewing the various curricula, a recurring
structure was observed in relation to research-based
course work. Programs more often than not include
the following requirements:

Research methods 3 credit hours

Statistics 9 credit hours

Qualitative research methods 3 credit hours

Total 15 credit hours

The structure is consistent with the average credit
hours (14) illustrated in Table 2. The most frequent
number for required hours in research-based courses
in Table 2 is 12. It is not known from the review
what combination of courses students might complete,
but it would not surprise to me to learn that someone
completing only 12 credit hours in research-based
courses focused on research methods (not qualitative
research methods) and statistics.

Teaching courses such as research methods, statis-
tics, and qualitative research methods is important. I
believe there is good content in these courses, and they
contribute to the training and development of future
scholars. I am also convinced we can do better. The
content in such courses have particular foci, which
generally do not include philosophy of science and/or
philosophy of inquiry. Any such content included is
likely minimal rather than in-depth.

Think about courses you have completed and per-
haps even taught. A research methods book likely has a
least a section (though not typically a whole chapter) on
the scientific method and brief overviews of some
paradigms (e.g., positivism, postpositivism, constructiv-
ism). A research methods course is not intended to
provide in-depth content pertaining to philosophy of
science/inquiry, and if any such content is included,
the scientific method would be prioritized. That is okay
in my opinion because I think it is good to learn about the
scientific method. It is also good though, to learn about
other approaches to inquiry.

Think also about a qualitative research methods
course. I agree with having individuals complete such
a course. The content is likely focused though, on what I

think of as “tools,” learning how to conduct observa-
tions, interviews, focus groups, and so on. The intent is
not to teach the philosophy of inquiry. Nor does it
necessary have to be so, but such content is important
—in my opinion—and should be taught. Content per-
taining to philosophy of science and philosophy of
inquiry if not readily available within a Sport Manage-
ment program or department, is certainly available
within a university. Our challenge is connecting indivi-
duals with such content.

A question that should be answered is, “Are we only
partially preparing the next group of scholars?” If we are
not teaching, or at least connecting individuals with
those who do teach, philosophy of science and philoso-
phy of inquiry, we are in one sense teaching individuals
how to use tools, but not teaching them—or at least not
teaching them well—why they may use, or the reason
for, the particular tools. It is important to challenge
individuals to understand different paradigms and the
particular ontological, epistemological, and axiological
positions associated with each. It is important to chal-
lenge an individual to understand what she or he be-
lieves, and why, and how such understanding directs her
or his scholarly activity. It is of particular importance
that we teach students there are different paradigms and
different approaches to learning and understanding, and
to teach that the differences do not equate to one thought
group being better or worse, or right or wrong. It is
through navigating our differences, through learning to
value the differences, that we advance the field.

Some Sport Management doctoral programs—four
to be specific—include content on the philosophy of
science and/or inquiry at least based on the posting of
program curricula and/or course listings. It is possible
that more programs are requiring some type of philoso-
phy of science and/or inquiry course work. It may be
they simply do not post a detailed program curriculum or
course listings. It can be concluded from the review of 26
programs, however, that the majority of programs adhere
to the basic 15-hr structure illustrated above for research
tools and methods course work. It is likely—in my
opinion—that even whenmore than 15 hr are completed,
the additional hours are statistics courses.

The point here is not to teach fewer statistics courses
or for that matter fewer of any research-based courses. A
point to consider is whether we are properly grounding
individuals in philosophy of science and philosophy of
inquiry, so they understand why they may complete 9,
12, or more hours in statistics courses. Or why they may
choose to focus on observation-based inquiry, focus
groups, interviews, ethnography, autoethnography, or
another phenomenological approach.

Returning to the question, “What do I take away?” I
suggest the following. As an association we should give
consideration to our expectations for doctoral training.
Currently, there are no particular criteria for doctoral
degrees regarding the total number of required credit
hours (outside of a particular university’s parameters);
the number of course work and dissertation credit hours;
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or the allocation of credit hours to various types of
content (e.g., topical, philosophy, discipline, elective,
etc.). That is, however, a longer road to travel. It should
be done, but if we are honest, we must acknowledge
action at the association level will take a while to occur,
if others even think the topic should be addressed. For
those who are part of doctoral training programs, we can
take more immediate action.

One simple task is to evaluate one’s program.
Determine whether students in the program are being
challenged to understand philosophy of science and
philosophy of inquiry. If not, can such content be
included in the program of study, perhaps as required
elective content, or in the requirement for research
competency. If such content is to be included, can
such content be delivered through the program? If the
faculty members in the program are not in a position to
do so, find out if there are colleagues at a respective
university who teach such content. The topics are not
new; there are faculty members at every doctoral-grant-
ing institution who teach such content.

If students are engaging in philosophy content,
continue what you do well and consider how you can
improve on what you are doing. The quality of the
training we are providing will determine the future of
our field. We are either preparing individuals to be
critical thinkers, to face the opportunities and challenges
to come, or training people to use tools. We do need to
know how to use tools. That type of training alone
though is not sufficient. That type of training does not
prepare individuals to address the challenges we face as a
diverse field.

Sport Management is a diverse field, as we all know.
If we are honest, we have a label that really has two
meanings. On the one hand, “Sport Management” refers
to a content area. On the other hand, the label refers to a
diverse field of study that encompasses much more than
management and related content. A simple review of any
conference program reminds us of the breadth and depth
of our field. We have work in sport marketing dealing
with professional, intercollegiate, and community-level
sport programs. We have work in sport management
dealing with professional, intercollegiate, and commu-
nity-level programs. We have work dealing with legal
and policy studies in sport. We have work dealing with
sport and social media. We have work dealing with
sport for development at the international, national, and
local level. Peers are working with sport in homeless
populations and underserved populations in communi-
ties. And the list goes on.

We must have scholars with a breadth of knowledge
and training that prepares them to do more than just use
tools. Those involved in doctoral training must challenge
the individuals who you work with and, in turn, expect to
be challenged. A point that must not be forgotten is that
those working with doctoral students are not training

acolytes. We must challenge those we are working with
to be more than we are, to do more than we have done. In
so doing, they will be prepared to face the challenges and
opportunities that will come and to advance Sport
Management as a field of study.

Many thanks once again for being chosen this honor
and for the opportunity to deliver this address.
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